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ABSTRACT 

The opening sections of some exegetical Midrashim deal with the issues of 

authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, genre, methods of 

interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity of their biblical book. This is the 

same type of material that is found in the introductions to medieval rabbinic Bible 

commentaries (written in Hebrew). In the Midrashim, this phenomenon occurs within the 

midrashic comments on 1:1, as opposed to outside the scriptural verse order in a separate 

introduction like the commentaries. Therefore, I have designated it by the phrase "Inner-

Midrashic Introduction." 

Goldberg's form analysis of rabbinic literature is applied to these opening 

sections of the Midrashim. It establishes criteria for isolating propositions that contribute 

to thematic discourse, and criteria for controlling what appear to be unthematic elements. 

The analysis reveals the new prototypical form "Inner-Midrashic Introduction" as a 

thematic discourse on introductory issues to biblical books. It is found in Midrashim on 

the Torah, i.e., in Sifra on Leviticus and Leviticus Rabbah, and on the Writings, i.e., in 

Song of Songs Rabbah, Lamentations Rabbah, Midrash Psalms, and Midrash Mishle. 

These provide the basis for describing the prototypical form "Inner-Midrashic 

Introduction," and they also supply specific examples of its literary realizations. 
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In order to corroborate the existence of the Inner-Midrashic Introduction as an 

introductory form, a select number of medieval rabbinic commentary introductions are 

analyzed in terms of their formal, thematic, and material characteristics, revealing that a 

certain degree of continuity exists between them and the Inner-Midrashic Introductions. 

This analysis also reveals the new form the "Inner-Commentary Introduction." Since the 

origin of introductions to medieval rabbinic Bible commentaries has been traced to non-

Jewish models from the Muslim and Christian spheres, i.e., to the sadr, mukaddima, and 

the prooemium and its scholastic counterpart the accessus adauctores, the prior existence 

of the Inner-Midrashic Introduction and its continuity in Inner-Commentary Introductions 

and separate introductions are important discoveries for the history of Bible interpretation 

in general, and of Jewish Bible interpretation in particular. Now the Inner-Midrashic 

Introduction can take its rightful place in that history. 
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RESUME 

Les sections debutantes de quelques midrachim exegetiques traitent les questions 

de la paternite et l'inspiration, de la datation, du contexte historique, du genre, des 

methodes d'interpretation, des themes, et des formes litteraires et de l'unite de leur livre 

biblique. C'est le meme genre de sujet trouve dans les introductions aux commentaires 

medievals rabbiniques bibliques (ce qui est ecrit en hebreu). Dans les midrachim ce 

phenomene se produit a l'interieur des remarques midrachiques sur 1:1, et non pas a 

l'exterieur de l'ordre des versets bibliques dans une introduction separee comme les 

commentaires. Pour cette raison, je l'ai designe avec la locution «L'Introduction 

Midrachique Interieure.» 

L'analyse de Goldberg de la forme de la litterature rabbinique est appliquee aux 

sections debutantes des midrachim. Cette analyse etablit les criteres pour isoler les 

propositions contribuant au discours thematiques et les criteres pour controller les 

elements non-thematiques. L'analyse revele la nouvelle forme archetype 

«L'Introduction Midrachique Interieure» comme un discours thematique des questions 

preliminaires concernant les livres bibliques. Cette forme est trouvee dans les Midrachim 

de la Torah, c'est-a-dire, dans le Sifra de Levitique et le Levitique Rabba, et aussi dans les 

Midrachim des Ecrits, c'est-a-dire, dans le Cantique des Cantiques Rabba, les 

Lamentations Rabba, le Midrach Psaumes, et le Midrach Michle. Les textes ci-dessus 
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pourvoient la base de la description de la forme archetype «L'Introduction Midrachique 

Interieure» et fournissent les exemples precis de leurs realisations litteraires. 

Afm de corroborer l'existence de «L'Introduction Midrachique Interieure» 

comme une forme d'introduction, un nombre choisi des introductions des commentaires 

medievals rabbiniques sont analysees en fonction de leurs caracteristiques des formes, 

des themes, et des matieres, revelant qu'un certain degre de continuite existe entre celles-

ci et «L'Introduction Midrachique Interieure». Puisque la trace de l'origine des 

introductions aux commentaires medievals rabbiniques bibliques a ete suivie aux modeles 

non-juif des spheres musulmanes et chretiennes, c'est-a-dire, sadr, mukaddima, et le 

prooemium et sa contrepartie scolastique accessus ad auctores, l'existence anterieure de 

«L'Introduction Midrachique Interieure» et sa continuite dans les «Introductions 

Commentaires Interieures» et introductions separees, sont des decouvertes importantes 

pour l'histoire de l'interpretation de la Bible en general, et pour l'interpretation de la Bible 

juive en particulier. Maintenant «L'Introduction Midrachique Interieure» pourrait 

prendre sa place legitime dans cette histoire. 
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INTRODUCTION AND METHOD OF STUDY 

Midrashim, Medieval Rabbinic Bible 
Commentaries, and Their Introductions 

The term midrash denotes a process of interpretation or the writings produced 

using that process, either a single midrash or a collection of them. Therefore, the term is 

commonly used in three senses: i) as a method of interpretation; ii) as a short text 

produced by an application of midrashic hermeneutics, i.e., a midrash (small "m"); and, 

iii) as a substantial collection of midrashim, i.e., a Midrash (capital "M").1 The semantic 

range of the term exegesis overlaps to a large extent with the first two senses of midrash 

and may be an adequate translation of it. Neusner states: 

It is difficult to specify what the word "Midrash" in Hebrew expresses that the word 
"exegesis" in English does not. . . The two words then end up covering much of the 
same ground. "Midrash" stands for a perfectly respectable, rule-bound, rational, 
scholarly treatment of the text, as much as does "exegesis." But the words intersect 
over such a broad area that we are hardly required to use a foreign word when a 
native one serves perfectly wel l . . . The word "Midrash" bears no more, or less, 
meaning than the word "exegesis". 

' See Jacob Neusner, Introduction to Rabbinic Literature (New York: Doubleday, 1994), 223-225; 
cf. Alexander, who describes midrash as "a process and as an artefact" (Philip S. Alexander, "Midrash," in 
A Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, ed. R. J. Coggins and J. L. Houlden [London: SCM Press, 1990], 
453); and Goldberg, who also describes these three senses (Arnold Goldberg, "Midrashsatz; VorschlSge fur 
die descriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," FJB 17 [1989]: 45). Individual 
midrashim occur in all works of rabbinic literature, i.e., in the Midrashim as well as in the Mishnah, 
Tosefta, Talmuds, Targums, and medieval commentaries. As exegesis of verses or even parts thereof, 
individual midrashim are usually sentences or short paragraphs; collections of these midrashim in large 
compilations can be as long as a modern book. 

2 Neusner, Introduction, 224-225. Arnold Goldberg calls Neusner's use of "exegesis" for "midrash" an 
improvement (Goldberg, "Midrashsatz," 45); cf. Kugel, "Midrash is a Hebrew term meaning interpretation 
or exegesis" (James L. Kugel, The Bible as It Was [1997], third printing [Cambridge: Belknap Press, 1998], 
591). Alexander notes that exegesis describes midrash within the rabbinic tradition; outside of that 
tradition, e.g., in the modern academy, midrash is often described as eisegesis (Alexander, "Midrash," 457). 
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However, even though exegesis overlaps in meaning with the first two senses of midrash, 

it does not continue to do so with the third sense in common usage; a better English term 

for midrash, in the sense of a compilation of individual midrashim forming a Midrash, 

would be commentary. It is now commonplace to refer to the Midrashim as (biblical or 

scriptural) commentaries. In particular, the exegetical Midrashim and many medieval 

rabbinic Bible commentaries share the formal characteristic of commenting on a large 

percentage of an entire biblical book (or section of one) in its verse order.5 

Another formal characteristic of some medieval commentaries is that they 

contain introductions that are separated from the body of commentary. By scholarly 

consensus, an introduction is recognized by its position outside of the consecutive verse 

order, i.e., before the comments that begin on 1:1. Lawee states that the same themes 

found in separate introductions can also be found in the body of some commentaries 

beginning with 1 :l(ff.). However, he makes a formal distinction between the two; 

Neusner and Goldberg make a similar point: "The word 'Midrash' bears no more, or less, meaning than the 
word 'exegesis' or, some may prefer, eisegesis" (Neusner, Introduction, 225), and, the term "exegesis" is 
sometimes used pejoratively of rabbinic interpretation (Goldberg, "Midrashsatz," 45). 

3 I.e., commentary as "a treatise consisting of a systematic series of comments or annotations on the 
text of a literary work; an expository treatise following the order of the work explained," or, "anything that 
serves for exposition or illustration; a comment, remark; a running commentary" {Oxford English 
Dictionary Online, s.v. "Commentary," n., 3ab, http://dictionary.oed.com/ [accessed August 20, 2004]). 
Alexander states that "a midrashic text may range from the exegesis of a single word, phrase or verse of 
scripture to a whole biblical book" (Alexander, "Midrash," 453). However, such a book is composed of 
individual exegeses of its biblical verses in their order. 

4 See the literature cited below in nn. 6, 9 below; cf. Neusner, Introduction, xxi, 10, 56; Philip S. 
Alexander, "The Rabbinic Hermeneutical Rules and the Problem of the Definition of Midrash," 
Proceedings of the Irish Biblical Association 8 (1984): 116, n. 1; Steven D. Fraade, "Literary Composition 
and Oral Performance in Early Midrashim," Oral Tradition 14 (1999): 33. 

5 Compare Steven Fraade, "The Turn to Commentary in Ancient Judaism: The Case of Sifre 
Deuteronomy," in The Return to Scripture in Judaism and Christianity: Essays in Postcritical Scriptural 
Interpretation, ed. Peter Ochs (New York: Paulist Press, 1993), 143; and Marc Saperstein, "The Method of 
Doubts: Problematizing the Bible in Late Medieval Jewish Exegesis," in With Reverence for the Word: 
Medieval Scriptural Exegesis in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe, Barry D. 
Walfish, and Joseph W. Goering (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 133. More precisely, the 
exegetical Midrashim comment on individual Bible verses or parts thereof, even to the smallest level of the 
grapheme; see below, pp. 20-21, and n. 71 regarding the parts of Scripture that midrash lemmatizes. 

http://dictionary.oed.com/
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introductory themes lemmatized under 1: l(ff.) are not introductions. The scholarly 

consensus (or presumption) has been that the exegetical Midrashim do not contain 

introductions. For example, C. Sirat states: 

Jewish biblical commentaries can be classified into two types, according to the 
presence or absence of an introduction. The commentaries that lack introductions are 
first the Midrashim, and secondly the commentaries of Rashi and his successors. 
These commentaries begin with the first verse of the book and continue, verse by 
verse, until the end. The explanation may concern a single word or expression or the 
whole verse, but it follows faithfully the order of the text. General remarks, when 
they exist, are tied to the more particular ones.7 

On a similar note, E. Lawee states that "premodern Jewish writers periodically explored 

questions surrounding the formation, authorship, literary genre, and (less frequently) 

original historical setting of individual biblical books, at times with great subtlety, 

originality, and thoroughness." In a number of articles that discuss the genre of 

introduction and its historical development, Lawee does not consider the possibility that 

6 Eric Lawee, "Introducing Scripture: The Accessus adauctores in Hebrew Exegetical Literature from 
the Thirteenth through the Fifteenth Centuries," in With Reverence for the Word: Medieval Scriptural 
Exegesis in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe, Barry D. Walfish, and Joseph 
W. Goering (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 158.1 have found only two exceptions to this 
consensus. Marcus states, "If we consider introductions to be any general remarks that Rashi makes about 
the work as a whole prior to his first comment on the first verse of a book, I think it is correct to say that he 
wrote three" (Ivan Marcus, "Rashi's Historiosophy in the Introductions to His Bible Commentaries," Revue 
des etudes juives 157 [1998]: 48). Rashi has separate introductions to Song of Songs and Zechariah; he also 
makes general remarks about Genesis in Gen 1:1. Lawee notes that there is a growing trend to view Rashi's 
comments in Gen 1:1 as an introduction (Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 159; cf. Mayer I. Gruber, Rashi's 
Commentary on Psalms [Leiden: Brill, 2004], 9; however, see chap. 8, p. 200). Gruber says Rashi also has 
an introduction to his Psalms commentary, even though it appears after a citation of \y>Nn >"WN, the first 
two words of Psalms. He says that these words function as the Hebrew title to the book of Psalms (Gruber, 
Rashi's Commentary on Psalms, 165, n. 1). 

7 Colette Sirat, "Biblical Commentaries and Christian Influence: The Case of Gersonides," in Hebrew 
Scholarship and the Medieval World, ed. Nicholas De Lange (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2001), 210-211. There are exceptions to her statement, e.g., Rashi has two separate introductions; see n. 6 
above. 

8 Eric Lawee, "Don Isaac Abarbanel: Who Wrote the Books of the Bible?" Tradition 30 (1996): 65. 
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these premodern Jewish writers may have included the authors and editors of the 

Midrashim. In one of these he states: 

The history of the introduction as a "genre" of Jewish literature, in terms both of 
internal structural and substantive developments and Arabic and Latin precursors and 
counterparts, made a claim to attention. Evidence of the influence of Arabic and 
Latin exegetical techniques and hermeneutic outlooks on Jewish exegetical habits 
and aims in disciplines beyond scriptural commentary (rabbinic exegesis, 
philosophic commentaries, and so forth) would provide important points of reference 
. . . The advent of the preface in medieval Jewish literature mainly reflects the 
stimulus of a generic form developed by Christian and Muslim writers working in the 
Muslim world.10 

Since the Midrashim do not have separate introductions, research on the genre of 

introduction in medieval Jewish literature does not even consider them. However, if 

introductory material were to exist in the Midrashim, it would formally require 

lemmatization within the body of the commentary, i.e., under 1:1.l' The functional form 

"midrash" requires a biblical lemma; otherwise it would not be midrash. 

In fact, careful examination of the opening sections of many of the Midrashim 

(on the Torah and the Writings) reveals the presence of extensive introductory material 

embedded within the midrashic interpretations of the first verse (with one exception). 

Taken together, this material deals with questions regarding authorship and inspiration, 

time of composition, historical setting, genre, methods of interpretation, themes, and 

literary forms and unity. Since this material is placed within the consecutive verse order, 

9 Compare Eric Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 157-179; idem., "On the Threshold of the 
Renaissance: New Methods and Sensibilities in the Biblical Commentaries of Isaac Abarbanel," Viator 26 
(1995): 283-319; and idem., "Isaac Abarbanel's Intellectual Achievement and Literary Legacy in Modern 
Scholarship: A Retrospective and Opportunity," in Studies in Medieval History and Literature, III, ed. 
Isadore Twersky and Jay M. Harris (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000), 213-247. 

10 Eric Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 158. 
11 Or it would require the functional equivalent of lemmatization; see below, pp. 21-22. 
12 See below, pp. 12-13. 
13 Midrash Mishle treats the first nine verses in Proverbs as an introduction within the book of 

Proverbs itself; see pp. 157-158. 
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i.e., in sections that begin with a citation of the first verse of the book, as opposed to 

outside of the verse order in a separate introduction, I have designated it by the phrase 

"Inner-Midrashic Introduction" (hereafter, IMI). The nature of the IMI as an embedded 

introduction has kept it hidden from view. This is one of the reasons why there is no 

secondary literature that deals with midrashic introduction.14 

The discoursive nature of the exegetical Midrashim has also kept the IMI hidden 

from view. The introductory sections of these Midrashim are discoursive in three senses. 

They are discoursive in the (first) sense that at times they "pass from one subject to 

another," i.e., they "deal with a wide range of subjects;" therefore they seem to be 

"rambling, or digressive."15 This trait is especially evident in the exegetical Midrashim in 

composite petihtaot. They are discoursive in the (second) sense that they contain 

discourses, i.e., dialogues.17 The introductory sections are also discoursive in the (third) 

sense that they "pertain to 'discourse,'" i.e., they contain "written treatment of a subject, 

in which it is handled or discussed at length; a dissertation, treatise, homily, sermon."19 

I will argue that the IMI is a discourse in this third sense; it is a coherent and thematic 

treatment of introductory subjects. At first glance, the discoursive nature of the 

In English, Hebrew, German, and French, to the best of my knowledge. 
15 Oxford English Dictionary Online, s.v. "Discoursive," adj. 2; "Discursive," adj. 2, 

http://dictionary.oed.com/ (accessed August 20, 2004). 
161 will qualify this statement regarding their discoursive (digressive) nature; see n. 22 below. 
17 Oxford English Dictionary Online, s.v. "Discoursive," adj. 3b, http://dictionary.oed.com/ (accessed 

August 20, 2004). Rabbinic discourses are also dialectic; in this sense they overlap in meaning with a 
fourth sense of discoursive, i.e., "proceeding by reasoning, argumentative" {Oxford English Dictionary 
Online, s.v. "Discoursive," adj. lb, http://dictionary.oed.com/ [accessed August 20, 2004]); cf. Neusner's 
"dispute form" (Neusner, Introduction, 32), and Goldberg's "Stereotypical Discourse" (Arnold Goldberg, 
"Stereotype Diskurse in den frtthen Auslegungsmidraschim," FJB 16 [1988]: 23-51). 

18 Oxford English Dictionary Online, s.v. "Discoursive, adj. 1, http://dictionary.oed.com/ (accessed 
August 20, 2004). 

19 Oxford English Dictionary Online, s.v. "Discourse," n. 5, http://dictionary.oed.com/ (accessed 
August 20, 2004). Little research exists on the discoursive nature of the Midrashim in this sense. For what 
does exist, see p. 246, n. 3. 

http://dictionary.oed.com/
http://dictionary.oed.com/
http://dictionary.oed.com/
http://dictionary.oed.com/
http://dictionary.oed.com/


6 

Midrashim as "rambling or digressive" would seem to work against any possibility of 

their sustaining coherent and thematic discourses.20 This appears to be especially true if 

we compare the characteristic forms of discourse in the Midrashim and in medieval Bible 

commentaries. Since the commentaries are not as discoursive (first sense) as the 

Midrashim, their introductions are clearly observable.21 However, the discoursive nature 

of Midrash (in the first sense) causes discourse (in the third sense) on any subject to 

99 

appear digressive. Since the requirement of biblical lemmatization and the discoursive 

nature of midrash have worked in tandem to hide the IMI from view, the unveiling of the 

form IMI will be an important discovery that is relevant for the history of biblical 

interpretation. 

Overview of A Form-Analytical Method for Unveiling the IMI 

Given the mixed discoursive nature of the Midrashim, several questions must be 

addressed before I attempt to isolate propositions from them that contribute to thematic 

I am most interested in these first and third senses of "discoursive" as they pertain to the appearance 
of non-thematic versus thematic discourse. If an IMI contains discourse in the second sense, i.e., dialogues 
or dialectical arguments, it could either be discoursive in the first or third sense depending on whether it 
treats introductory themes. 

21 Anonymous and attributed midrashim were distributed according to different organizing principles 
in the various Midrashim; in all these cases their redactors are anonymous and "they obliterate all marks of 
individual authorship" (Neusner, Introduction, xxiv). In contrast, the mode of discourse in the medieval 
commentaries is that of an individual author. Therefore, they appear less discoursive (digressive) than the 
Midrashim. Many other differences between the Midrashim and medieval rabbinic commentaries could be 
mentioned, some of which are related to their characteristic forms of discourse. The commentators were 
faced with traditional hermeneutics and exegesis and with new learning in the sciences and philosophy. 
Notably, the traditional dominance of midrashic exegesis was challenged in varying degrees by 
grammatical philological exegesis (more in the Sephardic tradition than the Ashkenazi). As we shall see, 
the use of the Midrashim as sources in the new discoursive context of the commentaries usually involved 
the dissolution of the functional form midrash; dicta from the midrashim were cited or alluded to without 
their accompanying hermeneutical operations (see below, p. 28, and n. 88). 

22 Digressions are actually a controlled rhetorical feature of midrash. They often occur within 
composite petihtaot as part of the rhetoric of those forms. They do not present an alternate discoursive 
subject, but they operate within certain parameters to delay the exposition of the real subject (see below, 
pp. 17-20). 
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discourses. First, what is a proposition in a rabbinic form? Second, what are the criteria 

for isolating propositions within a form? Third, what are the criteria for identifying 

discoursive themes? And, finally, how much of the discoursive material, in the sense of 

"rambling or digressive," needs to be explained? 

Form analysis of rabbinic literature supplies answers to these questions by 

establishing formal criteria for separating discoursive elements (in the different senses) 

from each other and for identifying which discrete propositions may contribute to 

thematic discourse. It also describes the type of discourse in which the Midrashim 

engage. I have already stated that the functional form "midrash" requires biblical 

lemmatization; we will see that it also requires an explicit or implicit hermeneutical 

operation to form dicta (propositions about the content of a lemma).24 Analysis of this 

ground form suggests that the Midrashim adhere to formal rules in their discourse. 

Discrete propositions from midrash sentences are the building blocks of thematic 

discourse in the Midrashim, either in a series of midrash sentences, in the microforms 

(e.g., petihtah), or in the macroform homily. Form-analytical criteria will also confirm 

that discoursive (digressive) elements are subordinate to higher forms; these forms limit 

the ability of those elements to detract from an overall thematic discourse. Therefore, the 

method also provides an adequate explanation for the formally discoursive (digressive) 

sections that have helped to keep the IMI hidden from view. Finally, form analysis 

describes the actual discourses in the Midrashim. It regards the medium of scriptural 

See below, Table 1, p. 9, for a taxonomy of rabbinic forms. 
See below, p. 13. 
See below, p. 14. 
See below, Table 1, p. 9, "Taxonomy of Rabbinic Forms in the Midrashim." 
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citations as contributing to the message itself. As a constituent of the functional form 

midrash, scriptural citations contribute to meaning, and their dicta can not be isolated 

from the form without changing that meaning.27 In contrast, the medieval commentaries 

can cite discrete propositions from the Midrashim in their new discoursive contexts. 

Form analysis acts as a safeguard against equating the characteristic forms of discourse in 

the Midrashim and the commentaries. In short, a form-analytical method will allow us to 

explain how a midrashist could exploit rabbinic forms to create a discourse such as the 

IMI. 

Form analysis has been applied to rabbinic literature in a hierarchic taxonomy to 

the level of homily by Arnold Goldberg (1928-1991) and his students, and to the level of 

its works (documents) by Jacob Neusner.28 A taxonomy of forms occurring in the 

Midrashim and treated by both men in their form analyses is illustrated in Table 1. 

27 Arnold Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," FJB 10 (1982): 40, n. 3; cf. Doris Lenhard, Die 
rabbinische Homilie: Ein formanalytischer Index (Frankfurt am Main: Gesellschaft zur Fcrderung 
Judaistischer Studien, 1998), 14. 

28 Compare Stemberger, "A systematic application of this method [form history] has only been 
achieved since about 1970, for halakhic texts especially by J. Neusner and his students, for midrashic 
material especially by A. Goldberg and his students, and for liturgical texts by J. Heinemann" (Gtinter 
Stemberger and H. L. Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, [Einleitung in Talmud und 
Midrasch {1982}], ed. and trans. Markus Bockmuehl, second printing with emendations and updates 
[Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996], 50). However, it should be pointed out that Goldberg's method is not 
"form history proper, which is concerned with the origin and transformation of forms in the course of 
history" (ibid., 49). Goldberg says his form analysis should be distinguished from form- or genre-historical 
methods. Comparing his method to OT form criticism, Goldberg argues it can not make inquiries about the 
Sitz im Leben of rabbinic forms, but only the Sitz in der Literatur (Arnold Goldberg, "Entwurf einer 
formanalytischen Methode fur die Exegese der rabbinischen Traditionsliteratur," FJB 5 [1977]: 2). 
However, he does not rule out that his method could eventually be applied to form-history; 

seep. 250, n. 19. 
29 The taxonomy is based on Lenhard's (Doris Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily? A Critical 

Evaluation of Neusner's Methodology in Light of the Results of Form Analysis," trans. Alexander Samely, 
Jewish Studies Quarterly 4 [1997]: 345); I have adjusted it slightly. Lenhard used it to ask, "Which level of 
abstraction is the appropriate starting point for analysis?"; later she states, "The differences between the 
approach of Neusner and that of form analysis in the study of the rabbinic homily can be reduced to the 
question: which is the taxonomically primary category?" (ibid., 355). In Goldberg's analysis there is a 
hierarchy. The ground form is a constituent of the microforms, and the microforms Yelamdenu, Petiha, 
Semikha, Exegesis of the ^lnyan {seder) verse, and Hatimah are constituents of the homily. Neusner's 
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Table 1. Taxonomy of Rabbinic Forms in the Midrashim 

Rabbinic Literature 

Work 

Macroform 

Microforms 

Ground Form 

Goldberg 

Canon 

Work 
- A Distributive Form 

Homily 

Yelamdenu 
Petihtah 
Semikhah 

Exegesis of the Inyan 
(Inyan = seder verse) 

Hatimah 

Stereotypical Discourse 

Mashal, Ma 'aseh 

Midrash Sentence 
Petirah Sentence 

- discrete proposition 

Neusner 

Canon 

Document 
- A Coherent Discourse 

Chapter (Parashah) 

Base Verse/Intersecting 
Verse 

(= Petihtah) 

Prepositional Forms 

Dispute / Dialectical Forms 

Parable, Sayings 

Exegetical Form 
- discrete proposition 

method also establishes a hierarchy. He calls the exegetical form a building block (Neusner, Introduction, 
32); he also speaks of the logic of authors of composites in contrast to the logic of compilers of documents 
(ibid., 2 Iff). Neusner does not give definitions for forms in relation to each other. Given Neusner's focus 
on how these forms cohere in discourse and on their topical and propositional program in their document, 
one would not expect him to do so; his analysis of the smaller units is secondary to his overall objective. 
Therefore, this proposed taxonomy for Neusner's form analysis and its correlation to Goldberg's is 
necessarily probative, and is only meant to serve a hermetic purpose for this thesis. On the whole issue of 
whether Goldberg's and Neusner's methods can be usefully compared see Lenhard, "Document or 
Individual Homily?" 349, n. 59; cf. below, n. 33. Unless Neusner engages directly with Goldberg's school 
of form analysis we can not be sure of the compatibilities of both methods at the level of homily and below. 
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Goldberg begins with the ground form midrash and explains its use as a building block 

for larger discoursive microforms and eventually the macroform homily. Neusner's 

analysis begins with the work or document characterized by its rhetoric, logic of coherent 

discourse, and topical or propositional program.31 However, his analysis of rhetoric or 

formal conventions, i.e., his analysis of forms below the level of work, is secondary to his 

analysis of how their propositions contribute to coherent discourse. Since the IMI 

occurs at or near the same level as the macroform homily, my method for isolating it will 

rely heavily on Goldberg's method of form analysis applied to that level in the hierarchy 

of rabbinic forms. However, since Neusner's analysis of these sections treats the same 

forms (albeit from a different perspective), I would expect parts of it to be compatible 

For Goldberg's hierarchy see Arnold Goldberg, "Distributive und kompositive Formen; Vorschlage 
fur die descriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," FJB 12 (1984): 150-151; and idem., 
"Form Analysis of Midrashic Literature as a Method of Description," JJS 36 (1985): 164-165. In 
Goldberg's school the highest unit of discourse is the homily, which is not taxonomically or hierarchically 
part of a higher form "Work." The function of a work is distributive, i.e., it arranges micro- and 
macro forms according to different ordering principles; the largest units of discourse in a work are not 
related thematically. Below the level of homily there are hierarchical, paradigmatic, and syntagmatic 
relations; above the level of homily are only distributive relationships (cf. Goldberg, "Distributive und 
kompositive Formen," 151, n. 2; and Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 349; cf. also pp. 15-17, 
20-23 regarding these relationships). Lenhard states, "The homily, not the work, corresponds to the genus 
(and thus takes priority in the analysis)" (ibid.). 

31 Neusner's hierarchy was derived from his Introduction, xiii-xxxi, 3-72. 
32 Neusner states, "The rhetoric or formal preference of a piece of writing dictates, without respect to 

meaning, how sentences will be composed" (Neusner, Introduction, 30). However, his form-analytical 
method focuses on the "logics of coherent discourse," i.e., propositional logic (syllogistic, teleological or 
narrative, and metapropositional or methodological-analytical logic), on non-propositional logic (of fixed 
association), and on the topical and propositional programs of works. Lenhard gives a similar assessment of 
Neusner's method as it pertains to smaller forms: "Any classification of textual units below the level of 
work (individual propositions or microforms such as Yelamdenu and Petihah) is at best irrelevant and 
usually misleading" (Doris Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 343); cf. Teugels: "The smaller 
forms are not very relevant in his approach, because they are ruled entirely by the overarching system" 
(Lieve Teugels, review of Die rabbinische Homilie. Ein formanalytischer Index, by Doris Lenhard, and of 
Rabbinische Texte als Gegenstand der Auslegung, by Arnold Goldberg, JSJ 31 [2000]: 102). 
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with Goldberg's analysis. Therefore I will consult Neusner's form-analytical translation 

and his analysis of the discourse in the sections that contain IMIs. 

Goldberg's Form-Analytical Method Applied to the IMI 

Goldberg first considers other attempts at form analysis of rabbinic literature.34 

He states: 

Everything can be described by the category of form, except we do not quite manage 
to determine what constitutes a form. This is no less true for determining the forms 
of biblical literature than for the forms of rabbinic literature. It is the fact of 
repetition which leads us to assume the existence of forms, but one ought to ask 
oneself how something is repeated and what exactly is being repeated. Usually, it is 
supposed that it is the imitation of a pattern, a scheme. But what is being imitated? 
Syntactic relations? Phonetic relations? Rhythmic relations? All these are found to 
be elements of form. 

Goldberg also discusses how a form could be discovered. If scholarly tradition assumes 

the existence of a form such as the homily, then a form can be determined through 

induction and deduction, "by hermeneutic circular logic. The starting-point of this 

circular logic is a preconceived judgement that can always be reviewed." However, in 

Since Neusner's analysis focuses on documentary coherence, he criticizes approaches that view the 
Midrashim as collections of discrete propositions on verses (e.g., that of James Kugel, "Two Introductions 
to Midrash," Prooftexts 3 [1983]: 145). Goldberg's approach would not fall under his criticism. Both 
approaches (Neusner's and Goldberg's) emphasize that discourse takes place on higher levels (homily or 
work). The crucial question is how discourse is carried out. Different answers to this question lead to 
divergent conclusions about the largest possible unit of discourse; see below, n. 67. 

34 For the history and reception of Goldberg's method, see the Appendix, The History and Reception 
of Goldberg's Form Analysis of Rabbinic Literature, pp. 245-251. 

35 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 160. Goldberg pointed out that in Neusner's definition of form, "that 
which is repeated constitutes a pattern, and it would seem that pattern and form are to be equated," and that 
the definition "marks considerable progress" (ibid.). Goldberg and his students refer to the definition in 
Jacob Neusner, A History of the Mishnaic Law of Purities, Part Three. Kelim: Literary and Historical 
Problems (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974), 192ff. (Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 160, n. 2; Lenhard, Die 
Rabbinische Homilie, 13, n. 48). 

36 Goldberg," Form Analysis," 163-164; cf. Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 341; idem., 
Die Rabbinische Homilie, 17-18. 
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the case of the IMI there is no preconceived scholarly judgment about it. Therefore, I 

must use an inductive approach to identify and verify it. 

Goldberg defines form in terms of a deep "relational structure" that serves as an 

abstraction or matrix for the development of varying literary surface realizations. He 

states: 

I understand form as a relational structure. Form resembles the relation between the 
elements that are its constituents, the way in which they are realized in a text. This 
definition is insufficient, however, without an explanation of those constituents . . . 
Once the functional form has been determined, it is possible to describe texts as 
realizations of such functional forms. However, this is obviously a formal 
description of the text. It tells us nothing about its contents or why the text was 
composed. A text can be, or even has to be, analyzed in quite different ways." 

For his form analysis, Goldberg borrows the concept of deep and surface analysis from 

the field of transformational grammar. The functional form is a deep (relational) 

structure and the literary form is a surface realization of it. Deep structure corresponds to 

the syntax of the elements constituting rabbinic forms; Goldberg names the relation 

between the constituents of a form a "syntagma." These constituents can be described 

independently of their contents.40 For example, the constituents of the functional form 

37 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 161. 
38 In transformational grammar, "The rules of the syntactic component generate the sentences of the 

language and assign to each not one but two structural analyses: a deep structure analysis as represented by 
the underlying phrase marker, and a surface structure analysis, as represented by the final derived phrase 
marker" ("Linguistics: Transformational-Generative Grammar," in Britannica 2001 Deluxe Edition CD-
ROM [Britannica.com Inc., 1994-2001]). It should be noted that Goldberg stresses he is not competent to 
apply text-linguistics to rabbinic texts (Arnold Goldberg, "Versuch ttber die hermeneutische Prasupposition 
und Struktur der Petiha," FJB 8 (1980): 59 [cf. 18]). He also warns that his terms, even if borrowed from 
linguistics, should only be understood in the way he uses them (Goldberg, "Versuch" 18; "Die funktionale 
Form Midrasch," 4). Therefore, even if he borrowed a term from transformational grammar (e.g., "deep 
structure," in "Midrashsatz," 46, 49, and "Paraphrasierende Midrashsatze," FJB 18 [1990]: 2-3), we should 
define it according to his usage. 

39 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 4. 
40 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 163. Goldberg stated that a functional formal analysis "tells us nothing 

about its contents" (ibid., 161; cf. 167; "Versuch," 2, 51; cf. Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 10). 
Neusner makes a similar statement about form: "The formal aspects of Mishnaic rhetoric are empty of 
content. This is proved by the fact that pretty much all themes and conceptions can be reduced to the same 

http://Britannica.com


13 

midrash are Lemma (L), Hermeneutical Operation (O), and Dictum (D).41 These 

constituents belong to different text-classes, i.e., L, O, and D are separate text-classes. 

Goldberg uses the concept of paradigmatic relationships to describe the possible 

exchanges in text-classes.42 The paradigm for L in the functional form midrash is 

Scripture.43 Any part of Scripture can be substituted in the position of L in the syntagma; 

non-Scripture belongs to a different paradigm, and therefore can not be substituted in that 

position.44 The paradigm for O is exegetical rules or norms that interpret L; these rules 

are not limited to the seven, thirteen, or thirty-two middot.45 The paradigm for D is a 

proposition derived from L. 

Paradigms or text-classes joined in a syntagma create functional forms in a 

hierarchical structure. Smaller forms can join in certain relational structures to create 

larger ones. The functional form midrash is the smallest unit in the hierarchic taxonomy 

of forms of rabbinic literature. Goldberg defines the functional form midrash: 

Als funktionale Form sei nun ein System von Relationen bezeichnet, ein Syntagma, 
welches die Beziehung zwischen den einzelnen Teilen des Textes bestimmt, also ein 
relationales Verhaltnis zwischen einzelnen Teilen des Textes der Sorte "Midrasch."47 

few formal patterns. These patterns are established by syntactical recurrences . . . the arrangement of the 
words as a grammatical pattern, not their substance, is indicative of pattern" (Neusner, Introduction, 38). 

41 See below, p. 14. 
42 "The sum of all possible units of a text-class is designated a paradigm" (Goldberg, "Die funktionale 

Form Midrasch," 4). 
43 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 6. 
44 Ibid., 4. 
45 Ibid., 9-10; idem., "Versuch," 3. The thirteen middot are translated on pp. 34-35. 
46 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 9. 
47 Ibid., 2. "A system of relations is now referred to as a functional form, a syntagma, which 

determines the relation between the individual elements of the text, thus a relational relationship between 
individual elements of the genre 'Midrash'" (I translate "relationales Verhaltnis" as "relational relationship," 
a phrase Goldberg himself used [Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 164]). 
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Goldberg then identifies the essential elements of the functional form Midrash as Lemma, 

Hermeneutical Operation, and Dictum: 

Untersucht man nun Texte der Sorte Midrasch, d.h. Texte, die mittels der Form-M 
hergestellt wurden, dann finden sich - eher selbstverstandlich - ein lemmatisierter 
Teil der Offenbarungsschrift, ein Aussage dariiber und ein hermeneutische 
Operation, die es ermoglicht, zu dieser Aussage zu gelangen. Diese Teile oder 
Konstituenten des Textes seien mit Lemma ("L"), Operation (:o: oder ":o:" fur die 
textlich ausgefuhrte Operation) und Dictum ("D") bezeichnet.48 

He stated that the constituents of the functional form midrash correspond to the 

"Syntagma eines Satzes."49 He made this point particularly clear in a later article: 

Da diese Texte der "Form Midrash" die Tiefenstruktur eines Satzes haben schlage ich 
vor, Texteinheiten, die die "funktionale Form Midrash" realisieren, also faktische 
jede einzelne Schriftauslegung, wie sie in der rabbinischen Literatur vorkommt, 
"Midrashsatz" zu nennen.50 

The functional form midrash always generates the sentence, "The lemma X is (or the 

meaning is) Y (with the addition: as long as certain exegetical operations are used)."51 

A midrash sentence (hereafter, MS) can be represented by the symbols: L O —-> D.52 

Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 4-5. "If we now investigate texts of the genre Midrash, 
i.e., texts that were produced with the functional form midrash, then we would find, rather obviously, a 
lemmatized part of Scripture, a proposition about it, and a hermeneutical operation that makes it possible to 
arrive at that proposition. These elements or constituents of the text are designated as Lemma ('L'), 
Operation (:o: [for an implicit hermeneutical operation] or ':o:' for an operation realized [explicitly] in the 
text), and Dictum ('D')" (for :o: as an implicit hermeneutical operation, see ibid., 4, 9). Alexander defined 
the fundamental or base-form midrash as biblical lemma + comment, which allows for the presentation of 
an explicit exegetical argument (Alexander, "Midrash," 456). Since an exegetical argument is not always 
explicit, he prefers the term "comment," and distinguishes between interpretations that are always explicit 
and exegetical arguments that may not be. However, since an interpretation always requires an implicit or 
explicit hermeneutical operation, Goldberg's analysis is more precise (cf. Holger Zellentin, "Reading the 
Rabbis Reading the Bible: Arnold Goldberg's Formal Description of Midrash" [Doctoraalscriptie, 
Universiteit van Amsterdam: Juda Palache Instituut voor Hebreeuws, Aramees en Joodse Studies, 2001]," 
23). I will use the symbol "O" for both an implicit and an explicit hermeneutical operation. 

49 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 4, 15-16. 
50 Goldberg, "Midrashsatz," 46. "Since these texts of the form 'Midrash' [L O D] have the deep 

structure of a sentence, I propose to call units of text that realize the 'functional form midrash' - thus, 
virtually every single scriptural interpretation as it occurs in rabbinic literature - a 'midrash sentence.'" 

51 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 162; cf. idem., "Midrashsatz," 2. 
52 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 15. 
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Apetirah is a particular type of MS, with the same constituents (L O D) forming 

a syntagma.53 The paradigm for L in apetirah is Scripture. However, the paradigm for O 

and D are more restrictive than for a normal MS. The paradigm for O is the specific 

hermeneutical operation deixis, in which undetermined referents in L are specified by 

scriptural examples, i.e., by biblical persons, places, events, or topics. Deixis is signaled 

by the deictic demonstratives TW or nt?N.54 Thus, the paradigm for D in apetirah is a new 

scriptural referent. Goldberg states: 

In dem zu deutenden Text verlieren die Wortsymbole ihr eigentliches or 
urspriingliches Zeigfeld (fiir diesen bestimmten Fall) und beziechnen als Worte, als 
Symbole, etwas in einem anderen nun genannten Zeigfeld . . . Das Demonstrativum 
T\\ verweist auf das neue, andere Zeigfeld, wenn auch auf ein fur uns wunderliche 
Weise . . . Das Demonstrativum hat also in diesem Satz deiktische Funktion, wenn 
auch eine sehr eigentumlich, weil ja die Regeln, die hinsichtlich der Beziehungen 
zwischen Symbol und Zeigfeld der Sprache gelten sollten, verandert werden.55 

The functional form petirah always generates the sentence, "The lemma X means or 

speaks about lemma Y (with the addition: as long as the specific exegetical operation 

deixis is used)."56 Apetirah sentence (hereafter, PS) can be represented by the symbols: 

L O [deixis] -»• D [L]. 

A midrash (or petirah) sentence may exist as an isolated sentence in the scriptural 

distributive order of the Midrashim. However, it is also the ground form used to build 

53 The introductory formula 2 Wlp "ins ')lba H is not essential for the functional form, just as the 
formula nno ^iba H is not essential for the functional formpetihtah (Goldberg, "Versuch," 19, 21). 

54 Goldberg, "Versuch," 18-27; Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 33, n. 127. 
55 Goldberg, "Versuch," 24. "In the text to be interpreted the word signs lose their actual or original 

field of reference (for this specific case) and they signify as words, as symbols, something in another 
referential field just designated . . . The demonstrative m refers to the new, other referential field, even if it 
does so in a way that is strange to us . . . Thus, the demonstrative has in this [type of] sentence a deictic 
function, even if it is a very peculiar one, since the rules that should apply in regard to the relations between 
symbol and referential field of the language are changed." 

56 This is not a direct quote of Goldberg. His discussion of the petirah, however, lends itself to it. This 
sentence is built on Goldberg's petirah sentence, "V meint, ist gesagt iiber 'y'", his observation that it 
corresponds to a MS ("Versuch," 26), and his similar definitions of the functional forms midrash and 
petirah ("Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 2; "Versuch," 18). See pp. 58-59 for some examples. 
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compositions in the Midrashim. Goldberg identifies the ways in which individual 

midrashim can become part of larger compositional units: 

Der einzelne Midrasch, der Satz, ist in der Regel Teil einer groBeren, komplexeren 
Texteinheit, Teil einer anderen Form, Element (Konstituente?) einer komplexeren 
Form. Er kann in bestimmten Kompositionsformen verwendet werden (Petiha, 
Semikha, Hatima), er kann Satz in einem Diskurs ohne bestimmte (literarische) Form 

Compositions are formed by establishing relations between midrash sentences. Thus, 

Goldberg categorizes forms according to their relational structures in progressively larger 

compositional units: 

I identify literary texts as "supra-summary (ubersummative) Gestalten [forms]". 
The whole of the literary object is always more than the sum total of its constituents. 
A completely new object develops once the parts are joined, without having to 
change the parts as such; they can continue to exist as literary entities and be 
understood in isolation. Moreover, what creates the Gestalt is the composition, the 
establishment of relations between the entities, in text production as well as in text 
processing.58 

Using an analogy, a midrash sentence is used to build a paragraph, which is used to build 

a chapter.59 

The most prominent compositional unit larger than a midrash or petirah sentence 

is the petihtah. The functional form petihtah describes the relation between the dictum of 

Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 34. "The individual midrash, the sentence, is as a rule 
part of a larger, more complex text-unit, part of another form, an element (constituent?) of a more complex 
form. It can be used in specific compositional forms (Petihah, Semikha, Hatimah); or it can be a sentence in 
a discourse that does not have a specific (literary) form." 

58 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 160-161. Regarding the rabbinic homily, Goldberg speaks of a 
"hierarchy of forms." He states, "Midrash is indeed the proper form of most propositions found in the 
rabbinic homily . . . ; each Midrash can be described as realizing a functional form . . . We find a number of 
secondary units within the rabbinic homily: Yelamdenu, Petihah, Semikhah ... and exegesis of the 'Inyan; 
and finally a Hatimah ... These will be defined as the possible elements or constituents of the homily 
form" (ibid., 162, 165). 

59 Neusner makes a similar point: "The exegetical form [citation of Scripture or Mishnah followed by 
paraphrase or explanation] commonly defines the smallest whole unit of thought ('sentence') in a larger 
composition or composite ('paragraph,' 'chapter,' respectively)" (Neusner, Introduction, 32). 
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a midrash or petirah sentence and its interpretation of a seder verse, i.e., its petihtah 

function. In a simple petihtah the relation between D and its interpretation of the seder 

verse is revealed quickly. This type of petihtah can be represented as follows: 

L (Petihtah Verse) - O - D 

Petihtah Function 
v 
D < L (Seder Verse). 

However, the majority of petihtaot are composite ones whose petihtah functions are 

delayed until the very end. Albeck states: 

Composite petihtaot can be divided into two types: a) those that contain citations, 
interpretations, and dispute forms, or tales and proverbs in the body of'thepetihtah; 
b) those in which the petihtah verse is interpreted in various ways until finally it is 
interpreted - introduced by inN "ITT or sometimes not - in a way that relates to the 
[seder] verse of the parashah; this [final] interpretation is the main point of the 
petihtah. 

This type of petihtah can be represented as follows: 

L (Petihtah Verse) - O - D! 

L (Petihtah Verse) - O - D2,3, ...# 

L (Petihtah Verse) - O - D# 

Petihtah Function 
T 

D# < L (Seder Verse).62 

Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 32. 
6101 IN ,jroi\y ninntJQi n w n niNno nrvnan *rim\y (N : troa >3\y!? nipî ro miDiion nirvnon 

-or nysm - vn*n Kin <iita!?i ,o-oi\y o-o-m vrm nrvnon Tit?-̂  Niirw pioarw (3; o> \̂yoi tmion? 
nrvnan np̂ v Nin m yrm ,nvy-i2i\y pioan ŷ itnow piNi - m ^3 DJ IN nnN (Ch. Albeck, "Einieitung 
und Register zum Bereschit Rabba," in Midrasch Bereschit Rabba mit kritischem Apparat und Kommentar, 
by J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck [Berlin, 1903-1929], second printing with additional corrections by 
Ch. Albeck, 3 vols. [Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1965], vol. 3 [1931-1936], 17). J. Theodor, Ph. Bloch, 
and S. Maybaum were the first to use the phrase zusammengesetzen Petihtahot (mrDTion mrvnon); see 
Goldberg, "Versuch," 51, n. 71 and Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 35, n. 130 for references. 
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Midrash and petirah sentences are used as ground forms in composite petihtaot of both 

types listed by Albeck. Corresponding to Albeck's first type, Goldberg and his students 

have described an amplified petihtah (erweiterte Petihtah), in which midrash sentences, 

petirot, and other subordinate forms lengthen it considerably.63 These other forms are the 

mashal (parable), ma 'aseh, and dialogue between Rabbis. Corresponding to Albeck's 

second type, Goldberg and his students have described a strophic petihtah in which the 

petihtah verse is applied to various biblical persons and events in a series of petirot; only 

the lost petirah interprets the seder verse. 

Without a knowledge of their functional form, i.e., the relations between the 

constituents, composite petihtaot appear discoursive (digressive). The choice of petihtah 

verse itself may contribute to the appearance of a discoursive (digressive) nature. 

Petihtaot take on a game-like quality in which the best players (authors) pick what appear 

to be the most obscure and irrelevant petihtah verses that could possibly interpret their 

seder verses. The more obscure the petihtah verse is, the more the reader is intrigued by 

the suggestion of an exegetical connection until it is finally expounded. The longer the 

author can delay this exposition, the more tension he can create for his readers. This often 

involves presenting a series of unrelated interpretations of the petihtah verse (and other 

Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 32. 
63 Goldberg, "Versuch," 53; Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 35, n. 130. 
64 A ma'aseh is "an example, or a short narration of some event where an authority quotes a verse 

from Scripture concerning an event and thereby expounds it" (Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 168). 
65 Goldberg, "Versuch," 52-53; Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 34, n. 129. Heinemann calls a 

strophic petihtah a composite one, "where a verse from Proverbs, for instance, is applied to a number of 
biblical figures, one after the other, and only at the end to the one mentioned in the lesson to which the 
proem relates" (Joseph Heinemann, "The Proem in the Aggadic Midrashim: A Form-Critical Study," 
Scripta Hierosolymitana 22 (1971): 102, cf. 108). Heinemann cites Albeck; however, he equates the 
broadest category ninDTinn nirvnon or zusammengesetzen Petihtahot ("composite petihtaot") with one of 
its types. Sarason calls a strophic petihtah a complex one (Richard S. Sarason, "The Petihtot in Leviticus 
Rabba: 'Oral Homilies' or Redactional Constructions?," JJS33 [1982]: 562). 
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verses mentioned in them) before its exegetical connection with the seder verse is 

revealed. Lenhard states: 

Die beiden Lemmata haben einen unterschiedlichen propositionalen Gehalt; durch 
ihr Nebeneinanderstehen entsteht ein Spannung, die erst in der Hinftihrung auf Lin 
[Lemma ^Inyan] am Schlufl der Petiha aufgelost wird. Hierbei ist ein 
Uberraschungsmoment konstitutiv (wobei formal die doppelte Funktionalitat des 
AbschluBzitates - als Beweistext der letzten Proposition und als Lin - die Point 
ausmacht).66 

Thus, the blend of discoursive elements (digressive and thematic) is part of the rhetoric of 

the form.67 A digressive appearance does not affect its functional form; it only delays the 

presentation of the petihtah function that lies at the heart of apetihtah. Moreover, this 

exegetical function is the same as that of the individual midrash and petirah sentences, 

and their subordinate exegetical forms. 

' Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 31. "Both lemmas [the seder and petihtah verses] have a 
different propositional content. Because they exist side by side, a tension develops that is only released in 
the leading to the Lin [seder verse] at the conclusion ofthe petihtah. In this regard a surprise moment is 
constitutive (whereby the double function of the concluding citation - as proof-text for the last proposition 
and as Lin - formally makes the point)." 

67 Goldberg and Neusner disagree about the highest level at which coherent and thematic discourse 
can be achieved. Now I am in a position to discuss the methodological basis for their different approaches. 
Goldberg's form-analytical method "is firstly a way by means of which forms of rabbinic literature can be 
recognized and described for the purpose of making the peculiarities of this literature comprehensible. In 
the final analysis, therefore, this method serves a hermeneutic purpose" ("Form Analysis," 159). In other 
words, it is impossible to understand a rabbinic work if one does not understand the meaning of the formal 
units below the level of "work." This approach does not simply categorize discoursive elements in the two 
opposing senses; it also attempts to explain the presence of all elements that seem to oppose each other and 
hinder text communication. Therefore, Goldberg's form analysis proceeds from the parts to the whole. 

He and his students have concluded that thematic discourse occurs at the highest level of homily. Neusner's 
analysis proceeds from the whole to the parts. However, in his analysis thematic considerations override 
form-critical ones. For example, in sections that contain IMIs he often concludes that thematic discourse is 
absent. Underlying his analysis is the notion that parts of these sections are discoursive (digressive). At 
times he changes the order of the texts to achieve more coherence, or suggests additions that would have 
contributed to a more coherent presentation. Therefore, his analysis of these sections does not take into 
account the formal framework in which discoursive elements (in opposing senses) occur simultaneously but 
are subordinate to functional forms that link various constituents in a coherent way. 

68 A MS that renders a propositional content of L can be called a MS with exegetical-propositional 
function (Goldberg, "Midrashsatz," 50-51). Goldberg discusses the function of the petihtaot in the 
exegetical midrashim, i.e., their function when they are not constituents of a rabbinic homily: "[Die Petihot] 
stehen am Anfang einer Reihe von Auslegungen in der Abfolge des Textes, nicht am Anfang von 
Homilien. Langere Ausfuhrungen zu einem Predigtthema wfiren hier gewiG fehl am Platze, denn die Petihot 
haben bereits ein ahnliche Funktion erhalten wie die tibrigen Auslegungen zum Text" -
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I stated that at first glance the sections that contain introductory material appear 

to be digressive, and their nature as such would seem to work against the possibility of 

their sustaining coherent and thematic discourses.69 Their apparent discoursive nature has 

even managed to hide the IMI from view. However, the functional forms MS, PS, and 

petihtah, and the relations that exist between them separate discoursive (thematic) 

elements from discoursive (digressive) elements. These functional forms require a 

biblical lemma. Their hermeneutical operations render dicta, or propositional contents 

about a lemma. The interplay between what is lemmatized in Scripture and propositions 

about it carries out a thematic discourse in the midst of discoursive (digressive) texts, i.e., 

the dicta about a lemma in the distributive scriptural order carry out a discourse on it. In 

order to establish my thesis that a thematic discourse on introductory themes is carried 

out in the Midrashim under 1:1 of a biblical book, I must proceed according to the strict 

determination of the constituents L and D, and describe their formal contribution to such 

a thematic and coherent discourse. 

The identification of "L" is not straightforward in the Midrashim. First, several 

different levels of the biblical text can be lemmatized by the Midrashim. Alexander 

Samely has described these levels as: 

"[The petihtaot] are found at the beginning of a series of interpretations [exegeses] in the sequence of the 
text, not at the beginning of homilies. Longer expositions on a theme of a sermon [homily] would be 
entirely out of place here, since the petihtaot have only preserved a function similar to the rest of the 
interpretations [exegeses] of the text" (Goldberg, "Versuch," 51-52; cf. Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 
15). Thus, a petihtah always preserves its exegetical function. Goldberg later stated that "outside the 
rabbinic homily, the Petihah appears to have no function. Its usage outside the rabbinic homily is irrelevant 
for the taxonomy of the homily form" ("Form Analysis," 165; cf. "Distributive und kompositive Formen," 
152). Goldberg meant that & petihtah is not a constituent of a larger form in the exegetical midrashim. I 
believe that the IMI forms an exception to his statement. 

69 See above, pp. 5-6. 
70 See below, p. 26, regarding my description of O. 
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(a) individual letters or groups of letters whose morphemic 
or lexemic identity is suspended or open 

(b) morphemes or words 
(c) clauses or sentences 

71 

(d) larger textual units (mainly narrative or legal units). 

Second, lemmatization can be achieved explicitly as well as functionally in the exegetical 

Midrashim. In lieu of explicit lemmatization, functional lemmatization also occurs, i.e., 

other formal devices point to a specific lemma. One device is the use of the phrase 

"DOÎ I, "and so on," which extends a scriptural citation for an undetermined text amount; 

the lemmatized portion is often found in the extension. Other devices include standard 

phrases that introduce additional interpretations of a lemma, e.g., *inK "ill, or that 

introduce subordinate exegetical forms, e.g., a mashal (parable), ma'aseh, or a dialogue 

between rabbis.74 Functional lemmatization can also be achieved simply by placement of 

Alexander Samely, "Between Scripture and its Rewording: Towards a Classification of Rabbinic 
Exegesis," JJS 42 (1991): 41. Samely describes the features of a letter that may be lemmatized and may 
hold meaning: "(i) the shape of the letter; (ii) the meaning of its name; (iii) its numerical value; (iv) its 
alphabetical position; (v) its acronym value; (vi) its representative value in a secondary alphabet; (vii) its 
sound value" (ibid.). Compare Goldberg, "Das Lemma kann ein Wort, Lexem, Morphem, ein Satzteil, ein 
Teil des Textes in Relation zu einem anderen Teil des Textes oder ein graphisches Zeichen sein" - "The 
lemma can be a word, lexeme, morpheme, part of a sentence, part of a text in relation to another part of a 
text, or a graphic sign" ("Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 6; cf. Arnold Goldberg, "Die Schrift der 
rabbinischen Schriftausleger," FJB 15 [1987]: 1-15, trans. Alexander Samely, "The Rabbinic View of 
Scripture," in A Tribute to Geza Vermes: Essays on Jewish and Christian Literature and History, ed. Philip 
R. Davies and Richard T. White [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990], 156, 160). 

72 The functional forms midrash sentence, petirah sentence, and petihtah play a role in functional 
lemmatization. Since the functional form describes the relation between constituents, we can always 
surmise what the lemma is based on the dicta derived from it. 

73 Even though this may complicate matters, the functional forms help to determine the lemmatized 
portion by working backwards from their dicta; see above, n. 72. 

74 Compare, "Die Zitatform segmentiert die Abfolge der einzelnen Auslegungen, und dies ist 
besonders wichtig, wenn mehrere Auslegungen zum gleichen Lemma aufeinander folgen. Aber es gab auch 
noch die Moglichkeit, zwei Satze durch die neue Einleitung 'eine andere Auslegung' (N"*T) ZU trennen 
. . . Solche Formen sind vorfindlich, aber sie haben keinen Einflufi auf die Form-M, sie ordnen lediglich 

den Text (und die Form) noch einmal einer anderern Form unter" - "The citation form divides the 
succession of separate interpretations into segments, and this is particularly important when several 
interpretations to the same lemma follow one after the other. However, there was also the possibility to 
separate two compositions by means of the new introduction, 'another interpretation' (N""T). . . Such forms 
are found. However, they have no influence on the functional form midrash; they merely arrange the text 
(and the form) once more under another form" (Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 30-31). 
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forms within a distributional order. The exegetical Midrashim distribute their forms 

according to the sequence of the verses of a biblical book.75 Since the IMI is always 

found at the beginning of such a distribution, it lemmatizes the first verse in it. 

After the scriptural lemma has been identified, the next step is to determine what 

is signified by it. This is also more complicated than it appears. What is signified by a 

lemma only becomes clear in relation to a dictum derived from it. Goldberg states: 

Was das Lemma ist, ist keineswegs am Schriftzitat zu erkennen, wie es in den MR 
vorfindlich ist, sondern nur an der Frage und der Antwort, die in jedem Midrasch 
enthalten sind. Das Lemma is also nicht einfach ein Segment der 
Offenbarungsschrift, sondern ein lemmafisiertes, in Frage gestelltes Segment.76 

Posing questions about a lemma considerably increases the number of possible 

subjects of discourse in the Midrashim. Such discourse is carried out as a dialogue 

between questions posed about L and their answers given in D, i.e., dicta form a 

syntagma of propositions with L. Therefore, L and D contribute to thematic discourse 

based on formal criteria. First, the lemmatized part of Scripture signifies a discoursive 

subject; in some cases a paraphrase of L identifies its subject. Second, the dicta connect 

in a sustained treatment of that subject. Consequently, the paradigm for L remains the 

same. Third, the dicta on the discoursive subject proceed in a successive and 

uninterrupted fashion. For instance, the exegetical midrashim present several petihtaot on 

a seder verse before they present individual midrash ovpetirah sentences on it. Dicta 

from the petihtaot on a discoursive theme should connect immediately with dicta from 

the other forms that follow. Finally, rows of midrash oxpetirah sentences in a composite 

75 Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 240; Goldberg, "Distributive und kompositive Formen," 148. 
76 Goldberg, "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 6. "The lemma is by no means to be identified by the 

scriptural citation as it is found in the midrashic realization, but only by the question and the answer that 
are contained in each midrash. The lemma is thus not simply a segment of Scripture, but a lemmatized 
segment that poses a question." For example, a hidden dialogical question may lie dormant in a lemma. 
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petihtah usually prove the validity of certain classes or cases before they are applied to 

77 

the exegesis of the seder verse, which serves a rhetorical function to treat the larger 

discoursive subject. The same applies to dicta from subordinate exegetical forms. 

The constituents L and D in this type of thematic discourse have a functional 

form, i.e., they join in a relational structure. Goldberg calls a large compositional unit 

with a relational structure an idealtypische Form: 

A comparison of many such forms of individual texts makes it possible to 
differentiate between constants and variables until finally an ideal-typical model, an 
"idealtypische Form", can be determined which in turn enables us to determine the 
forms . . . The ideal-typical model is not a form which can be proved as such, i.e., as 
a form that must exist. It is rather a supposed form which can be discovered 
empirically in the individual text. The model makes it possible to differentiate in 
each concrete instance between form and style or between constants and variables. 
The model which is the ideal-typical form must represent function first, as far as this 
is possible. The purpose is to represent a functional form that is in accordance with 
the relational relations obtaining between the elements of the form and a certain 

no 

function, as can be shown in each text. 

Lenhard prefers the term prototypische Form or Standardform over Goldberg's 

idealtypische Form. She states that Goldberg's term does not correspond to the method 

used to derive it; idealtypische Form leaves the impression of having been derived from 

the objective method of classification. This method is appropriate for categorizing 

digitally defined elements, e.g., mathematical sets, where all elements of a category have 

the same characteristics. Idealtypische Form implies that deviant forms are automatically 

excluded from the class. In contrast, the prototypical method is more appropriate for 
77 Cf. Goldberg, "Versuch," 52. 
78 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 164. Goldberg's remarks that an ideal-typical form "represents a 

functional form," and it "must represent function first," make it unclear whether he differentiates between a 
functional form and an ideal-typical form. Since he is referring to the macroform homily as an 
idealtypische Form, it remains unclear whether he would use this term for the microforms or functional 
forms midrash or petihtah. Lenhard uses her corresponding term, prototypische Form (see below), for the 
microforms and the macroform homily. The largest unit designated by the idealtypische ox prototypische 
Form in their analysis is the homily. 
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categorization of elements that can not be digitally defined: "Vielmehr stehen die 

Elemente in unterschiedlichen Verhaltnis und Nahe zu einem oder mehreren 

70 

Prototypen." Lenhard explains the advantages of using her term over Goldberg's: 

Die durch den Prototypbegriff (gegeniiber dem Idealtyp-Modell) gewonnene groflere 
Flexibilitat ermoglicht es, auch untypische, verderbte oder fragmentrische 
Texteinheiten noch in ihrer Relation zu dem Prototyp 'rabbinische Homilie' zu 
beschreiben, soweit sie eben noch eine Verwandtschaft zu diesem aufweisen.80 

Since one of the main points of Goldberg's form analysis is that the functional form 

remains the same even when some surface elements are missing (e.g., we recognize 

corrupt forms even if some surface elements are missing), and Lenhard's terms seem to 

highlight this point, I will use her term "prototypische Form" when I describe the IMI. 

I am now in a position to make some preliminary observations about the IMI as a 

prototypical form. The prototypical form IMI is its functional form, which describes the 

IMI as a deep relational structure in opposition to its surface or literary realization. Its 

constituents are made up of the microforms midrash sentences, petirah sentences, 

petihtaot, and their subordinate exegetical forms. The constituents of the macroform IMI 

can be described in terms of paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations within and among its 

microforms. Its paradigms are the text-classes L and D that join in a syntagma, or a 

dialogical discourse on the questions posed in L and the answers given in D. The IMI 

follows the same formal criteria that the functional form thematic discourse follows in the 

Midrashim. First, the paradigm for L is the verse 1:1 of a biblical book, or, in the case of 

"Rather the elements exist in varying relationship with and proximity to one or more prototypes" 
(Lenhard, Die rabbinische Homilie, 17). 

80 "The greater flexibility gained by the prototypical concept (in contrast to the ideal-typical model) 
makes it possible to describe atypical, corrupt or fragmentary text units as well in their relation to the 
prototype 'rabbinic homily,' as far as they just even have a relationship to it" (ibid., 18; see 16-19 for her 
entire discussion). 
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Midrash Mishle, its first nine verses. The paradigm for D is the propositional content of 

1:1. These dicta relate to introductory issues as I have defined them, i.e., questions 

regarding authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, genre, 

methods of interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity. Since the paradigm for L, 

i.e., 1:1 of a biblical book, usually contains the title of a biblical book, the authors / 

editors of the Midrashim exploited that lemma to pose introductory questions about entire 

books. By widening the discoursive subject in this way, the IMI presents dicta that 

pertain to introductory issues. In certain cases the paradigm for L is even paraphrased so 

that its discoursive subject of "Introduction" to biblical books can not be overlooked. 

Second, the dicta that are derived from 1:1 carry on a sustained treatment of 

introductory issues. The paradigm for L remains 1:1 until they have been treated fully, 

which results in the presentation of a large amount of material for a book's opening 

lemma. Third, the dicta about introductory issues are presented successively without 

major interruption. Most of the IMIs follow the same pattern. Several petihtaot on the 

seder verse 1:1 present dicta on introductory issues followed by midrash sentences 

and/or petirah sentences and subordinate exegetical forms that present more dicta on the 

same issues. These forms follow the petihtaot without any intervening material (that 

treats a completely discoursive [digressive] subject). Fourth, the petihtaot and the forms 

that follow them often contain series of midrash ox petirah sentences or subordinate 

exegetical forms that serve to establish the validity of certain classes or cases before they 

are applied to the interpretation of 1:1, i.e., they also contribute to the overall discoursive 

subject of "Introduction." 

81 For Midrash Mishle as an exception, see pp. 157-158. 
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Finally, I have explained the prototypical form IMI as a dialogical discourse of L 

and D on "Introduction." My discussion assumes that O (a hermeneutical operation) has 

guided the exegesis in typical midrashic fashion. However, it is not essential to explain 

every hermeneutical operation in order to uncover the thematic discourse. Every one of 

these is simply a means to an end, a means to establish a discoursive proposition. In my 

description of the IMIs in chapters 1-6,1 will not explain every hermeneutic device 

employed to arrive at the various dicta. 

An examination of the entire Midrashic corpus reveals that IMIs are found in 

Midrashim on the Torah, i.e., in Sifra on Leviticus and Leviticus Rabbah, and on the 

Writings, i.e., in Song of Songs Rabbah, Lamentations Rabbah, Midrash Psalms, and 

Midrash Proverbs. After I have described these six IMIs, I will further clarify the 

prototypical form IMI and discuss specific examples of its literary realizations. In the 

final analysis, the prototypical form IMI allows us to recognize and comprehend the texts 

that were used to extract it. "This conscious recognition is a mode of reflective, as 

opposed to intuitive, comprehension." I am particularly interested in the themes they 

treat so I can compare them to the themes treated in introductions to medieval rabbinic 

commentaries. The prototypical form will be described under the heading "Formal 

Dimensions," and its literary realizations under the heading "Thematic Dimensions." 

Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 159. 
Ibid., 171. 
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The Influence of the Inner Midrashic Introduction on 
Introductions to Medieval Rabbinic Bible Commentaries 

Once I have successfully isolated the IMI, I will demonstrate that it influenced 

the form, themes, and material contents of some early introductions to medieval rabbinic 

Bible commentaries (written in Hebrew).84 This demonstration will corroborate the 

existence of the IMI as an introductory form, and will establish that a degree of continuity 

exists between it and the commentary introductions. 

Many rabbinic commentaries have separate introductions (hereafter m c i p n ) 

positioned before their body of comments that begin on 1:1. Since they are formally 

separated from the comments within the biblical verse order, I designate them as 

m o i p n , even if they do not begin with the title DDlpD.85 However, a DOlpD was never 

a formal requirement in medieval rabbinic Bible commentaries. We only need to recall 

Sirat's remark that "Jewish biblical commentaries can be classified according to the 

presence or absence of an introduction [separated from the body of commentary]."86 On 

closer inspection, some authors continued to place introductory material among their 

comments on 1:1 of a biblical book well after the separate introduction appeared in 

My analysis of the IMIs does not offer any new evidence to challenge the scholarly consensus about 
the dating of the Midrashim. Therefore I accept it, specifically as represented by Stemberger and Strack 
(Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 261-263 [Sifra], 291 [Lev Rab.], 286 [Lam Rab.], 315 [Song Rab.], 
322-323 [Midrash Psalms], 324 [Midrash Mishle]; cf. Neusner's relative chronology of the Midrashim of 
late antiquity [Neusner, Introduction, 13-14]). Since I am only concerned with Hebrew commentators and 
not Judeo- Arabic ones, and all of the commentators mentioned in chapters 8 to 12 cite or allude to the IMIs, 
the direction of influence is clear: the IMIs influenced the Hebrew commentary introductions. Most, if not 
all, of the IMIs also predate the Ge'onim and the Judeo-Arabic commentators. The only ones that may have 
postdated some of them are Midrash Psalms and Midrash Mishle. Even if they did, the IMIs in Sifra, Lev 
Rab., Song Rab., and Lam Rab. (including at least part of the petihtaot section) supply the prototypical 
form IMI and excellent examples of its literary realizations, including its best example in Song Rab. 
Therefore, based on our present state of knowledge, the IMI as a form of introduction preceded 
commentary introductions in general, and the Hebrew ones in particular. 

85 Compare Marcus' statement regarding introductions in n. 6 above, that we could consider an 
introduction to be "any general remarks about the work as a whole prior to the first comment on the first 
verse of a book . . . " 

86 See above, p. 3, and n. 7. 
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rabbinic Judaism. This form of introduction, which places its material within the body 

of the commentary, i.e., under l:lff., appears to be an adaptation of the IMI; therefore, I 

have designated it by the phrase, "Inner-Commentary Introduction" (hereafter, ICI). 

Thus, there are two forms of introduction found in the medieval rabbinic Bible 

commentaries, the ICI and the nQTpD (separate introduction). 

In addition to the formal characteristic of placing introductory material in an ICI 

or a DQlpn, these Bible commentary introductions also share certain thematic and 

material characteristics, i.e., their choice of certain themes for discussion, and their 

material content that treats them. Based on the correspondence of formal, thematic, and 

material characteristics, the following four criteria would show that an IMI influenced an 

ICI or a no ipn . First, an ICI or DOTpD addresses many of the same themes as an IMI, 

i.e., authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, genre, methods of 

interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity. Second, while exploring these same 

oo 

themes an ICI or DDTpD cites or alludes to one or more IMIs. This criterion of 

influence would be particularly compelling if the ICI or noipD cites or alludes to the 
For the appearance of the nOTpn in Rashi, see n. 6 above. For examples of Inner-Commentary 

Introductions over a century after Rashi, see chapters 10 and 12. 
88 In cases of citation or allusion, we would expect the functional forms of the IMI, i.e., midrash and 

petirah sentences andpetihtaot, to be deconstructed, i.e., their lemmas would be supplied by the new 
discoursive commentary context (following the scriptural verse order), and only their dicta would appear. 
What Goldberg described in a theoretical discussion about the decomposition of the functional form 
midrash actually occurs in the commentary form: "From the point of view of form analysis, each Midrash 
can be described as realizing a functional form, and in such a way that sentences are always generated 
which can be described thus: 'The lemma X is (or the meaning is) Y' (with the addition: as long as certain 
exegetical operations are used). Such sentences cannot be decomposed without destroying the text. But if 
this is done for the purpose of analysis, the meta-linguistic sentences are decomposed. Sentences of the 
pattern 'Lemma X means Y', or 'This is so because it says . . . ' , are not formed. Instead, there is only a 
succession of propositions contained in the meta-linguistic propositions, and which, strung together, can 
produce the content... e.g., as an object-linguistic narration about something said to have happened" 
(Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 162; cf. Lenhard, Die rabbinische Homilie, 14). Elsewhere, Goldberg states 
that biblical commentary explains the events in Scripture, i.e., what happened (Goldberg, "Die funktionale 
Form Midrasch," 29). Thus, dicta from the deconstructed forms of the IMIs are placed in a new type of 
thematic discourse about introductory issues in the commentary introductions. 
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IMI to the same book. Third, the presentation of introductory material within comments 

on 1:1, demonstrated by the first criterion above, and the use of an IMI as a source for it, 

demonstrated by the second criterion, shows that a commentator adopted the form of an 

IMI. And fourth, if a commentator displays no familiarity with non-Jewish models of 

introduction, it is more reasonable to presume the influence of an internal Jewish model 

such as an IMI, or another Jewish commentary introduction (see below). 

These criteria work best for biblical books that contain corresponding IMIs for a 

limited number of early commentators. As soon as the IMI directly and exclusively 

influenced some commentary introductions, they in turn become models of introduction 

themselves, e.g., as soon as the IMIs influenced Rashi's introductions there were two 

Jewish models of introduction available, the IMIs and his introductions. Within a century 

and a quarter of Rashi, Ibn Ezra and Ibn Tibbon adapted and adopted the generic sadr 

and mukaddima and the prooemium (prologue to philosophical commentaries), and 

introduced them into the medieval rabbinic Hebrew commentary tradition.89 The 

availability of a growing number of models of introduction as time goes on, including the 

scholastic counterpart of the prooemium the accessus adauctores and the Aristotelian 

prologue,90 along with the increased difficulty in determining each commentator's 

sources, makes it difficult to untangle the influences on the choice and/or treatment of 

themes in Jewish ICIs and niQlpn. Lawee's description of the Jewish exegetical tradition 

also makes it clear that these influences cannot be traced in a linear fashion. He states: 

89 See pp. 201-204 regarding Ibn Ezra, and pp. 214-217 regarding Ibn Tibbon. 
90 For the accessus ad auctores as the scholastic counterpart of the prooemium, see p. 215, n. 15. The 

accessus may have exerted an influence from the 12 century on, and the Aristotelian prologue from the 
13th century on (Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 159-160). I discuss the entry of the prooemium into the 
medieval rabbinic commentary tradition, but not the history of its or the accessus's influence in that 
tradition; see n. 89 above. 
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Chronologically, the existence of a sophisticated early and high medieval Judeo-
Arabic stratum grounded in a multifaceted oriental scriptural hermeneutic means that 
linear depictions of the totality of the medieval Jewish exegetical tradition, and 
certainly "progressive" ones, fail. No specific exordial formats were invoked en bloc 
by all or even most high or late medieval Jewish exegetes in any given scholarly 
center, in part because there were no institutionalized contexts of instruction, like the 
university or cathedral school, which could propagate uniform approaches that would 
increase attention to biblical authorship or style.91 

My analysis of the influence of the IMIs on the introductions in chapters 8 to 12 takes 

into account all the models of introduction available to each commentator in order to 

determine the extent of the influence of the IMI. If it was the only model available, its 

influence was direct and exclusive. If other models of introduction were available, 

including other Jewish commentary introductions or the non-Jewish models mentioned 

above, the IMIs influence could be either direct and exclusive if a commentator ignored 

the others, or shared with other models if a commentator took note of them. 

Based on the difficulties of establishing the later influence of the IMIs on the 

niOTpn (when it becomes difficult to untangle the influences of sources and other 

models of introduction), and based on the discovery of the Inner-Commentary 

Introduction that widens the potential area of research to every medieval Jewish 

commentary, an exhaustive study of the IMFs influence lies beyond the scope of the 

thesis. Returning to my objectives for the demonstration of the IMFs influence, i.e., to 

corroborate its existence and to establish its continuity with the early commentary 

introductions, I will limit my investigation to the following early important commentators 

who wrote in Hebrew: Rashi (1040-1105, NE France), Ibn Ezra (1089-1165, Spain), 

Samuel Ibn Tibbon (1160-1232, Provence), Radak (1160-1235, Provence), and Ramban 

(1194-1270, Spain). I will also limit my investigation of their introductions. Since it is 

91 Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 167-168. 
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most likely that the IMIs to Leviticus, Song of Songs, Lamentations, Psalms, and 

Proverbs would influence the commentary introductions to those same books, I begin my 

search for the IMFs influence in them. Then I will consider whether the IMI played a role 

in the development of the genre in general, in relation to commentary introductions to 

biblical books where corresponding IMIs do not exist, i.e., to Ecclesiastes, Genesis, and 

to the rest of the Torah. My analysis of their introductions will demonstrate that the IMI 

had an early, direct, and continuing influence on medieval rabbinic commentaries with 

both forms of introduction, the ICI and the DQlpD. 

The Plan of the Work 

In Part One, "Inner-Midrashic Introductions to Individual Biblical Books," 

I perform a detailed analysis of the opening verse(s) of six Midrashim and isolate their 

IMIs. Their order of presentation reflects a compromise between the accepted relative 

dating of those Midrashim and the themes shared by their IMIs. Since Sifra on Leviticus 

is the earliest Midrashim (of the six), its IMI is presented in chapter 1. Based on shared 

themes with Sifra, the IMI in Leviticus Rabbah is presented in chapter 2. The IMI to Song 

of Songs Rabbah is presented in chapter 3. Given the difficulties dating the entire opening 

section of petihtaot in Lamentations Rabbah, I delay the presentation of its IMI until 

chapter 4. The IMI to Midrash Psalms is presented in chapter 5, and the one to Midrash 

Mishle in chapter 6. In the last chapter (7) of Part One, "The Inner-Midrashic 

Introduction: Formal and Thematic Dimensions," I compare these six IMIs in detail to 

• evaluate their formal and thematic dimensions. 

) See n. 84 above regarding the date of these Midrashim. 
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In Part Two,"The Influence of the Inner-Midrashic Introductions on the Form, 

Themes, and Material Content of Introductions to Medieval Rabbinic Bible 

Commentaries," I analyze selected Inner-Commentary Introductions and JTlOTpD in 

terms of their formal, thematic, and material characteristics to determine whether the IMI 

influenced them. My analysis in chapters 8 to 12 of selected introductions of Rashi (8), 

Ibn Ezra (9), Ibn Tibbon (10), Radak (11), and Ramban (12) demonstrates that the IMIs 

influenced them in terms of their formal characteristics when they presented as ICIs, in 

terms of their thematic characteristics when they treated the same themes as the IMIs, and 

in terms of their material characteristics when they cited and/or alluded to the content of 

the IMIs. I summarize my main findings in the Conclusion, including the discovery of the 

two new forms the Inner-Midrashic and Inner-Commentary Introductions; I also point out 

areas for further research. 



CHAPTER ONE 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
SIFRA on LEVITICUS 

Textual Analysis of Sifra on Leviticus 

A critical edition of Sifra Leviticus was prepared by Finkelstein.1 He presents a 

diplomatic text based on Vatican Ms Assemani 66, dated the 9th or 10th century.2 I cite 

Sifra in its original language from Finkelstein's edition and provide an English 

translation.31 also cite the masoretic text (with vocalization and cantillation) in a footnote 

so readers can compare it to its midrashic interpretation. 

1 Louis Finkelstein, "liV/l (66 -|3t?0 ^OON) >Q"n ">»TO 3"V D^DD rn in *130 N1D111 ">lt N130 
Niann rnit>n yrvxi rjowznn 5m niNinn oil O-OWN-I O^IQH rmiin ̂ up ,->"DTID iNvyo nwntm 
O'VTPQI [English title added: Sifra on Leviticus According to Vatican Manuscript Assemani 66 with 
Variants from the Other Manuscripts, Genizah Fragments, Early Editions, and Quotations by Medieval 
Authorities and with References to Parallel Passages and Commentaries], 5 vols. (New York: The Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America, 1983-91). 

2 In a diplomatic edition, "an existing manuscript is used as the basic text for collating other relevant 
manuscripts" (Johann Cook, "New Horizons in Textual Criticism," in Text and Context: Old Testament and 
Semitic Studies for F. C. Fensham, ed. W. Claassen, JSOT Supplement Series 48 [Sheffield: JSOT Press, 
1988], 54). A truly diplomatic edition consists of an exact transcription of a manuscript, including obvious 
errors. Collation of variants from other witnesses are noted separately in an apparatus; these variances may 
suggest corrections, additions, or deletions from the base manuscript towards the goal of establishing an 
archetype. 

3 Finkelstein, mso [Sifra on Leviticus'], 2:3-11. Unless otherwise noted, I translate Sifra myself in 
consultation with Neusner's and Porton's translations (Jacob Neusner, Sifra: An Analytical Translation, 
vol. 1, Introduction, Vayyiqra Dibura Denedabah and Vayyiqra Dibura Dehobah [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1988], 67-75; Gary G. Porton, trans., "Prologue: Beraita DeRabbi Ishmael," in Sifra: An Analytical 
Translation, vol. 1, Introduction, Vayyiqra Dibura Denedabah and Vayyiqra Dibura Dehobah, by Jacob 
Neusner, 55-63 [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988]). 

33 
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Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

Sifra on Leviticus does not begin with midrash sentences on Lev 1:1, but with 

stereotypical discourse, in which propositions are placed in question and then proved by 

midrash sentences. The first propositions deal with how Torah in general, including 

Leviticus, should be interpreted. This is followed by individual midrash sentences on 

Lev 1:1. 

Introductory Material in Stereotypical Discourse 

The opening section of Sifra introduces the thirteen middot of Rabbi Ishmael 

about how to interpret the Torah. First the rules are given without scriptural examples. 

These middot are then applied to Torah texts, including some from the book of Leviticus. 

For my purposes it will suffice to give the rules in English translation, and point out in 

brackets which ones are applied to Leviticus in the next section.5 

Rabbi Ishmael says: "By thirteen methods the Torah is interpreted." [It is 
interpreted] by means of an a fortiori argument, by means of an analogy (gzrh swh), 
by means of a prototype based on one passage, by means of a prototype based on two 
passages, by means of a general statement and a specific statement (Lev 1:2), by 
means of a specific statement and a general statement, by means of a general 
statement and a specific statement and a general statement (you decide only 
according to the subject of the specific statement), by means of a general statement 
which requires the specific statement, and by means of a specific statement which 
requires the general statement. Anything which is included in the general statement 
and which is specific in order to teach [something] teaches not only about itself but 
also teaches about everything included in the general statement (Lev 7:20, 37). 
Anything that is included in the general statement and which is specific as a 
requirement concerning another requirement which is in keeping with the general 
statement is specified in order to make [the second requirement] less stringent and 
not more stringent (Lev 13:18, 24). Anything that is included in the general 
statement and which is specified as a requirement in the general statement and which 

4 Goldberg, "Stereotype Diskurse," 24. Neusner calls this form "dialectical" (Neusner, Sifra: An 
Analytical Translation, 24). 

5 For further information on these middot see Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 20-22, and 
literature cited there. 
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is specified as a requirement concerning another requirement which is not in keeping 
with the general statement is specified either to make less or more stringent 
(Lev 13:29). Anything that is included in the general statement and which is 
excepted from it by an entirely new [provision], you may not return it to [the 
provisions] of its [original] general statement unless Scripture expressly indicates 
that you may do so (Lev 14:13-14). A thing is to be explained from its context 
(Lev 13:40, 42), a thing is to be explained from what follows it (Lev 14:34, 45). 
And thus two passages which contradict each other [cannot be reconciled] unless a 
third passage comes and decides between them.6 

The implication of this discoursive section is that we are to interpret the book of 

Leviticus by these rules. 

Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

The first midrash sentences explore Moses' call, with dicta derived from N1p>1 

7V^H Din> *m>1 nwo bN (Lev 1:1). The first dictum is that "He sent a call in advance of 

the speech" (ll^Tb rT»"lp 0>*Tpn).9 This is supported by two other proof-texts besides 

Lev 1:1, i.e., Exod 3:4 and Exod 19:3, when God called to Moses from the bush and from 

Sinai. These verses have in common that "whenever the speech from the mouth of the 

Holy One addressed itself to Moses, He sent a call in advance of the speech" (Nin\y !?0 

ia>*Tb n>np in onpnli] rwtto viip >DOI nm). 

However, new sections in Leviticus do not begin with either the words "He 

called" or "He spoke."10 These sections allowed Moses to pause so he could reflect on 

eachparashah and subject (y>y>yb \>W p i l nvnab DVna p i pilJVnb T)VCb DIVl in>b). 

If Moses, the one who heard words from the mouth of the Holy One, and who spoke 

6 Porton, "Prologue: Beraita DeRabbi Ishmael," 57ff.; cf. Finkelstein, N"12t? [Sifra on Leviticus], 
2:3-11. 

7 V!?N ni'rr> ~\3r>) n$'» bht Nnpn 
8 Marcus Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, The Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the 

Midrashic Literature (Brooklyn: P. Shalom Pub., 1967), s.v. iT ' lp . 
9 Citations of midrash sentences are from Finkelstein, N*l9t> [Sifra on Leviticus], 2:1 Iff. 
10 For example, Lev l:10ff. (ibid., 2:12). 
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(as a prophet) by the vyilpn ni l found it necessary to reflect between parashiyot and 

subjects, how much more should a common person take time to reflect! (Ninvy >)D ON DO 

by v^vb P ŷ vai n\>n£>b nvna p i pnnnb ins vnipn mm miai \tmpn >£)o vnw 

OPTrPD OVTD riQDI n03 JinN). This implies that the parashiyot in Leviticus should be 

studied deliberately and methodically. 

Another midrash sentence stresses that God called to Moses and spoke to him 

(Lev 1:1). The explicit mention of "to him" excludes Aaron (pDN DN UVQb) from the 

Divine Speech. Thirteen proof-texts, of which Lev 1:1 is one, show that on these 

occasions God spoke to Moses to the exclusion of Aaron. Lev 1:1 also shows that Aaron 

was excluded from the Divine Speeches that emanated from the tent of meeting (T\H oy>Q 

TVIQ bilN XlTn^fQ yiDN). All other candidates were also excluded from meeting with 

God in the tent (and from hearing the Divine Speech), including the Israelites, the elders, 

and Aaron's sons. The Israelites were excluded because they were not fit to go up the 

mountain ("ini mbVb Vl\JO NbW bNIW DN JOiJIN). 

Exod 29:43, n>*TlDa VJHpD! !W)\y> >nb DD\y >n*om, does not prove an exception; 

>jrny3 could be translated either as "meet with" or "appear." This verse was fulfilled when 

fire from the Lord consumed the burnt offering on the altar, and the people saw, shouted, 

and fell on their faces (Lev 9:24). Therefore, its proper translation is ODb IVVVb >3N T>W 

o m V!npn>n!?1 - "And I will appear there [at the tent of meeting] before the sons of 

Israel, and I will be sanctified among them by My glory." 

Exod 29:43 promises an appearance to Israel, not a meeting in the tent. Only 

Moses was promised a physical meeting in the tent: o\y ~p >nTy*m - "And I will meet with 

11 n'nrm vy-Ttp?) i>Nn\p ••yp nav> ~>T\^). 

file:///tmpn
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you there" (Exod 25:22). Even though the elders were permitted to go up the mountain, 

they were never present with Moses during a Divine Speech act (0>V "PlHl INTO K"t>V 

TWO); therefore, they were also excluded from a meeting. On the other hand, Aaron 

(now DDb TVW, Exod 29:42; Num 17:19) and his sons (Num 26:1) were present with 

Moses during speech acts from God. However, since God specified He would meet only 

with Moses (}!? 7VW - "I will meet with you," Exod 30:6), they were excluded from 

speeches in the tent: "You [Moses] will have a meeting, but no one else will have a 

meeting" (o!?13!? n*PV> nn>n Nb1 TWW nn>n ~fi). Therefore, Moses heard the Divine 

Speech exclusively, in a private meeting with God in the tent of meeting. 

The next midrash sentences explore whether the Divine Speech ( r m m n ) or its 

sound could be heard outside the tent of meeting by Israel, the elders, or Aaron and his 

sons. The same proof-texts show that they did not hear the Divine Speech: yDN >J"i"Q*n -

"And I will speak with you" (Exod 25:22), and pbN nxfr - "To speak with you" 

(Exod 29:42), i.e., "A speech act will take place with you; a speech act will not take place 

with any other (Oi?"D OV TXTn TVD tO TITD 7VD *p>y). Furthermore, no one heard the 

sound (blp) of the Divine Speech beyond the tent. Only Moses heard the voice C?1p) 

speaking with him in the tent (*mo !?1pn T)H VOVP") WN *n*fr TV10 bHN !?N TWO N121 

V*?K, Num 7:89). In fact, by the same argument, even the ministering angels did not hear 

the voice of God as Moses did! In conclusion, only Moses heard the voice/sound of God 

speaking, and none of the other candidates (0>VOW t»H !?D T>N1 t7lpD DN VOW fPD TWO 

blpn JIN). 
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The next midrash sentence, based on tyiG bnNQ with partitive ")» (that expresses 

separation), confirms that the sound of God's voice did not travel beyond the tent of 

meeting (bnwi? \\V\ HXV rpn Nbl).12 Since Moses could hear the voice/sound 

(Num 7:89) that is so loud and powerful that it affects all of nature (Ps 29:4-7), the verse 

needed to specify (with p ) that the voice/sound stayed within the tent. Another dictum is 

proposed that the voice originated from over the cover of the ark: bDN 5ti TWG N211 

•o\y vao nivn yw by i \w niDDn byn i>t?N i m n bipn TIN y»\y>i WIN *mb IVIQ 

T>bN "DTI D>2"lDD - "When Moses entered the tent of meeting to speak with Him, he 

heard the voice speaking to him from above the cover that was on the ark of the 

testimony, from between the two cherubim, and He spoke to him" (Num 7:89). 

Therefore, the sound of the voice did not even fill the whole tabernacle, but only 

resonated above the cover between the cherubim. 

A new dictum based on Num 7:89 is proposed: "Observe how beloved Israel is, 

to the extent that it caused this vast glory [of God that fills heaven and earth] to appear 

compressed and to be speaking over the cover between the two cherubim" (')Til>n DN") 

>i\y ya» mi£Dn bya *m» mxvb prmbD nanon mn TQD!? noi> pw iv bN*i\y>i7\y 
1 -J 

0>m"Dn). This is followed by a digression about whether Moses saw God and lived. 

Finally, two dicta are proposed about "saying" (lONb) in Lev 1:1. The first is, N3 

>0>y 1113 ODb>n\y>l 0>\miD n m onb *T)QN1 - "Go and speak words of reproof to them, 

i.e., 'It is for your sake He held speech with me.'" When God did not hold speech with 

Moses for thirty-eight years, a generation of Israel wandered and died in the wilderness 

12 In this dictum, b ^m is the opposite of yo. 
13 Moses is not mentioned specifically, but only he could have seen the appearance of the glory of God 

between the cherubim. 
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(Deut 2:16-17). Therefore, "For their sake" means "For their life and prosperity." God's 

words bring life to Israel. The second dictum is that "saying" is short for two speech acts 

by Moses: transmitting God's word to the Israelites (Exod 34:34), and bringing back their 

reply to Him (Exod 19:8). The reply that Moses brought back was niWU mn> *m 1VK t?D 

- "All that the Lord has spoken we will do" (Exod 19:8). Thus, Israel bound themselves to 

obey the laws in Leviticus. 

Summary of the IMI in Sifra on Leviticus 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

The IMI discusses aspects of Moses' uniqueness as a prophet and lawgiver. At 

the burning bush, Sinai, and the tent of meeting, God called Moses to speak to him. God 

also called Moses from among Israel, the elders, and Aaron and his sons to an exclusive 

meeting in the tent to listen to the Divine Speech. Furthermore, the sound of God's voice 

did not travel beyond the tent. Moses alone heard the Divine Speech in a physical 

meeting with God. Thus, Moses was a prophet whom God spoke with exclusively in the 

tent, and who spoke by the vnipn ni"i to Israel. 

The implication of Moses' incomparability as a prophet and lawgiver is that the 

book of Leviticus is also incomparable. It is a record of the Divine Speech that Moses 

heard in the presence of God, in the tabernacle, within the Holy of Holies, from over the 

cover of the ark. Thus, Leviticus enjoys the highest status as inspired Scripture. 



ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Since the sound of the voice did not travel beyond the tent of meeting, Moses had 

to repeat the Divine Speech to Israel. The book of Leviticus is a record of the Divine 

Speech that occurred shortly after the tabernacle was set up and that was reported to 

Israel straight away (before the incident of the spies; God did not hold speech with Moses 

after that incident for thirty-eight years). 

iii) Genre 

Leviticus is a written record of Divine Speeches (not visions!) that Moses heard 

exclusively from God. There is a further note that Moses was instructed to make a 

persuasive argument for Israel to obey them, i.e., that these commands meant life for 

them. These dicta imply that Leviticus is composed of Divine Speeches of law and 

persuasive arguments to ensure compliance. Persuasive sections of Leviticus include the 

incidents of fire coming from the Lord and consuming the burnt offering (Lev 9:23-24), 

and the death of Nadab and Abihu (Lev 10). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

The opening part of the IMI is concerned with the proper rules to interpret the 

Torah and Leviticus, i.e., the thirteen middot of Rabbi Ishmael and a short notice about 

the seven middot of Hillel.14 The rules that are applied to Leviticus deal especially with 

general and specific cases of halakhah. Thus, an important introductory issue about 

Leviticus is its proper hermeneutics. 

It was not necessary to mention this until now. They appear after the application of the thirteen rules 
to verses in the Torah. 
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Another concern is that one should spend much time and care in studying the 

sections of Leviticus. Based on an a fortiori argument, if Moses needed to pause and 

collect his thoughts between sections, how much more should we study it deliberately 

and methodically. 

v) Themes of Leviticus 

Since the genre of the book of Leviticus is Torah, i.e., what Israel must do, it is 

concerned with halakhah. The thirteen middot that apply to Leviticus deal with how to 

derive halakah, e.g., how to derive general and specific cases. As Israel's leader, Moses 

must also persuade them to follow this Torah. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

The unity of Leviticus is implied by its very nature as a collection of Divine 

Speeches given shortly after the tent of meeting was set up. All of the arguments that 

apply to -)QNb 1V1X3 bDNQ VbN mn> *m>1 (Lev 1:1) as a Divine Speech act also apply to 

the repeated heading of sections: IDH^ TWO bN mn> 1XP1 (Lev 4:1; 5:14, 20; 6:1, 12, 

17; 7:22, 28; 8:1; 12:1; 14:1; 17:1; 18:1; 19:1; 20:1; 21:16; 22:1,17,26; 23:1, 9, 23,26, 

33; 24:1, 13; 25:1; 27:1). 

Since introductory issues about Lev 1:1 also apply to all of its sections, the 

lemma Lev 1:1 addresses questions about the whole book. I would suggest that since 

Lev 1:1 contains the title of the book, Nlp'M, it broadened the scope of the verse to the 

whole book so that introductory questions could be asked about it. 



CHAPTER TWO 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
LEVITICUS RABBAH 

Textual Analysis of Leviticus Rabbah 

The critical edition of Leviticus Rabbah was prepared by Margulies.1 He presents 

a diplomatic text based on Ms British Museum Add. 27169 (Catalogue no. 340), whose 

exemplar dates before 1000.2 I cite Lev Rab. in its original language from Margulies' 

edition and provide an English translation. I also cite the masoretic text (with 

vocalization and cantillation) in a footnote so readers can compare it to its midrashic 

interpretation. 

1 Mordecai Margulies, JTINnoU 'Dl^n DV DP«n >T*W1 T>">irD >2"by "iWb NSV n i l N*1p">1 v m n 
t m i W l l n n y n [English title added: Midrash Wayyikra Rabbah: A Critical Edition Based on Manuscripts 
and Genizah Fragments with Variants and Notes], 5 vols. (Jerusalem: Louis M. and Minnie Epstein Fund 
of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 1953-60). 

2 Ibid., 1:XXXIV. 
3 Ibid., l:N-3fr. Unless otherwise noted, I translate Lev Rab. myself in consultation with Neusner's and 

Israelstam's and Slotki's translations (Jacob Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus 
Rabbah [Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1986], 141-160; J. Israelstam and Judah J. Slotki, 
trans., Leviticus Rabbah, in The Soncino Midrash Rabbah [© 1983 The Soncino Press, Ltd.]: Davka 
Corporation's Judaic Classics Library II, by David Kantrowitz [Institute for Computers in Jewish Life 
{Chicago}, Davka Corporation {Chicago} and Judaica Press Inc. {Brooklyn}, 1991-1999], CD-ROM. 
Print ed. Freedman, H. and Maurice Simon, eds., Midrash Rabbah: Translated into English with Notes, 
Glossary and Indices, 3rd ed., 10 vols., vol. 4, Leviticus Rabbah, translated by J. Israelstam and Judah J. 
Slotki [Soncino Press, London and New York, 1983]). Occasionally I furnish Neusner's translations with 
alternate or additional ones in square brackets. 
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Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

Lev 1:1 is the seder verse of the opening petihtaot in Leviticus Rabbah. These 

petihtaot are followed by midrash and petirah sentences on Lev 1:1. 

Introductory Material in the Opening Petihtaot 

I stated in the Introduction that the IMI is a form that binds dicta on the first verse 

of a biblical book in a thematic and sustained presentation of introductory issues. Such a 

presentation enables the reader to keep in mind related dicta in the midst of other 

discoursive (digressive) matters. These dicta are extracted from the main forms midrash 

sentences, petirah sentences, and petihtaot, accompanied by proof-texts and illustrations 

(parables, ma'asot, disputes, etc.) that support them. The following analysis of the 

opening petihtaot in Lev Rab. demonstrates that their dicta interpret Lev 1:1 in terms of 

introductory issues, and that they sustain that discussion before it is continued in midrash 

and petirah sentences. 

Petihtah 1 

Thepetihtah lemma is Ps 103:20: blp 'O^b r m >\yiV ro n i l ' ) "PONbQ >"> lD*in 

41*D*T - "Bless the Lord, you his messengers, you mighty in strength, carrying out his 

word, obeying his word."5 A question is asked about the lemma 1>DNt7)D: "Who is the 

Scripture referring to?" (~)2*T0 TOD DQ1). A general dictum is proposed: "Prophets are 

called messengers" (0>DNb)3 0>N>2in 1hOp3), accompanied by many proof-texts. A 

classic definition of a prophet is offered: in essence they are messengers (in!w IN TPIO 

4 m ? t?ipa y'ny'? 1-117 >ty'y ni nia VDN^Q m'n? wqa. 
5 Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus Rabbah, 141. 
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0>DNb>3 0>N>23n W")pD). In particular Moses is called a messenger (Num 20:16), 

therefore Moses is a prophet. 

The same question is addressed to the lemma 'Q\yb 1*111 >\yiy. It refers generally 

to Israel, for they promised to obey God's word before they heard it (Exod 24:7,1VH bD 

VOVWI nvyV3 >"•> ~D7). However, they were not able to listen to God's word; in contrast, 

only Moses was able to (Deut 5:22ff.): 

Under ordinary circumstances a burden which is too heavy for one person is light for 
two, or too heavy for two is light for four. But is it possible to suppose that a burden 
that is too weighty for six hundred thousand can be light for a single individual? 
Now the entire people of Israel were standing before Mount Sinai and saying, "If we 
hear the voice of the Lord our God any more, then we shall die" [Deut 5:22]. But, 
[for his part], Moses heard the sound of the [Divine] word himself and lived.6 

More proof that Moses was able to listen to God's word is given in the seder verse 

Lev 1:1, "And the Lord called Moses." In fact, out of all of them, the Divine Speech 

called Moses only (DWQb N!?N l i m n Hip Nb Oi"*DO\y). 

This petihtah introduces positive aspects of Moses' biography that relate to his 

status as a prophet, and his uniqueness among the prophets. These issues will be 

addressed throughout the opening petihtaot and in the midrash sentences that follow. The 

implication is that the book of Leviticus is the Divine Speech that Moses heard and 

transmitted to Israel. 

Petihtah 2 

The petihtah lemma is Hos 14:8: p s Vim )Q)5 im£J>1 p*T 1>n> i b ^ l >2\Jn> 13W> 

yinb - "Those who sit under its shade will revive; they will grow grain and sprout like 

6 Ibid., 143 (nn o>vy\yb n\yp\y >IWD now w n^ ro o-owb o'ovyb ro mNb rwp\y nvn ot?wi\y irrai 
rwoi unoi TIV ir>rtw >""> *?ip JIN yiavyb uroN O">DPT> ON >OINI WV in vi<£ yimv !ww> ^D inN!? ro 
n>ni losy i n n bip yn\y). 

7 pi!? v>3 ri:n lop m Q̂?) 137 W' i!?in n \p iny)\ 
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the vine; its fame will be like the wine of Lebanon." T>>21 ">1W are identified as 

proselytes - "These are the ones who come and seek refuge under the protection of the 

Holy One, Blessed be He" (rvapnbw lb>iQ yvw \>tn p\y onJH It^N). A dictum is 

proposed about pi!? p i "Hit - "The Holy One, Blessed Be He, said, 'The names of 

proselytes are as dear to me as a libation of wine offered on the altar before Me'" ('ON 

"DDb niton OJ ty npw *p:i PD on^w plow >bv ion 'pn). Up to this point, the 

petihtah relation between Hos 14:8 and Lev 1:1 has not been revealed. It will be revealed 

after a series of midrash sentences on another lemma, 1 Chr 4:18: nit» n>Tm>n in\yNl 

ywH nyna ro n>ro m vbn nut ON iwmp> rim mo ON -on JINI -cm ON TT> DN 

8T"lO np1? - "And his Judahite wife bore Yered the father of Gedor, and Heber the father 

of Soco, and Yequthiel the father of Zanoah. These were the sons of Bithyah the daughter 

of Pharaoh, whom Mared married." Since the books of Chronicles were given to be 

interpreted midrashically (\m*Pb N!?N 0>0>n >*OT "ISO p>3 H5), the names in the verse 

are interpreted midrashically as referring to Moses' mother Jochebed (= n^Tin^n) and six 

of Moses' names (see below). This is followed by a list of three more of Moses' names 

based on three other verses (see below). All of Moses' names address aspects of Moses' 

biography that distinguish him above his countrymen. He also had a tenth name, his name 

Moses given by Bithyah the daughter of Pharaoh. Returning to the petihtah lemma 

Hos 14:8, and the dictum that God holds dear the names of proselytes, God chose to call 

Moses by the name Bithyah the proselyte gave him; therefore, "God called to Moses" 

(Lev 1:1, nWQ t?N N"lp>1). 

8 jia n>ti3 ^3 rf?N) ni3j •>:?$ iwrvip? nw iDi\y n $ ~IID nis) niij n$ ly. n?s m>> nnn?rj in^Ni 
*no rip!? -)VH n'̂ 19. 
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This petihtah continues to address positive aspects of Moses' biography through 

midrashic sentences on his names and their significance: TV (1 Chr 4:18), for he brought 

down (TTin) the Torah and the Shekinah from heaven to earth (noo!? nbvobn); 1TO >2N 

(1 Chr 4:18), for he was the father offence makers (0>rm);9 nan (1 Chr 4:18), for he 

united (m^n) sons to their father in heaven; "D1t? 'IN (1 Chr 4:18), for he was the father 

of all the prophets who (fore)see by the holy spirit (YHIpri m m VDIt?); IWOJilp' 

(1 Chr 4:18), for he caused sons to hope (pipO) in their father in heaven; n w >2N 

(1 Chr 4:18), for he cleansed (yVttD) the sin of the golden calf; rplio (Tobiah, 

Exod 2:2), for he was good; n>>JOvy (Shemayah, 1 Chr 24:6), for God heard his prayer; >lb 

(Levi, Exod 4:14), after his ancestor; and, Moses (Exod 2:10). Moses' biography relates 

to his unique status as a prophet, lawgiver, and intercessor, and addresses how he alone 

merited the reward of writing the book of Leviticus. 

Petihtah 3 

The petihtah lemma is Ps 89:20: by my m>W nONJll T>TPm \)\ra r r m W 

10oyo m m '0>nn mi3i - "Of old [alternative translation, "Then"] you spoke in a vision to 

your faithful ones, saying, 'I have set the crown upon one who is mighty, I have exalted 

one chosen from the people.'"11 This petihtah is a strophic one in which the petihtah 

lemma is applied to various biblical persons and events in a series of petirot; only the last 

petirah interprets the seder verse.12 The lemma is divided into four parts; all four are 

applied to Abraham and then to David with proof-texts: y\WQ. m i l is applied to 

9 As a guard against sin; cf. Margulies, n i l Nlp^l WTTO [Midrash Wayyikra Rabbah], 1:0. 
10 oyo i-ini •>rrin-nri Tina ty ijy >xvivy intim ypvtp 1^0? VQ¥! w. 
" Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus Rabbah, 148. 
12 See p. 18. 
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Abraham (Gen 15:1) and David (2 Sam 7:17); p r o r f r is applied to Abraham (Mic 7:20) 

and David (Ps 86:2); *m>j by "HV >TPW is applied to Abraham (Gen 14:15) and David 

(his wars); and, OVO "iim 'Onn is applied to Abraham (Neh 9:7) and David (Ps 78:70). 

Finally, the four parts are applied to Moses and interpret the seder verse. y\\T\2. m i l is 

proven by Num 12:8: iiNlD111 "I1TN D£3 bN DO - "I speak mouth to mouth with him, and 

[in a ] vision;" p*POrfr is proven by Deut 33:8: y>r>xm WW) THINI *pDin - "Your Urim 

and Thummim belong to your faithful ones" (i.e., to the Levites, to which Moses 

belonged); and, "1115 by "uy >n>W refers to Moses' ability to carry the burden that six 

hundred thousand could not - he was able to hear the word of God and live, as is shown 

in the seder verse, DVJQ !?N Nlp>1. 

This petihtah relates to Moses' status as a prophet, and his uniqueness among 

them. Moses was God's faithful and mighty one, unique among his peers, whom God 

spoke with mouth to mouth. Therefore, what Moses spoke as the book of Leviticus was 

received directly from God, in a unique manner among the prophets. As such, the book 

enjoys the highest prophetic status. 

Petihtah 4 

The petihtah lemma is Prov 25:7:1H3 >}£>!? 'fflavnn TUTi nby T> *i»N 11U >D 

13*p>y W1 -)\)H - "For it is better to be told 'Come up here,' than to be put lower in the 

presence of the prince'"14 "so that they can see you." A dictum is proposed that the 

lemma "p should be understood as the prepositionb with a masculine suffix, meaning "to 

13 TW w~) " ^ 3>T? " ^ •fpstyw nan Tt>)> ~fc ~\m nio •>•?. 
14 Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus Rabbah, 150. 
15 This translation is based on Ps 113:5-6, rtKp >>">3\pQn T\y0T Tra jan - "Raising the humble to a 

higher seat [in order] to be seen," which Lev Rab. discusses in the context of Prov 25:7. 
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you" (instead of an imperative [of T?n]). By using this lemma, God commanded Moses 

and no one else: "You I am sending to Pharaoh" (Exod 3:10, nyiD b>N *rn!WN1 DDb>). 

Proof-texts follow that demonstrate God commanded Moses and no one else: "You, raise 

your staff and stretch out your hand" (Exod 14:16, *p> T)H DU31 TOO TIN DID HDN); and 

"Come up to the Lord, you with Aaron" (Exod 24:1, pDNl DJlN >"> bN nbV). 

This petihtah makes the concurrent point that Moses was humble and stood to the 

side when God spoke with him on those occasions. Since Moses was so humble, God 

designated Moses by precise use of language, ift and HTIN. In the same way, when Moses 

set up the tabernacle, he stood at the side, and God spoke to him: "How long will you 

abase yourself? Time waits for no one but you" (71920 TWD Y>N1 "fQiW !?>£W)3 HDN >D)3 

-ft N!?N). This is demonstrated by the seder lemma: "The Divine Speech did not call to 

any one of them except Moses, as it is written, 'And it called to Moses'" (Nip tO o!?'D)3\y 

rwia !w N*ip>i i w r rwob tOn ~nn>in). 

This petihtah continues to address the question of Moses' uniqueness as a prophet 

whom God raised up. 

Petihtah 5 

The petihtah lemma is Prov 20:15:16nv*T >J13W ~lp> >t>D1 0>3>3£> m i nm VJ> -

"There are gold and a multitude of rubies, but lips [that speak] knowledge are the [most] 

1 7 

valuable ornament." Gold and rubies refer to the offering of gold (Exod 25:3) and 

precious stones (Exod 35:27) for the tabernacle; "Lips that speak knowledge" refer to 

Moses' words of instruction for building the tabernacle. In his humility Moses was 

16 n\rr •>ri9\y it?? ^?-i &>?)$ X)) ^ m v);>. 
17 Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus Rabbah, 151. 
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grieved that he had not brought an offering; however, God said Moses' instructions were 

more dear to Him than all of the offerings. Proof of this is provided by the seder lemma -

on the basis of his merit, God called only to Moses. 

This petihtah continues to address positive aspects of Moses' biography. He was 

deeply humble and self-effacing, yet the most meritorious of men. Because of Moses' 

merit, God called only to him. 

Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

Midrash sentences continue to explore different aspects of Moses' biography by 

which he gained merit, and his uniqueness as a prophet and lawgiver. All of these relate 

to introductory issues about the book of Leviticus. 

The first midrash sentences explore why only Moses was called (invited) to an 

audience with God. The answer is that he gained merit in building the tabernacle. In the 

parashah about the building of the tabernacle, the phrase "Just as the Lord commanded 

Moses" (rWG T\H >"> ni* *1\WD) is repeated (nineteen times). This is interpreted 

according to a parable in which a king's servant who was commanded to build him a 

palace inscribed the king's name on all of its parts. In the same way, Moses built the 

tabernacle and inscribed the words TW1/2 T\H >"> niii ""IWND on all of its parts. When God 

was inside the tabernacle He saw these inscriptions and thought, '"Moses has honoured 

Me with this, yet I am inside and he is outside.' He was called into His presence, as it 

says, 'And God called Moses'" (1N*lp ^iro» NIDI 0>331Q >5N1 HWO t) TWV mn m a n bo 

TWO bN Nlp^l 'ON3 *p!? 0>}Db t>3D>\y t>). These dicta about Moses' inscriptions, the 

honour he ascribed to God, and God's invitation all address the issue of Moses' merit. 
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Two other dicta about God calling Moses are proposed and illustrated by 

parables. In the first one, we know which person in a king's entourage is his favourite by 

noticing which one he addresses himself to. In the same way Moses, Aaron, Nadab, 

Abihu, and the seventy elders surrounded the tabernacle after it was built. Since God 

called to Moses, we know he was God's favourite. In the second parable, when a king 

visits a province he speaks first to the market-commissioner who occupies himself with 

the life of the province. In the same way, God called first to Moses who occupied himself 

with the life of Israel, e.g., with the dietary laws (Lev 11). 

, Next, Moses is compared to Adam, Noah, and Abraham. A dictum is proposed 

that God either called (N"ip>1) or spoke ("D*P1) to the latter three, but did not call and 

speak to them as He did to Moses. God called Adam (Gen 3:9), but did not speak (111) to 

him; God spoke to Noah (Gen 8:15), but did not call (Nip) to him; God called Abraham 

(Gen 22:15), but did not speak (111) to him; and God spoke to Abraham (Gen 17:3), but 

did not call (Nip) him. The logic of the argument requires that "calling" (Nip) and 

i "speaking" ("ill) must be mentioned on the same occasion. However, God called and 
i 
i 

spoke to Moses in the seder verse Lev 1:1. In another interpretation of Gen 22:15, the 

angel of the Lord called (Nip), and the Divine Speech spoke (1QN); but in Lev 1:1, God 

calls, and God speaks. This dictum points to the uniqueness of God's speech act to 

Moses. Therefore, this act as recorded in the book of Leviticus has a special status. 

A dictum is proposed based on the lemma 1^10 bnN, with l ino pointed as l^io, 

: i.e., "forewarned:" even though the law had been given earlier at Sinai, Israel became 
liable to its sanctions only after it was repeated in the "tent of [Israel's being] forewarned" 



(*nn» 5r\Hl )Vb mmv TV).18 The implication is that the book of Leviticus is a repetition 

of the law given at Sinai. The next dictum based on TyiO briNQ with partitive )12 (that 

expresses separation) is that God's voice did not travel beyond the tent of meeting (Nbl 

TV1Q bilNb >pn HXV n>D).19 When Israel obeys (V»\y) this voice of Divine Speech (bip 

"iWTn), they live (Deut 5:23; 4:33). If the voice would travel beyond the tent, the nations 

of the world would hear but not obey; therefore, that word would bring death to them. 

The concluding midrash sentences present dicta on Lev 1:1 based on God 

speaking to His prophet in the tent of meeting. These all address the issue of the history 

of prophecy among the nations and Israel. 

First, after the tabernacle was set up prophecy among the nations ceased. This is 

proven by apetirah sentence on Song 3:4: IV DfDN Nbl VTrtViK >\y03 rODNVy fiN >DN3n 

>rnin *nn iwi >QN Ji>n *?K P n w i r w - "I found the one my soul loves; I held it and 

would not let go until I brought it into the house of my mother and to the inner chamber 

of her that conceived me." In this verse, >QN D>2 is the ">W TPIl, i.e., the tabernacle; *nn 

is the Holy of Holies in the tabernacle; 'Dlin is the Shekinah, who conceived the n n 

\y*T1pn; and >\y£0 mriNW T\H is the vmpn n n . Since the vmpn r m resides in the Holy 

of Holies in the tabernacle, prophecy is now limited to Israel. Since Balaam prophesied 

about the welfare of Israel, his prophecies do not form an exception to the rule. 

Second, the differences between Israelite prophets and those of the nations are 

explored: i) God reveals Himself in full Divine Speech to Israelite prophets, e.g., Nlp'l 

TWO 5H (Lev 1:1) and in half-speech to prophets of the nations, e.g., bN O'DbN "lp>1 

18 Ti>in also suggests another play on words, "witnessed," and refers to the law established from 
precedent. 

19 In this dictum,!? \\r\ is the opposite of 10. 



52 

oy!?2 (Num 23:4); ii) God declares Israelite prophets clean when He addresses them. 

N1p*> in Lev 1:1, from the root Nip, is a word that denotes holiness, cleanness, and purity 

(1)11 *pvytn m n o )W^2 XWXVp pvybn); it is even the word the ministering angels use to 

call to one another (Isa 6:3). In contrast, God declares prophets of the nations unclean. 

lp"> in Num 23:4 is interpreted as from the root n ip , and means "declare unclean" 

(proof-text Deut 23:11); iii) Israelite prophets are righteous, but prophets of the nations 

are wicked (Prov 15:29); iv) God appears to Israelite prophets from a nearby place 

(Gen 18:1), but to the prophets of the nations from a distant land (Isa 39:3); and 

v) God appears to Israelite prophets during the day (Gen 18:1; Exod 6:28; Lev 7:38; 

Num 3:1), but to the prophets of the nations at night (Job 4:12-13; Gen 20:3; 31:24; 

Num 22:20). 

Third, the difference between Moses and all the [Israelite] prophets is explored. 

All the prophets saw through nine glass lenses (ni>lbp9t?>N Wn Tino 1N1), as proven 

by Ezek 43:3, where Ezekiel the prophet describes his vision with nine occurrences of the 

root nNI, i.e., >JVN1 (three times) and DNIO (five times in the singular, once in the 

plural)."21 In another interpretation, all the prophets saw through a muddied glass lens 

(TDbDibo nnbpDt?>K), as proven by Hos 12:11: 22>n>nn i n n >DDNI o>N>iDn by >im*n 

- "And I spoke to the prophets, and I frequently gave [the same] vision." In contrast, 

2 The midrash sentence interprets lp'1 from the root Nip. Since it lacks the H, it announces that only 
partial Divine Speech will be given to Balaam. 

21 ">Tr>Ni ~*W i"Wl£3 riiNiO'i T>yn JI$ nnWl? w'na "WNI IWN I N I M >TV>NI " ^ iNian nfcim-i 
•03 !?N 52H) 113 iro bN - "And the appearance of the vision which I saw was like the vision that I saw 
when I came to destroy the city; and the visions were like the vision that I saw by the River Chebar, and 1 
fell on my face" (Neusner, Judaism and Scripture: The Evidence of Leviticus Rabbah, 159-160). 

22 >rp-nn -pm O'JN) owian by >*n37). 
23 If the vision had been clear, it would not have needed to be repeated. 
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Moses saw through a clear, polished glass lens (nn^m^O rp*l!?p£>t?>N), as proven by 

Num 12:8: 2 V l > >»> rmom - "The image of the Lord he looked on." 

The implication of this section on prophecy is that Israelite prophets are 

incomparably greater than prophets of the nations, and that Moses is incomparable 

among Israelite prophets. The mention of Num 12:8 and Moses' uniqueness forms a link 

with its mention mpetihtah 3, and shows how well the petihtaot and midrashic sentences 

are able to sustain a discussion on a few select issues. The implication of the uniqueness 

of Moses as a prophet derived from Num 12:8 relates to the status of the book of 

Leviticus as a clear prophetic word from God. 

Summary of the IMI in Leviticus Rabbah 

After a detailed analysis of'thepetihtaot and the midrash andpetirah sentences 

that follow them, I was able to establish that dicta from both parts of the IMI to Leviticus 

contribute to a sustained thematic treatment of the following introductory issues about 

that book: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Most of the IMI discusses positive aspects of Moses' biography that set him apart 

as an incomparable prophet and lawgiver. After he is introduced as a prophet in the first 

petihtah he is compared to the nation of Israel, Adam, Noah, Abraham, and all Israelite 

prophets. He is called the father of all the prophets, whom God spoke with mouth to 

v»a> ni'n? JUJMTVI. 
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mouth, so that Moses even looked on God's form. Thus, Moses received God's Divine 

Speech in full clarity. 

God also chose Moses on the basis of his merit. He was mighty in strength to 

listen to and carry out God's word, as evidenced in his role as representative of the people 

at Sinai (listening to God's word for them), as intercessor for Israel during the episode of 

the golden calf, as overseer of the building and setting up of the tabernacle, and as leader 

responsible for the life of Israel. Even though Moses was the most meritorious among 

men, he was so humble and self-effacing that God had to designate him by precise 

language to approach the tabernacle to hear the Divine Speech. Moses was also God's 

favourite. These other aspects of Moses' biography confirm that it is appropriate to view 

Moses as utterly unique and incomparable. 

The implication of Moses' incomparability among the prophets is that the book of 

Leviticus is also incomparable. It is a transcript of a Divine Speech that Moses heard 

clearly in the very presence of God, in the tabernacle, from the WTipn ni l within the 

Holy of Holies. The status of Leviticus as inspired Scripture is established beyond doubt. 

Another implication of Mosaic prophetic authorship is that its degree of inspiration is 

higher than the books authored by the prophets who did not hear the word of God with 

the same degree of clarity as Moses did. This reinforces the view that the Torah enjoys a 

higher revelatory status than the Writings. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The book of Leviticus is a transcript of a Divine Speech that occurred shortly 

after the tabernacle was set up. 
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iii) Genre 

At Sinai and in the tabernacle the Divine Speech (not a vision!) transmitted the 

Torah to Moses, who heard it in full clarity and recorded it. Thus, the book of Leviticus is 

a transcript of Torah that Moses heard from God and transmitted to Israel. As reflected in 

one of Moses' names, he brought the Torah from heaven to earth. Thus, in Leviticus 

Moses transmitted Torah to Israel. If Israel obeys the Torah, they will live. This Torah is 

for Israel, and not for the nations. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

The Divine Speech that is the book of Leviticus repeats the law that had been 

given earlier at Sinai. Thus, Israel became liable to its sanctions from that point on. 

v) Themes of Leviticus 

Since the genre of the book of Leviticus is Torah, i.e., what Israel must do, it is 

concerned with halakhah. As Israel's leader responsible for its life, Moses occupied 

himself with the dietary laws (Lev 11), i.e., with halakhah. We can assume he also 

occupied himself with the other laws in Leviticus. If Israel obeys the Torah, they will 

live. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

The unity of Leviticus is implied by its very nature as a Divine Speech given on a 

specific occasion to Moses. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
SONG OF SONGS KABBAH 

Textual Analysis of Song of Songs Rabbah 

The editio princeps of Song of Songs Rabbah was either Constantinople 1514 

(reprinted 1520) or Pesaro 1519. There is no critical edition for Song Rab. Two of them 

are in preparation by Giron Blanc and by Steller and Steller-Kalff. Steller has discussed 

the manuscript relationships in a preliminary study. The editiones principes are based on 

a manuscript close to Ms Vatican, Ms Ebr. 76, dated 1379, and form a part of one family 

1 M.B. Lerner argued that the first edition was Constantinople 1514, and he has won some adherents 
(M. B. Lerner, o»-ayn o^snori b\y ojibwa -o-m ormy: 'ni^an won vmo' b\y IWNID OIQTTI 
V1NP931 NDWIpa [The editio princeps of "Midrash on the Five Scrolls:" Studies in the Methods and 

( Procedures of the Hebrew Printers in Constantinople and Pesaro], in Q"N lot} D ' lpno ^21p : yo^Vb T> 
"lOIlD [English title added: The A. M. Habermann Memorial Volume], ed. Zvi Malachi [Lod: Habermann 
Institute for Literary Research, 1983], 289-311; cf. H. E. Steller, "Preliminary Remarks to a New Edition of 
Shir Hashirim Rabbah," in Rashi 1040 - 1990; Hommage a Ephraim E. Urbach, ed. Gabrielle Sed-Rajna 
[Paris: Cerf, 1993], 309-310; idem, "Shir HaShirim Rabbah 5.2-8: Towards a Reconstruction of a 
Midrashic Block," in Variety of Forms: Dutch Studies in Midrash, ed. A. Kuyt, E. G. L. Schrijver and 
N. A. van Uchelen [Amsterdam: Juda Palache Institute, 1990], 113, n. 5; and Paul Mandel, "Between 
Byzantium and Islam: The Transmission of a Jewish Book in the Byzantine and Early Islamic Periods," in 
Transmitting Jewish Traditions: Orality, Textuality, and Cultural Diffusion, ed. Yaakov Elman and Israel 
Gershoni [New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000], 101, n. 9). However, since the Constantinople and 
Pesaro editions are nearly identical (see Lerner, 'JTfrnn \ynn \y-|*Tn' b>\y IWNnn 019-TD [The editio 
princeps of "Midrash on the Five Scrolls"], 290; Steller, "Preliminary Remarks," 310; and idem, "Shir 
HaShirim," 113, n. 5), and since form analysis of the IMI is not affected by minor variants (for more on 
this, see p. 250, n. 19), I will cite the more accessible Pesaro 1519 edition when necessary (won \y)"TQ 
O'Vl nr>3 OIDI :T\t>ya [Midrash on the Five Scrolls: Pesaro 1519], a facsimile of the first edition [Berlin: 
Hotsa'ot 'Sefarim,' 1926]). 

2 Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 316; Steller, "Shir HaShirim," 110; idem, "Preliminary 
Remarks," 301. 

3 Steller, "Preliminary Remarks." 
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of witnesses; Ms Oxford, Bodleian 164, dated 1513, represents a second family of 

witnesses.4 Both these families were copied from the same codex or similar codices. Ms 

Parma, 3122 (formerly De Rossi 1240), dated 1270, is related to the main redaction of 

Song Rab., but it underwent an independent transmission and redaction history.51 cite 

Song Rab. in its original language from Ms Vatican, Ms Ebr. 76, the base text that Steller 

is planning to use for his edition, and provide an English translation;6 I also consult Mss 

Oxford and Parma.7 In addition I cite the masoretic text (with vocalization and 

cantillation) in a footnote so readers can compare it to its midrashic interpretation. 

Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

The first distributive unit in Song of Songs Rabbah is Song of Songs 1:1. At the 

beginning of Song Rab. TWttVb "Wli 0>"P\yn y>K) is cited from the seder verse Song 1:1 

of the opening petihtah, followed by the transition phrase 21DDD "lQN\y i"rt. Functional 

lemmatization is achieved in the second and third petihtaot by the transition phrases Nin 

y*roi N1D - "This is what is written in Scripture," and IIDDD "IQNVy m - "This is what 

• 4 Ibid., 301-302. 
5 Ibid., 302, 305. Steller states, "This MS provides a poor and defective text of Shir Rabbah, with 

innumerable corruptions and gaps, but at the same time it preserves important readings, diverging from the 
main MSS" (Steller, "Shir HaShirim," 110, n. 1). For Ms Parma, I consult N. Goldstein, ~i>\y v m o " 
"1240 nono T> 3TID3 n n on">\yn [Midrash Song of Songs Rabbah in Manuscript Parma 1240], Qobes cal 
Yad9{\919):\-2A. 

61 translate myself, but I consulted Jacob Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical Translation, 
vol. 1, Song of Songs Rabbah to Song Chapters One Through Three (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989); and 
Maurice Simon, trans., Song of Songs Rabbah, in The Soncino Midrash Rabbah (© 1983 The Soncino 
Press, Ltd.): Davka Corporation's Judaic Classics Library II, by David Kantrowitz (Institute for 
Computers in Jewish Life [Chicago], Davka Corporation [Chicago] and Judaica Press Inc. [Brooklyn], 
1991-1999), CD-ROM. Print ed. H. Freedman and Maurice Simon, eds., Midrash Rabbah: Translated into 
English with Notes, Glossary and Indices, 3rd ed., 10 vols., vol. 9, Song of Songs Rabbah, translated by 
Maurice Simon (Soncino Press: London and New York, 1983). Neusner acknowledges that he follows 
Simon's translation closely (Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical Translation, 3). Since the 
printed editions are very similar to Ms Vatican, Neusner's and Simon's translations of them are helpful for 
translating the Ms. 

7 S. T. Lachs, "The Proems of Canticles Rabba," JQR 56 (1966): 225-239 is also useful for textual 
criticism of the opening petihtaot. 
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the Scripture says." These phrases lead from the implied seder verse to a petihtah 

lemma.8 The fourth and fifthpetihtaot are not introduced by the seder verse or a 

transition phrase (although the fifth one is introduced by a standard formula). However, 

the seder verse Song 1:1 appears at their ends. These five petihtaot are followed by 

individual midrashic realizations of parts of the lemma Song 1:1.1 will now discuss the 

petihtaot, midrash sentences, petirah sentences, and other exegeses lemmatized under 

Song 1:1. As I progress through these, I will isolate their dicta and identify the questions 

and answers that lay hidden beneath the surface of Song 1:1. 

Introductory Material in the Opening Petihtaot 

Petihtah 1 

The first petihtah is a strophic one in which the petihtah lemma is applied to 

various biblical persons and events in a series of petirot; only the last petirah interprets 

the seder verse.9 The petihtah lemma, Prov 22:29, is divided into three parts: i) W>K Finn 

VDNbni TDQ; ii) liPTP O^ba >M£; and iii) l0O>D1\yn >)0!? liPJP bl - i) "Do you see a 

man diligent in his work?;" ii) "Before kings he will stand;" and iii) "He will not stand 

Compare Heinemann's "transition-formula" (Heinemann, "The Proem," 103). Petihtaot as original 
oral performances probably began with citation of the petihtah lemma, i.e., they were introduction!ess (cf. 
Heinemann, "The Proem," 103-104). A written account of such a performance is indicated by the formula 
nna >Jl!?3 'n. During the historical development of the petihtah into a literary genre, the formula was often 
dropped in favor of the seder verse followed by a transition phrase to the petihtah lemma (T'DD, or ri"\yt, 
or simply 2>J1D [Goldberg, "Versuch," 38, 44]); this served to orient the reader to the verse under 
discussion. Heinemann states, "The frequent openings with the pericope text in our Midrashim must be 
considered the work of editors or copyists. For in a written work, which constitutes a compilation of 
homilies on an entire biblical book or on a series of selected chapters, it was necessary to indicate to which 
pericope each section relates, by quoting the first verse as a kind of chapter-heading at the beginning" 
(Heinemann, "The Proem," 104). In terms of form analysis, the transition phrase announces that a relation 
exists between the petihtah lemma and the seder verse that will be revealed as a relation between a dictum 
about the petihtah lemma and its interpretation of the seder verse, i.e., the petihtah-function. 

9 See p. 18. 
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before darkened/ignorant men." These parts are applied to Joseph, Moses, the righteous, 

of whom R. Hanina is an outstanding example (units one to three), and to Solomon (unit 

four). The ground form of the exegeses is the petirah sentence. The three sections of 

Prov 22:29 speak about these biblical persons based on the demonstratives m and t>H 

(i .e. , . . . <]W m, . . . nvy)3 m, . . . CPpnsn t>H,... NP3n l m). These demonstratives 

point to specific cases in Scripture that prove the general case of Prov 22:29. After the 

validity of the general rule has been confirmed, it is applied to the specific case of 

Solomon (. . . D)2!?\y i"rt). The application to Solomon constitutes the petihtah function 

and will interpret the seder verse Song 1:1. 

In the first three units, IDDN^an "i>DO W>H JWn is applied to three outstanding 

cases of industrious work: Joseph's working alone when the other men attended a festival 

or theatre performance, Moses' work on the sanctuary, and the righteous' occupation with 

God's work11 (followed by the outstanding example of R. Hanina who helped carry a 

heavy stone to Jerusalem as an offering). The second and third parts of Prov 22:29 are 

applied to rewards for industrious work. liPTP O>0!?Q '39b is applied to Joseph standing 

before Pharaoh, Moses standing before Pharaoh, or, in another interpretation, before the 

King of the King of Kings, iT'lpD, and to the righteous standing before the kings of the 

11 The Torah is God's work, written with His finger (Exod 31:18); the righteous are occupied with the 
study of the Torah. See Simon, Song of Songs Rabbah, 2. 

12 R. Hanina vowed to offer a polished and painted stone in Jerusalem. After he unsuccessfully tried to 
hire workers to carry the stone to Jerusalem, five angels disguised as men offered to take it there for a small 
price on the condition the Rabbi helped them carry it. R. Hanina agreed, and when they reached Jerusalem 
the angels disappeared. The incident was heard in Chamber of Hewn Stone where it was decided that 
ministering angels carried R. Hanina's stone for him. The Rabbi then gave the price of hire to the sages. 
Therefore, reading O'DN^O ')££>, he stood before angels. This story is called a ma caseh in Eccl Rab. 1:1; 
there it explicitly states: D>D^O >3<£ t&X D>D̂ O >)<£ npJl !?N liPrp D>D n̂ ^ (Marc G. Hirshman, 
"Midrash Qohelet Rabbah: Chapters 1-4. Commentary [CH. 1] and Introduction" [PhD diss., The Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America, 1983], Part III, 5). 
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Torah ODV?Q> 0>Dbo >n, Prov 8:15).13 D O W ">)& 15«'Jl> ̂ n is applied to Joseph not 

standing before Potiphar, and Moses not standing before Jethro, or, in another 

interpretation, before Pharaoh. My analysis of the three-part lemma Prov 22:29 and its 

dicta demonstrates that a preliminary thematic discourse is carried out on the rewards 

gained for diligent work, both in terms of a general case in Prov 22:29 and in terms of 

specific cases in other scriptural verses (or referential fields). This discourse proceeds to 

the specific case of Solomon's diligent work and rewards. 

Since the interpretation of the petihtah lemma as it applies to Solomon will 

interpret the seder verse Song 1:1 and discuss introductory material, I will begin by citing 

the entire fourth unit of'thepetihtah in Hebrew, followed by an English translation: 

o>Dvy yiw iroi>i inn \y*rpon Ti>n p m rrmw nab\y m irpNbm YDQ wn nnn HI 

r n n o NSQ3 [N \ />H O>D!?»] nw mwy vtw) nob\y roi in>n TINI rom [nb 1 /'N o>Dba] 

\yipon Tin p m i bsyiu u i i p m VION *p N!?N wipon rpi p n n b!w p n navoi 

-niD b>ivyn py»t7D iom T>ori TIN yy»t?o bsn <)trp :n own worn b^vru Nbi m u 

'YON Tnv^n >DNbo ibs»o o>i>\y ibQNi TTHYH tasw o>Dbon ̂ o T?O Nin -WN t?on 

>n>n >m p n ix> n /'N cobE] lb !rot TT>I >n*oi rm TO bNptrv> "YJ rmn> YT nnn pn*> 

i>b>No ft i /'N o>Dbo] wiiiinn Ti>nm NbN INS mro "pN y m vn "IWN Ti>ini "ON rpDYii 

pND HT1>ri\y TQbO ft 1 /'N ODbQj D323 NbN y o J1D VN "131 }>t?0 no!W p N D31D IYD 

pnb by'no no rwn N*T by norm bNi iniN'YON tnonn >m by roTwi nosy JINN^U 

bN-ivy> YINO NbN b i n o>D3N \y> >DI [n> 1 bN>:n] N2U OID by noivyi Ntn pN Tvrpm 

pN b\y nN mom TV iNbQ <pi> I own win h Yon >a by nb nivy> TINU nywb nma 

ON DOTITI bNi [» i bN>n] NTIVIN o p -IK?I mDNbn nb\y >nbN inn Yiin >D by nb i\y>i 

13 Wisdom (who speaks this) is identified as Torah; cf. Simon, Song of Songs Rabbah, 2, n. 6. 

file:///yipon
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nnN !n> 'n'ip'n o>ai7on >a!?o T^O b\y rnaaa NTH pN n>nni JDI pna on T\ya *naaa 

b\y rrnan it trawn >Mb as>Ji> ba a*>n> minn o!?o >3Db n>»>Ji> o>abo >DD!? noai noa 

pbn onb VN momn mnTNi o'obo n\yb\y non DOVJ mwi >t> p yvtnrv TON O W T 

np o>t>nn] >rpwoa wui !?N on!? DTONI ̂ ip m rmsp onoy no!?\y <pi»!? iwpi N n̂ otnyb 

oyam notw pn\y o>wv rwbvyb WNT wn>*uiy N^N ny Nbi iwo\y T I rmrp TON nv> 

t>bn onao nu>b\y'oNi \y7pr1 nn v^ nyn\y\y NbN *nv Ntn yn> TON [ND T> 'N o>a!?oj iai 

14.o>T">\yn T*>\yi n^np >b\yo 

Another interpretation. "Do you see a man diligent in his work?" This refers to 

Solomon who was zealous in the construction of the temple. This is what is written in 

Scripture: "He [spent] seven years building it" [1 Kgs 6:38]. But [compare] the verse, 

"And Solomon took thirteen years to construct his palace" [1 Kgs 7:1]. Does it follow 

then that Solomon's [palace] building was grander15 and lovelier than the temple 

building? On the contrary, they interpreted in this way: In the construction of his palace 

he was lazy, but in the construction of the temple he was zealous, and not lazy. 

R. Hanina in the name of R. Yoseph: "Everyone assists the king, and everyone 

assists for the sake of the glory of the King who is the King of the King of Kings, even 

spirits, demons, and ministering angels." R. Yishak son of R. Yehudah son of 

R. Yehekiel said, "It is written, 'I have surely built a lofty temple for you' [1 Kgs 8:13], 

[i.e.,] 'An [already] constructed building I have built.'" R. Berekiah said, "The temple that 

they were building' is not written here, but, 'The temple, by its being built' [1 Kgs 6:7], 

14 Ms Vatican 183a. 
15 Simon and Neusner translate m n n as "elaborate" (Simon, Song of Songs Rabbah, 3; Neusner, Song 

of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical Translation, 39). 
16 Ms Vatican reads i>Nptrv> "*U; Ms Oxford 262a and Pesaro 1519 read i7NptrP 13. 

file:///y7pr1
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[i.e.,] 'By itself it was built;' 'A finished quarry stone they built' is not written, but, 'Was 
i 

built' [1 Kgs 6:7], teaching that a stone lifted itself and placed itself on a row." 

R. Abihu said, "Do not wonder about this; see what is written there, 'And a stone 

was brought and placed on the mouth of the (lion-) pit' [Dan 6:18]. Really, are there any 

stones in Babylon? Rather, it [a stone] flew in a moment's time from the land of Israel 

and came and seated itself on the mouth of the pit." R. Huna in the name of R. Yoseph: 

"An angel descended in the appearance of a stone lion, and seated itself on the mouth of 

the pit. This is what is written in Scripture: 'My God sent an angel and shut the mouth of 

i the lions' [Dan 6:23]. Now, do not wonder [about this]. If it is written, 'A stone was 

brought' to bestow honor on flesh and blood, a righteous man, how much more [is 'was 

built' (1 Kgs 6:7) written] to bestow honor on the King of the King of Kings, The Holy 

One, Blessed Be He." 

"Before kings he will stand" [Prov 22:29]. Before the kings of the Torah he will 

stand. "He will not stand before darkened/ignorant men" [Prov 22:29]. This refers to the 

company of the wicked. R. Yehoshua b. Levi said, "When they counted votes and 
i 

determined that three kings and four commoners had no portion in the world to come 

[m. Sank. 10:2], they sought to include Solomon with them. A divine voice went out and 

said to them, 'Do not touch my annointed ones'" [Ps 105:15]. R. Yehudah b. Shimon said, 
1 7 

"And not only this, but his name was recorded at the head of a genealogical chain as it 

is said, 'And the son of Solomon, Rehoboam'" [1 Kgs 14:21]. R. Yudan said, "And not 

17 Oxford 262b reads \>Vn"> VNfrVb (cf. Pesaro 1519, y>vr\>"> JWbYJb) for O'YTV TWhVb. For D^^V) = 
TbyiV, "chain," see Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. 7W*?V, v. TbvbV. 
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only this, but the Holy Spirit rested on him, and he composed these three books -

Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs." 

In this unit irDNi?)32 "PDQ W'N n n n is applied to Solomon. The discourse is 

based on questions posed by ITDNbon THO \L»N about Solomon's industry and their 

answers given in dicta that follow. Following the pattern of the last three units, ">)&> 

niJ>rp 0>DbQ and 0>D1\yn >3Db li!>n> bl are cited near the end of the unit with dicta 

relating to Solomon's rewards. 

D>D\y V1U» irm">l i nn \yipan n>l p n n n*m\y. Just as with Joseph, Moses, and 

the righteous, Solomon's outstanding work is brought into view: he spent seven years 

constructing the temple (1 Kgs 6:38). Immediately an objection is raised: the next verse 

of Scripture says Solomon spent thirteen years constructing his own palace (1 Kgs 7:1); 

therefore, should it be concluded that Solomon's palace was lovelier and grander than 

God's temple? They concluded rather that Solomon was lazy when building his own 

palace, but not when building the temple. The following midrash sentences propose that 

compared to building his own palace, building the temple was different in qualitative 

terms and not in quantitative ones; in reality it took him seven years to build a temple 

already being built by unseen spirits. First, R. Hanina proposes that just as everybody 

assisted King Solomon ('fiiari) in the building of his palace, so everyone assisted the King 

of the King of Kings, n"lpn, in the building of His temple, even spirits, demons, and 

ministering angels. 

file:///yipan
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Second, R. Yishak proposes that n~fr b in D>1 >n>31 7131 (1 Kgs 8:13) means 1>31 

'JV31 >131, i.e., Solomon constructed the temple (>3"P3l) that was already built C>131). 

Third, R. Berekiah proposes that iniDini D>1D and 71313 yt?Q n»!?\y pN (1 Kgs 6:7) 

implies the temple was being built by itself.20 The miracle of the temple appearing to be 

built by itself, but really being built by unseen spirits, is pursued further. R. Abihu said an 

analogous miraculous situation is found in N113. O10 by DQIWI HID pN TPTPTll (Dan 

6:18). There were no stones in Babylon that could have been brought to the lion-pit; 

rather, a stone from Israel flew by itself and seated itself on the mouth of the pit. This is 

analogous to the temple stones laying themselves. In another interpretation, God sent an 

angel in the form of a stone lion that covered the mouth of the pit (Dan 6:23). If Daniel's 

honor merited that stones move by themselves or angels assist him, how much more 

should God's honor merit the same treatment in the building of His temple. Therefore, 

based on 1 Kgs 6:38; 7:1, one should not conclude that Solomon was lazy in building 

God's temple and diligent in building his own palace. The qualitative differences between 

18 -fc bat rp 2 >rna Trta. 
19 Ms Oxford 262a and Pesaro 1519 also read this. The hermeneutical operation interprets both verbs 

separately, and D31 is understood as its passive participle ">133. The reading of the MT, i.e., infinitive 
followed by finite verb, would have implied Solomon built what others were in the process of building. 
This would have advanced the discourse about the temple already being built by others besides Solomon. 
However, the passive participle was chosen to introduce discourse about the temple built already; see next 
note. 

20 The Nifal can have a reflexive sense in Rabbinic Hebrew (Miguel Perez Fernandez, An Introductory 
Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, trans. J. Elwolde [Leiden: Brill, 1999], 98; cf. Simon, Song of Songs 
Rabbah, 4, n. 3); therefore IJTOim and D313 imply TO13 DTI I^NO and nosy DNVm pNn. The contrast 
between rM3 VVYi riGtW "pN and hypothetical ^ n VOO T\Y±)V pN is between the temple in the process of 
being built (71313) and already built 0133). Fernandez states, "In practice, the particle of the Qal passive, 
blOip, and that of the Nifal, t>\?(?3, are not always distinguished, although analysis of a good number of 
texts suggests a certain regularity, namely, that t>W|7 signifies the present result of a past action whereas 
!?Uj73 indicates the activity itself in process, as seen clearly in SNm 61, which says that God showed Moses 
JT>\y}>31 7V> WV DTOO 'the lampstand made and being made', that is, not just the finished product but also the 
process whereby it was made" (Perez Fernandez, Introductory Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 134). 

\ 
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both construction projects far outweighed any quantitative difference in the time it took 

to finish them. 

The unit now continues with the second and third parts of the, petihtah lemma 

that identify the reward for skilled work. 22>n> 0>Dbo >}£)!? is applied to Solomon's 

standing before the kings of the Torah, i.e., those occupied with the work of studying the 

Torah. This is the same reward of the righteous in the preceding unit, of which R. Hanina 

was an outstanding example. Solomon also stood before angels (who moved the stones), 

and therefore was a righteous man like R. Hanina. D'DWD ">)&) liPTP !?1 is applied to 

, Solomon's not standing in the company of the wicked, i.e., in the company of the n\y!?\y 

. Nin vbrfr pbn ort> y>H m o m n nyniKl O>D!70 (m. Sank. 10:2; cf. y. Sank 10:2 

[9:27b]). The three kings are Jeroboam, Ahab, and Manasseh; t. Sank 12:11 adds Ahaz 

] to the list; b. Sank 103b adds all the kings of Israel about whom it is said they did evil in 

the sight of the Lord, as well as Absalom, Ahaziah, Amon, and Jehoiakim. They wanted 

to include Solomon on the list because he did evil in the sight of the Lord (1 Kgs 11:4-6). 

» The IMI in Song Rab. later addresses the issue of Solomon's sins from 

1 Kgs 10:27-11:1 that were in direct violation of Deut 17:16-17 (he multiplied horses, 

wives, and silver). Those sins may also be in view here. However, when they wanted 

21 Others argue that all of these kings were exonerated: Manasseh (m. Sanh. 10:2; /. Sanh. 12:11; 
y. Sanh. 10:2 [9:27b; 29b]; b. Sanh, 104a, b); Ahab and Jeroboam (y. Sanh. 10:2 [9:29b]; b. Sanh. 104b); 
Jehoiakim (b. Sanh. 103b, 104a); and Ahaz and Amon (b. Sanh. 104a). Ahaziah and Absalom are included 
in the word "all" (b. Sanh. 104b). See Sid Z. Leiman, "The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The 
Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence," Transactions 47 (1976): 178, n. 339; and Saul Lieberman, nnvn" 
"DTI vbT\p t?\y N p~\?b [Notes on Chapter One of Qohelet Rabbah], in Studies in Mysticism and Religion 
Presented to Gershom G. Scholem on His Seventieth Birthday, ed. E. E. Urbach, R. J. Zwi Werblowsky, 
and Ch. Wirszubski (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1967), Vp - Vop, for further parallels and references. 

22 See below, p. 87. 
23 See below, pp. 66-68 regarding Seder Vlam Rabbah as a source for this section. 
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to include Solomon in this company of wicked men a i>1p TQ said, >fV\y)32TAOJI bN. 

Significantly, the scriptural verse continues, "WlTl bN Wl ib l - "And do not harm My 

prophets" (Ps 105:15). As God's anointed one and as one of His prophets, Solomon was 

not numbered with the wicked kings who have no share in the world to come. The 

underlying concern of the lemma Prov 22:29 as it applies to Solomon is negative aspects 

of his biography that raise concerns about his fitness to write Song of Songs as an 

inspired book. In this entire fourth unit Solomon's work and rewards are shown to be 

similar to those in the units that preceded. ITDNbOl "PflO W>H n n n - like Moses who 

built the p\yQ, he built the temple; 2*>T1> D'DbQ >3Db - like the righteous, he stood before 

kings of the Torah; like R Hanina, he stood before Ô DNbQ who lifted stones; n*>n> b l 

O'DWn 'OQb - like Joseph, he served his master worthily, and went out to freedom (in his 

case, from the company of the wicked to which he was in danger of being assigned). 

Thus, the four units of the first petihtah form a surprisingly coherent discourse that 

ultimately addresses Solomon's outstanding work, rewards, and equal standing with 

particularly righteous men. 

Finally, the petihtah ends with a description of Solomon's other reward, TIM Nbl 

on>wn *v\yi rf?np >b\y>3 i ^ n onoo nwbvybNi \yipn n n vtw nmvy\y Ntw, part of a 

citation from Seder Vlam Rabbah chapter 15: m\y "mrpfcb pIQO TMCbV Ttipt nyb t>2N 

nbnpi on>\yn *i>\y mbwo ibbn onao rwb\y *I»NI \jrrpn n n vbv - "But at the time of 

24 A bip m also said, ii!>n> !?n ISJ>JI> t i ^ c ^ uiDNboi *vnn \y>N Jinn onb mow tnp m riNif> 
^fr m\y rrwy vyb\so ma irrai o>j\y vn\yi rm >ira\y N^N ny Nbi lira!? w i onprw >o o^wn vsb 
O'OVyn TJOb [3iPJV> bl] aiWP 0>Dl7Q - "A Divine voice went out and said to them, 'Do you see a man 
diligent in his work? Before kings he will stand. He will not stand before darkened/ignorant men.' He that 
gave My temple precedence over his own palace, and who also built My temple in seven years and his own 
palace in thirteen years, 'Before kings he will stand; he will not stand before darkened/ignorant men'" 
(b. Sank. 104b). In fact, this may be the source of the first petihtah (cf. y. Sank 10:2 [9:29b]). 

25 The issue is inspiration, not canonization; see below, n. 64. 

I 
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Solomon's old age, close to his death, the Holy Spirit rested upon him and he recited 

these three books: Proverbs, Canticles, and Qohelet."26 Lachs argues (against Ratner) that 

the redactor of Song Rab. did not borrow directly from S. Vlam Rab. He states, "Ratner's 

theory of direct borrowing fails because there are much closer similarities between Cant. 

R. passages and sources other than SOR."27 Even though he acknowledges this passage in 

Song of Songs does not have any early (tannaitic) parallel, he states, "We may, 

nevertheless, on the basis of other passages and their probable sources assume that this 

too entered Cant. R. through a source other than SOR."28 

However, there are many points in favor of the view that Song Rab. is citing 

S. Vlam Rab. here. First, in some of the witnesses the order of books in the first petihtah 

is Dbnpl on>\yn 1W m!?vy» (reading right to left) as in S. Vlam Rab.;29 every other time 

these books are cited in the openingpetihtaot the order is 0>*T>\yn "V\yi Tibnp nibwa, 

which reflects an editorial change so that the petihtaot end with part of the seder verse 

(0>T\yn "i>\y).30 Second, there are other parallels between S. Vlam Rab. 15 and the 

opening petihtaot in Song Rab. that show the author/editor of Song Rab. was familiar 

with it: S. Vlam Rab. mentions Solomon building the temple and his own palace, and 

cites 1 Kgs 6:37-7:1 (cited in the first petihtah); S. Vlam Rab. mentions the WTlpn m i 

rested on Solomon in his old age, which is cited in the midrashim following the petihtaot: 

-pw Tibnp >i?\yo onao VONI vtpn nn v!?v vrw nabvy vap\ nvb pi nai N»rn >3n 

26 Chaim Minkowsky, "Seder Olam: A Rabbinic Chronography," 2 vols. (PhD diss., Yale University, 
1981), 310-311 (Heb.), 492 (Eng.). 

27 S. T. Lachs, "Prolegomena to Canticles Rabba," JQR 55 (1965): 252. 
28 Ibid., 253. 
29 Ms Oxford 262b; Pesaro 1519. 
30 Ms Vatican cites the order as O'-pwn "VW1 Tt>np JTltWO at the end of all five petihtaot; Ms Oxford 

cites the same order (as Ms Vatican) mpetihtaot 2-4. This same order is also cited in the section that 
follows the petihtaot (in Mss Vatican and Oxford). 
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ovpvyn - "R. Hiyya the Elder taught: 'Only in Solomon's old age did the \>npn n n rest 

on him, and he composed three [scriptural] books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of 

Songs;" and S. Vlam Rab. 15 mentions Solomon's sins from 1 Kgs 10:27-11:1, parts of 

which are cited in the section of individual midrashim, beginning with *12V JTlTiy w!?\y 

nmi <ltO t> n n n 0>\W t> n n n 0>f )V t> n n t l - "He committed three transgressions: 

he multiplied for himself horses, wives, and silver and gold." 

Even if S. Vlam Rab. and Song Rab. only share a common source, the important 

thing is that the citation functions as a paraphrase of our seder verse Song 1:1, which 

widens the subject of discourse considerably. The paradigm for L in the prototypical form 

IMI is the verse 1:1 of a biblical book. The IMI in Song Rab. is one of the cases where 

the paradigm for L is paraphrased so that its discoursive subject (introductory issues) is 

apparent. In this case the unexpected paraphrase is particularly striking; it widens the 

discoursive subject to include the status of three canonical books in relation to each other. 

The paradigm for D in the prototypical form IMI is the propositional content of 1:1. As 

we look back on the dicta derived from thepetihtah lemma Prov 22:29 in terms of 

general and specific cases of reward for diligent work, we see that their application to 

Solomon addresses the following concern: given the negative aspects of Solomon's 

biography, how could he have authored Song of Songs as an inspired book of Scripture? 

Even more fundamentally, how could the WTlpn m i have rested on Solomon in the first 

place? 

31 See below, p. 86. 
32 See below, p. 87. 
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The basis for linking Solomon's diligence in work, righteousness, and rewards 

with the reception of the \yTipn ni") is that industry in work is the first step in the 

advancement towards piety that enables one to receive the WTlpn nri: >*Pl? DN>2Q DWU 

nvmp vpb nwin nwnai r)W>m >Vy nwno mnvn mno n>b nwia jivpii m>pj 

Jimon vp!? riN>n» Non DNTI Nun TINT >i>b nNno nwvi rroy n>b nN>n>o nvmpi 

\flpn m i >T!? DN ÎQ niTOni - "Industry leads to cleanliness, cleanliness leads to 

purity, purity leads to self-control, self-control leads to holiness, holiness leads to 

humility, humility leads to fear of sin, fear of sin leads to piety, and piety leads to the mi 

vnipn" (m. Sotah 9:15). Furthermore, the vnipn fTD rests on the prophets because of 

their work: jwNin] imu Nin WIN npy>a rn ipoyiu o>N>2Dn bD\y roi^on N>D nn>nn 

Nin i m :nsn n>n n\y»i [N a Jiio\y] now Nin nwoa mowN PN* mnN nawN [Nb b 

>MN npii >D [*P * tnoy] "IQIN Nin oioyi IN* niNDbao mnp>i [y nv o^nrt] now 

nn in\y N!W nDNban N>n nn>in [to * tnay] iN*n nnN» >n >inp>i :o>Qp\y tiroi 

"n^Nbon TITIQ NbN U£)\y p y\y>bN !?y \yipn - "Work has great value, for all the 

prophets engaged in [some form of] it, including: Jacob our father, [as] it says, 'I will 

shepherd your flock again and keep it' [Gen 30:31]; Moses, [as] it says, 'And Moses was 

shepherding' [Exod 3:1]; David, [as] it says, 'And He took him from the sheep-pens' 

[Ps 78:70]; and Amos, [as] it says, 'For I am a herdsman and sycamore fig tender' 

[Amos 7:14], and, 'The Lord took me away from the flock' [Amos 7:15]. Work has great 

value, for the Holy Spirit rested on Elisha the son of Shapat because of work" (Mid. 

Tannaim 5:14). Parzen states: 

33 David Hoffmann, D>131 lOf b> O'NDJI WTTO [German title added: Midrasch Tannaim zum 
Deuteronomium], 2 vols (Berlin: H. Itzkowski, 1909), 1:22. 
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The early Rabbinic practice to earn a livelihood by means of some handicraft or 
business and not from scholarship, is highly extolled. Thus the Ruah Hakodesh 
"rests on Elisha only because of work . . . " [Mid. Tannaim, 5:14]. This concept 
mitigates and modifies the austere, ascetic tendency of the first statement 
[m. Sotah 9:15]. By godliness is not meant mere other-worldliness. Work, too, 
is a prerequisite for the saint. Thus these two haggadic dicta complement and 
supplement each other.34 

In the fifth petihtah a citation from the Talmud makes this link between diligence in 

work, piety, and reception of the vnipn m i explicit.35 

The opening petihtah about reward for diligent work begins to address the issue 

of Solomon's fitness to write inspired Scripture from the perspective of positive aspects 

of his biography, suggesting that he merited the vnipn m i rest on him. The paraphrase 

of Song 1:1 addresses this concern in the larger context of the inspiration of his other two 

canonical works so that all three are treated as a whole, i.e., >bw>a, nbnp, and T\y 

0>T>\yn. This concern is the leitmotif in the following petihtaot; they present Solomon's 

life and work in a positive light to show that he did not disqualify himself from writing 

inspired Scripture. 

The following petihtaot continue to treat the discoursive subject supplied by the 

paraphrase of Song 1:1, while the midrash sentences that follow them treat the 

discoursive subject of introduction under the title Song of Songs supplied by Song 1:1. 

The paradigm for L in this prototypical IMI, Song 1:1, remains unchanged until these 

issues have been exhausted. 

H. Parzen, "The Ruah Hakodesh in Tannaitic Literature," JQRNew Series 20 (1929-1930): 51-52. 
See below, p. 84. 
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Petihtah 2 

The second petihtah lemma, Ps 45:17, is introduced by the transition phrase 

TDD. This phrase signifies a relation between two verses; in Goldberg's form analysis, it 

lemmatizes a previously cited verse in order to expound it in relation to another one. 

In particular, T'nn or TV'W mark the transition from the seder to the petihtah lemma.37 If 

the seder verse is not explicitly re-lemmatized, these phrases function to re-lemmatize it, 

i.e., they introduce newpetihtaot. Just as T)"W marked the transition from the seder verse 

Song 1:1 to the petihtah lemma Prov 22:29 in the first petihtah, T'nn marks a transition 

from the seder verse Song 1:1 to the petihtah lemma Ps 45:17 in the second one. The 

scribe of Ms Parma was aware of the relation between Song 1:1 and Ps 45:17; it reads 

pnnN Tinn no!wb IVH on>\yn n>\y H»I.3S 

The petihtah lemma is *p}l 1>n> "pJlttN nnn - "In the place of your fathers will 

be your sons" (Ps 45:17) followed by four dicta based on it: a righteous man can beget a 

righteous son, a wicked man a wicked son, a righteous man a wicked son, and a wicked 

man a righteous son, followed by scriptural proof-texts and proverbs. The proof-text for 

the first case is the petihtah lemma. After all four cases have been proven, the case of a 

righteous man begetting a righteous son is applied to the specific case of David and 

Solomon: 390>3>51VN p OWJIPN pH* p p>*T* t o n p ODn "po p "pn TVCbV -

"All [MSS] with the exception of MS B [Parma] start [the second proem] with T'nn" (Lachs, "The 
Proems," 232; cf. Goldstein, "onnyn TW V!rno" [Midrash Song of Songs], 7). 

37 See above, pp. 57-58. 
38 Lachs, "The Proems," 232. Lachs says the use of H"l in Ms Parma is incorrect (ibid.). However, 

the scribe explicitly marked the relation between Ps 45:17 and Song 1:1 with it. 
39 Ms Vatican, 183b. For tWJ11>N see Marcus Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. CiMriN. Ms Oxford 262b 

reads WOIVN; Ms Parma reads tmjINN (Goldstein, "on>\yn "l>\y vyiTO" [Midrash Song of Songs], 8). 
These are examples of correct Palestinian orthography for Evytvr\q, versus the incorrect reading in Pesaro 
1519,01W03N. 
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"Solomon was a king, son of a king, a wise man, son of a wise man, a righteous man, son 

of a righteous man, and a nobleman, son of a nobleman." However, the comparisons 

between David and Solomon extend well beyond their righteousness: TD\y bo N31Q T\H 

m i TO m i - "You find that everything that is written about this one is also written about 

that one." Near the end of the petihtah the point is made that the comparisons touch all 

aspects of their l ives: . . . 11N3V3 m <]N . . . PIN no *re blQ w>p» W>pn J1N1 t w i n -

"Since you are comparing him, keep comparing him in every aspect: just as his father . . . 

also that one likewise . . . " 

The most significant comparisons for the IMI involve David and Solomon's 

writings; these comparisons lead to the paraphrased seder verse - bNI \y*Tpn nvi Vl?V Tfivy 

0>"V\yn -p\yi Tbr\p >!WQ onat> nvytW - "The Holy Spirit rested on him, and he 

composed three books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs." Just as the dicta to 

Ps 45:17 are followed by their proof-texts, the dictum that "everything that is written 

about this one is also written about that one" is followed by specific comparisons and 

scriptural proof-texts for them.40 Table 2 outlines the comparisons and proof-texts that 

relate to the issue of Solomon's authorship of Song of Songs, in the order that they appear 

(A corresponds to Ai, etc.).41 In order to keep the corresponding comparisons with proof-

texts on the same page, a translation of Table 2 appears separately. 

Other comparisons occur before and amidst the ones that relate to David and Solomon's writings, 
i.e., they both reigned forty years over Israel and Judah, both built parts of the temple, both reigned from 
one end of the world to the other, both built an altar, both offered sacrifices, and both brought up the ark. 
These comparisons confirm the general case in order to verify the specific case of the comparability of their 
writings. 

41 Neusner reorders the text in his translation (Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical 
Translation, 43). However, the order of the text as it stands can be explained form-critically; see below, 
p. 75. 
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Table 2. Comparison of David's and Solomon's Inspired Writings 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

c, 

Di 

Ei 

Ai 

Bi 

Comparisons Between David and Solomon Related to their Writings 

42o>-)Dt? ITID mi onao "ON [nob\y] m onao IJID [in] m 

on>\y ON [nobu>]] mi on>\y ON [in] mi 

43onni ON [nob\y] mi o n u ON [m] m 

o>bin ON [nobw] mi o>bin ON [TIT] m 

o>b\yo ON [nob\y] mi o>b\yo ON [in] m 

(Other Intervening Comparisons) 

The Same Comparisons with Scriptural Proof-Texts 

nbnp m i nbN o n u ON nri [N >D 'n bNio\y] i n m i nbN o n i i ON i n 
[N N nbnp] 

ION o>bin bin o>bin ON mi [1 ob o>bnn] OIN >n bin IN o>bin ON i n 
[i N nbnp] nbnp 

>b\yo o>b\yo ON mi [T> ID 'N bNiow] ̂ loipn b\yo ION> IWND o>bvyo ON i n 
[N N >b\yo] i n p nob\y 

o n ^ n *r>\y nbnp >b\yo nat? ON mi io\y by nriD3\y o>bnm onat? ON i n 

(Other Intervening Comparisons) 

TV; ON mi [N ID ' I bNiow] nwn rrviyn n m JIN >»b 111 TJTI D>T>W ON 111 
onnyn 

This comparison occurs as the first and last item in a chiasm - bN mi tPT>vy ON mi O>"l0C 3DD m 
d">lDO ino mi o n o o bN m 0>T>vy; however, D>1£)01TD m occurs before CPTVy bN mi, just as in the 
following section (of the same comparisons with scriptural proof-texts). 

43 This comparison is missing in Ms Vatican. However, since the comparison with its proof-text 
occurs in the next section (see CO, the scribe must have skipped from the m in D">111 QN mi o m i DN m 
to the m in the following comparison (omission by homoioteleuton). Ms Oxford 262b has the reading; Ms 
Oxford 262b, 263 a also has all the remaining comparisons in the Table in the same order as Ms Vatican. 
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Translation of Table 2: Comparison of David's and Solomon's Inspired Writings 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

Ci 

Di 

Ei 

A, 

B, 

Comparisons Between David and Solomon Related to their Writings 

This one [David] wrote books; that one [Solomon] composed and wrote books 

And this one [David] composed songs, and that one [Solomon] composed songs 

This one [David] composed words, and that one [Solomon] composed words 

This one [David] composed "vanities," and that one [Solomon] composed "vanities" 

This one [David] said proverbs, and that one [Solomon] composed proverbs 

(Other Intervening Comparisons) 

The Same Comparisons with Scriptural Proof-Texts 

David composed words, "These are the words of David" [2 Sam 23:1], and that one 
composed words, These are "the words of Qohelet" [Eccl 1:1] 

David composed "vanities," "Surely the sons of men are a mere breath" [Ps 39:6], and 
that one composed "vanities," '"Vanity of Vanities,' said Qohelet" [Eccl 1:2] 

David said proverbs, [for example] when he quoted an ancient proverb [in 1 Sam 24:14], 
and that one composed proverbs, "The proverbs of Solomon, son of David" [Prov 1:1] 

David composed the books of psalms that are attributed to him, and that one composed 
the books of Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs 

(Other Intervening Comparisons) 

David composed songs, "And David spoke the words of this song to the Lord" [2 Sam 
22:1], and that one composed Song of Songs 

I 
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It is significant that the order of the comparisons accompanied by their proof-

texts (Ci, Di, Ei, Aj, and Bi) is different than their order without them (A - E). In the re

ordering, Solomon's speaking 0>"D*T (Ci) and D>!?in (Di) and their proof-texts 

Eccl 1:1,2 occur first, followed by Solomon's speaking 0>!wn and its proof-text 

Prov 1:1 (Ei). After this, the comparison D>-T>̂ D 1W Tt>T\p t>VD >"l£3f QN [no!w] mi 

(Ai) occurs; however, the dictum on'vyn 1>V DH [DQbW] mi (Bi) does not occur until 

almost the end of the petihtah. The petihtah function that lies at the heart of this petihah 

is the relation between the dictum that David's and Solomon's lives may be compared in 

every aspect, especially their writings, and the interpretation of Song 1:1.44 The redactor 

of this unit transposed the comparison between David's and Solomon's songs near to the 

paraphrased seder verse to highlight the relation between David's inspired authorship of a 

song and Solomon's inspired authorship of the Song of Songs.45 

Just as in the first petihtah, a short midrash is inserted near the end of this second 

one that addresses the question of Solomon's sins, and by implication, his possible 

disqualification from writing under the inspiration of the vnipn n n . To deal with this 

issue the midrash proposes that comparisons between David and Solomon touch every 

aspect of their lives; therefore, the comparisons between them should even extend to the 

forgiveness of their sins. Just as David's sins were forgiven (here, regarding Uriah and 

Bathsheba), Solomon's sins were also forgiven. After this problematic issue is dealt with, 

the relation between the petihtah lemma "p3l V>m pJTDN Tinn (Ps 45:17), the dictum 

that David's and Solomon's writings are comparable, and the paraphrased seder verse m\y 

44 See pp. 16-17 for the petihtah function. 
45 Neusner reaches a similar conclusion: "The goal is to end with the three books written by Solomon, 

and that is the main point" (Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical Translation, 43-44). 
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on>\yn vm nbnp >bvy>o onot? n\yb\y »NI vnpn n*n pbv becomes clear: just as his 

father David wrote inspired Scripture, Solomon wrote inspired Scripture, including 

Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs. Thus, the secondpetihtah continues to 

expound on the leitmotif of the inspired status of Song of Songs in light of negative 

aspects of Solomon's biography that may have rendered him unfit to write inspired 

works. The second petihtah addresses this concern from the perspective of positive 

aspects of his biography that are comparable to his father's, including a covering for some 

negative aspects of it.46 

Petihtah 3 

The third petihtah is introduced by the transition phrase J"Dn QNVy D\; the 

petihtah lemma is Prov 16:23, 47npb <l>t?> T>n£)\y bin in>£> b'DVP Oin lb - "The heart of 

the wise man directs his mouth, and on his lips he adds teaching." Since the paraphrased 

seder verse appears in the middle and end of this petihtah, it deviates from a prototypical 

one. In spite of this, we can determine the relation between the petihtah lemma and the 

paraphrased seder verse. Prov 16:23 is divided into two parts: 1iT3 b>l\y> ODn lb, and 

npb ^V PDDW byi. The hermeneutical operations and dicta on the first part are difficult 

to decipher.48 However, the main point is clear: a wise man's heart is full of wisdom; this 

wisdom is the source of his speaking wisely. 

46 Neusner reaches a similar conclusion: "Since the main point is to establish the legitimacy of 
Solomon's authorship by appeal to David, and the comparability of Song of Songs and Psalms, we must say 
that the entire, sustained and beautifully composed essay has served the compiler's program. This is a kind 
of writing, fully exposed and redactionally cogent to the documentary setting, to which we simply cannot 
point in the earlier Midrash compilations" (Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical Translation, 44). 

47 npb W> vr\M by) irp? b>sty> onn ib. 
48 The unit reads: >Q Pby b>:wa DKOn Nbo ODnb\y lib [3D \\> >bVQ] tri'D ^OW OOn lb fiDH bNW m 

T>bi> O-ono [nJ'QID >lby miO rr>01D irr>3 1>bV O-ono - "This is what Scripture says: 'The heart of the wise 
man directs his mouth' [Prov 16:23]. [b̂ D\y> ODn lb means] 'The heart of the wise man is full of wisdom, 
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The midrash sentences on np!? yv* PD£5\y byi are much clearer. npb is identified 

as m m >*12T; therefore npb ^V* 1>n9\y bV1 means that the wise man adds to the teaching 

of Torah ( m m b\y nnpb). This general case is applied to Solomon: Nbn nob\y b\y "lib ID 

iy*p onoo rwb\y QNI \y-npn nn i>by rnvyvy "po iDmi no yn> O*TN n>n Nbi n>n nnDn 

moDn bDD - "Even so, Solomon's heart was full of wisdom, and no one knew what was 

inside of it. When the vnipn ni l rested on him and he composed three books everyone 

knew his wisdom." The identification of wisdom in the heart of the wise man with "HIT 

m i n implies that the books that sprung from Solomon's heart are also m m m i , i.e., 

Song of Songs, Qohelet, and Proverbs are Dim ">1T1. This is the first description of the 

genre of Song of Songs - it is wisdom identified as m m >"13*T.49 

After this, another midrash sentence on np!? *]">&> 1>n£>M> i?V1 is presented: npb 

m!?>V m m n i l by <T>tnn\y - "'Teaching' [Prov. 16:23]: Since he added to words of 

Torah, He exalted him." Again, npb is identified as m m >~0"T. This general case is 

applied to Solomon in light of Eccl 1:13, nODnn imbl w m b >nb T\H >nmi - "And I set 

my heart to inquire and to investigate with wisdom," and Num 13:21,1V3D YIN nN 1im>1 

- "And they spied out the land of Canaan." Solomon went throughout the land as a spy in 

search of wisdom, i.e., m m n i l : bPi miNlu >m*T p 7Vi£> bP3 miNno Nlp l in 

rT>2}b - "Whoever read Scripture well would cause water to flow into his [Solomon's] 

well; whoever taught Mishnah well would cause water to flow into his well." The image 

of a well filling with water corresponds to the image of Solomon adding to the wisdom in 

his heart. The metaphor suggests Solomon's heart was like a well full of Scripture and 

directing him within.' Who makes him wise within? [The Scripture says] 'His mouth,' [meaning], 'His 
mouth instructs him, making him wise.'" 

49 See below, pp. 81 -82 for other aspects of its genre. 

file:///y-npn
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Mishnah, i.e., m i n m i . Now the relation between the petihtah lemma Prov 16:23 as it 

applies to Solomon and the paraphrased seder verse becomes clear. Solomon's heart was 

full of wisdom, i.e., m m >*ill; he also made it a habit of adding to the wisdom in his 

heart. As a result of Solomon's spying out m m ^121, he received the reward of the m*l 

vmpn resting on him. This immediately leads to the paraphrased seder verse: n*i\y TO 

on>\yn n>\y n!?np >t7\y» t>!?n onat? n\ybiy »NI vrrpn rvn vby. The leitmotif in the IMI 

continues to be the inspired status of Song of Songs in light of relevant aspects of 

Solomon's biography. This petihtah stresses positive aspects of his biography that 

merited the reward of the reception of the \inipn m i . It also begins to address the 

question of the genre of Song of Songs as wisdom and Torah. 

Petihtah 4 

The fourth petihtah lemma is Eccl 12:9, DN TW1 1Kb TIV ODn TbT\p n>n\y i n v i 

5 0fmn 0>b^Q Ipn *ipm "|W1 ovn - "Besides being a wise man, Qohelet taught the 

people knowledge, and weighed carefully, investigated, and ordered a great number of 

proverbs." Since this petihtah is not introduced by a transition phrase, we must wait until 

its end to see that its seder verse is Song 1:1.51 The previous petihtah briefly addressed 

the question of the genre of Song of Songs as wisdom and m m >"121. This petihtah will 

deal with Solomon's O^WG, their hermeneutics that enable understanding the Torah, and 

the genre of Song of Songs as a !WQ on the Torah. 

50 n r̂in D>>WO ipri -ipn) >w) oyn r\y ny? if£> Tiy opn rbjiv n w -irvn. 
51 Petihtaot as original oral performances probably began by citing their petihtah lemmas, i.e., they 

were introductionless, and ended by citing their seder verses; see above, n. 8. 

file:///inipn


79 

First, the lemma V "im> is interpreted: even more should someone listen to 

Solomon's O^vyo (illustrations, examples, figures, similes, parables, proverbs, wise 

sayings) because he was wise, and he did not speak them by his own understanding; he 

spoke them by the WTipn n n . Next, the lemma OVD DN nv*T 10!? alludes to Solomon's 

public teaching. Midrash sentences lemmatize ^N and *ipn (from Eccl 12:9) and supply 

new direct objects for them: Solomon weighed carefully and investigated rmn >")2*T. The 

remaining dicta from Eccl 12:9 address the relationship between Solomon's D'b\yo and 

m i n >"|1*T. The first one is that Solomon made handles (0>3W) for the Torah. Boyarin 

states, "The word for 'handles' and the word 'proved' [my "weighed carefully"] come from 

the same root [^N] in Hebrew. 'Handles' is being used in a sense very similar to that of 

the modern English phrase, 'I can't get a handle on that idea', i.e., a place of access."53 

Solomon was the first person to make handles for the Torah; before him, no one could get 

a handle on it. 

The petihtah presents six 0>b\yo to illustrate how Solomon used O>b\yo for his 

own comprehension and teaching of m i n >*m. The first two D> \̂yo relate to finding 

one's way in a palace of many doors and in a reed marsh; a smart person (np>£)) figured 

out a way to navigate through these, suspending a rope in the palace and cutting a path in 

the marsh so everyone could find their way in and out. In the same way, Solomon's 

0>b\yQ helped everyone to navigate the Torah so that they could understand it: Nb\y ~iy *p 

p-ait? ton i^nnn r\y£>\) -vow "poi rrnn m i >̂D\yrf7i 1?ID> DIN rvn Nb nabw toy 

See Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. 1?WQ. 
53 Daniel Boyarin, "The Song of Songs: Lock or Key? Intertextuality, Allegory and Midrash," in The 

Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory, ed. Regina M. Schwartz (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, 
1990), 227, n.2. 
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m i n - "Similarly, before Solomon appeared no one was able to understand words of 

Torah; but when Solomon appeared everyone began to comprehend Torah." The next two 

0>b\yD are about moving a large basket full of fruit and a large jug full of foaming 

(boiling) water; a smart person made handles for them so people could move them. In the 

same way, Solomon made handles for the Torah, so that everyone could understand it. *p 

bDn i^nnn ntirv twv IVDI rnin n n b>D\ynbi bp> O*TN rpn Nb na!w iw Niny *ry 

ni in p*nit> is repeated. 

The first four oV?\yo portray Solomon teaching Torah in public and making it 

comprehensible with the help of trtWO (Eccl 12:9, oyn TIN Wl Itto). The next two 

0>!?\yQ portray Solomon composing books on the Torah. The first one treats the book of 

Proverbs: mn'Jivi Nin o>fl>i''pinoi ymt rp»>e vm O>Q DN^O npi»y nNnb NwrnoN 

i^nnn nrtvyi TOQQ rbr\ nrvwm nrp\y» bira bin rb pstn TON N I DDDO mnwb nbiD> 

>!wo inn nmn i?\y n*nt> by nab\y icy iwa!? bvyooi *mb i n n ID pnivyi pim bsn 

[N N >b\yo] *m p nob\y - "R. Hanina said, '[It may be compared] to a deep well full of 

water, whose waters were cold, sweet, and pleasant, but no one was able to drink from it. 

Someone came and joined rope to rope and cord to cord, and drew from it and drank; 

[then] everybody began drawing and drinking [from it]. Similarly, from word to word 

and from proverb to proverb, Solomon understood the secret of the Torah. This is what is 

written in Scripture, "The proverbs of Solomon son of David'"" [Prov 1:1]. Just as 

someone ties ropes and cords to lower a bucket to draw water from a deep well, Solomon 

joined words and tPbWQ to draw out the secrets of the Torah. Therefore, the book of 
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Proverbs is a collection of O'bvyo that facilitate understanding the Torah; they provide 

hermeneutic keys to unlock its deep meaning.54 Boyarin states: 

The mashal is a story whose meaning by itself is perfectly clear and simple, and 
because of its simplicity enables one to interpret by analogy a more complex, 
difficult or hermetic tex t . . . The mashal is not a text which is itself enigmatic; it is 
a text whose declared function is to interpret.55 

The fifth bWQ in this petihtah uses the term bVQ to describe the genre and special 

hermeneutic of the book of Proverbs. The sixth one identifies Song of Songs as a bWQ on 

the Torah as well, i.e., fitfl i>V/JDn refers to the Song of Songs. Just as for Proverbs, this 

identification of the genre of Song of Songs also provides the hermeneutic key for its 

interpretation: iioyb biD> en* mn b\yon >*p by\y y>w2 bp mn bwnn >n> !w ON pmi 

Nin "if >NI nb">no vp by Nb miu n>bria IN mm upno *rnN\y -ybob bvyo min n m 

jrmi min m i by miy DIN b\ynn n> by\y *p3>yi bp mm Nb mn b\yon ID nmN Nino 

m m ^v rpprrprr by -TO^ mn bvon n> by nob\y nn\y p Ninvy 7b - "And the rabbis 

say: 'Do not regard this mashal as insignificant, for by means of this mashal a man is able 

to understand words of Torah. [It may be compared] to a king who lost a gold coin or fine 

pearl in his palace. Is it not by means of a wick [worth] an Issar [1/24 of a Denar] that he 

finds it? Similarly, you should not regard this mashal as insignificant, for by means of a 

mashal a man understands words of Torah. You may know for certain that this is true, for 

behold, Solomon by means of this mashal understood the details of the Torah." If a king 

uses a wick worth practically nothing to find lost gold or pearls, it is reasonable that 

something as simple as a bWQ enables one to understand mit t n i l . We know this is true 

because Solomon understood the details of the Torah by means of DTD bwon, i.e., by 

54 Compare Boyarin, "The Song of Songs," 214. 
55 Ibid., 216. 

1 
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means of the Song of Songs (which is a tWQ).56 This genre identification addresses an 

underlying concern the rabbis had in interpreting Song of Songs literally as an erotic love 

poem. Reading it as a tWQ on the Torah will help us to understand the Torah as it helped 

Solomon to understand it. 

At the end of the petihtah the relation between the petihtah lemma and seder 

verse is explained. Returning to the lemma \) ")DT>1 (Eccl 12:9),57 R. Yudan explains the 

relation between Solomon's use of O'lWG in his public teaching and in his writings: '"IQN 

T)H >om n3>3\y bw unpn nn vbv miww ron o>m rmn n n nown bD\y TTO^ yn> 

onat? J ONI iynpn nn pbv n m w no* o>:m mui m i bN\y VP by\y n»b\y» iob 

D>"p\yn ~PW nbnp >!WG - "R. Yudan said, 'In order to teach you that everyone who 

speaks words of Torah in public merits that the vnipn n n of the Shekinah rest on him. 

And from whom do you learn [this]? From Solomon, for since he spoke words of Torah 

in public he merited that the WTlpn n n rest on him, and he composed three [scriptural] 

books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs.'" The IMI continues to address the inspired 

status of Song of Songs in relation to positive aspects of Solomon's biography that 

merited the reward of the WTlpn n n resting on him. This fourth petihtah also establishes 

another leitmotif, the identification of a genre and hermeneutical key for understanding 

and interpreting Song of Songs that is compatible with its inspiration by the vy*T1pn n n . 

56 The last section of the IMI explains some of the D>b\yQ in Song of Songs; see below, pp. 88-89. 
Boyarin gives an example of a !?\yn from the body of Song Rab. ("My dove in the clefts of the rock, let me 
hear thy voice" [Song of Songs 2:14]) (Boyarin, "The Song of Songs," 218). 

57 Compare Simon, Song of Songs Rabbah, 10, n. 4; Neusner, Song of Songs Rabbah. An Analytical 
Translation, 47; and Dunsky, rmn Ymo / 0>*VWH TV : m i \»mo [Midrash Rabbah: Song of 
Songs/Midrash Hazit] (Jerusalem and Tel Aviv: Devir, 1980), 1, n. 9 (to section n). 

t 
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Petihtah 5 

The first three petihtaot in this IMI are introduced with the seder verse and/or a 

transition formula from it to their petihtah lemmas. The fifth petihtah is introduced by 

, ntlD "W> p t>n.3D '") followed by the petihtah lemma Prov 2:4, 5; we must wait until its 

CO 

end to see that its seder verse is Eccl 12:9. Then, dicta about Eccl 12:9 are applied to 

the paraphrased seder verse Song 1:1.5 

' The petihtah lemma reads: JWT 1>in W DWfihn O>31)0O)3D1 ^tOD riiVJpin ON 

60NiiQn D'DbN njm nin> - "If you seek it as silver and search for it as treasure, then you 

will understand the fear of the Lord, and the knowledge of God you will acquire." The 

first midrash sentence identifies the lemma "it" (in "if you seek it"), i.e., DODn and its 

A written account of an oral performance of apetihtah is indicated by nJl£) >)l!?3'~i, followed by 
citation of the petihtah lemma. Citation of the seder occurs at its end; see above, n. 8. 

59 Lachs argues that the conclusion to this fifth petihtah is more suitable as a conclusion to the fourth 
one, i.e., natw n\yy pvy vnpn nn v^v m i w ron D O T min inbo Nirw >n to\y y\y£b ym 'ion 
ô -pvyn -p\yi nbnp *>bvyo onoo a tow \tnpn nn i^y rrwi 10^1 (translated below on page 85) is more 
suited to conclude the fourth petihtah than iTWJW firm CP2-D miTl n i l "DDIKn io\y TTObb yrP 'iON 
nn vbv w n w nDt M U min >im bN\y n> iwvy nolwo iob JIN >OOI ro>ovy bvy vtrrpn nn viw 
D>T>\yn "P\y n!?np >!w» onaoVONI vrnpn (translated above on page 82). Therefore, this fifth petihtah 
was inserted after the original redaction of the first four (Lachs, "The Proems," 237-238). However, his 
argument is unconvincing. First, the content of these endings is almost identical. Second, the references to 
m i n m*T in the conclusion to the fourth petihtah suit that petihtah more than the fifth one. Third, Lachs 
does not explain why a redactor would duplicate the ending of apetihtah, but why he would not excise the 
formula nn£) "01̂ 2 '") (that begins the fifth petihtah) in favor of one of the transition phrases to the petihtah 
lemmas used in the first three petihtaot, i.e., give the appearance of a more uniform redaction. Beit-Arie 
distinguishes between (hired) scribes and (scholar) copyists; the former regarded copying as merely 
duplicating, the latter regarded it as critical editing (Malachi Beit-Arie, "Transmission of Texts by Scribes 
and Copyists: Unconscious and Critical Interferences," Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of 
Manchester 75 [1993]: 39ff.; see also idem, "Publication and Reproduction of Literary Texts in Medieval 
Jewish Civilization: Jewish Scribality and Its Impact on the Texts Transmitted," in Transmitting Jewish 
Traditions: Orality, Textuality, and Cultural Diffusion, ed. Yaakov Elman and Israel Gershoni [New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 2000], 230ff.). In this stage of the textual criticism of Song Rab. it is 
impossible to know whether this fifth petihtah was part of the original redaction with the first four and all 
five were copied without further editing, or whether the fifth petihtah was added later and then copied 
without further editing. Functional form analysis recognizes diachronic influences on the Midrashim, e.g., 
editing during transmission; it is also able to deal with different versions of a similar text by analyzing each 
one separately (cf. Lenhard's statement on p. 250, n. 19). In this case, Mss Vatican and Oxford have this 
fifth petihtah. Therefore, I analyze it in terms of its functional form and await further evidence that would 
enable a diachronic analysis. 

60 HHKT) Q->Tt>H ny*T) Hltl? HUH? \>2T\ W : D J ^ n r i O'OinpQD) 1^33 retfplfl ON. 

I 
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synonyms, as m i n VQI. Then a dictum is proposed: miri >")3T inN vy£>n)3 nnN ON 

l")D\y n£3pQ n'in y>N li^n 0>iD3003 - "If you search for one of the words of Torah as for 

these treasures, the Holy One, Blessed be He, will not withhold your reward." A parable 

and ma caseh interpret this dictum in terms of diligence in work, followed by a citation 

from the Talmud that describes industry as the first step in the advancement towards piety 

that leads to the reception of the Wllpn rm: m n o vpb nvpi DVpa n>b n w i o mvi\ 

Jimon nmon *vb Non TINT Non JINT >i>b DDJI m»> rvb nvmp nvmp n>b mno 

\y*Tpn m i >*Pb - "Industry leads to cleanliness, cleanliness to purity, purity to holiness, 

, holiness to humility, humility to fear of sin, fear of sin to piety, piety to the WTipn m i " 

(y. Sabbl :3c; y. Seqal. 47c; cf. m. Sotah 9:15). Now a relation is established between 

the dictum TOW nspo 'n'in \>n tbx\ O>3I»O»D n~nn n n inN \yonn nnN ON, the 

citation from the Talmud, and the petihtah lemma N^QD 0>rt?N Jiim mn> TINT p i n \N. 

The latter is proof that diligently seeking nODH or m i n n i l leads to the niiT T\KV, 

which leads to 0>nbN nv*T, i.e., the WTlpn m i (VHpn ni l n) just as in the Talmudic 

' citation.62 

This general case is then applied to Solomon who sought wisdom (1 Kgs 3:5-15) 

as one seeks for silver and treasure (0>}1GOQD1 <lt?3D). As illustrated by a parable, 

Solomon thought that if he asked for silver, gold, precious gemstones, and pearls he 

would receive them; however, if he asked for wisdom he would receive them and 

everything else. When he asked for wisdom (1 Kgs 3:9), n"2pn gave him wisdom and 

\ knowledge and riches besides (1 Kgs 3:12-15). Solomon's wisdom was apparent 

61 The citation continues: lrtfJN ">T̂  D">nan VCT\T\ D>JlQn TT^nn >fb VTpn n n - "And the n n 
vnipn to the resurrection of the dead, the resurrection of the dead to the days of Elijah." 

i 62 Compare y. Sabb 1:3c. 
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immediately: when a donkey brayed or a bird chirped he knew what they meant. He also 

taught Torah concluded by a feast (1 Kgs 3:15). This application of Prov 2:4-5 to 

Solomon, i.e., that he was diligent in seeking wisdom or m m ">121, and that he 

progressed to the fear of God and received the reward of \y*T1pn ni") is tied in to 

Eccl 12:9: rain o>b\yo ipn npni iwi ovn TIN nyi neb ny oDn nbnp rprw nnvi. 

Solomon was wise, but even more than that, Solomon taught m m >12T by means of 

O^vyQ. This is the basis for the similar endings of the fourth and fifth petihtaot. Here, the 

ending is: unpn nn vty mi\y\y raw o m i min lobo Ninvy m "?yv ~\\y£b yrpnbN 

on>\yn n>\yi nbnp >!?vyo onsit? YONI \yipn nn pbv m\yi io>bi r»ob\y n\yy pvy -

"R. Yudan said, 'In order to teach you that everyone who teaches Torah in public merits 

that the VHpn ni l rest on him, for Solomon taught in public and the Vjrrpn m*l rested on 

him, and he composed three [scriptural] books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs.'" 

The IMI continues to address the inspired status of Song of Songs in relation to 

positive aspects of Solomon's biography that merited the reward of the vnipn m*l resting 

on him. It also solidifies the theme of Solomon's diligence in work, particularly in regard 

to his seeking and teaching m m >*12*T, his reward of the vnipn ni l resting on him, and 

his writing inspired biblical books. 

Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

The dicta of the individual midrashim continue to address the lemma Song 1:1 in 

light of the inspiration of the book and its hermeneutics. First 0>"p\yn ivy is 

lemmatized followed by a dictum, "Song" equals one song, and "Songs" equals two 

63 Ms Vatican 185a- 186a. 

\ 
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songs, three in all, i.e., Song of Songs is one of three songs that Solomon composed 

(besides Psalms 30 and 127). One of the themes of the IMI, the comparison of Solomon's 

and David's Scriptures, is briefly alluded to here: besides Proverbs, Qohelet and Song of 

Songs, Solomon also wrote two Psalms. The dictum that Song of Songs is one of three 

songs is a specific case of a general rule: everything that happened to Solomon occurred 

in sets of three. Other cases and scriptural proof-texts that confirm this rule are: Solomon 

had three ascents and three descents in his rule; he had three life stages (king, commoner, 

king; sage, fool, sage; and rich, poor, rich); he committed three transgressions; he had 

three adversaries in war; he composed three sets of Proverbs (Prov 1:1 ff.; 10: Iff.; 

25:Iff); he spoke three vanities (Eccl 1:2); he composed three songs (Song 1:1); and, he 

had three names (nbnp ,T)D^ ,rPT>*P). 

Finally, the case that bears the most consequence for the IMI is presented: 

Solomon's writings also appeared as a set of three books, Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of 

Songs. This case provides the opportunity to raise the question about what order these 

books were written in. R. Hiyya the Elder has two opinions attributed to him. The first 

one (derived from 1 Kgs 5:12) is that Solomon wrote them separately in the order 

Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Qohelet. The second one is that he wrote all three at the 

same time in his old age - ^WO o n 2 0 5 bNI \yipD n n PbV mw DEbvy Ttipt T\yb pi 

0>"i>\yn 1W\ TbT\p. R. Jonathan argued from the natural life-cycle: a young man 

composes songs, a mature man composes proverbs, and an old man speaks about 

vanities; this yields the order Song of Songs, Proverbs, and Qohelet. R. Yannai said 

everyone acknowledges that Qohelet was written last. R. Hiyya's opinions demonstrate 

that the question about the order of composition of Solomon's books is related to the 

i 
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question of their inspiration (vrrpn m i l DOR). The first stage of Solomon's life was 

characterized by outstanding industry and piety; the \y*T1pn m i may have rested on him 

during those years and he could have written Song of Songs and Proverbs. The next stage 

in his life was characterized by his three sins. As the section on Solomon's three names 

Agur, Yakeh, and Lemuel show, his sin of accumulating horses, wives, and silver and 

gold made him forget the Torah; during that stage of his life the WTipn ni l could not 

have rested on him. The latter stage of his life was characterized by forgiveness; the m~i 

WTipn may have rested on him then and he could have written Qohelet or all three books. 

A leitmotif of the IMI continues to be the inspiration of the book of Song of Songs in 

light of Solomon's biography. 

After a brief digression (on 1 Kgs 5:12) the issue of the inspiration of Song of 

Songs is addressed head on by a citation of m. Yad. 3:5: pbnJ Nb OlbWI on Nl'py "ION 

OI>D mio ibis obiyn bD ynv o>*pn T\H Noon Nb\y on>\yn w by bNi\y>o OTN 

nbnp by ipbnj no byi o>vnp vrrp mi vnp omron bD\y nob o>-p\yn i>\y mnro -

"R. Akiva said, 'God forbid! No one in Israel disputed about whether Song of Songs 

defiled the hands, for the whole world is not as worthy as the day on which Song of 

Songs was given. Why? Because all of the Writings are sacred, but this [book] is the most 

sacred [of them]. But about which [book] did they dispute? About Qohelet.'" R. Akiva's 

statement is part of a debate about whether Song of Songs and Qohelet defile the hands, 

i.e., it addresses the issue of their inspiration, not their canonicity.64 This citation is 

64 Leiman states, "The notion of books defiling the hands and the notion of canonicity are not to be 
confused. As we have seen, books which do not defile the hands may in fact be canonical... If the rabbis 
were discussing the sacred character of a book (i.e., whether or not it defiled the hands), its canonicity was 
certain. It would appear that all the biblical books were canonical prior to the earliest discussions of books 
defiling the hands" (Leiman, "The Canonization," 119). Compare t. Yad. 2:14, "The Song of Songs defiles 
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followed by a parable: r6t> nop D300 >b> NSin t) ON Oinmn bi!N O^on b\y DNtJ *pbin\y 

o>T>\yn -p\y N!?N n ^ o Nt> nobvn n">nonn in inN *p nnN rr>tn y>pvt>p TOOO >b N*in 

- "Someone took a seah of wheat to the baker and said to him, 'Extract the finest sifted 

flour and use it to prepare delicate pastries and one most delicate pastry for me.' In the 

same way, out of all of Solomon's wisdom he did not prepare as fine a flour pastry as 

Song of Songs." The "wisdom of Solomon" refers to his three scriptural books.65 Out of 

these three, Song of Songs is the finest. This dictum returns us to the lemma 0>*V\yn *T>\y 

and its superlative meaning: it is the most excellent of songs. Since the IMI in Song Rab. 

consistently argues that all three of Solomon's books are inspired, it sides with R. Akiva 

on the question of the inspiration of Song of Songs. R. Akiva's statement that Song of 

Songs is the most sacred book in the Writings also places it on a higher level of 

inspiration than Solomon's other two books. 

The last section of the IMI deals with the hermeneutics of Song of Songs. Since it 

is a two on the Torah, the IMI explains some of its figures and similes. tP"P\yn TVy 

implies that it is a song ("PW) composed of two praise songs ( o n ^ n ) : IN 0>")>\yn bDl 

na> -pn pbpo Nin "pbpo Nim yobpo in NDD oin . . . imN pot>po in IN pbpo Nin 

bi£D -i>\y ON p-nosi v>n n own ywow '*i o>yi IN ->IM na> *pn pt>bpo yn >n>yi - "In 

every song either He [n"lpn] praises them [Israel] or they praise Him . . . But here [in 

Song of Songs] they praise [Him] and He praises them. He praises them: 'You are really 

beautiful my beloved' (Song 1:15). And they praise [Him]: 'You are really beautiful my 

beloved, truly lovely' (Song 1:16). R. Simeon in the name of R. Hanin of Sepphoris said, 

the hands because it was composed under divine inspiration" (Leiman's translation, ibid., 106; p 1iyo\y '~\ 
vy-Tpn n m mnNDvy -ODE O>T>D TIN NOOKJ on>vyn T W I Q I N N">t»o). 

65 See Leiman, "The Canonization," 72, 173, n. 317. 
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'Song [of Songs] is a double song.'" Therefore, the lovers in the song are identified as 

D"2pD and Israel. An explicit rule explains other figures and similes in Song of Songs: 

r\tf>v t?m rvcbv ~fini n nbjm MOHW oipn !?D pni> i ovn >ib "m yrv 'IQN 

it?\y oit7\yn\y T?m nob\y ibon'noN pnm into iron mnpn ont? 7^01 I I I Q "iron 

XTO 'iron !?20\!P n o m ont? f^m 1 1 1 D r a n - "R. Yudan and R. Levi in the name of 

R. Yohanan said: 'Every place in this scroll where "King Solomon" is written, the 

Scripture refers to King Solomon; "King" written without further specification refers to 

the feminine gender.' But the rabbis say, '[Every place] where "King Solomon" is written, 

the Scripture refers to The King of Peace; where "King" is written without further 

specification, the Scripture refers to the congregation of Israel.'" As soon as Song Rab. 

lemmatizes Song 1:2 the IMI has concluded, and midrash sentences on 1:2ff. begin. 

Summary of the IMI in Song of Songs Rabbah 

After a detailed analysis of the opening petihtaot and the midrash sentences that 

follow them, I was able to establish that dicta from both of these parts of the IMI to Song 

of Songs contribute to a sustained thematic treatment of the following introductory 

issues: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

The underlying concern in the IMI is Solomon's fitness to receive the \yipn nil , 

and therefore whether Song of Songs was composed under its inspiration, i.e., whether it 

is inspired Scripture. Positive aspects of Solomon's biography show that he was fit to 

66 The dictum that the song is a double song (of praise) is also derived from Song 4:1, >rpy~i DO'' *pn 
D£3"> *pn (Simon, Song of Songs Rabbah, 19, n. 4; Dunsky, Jmn WHO / O'TWri W :mn WTTO [Midrash 
Rabbah: Song of Songs/Midrash Hazit], N\ n. 16.). 
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receive the \yipn n n . These include his diligence in building the temple and his search 

for wisdom, i.e., for miri >"D7. These and other positive aspects merited certain rewards. 

Diligence in work is the first step in the advancement towards piety that leads to the 

reception of the \!nipn ni l . In another interpretation, seeking wisdom or m i n *>~D*T is 

also a step in the advancement towards the fear of God and reception of the \y*T1pn ni l . 

Another facet of his life that merited the reward of the VH1pn m*l was that he taught >")11 

m i n in public. 

When the \2H1pn m*l rested on him, Solomon composed three scriptural books: 

Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs. His authorship of these compares favorably with 

David's authorship of inspired Scriptures. Solomon even wrote Psalms as his father David 

I did. Comparisons of Solomon's and David's lives and Scriptures show that Song of Songs 

, enjoys the same status of inspiration as the book of Psalms (and parts of Samuel). 

Solomon's books are expressions of miJl HIT that he accumulated in his heart. 

Negative aspects of Solomon's biography that raise concerns about his fitness to 

> write Song of Songs as an inspired book are dealt with head on. During the period of his 

life characterized by his sins, the \y*Tpn ni l could not have rested on or remained with 

t him. However, during periods of his life when he was qualified to receive the \y*Tpn nil , 

i.e., during his early adult or late aged years, he could have written Proverbs, Song of 

I Songs, and Qohelet. Therefore, Solomon's time of transgressions did not prevent him 

from writing Song of Songs at another time under the inspiration of the vnpn nil . 

I The paraphrase of Song 1:1, "The Vlpn n VI rested on him, and he composed 

these three books - Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs," addresses the concern about 

the inspiration of Song of Songs in the larger context of the inspiration of two other 

file:///yipn
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canonical works, so that all three are treated as a whole. This issue is also met head on 

with a citation of m. Yad. 3:5: "R. Akiva said, 'God forbid! No one in Israel disputed 

about whether Song of Songs defiled the hands, for the whole world is not as worthy as 

the day on which Song of Songs was given. Why? Because all of the Writings are sacred, 

but this [book] is the most sacred [of them]. But about which [book] did they dispute? 

About Qohelet.'" R. Akiva's statement is part of a dispute about whether Song of Songs 

and Ecclesiastes defile the hands, i.e., it addresses the issue of their inspiration, not their 

canonicity. The IMI in Song Rab. consistently sides with R. Akiva on the question of the 

inspiration of Song of Songs. R. Akiva adds that all the Writings are sacred, but Song of 

Songs is the most sacred book of the Writings. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The IMI discusses the order of the composition of Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song 

of Songs in relation to stages in his life when he was qualified to receive and retain the 

vnpn m i . Rabbinic opinion demonstrates that their time of composition is related to the 

question of their inspiration. During the first stage of Solomon's life characterized by 

outstanding industry, piety, and advancement in righteousness, the \y*T1pn n n may have 

rested on him and he could have written Song of Songs and Proverbs. The next stage in 

his life was characterized by his three sins and his forgetting rmn >")TT; during that stage 

the vnipn ni"l could not have rested on or remained with him. The latter stage of his life 

was characterized by forgiveness; the \y*T1pn m*i may have rested on him then and he 

could have written Qohelet or all three books. 
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iii) Genre 

Solomon used CPtWO to investigate and weigh carefully m i n >mi. He also used 

tPb\yo to teach n u n m i in public so Israel could comprehend it. Solomon kept on 

adding to the H11J1 m i in his heart until it was like a deep well full of water. When the 

vnpn n i l rested on him he composed books on the Torah. Just as the book of Proverbs is 

a collection of 0>!?W3 that enable understanding of the Torah, Song of Songs is a !WQ 

that enables one to understand it. This genre identification addresses an underlying 

concern the rabbis had in interpreting Song of Songs literally. Reading the Song as a 'WO 

on the Torah disavows reading it as an erotic love poem. Since Solomon himself 

understood the details of the Torah with this !?\yo, this genre identification is compatible 

with its inspiration by the \*mpn m i . 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Since Song of Songs interprets the Torah, its figures and metaphors should be 

compared to verses in the Torah, and inferences derived from the comparisons should 

relate to m i n '"ill. The last section of the IMI deals with the hermeneutics of Song of 

Songs. Since it is a b\yo on the Torah, the IMI explains some of its figures and similes, 

e.g., its references to the lovers D"2pn and Israel. 

v) Themes of Song of Songs 

Solomon's advancement in mil l m i allowed him to progress towards piety, the 

fear of God, and receiving the \ypn nil . By studying Song of Songs as a bVJO on the 

Torah, we too can advance towards piety and the fear of God. 
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vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

The paradigm for L in the prototypical form IMI is chapter 1, verse 1 of a biblical 

book. The IMI in Song Rab. presents one of the cases where the paradigm for L is 

paraphrased so that its discoursive subject (introductory issues) is apparent. This 

paraphrase is, "The vnpn ni l rested on him, and he composed these three books -

Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs." This unexpected paraphrase is particularly 

striking; it widens the discoursive subject to include the status of three canonical books in 

relation to each other. Since the dicta in the IMI discuss all of the introductory issues 

mentioned above to Song of Songs, I would propose that from the very start the lemma 

Song of Songs, i.e., the title of the book, served to broaden the scope of inquiry to the 

entire book. In that case, the title unifies the book as a single composition. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
LAMENTA TIONS RABBAH 

Textual Analysis of Lamentations Rabbah 

The Wissenschaft edition of Buber is the only scholarly edition available for 

Lamentations Rabbah} It is based on MS J. I. 4 of the Biblioteca Casanta in Rome, dated 

1378. However, that manuscript lacked the opening section of thirty-four petihtaot, for 

which he used Cod. 27089 of the British Museum, dated 1504. There are two recensions 

of Lam Rab., an Ashkenzi one represented by Buber's edition and a Sephardic one 

represented by the printed edition of Pesaro 1519. The existence of these two recensions 

1 Salomon Buber, DV DNwn >"v Tiirvnarn ,>ora onapn -imN3 tt:»n T> nro >3 ^ nm now vyiio 
11NH ,TV)oip» DN-ioi D">3ipm nnvn D>I ,Tonn o"or>̂  oy "p-iy .wTiNoa comma \y>ono.a T> OJIO 
VTiDOl b t m \yTTOn t>V TIN V ^ n 1̂"™ WIG OVI 10im niNin n m n m!?Qn [German title added: 
Midrasch Echa Rabbati: Sammlung agadischer Auslegungen der Klagelieder. Herausgegen nach einer 
Handschrift aus der Bibliothek zu Rom cod. J. 1.4, und einer Handschrift des British Museum cod. 27089. 
Kritish bearbeitet, kommentiert und mit einer Einleitung versehen] (Vilna 1899), photostatic reprint 
(Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1967). There is a critical edition in preparation by Paul Mandel (Stemberger and 
Strack, Introduction, 285; cf. Mandel, "Between Byzantium and Islam," 78-81, 92-100). 

2 Buber, n i l now VtniO [Midrasch Echa Rabbati], "N11Q," 2"£> (73 Eng.); re Rome-Casantense 
(3112) - Cat. no. 63.2, see David Stern, "Hebrew Texts of the Meshalim from Eikhah Rabbah," in Parables 
in Midrash: Narrative and Exegesis in Rabbinic Literature, by David Stern (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1991), 251. 

For a discussion of the two recensions see: A. Marx, "Midrasch Echa Rabbati," Orientalistische 
Litteratur-Zeitung 7 (1902): 293-294; David Stern, "Hebrew Texts of the Meshalim from Eikhah Rabbah," 
247-251; and Paul Mandel, "Between Byzantium and Islam," 78-80. In the past scholars unanimously 
referred to Pesaro 1519 as the editio princeps of Lam Rab. (O'Vl 11P2 OIQT :JitU0 won WTTO [Midrash 
Five Scrolls: Pesaro 1519]). Recently M.B. Lerner argued that the first edition was Constantinople 1514, 
and his position has won adherents (see p. 56, n. 1). However, since the Constantinople and Pesaro editions 
are nearly identical, and since form analysis of the IMI is not affected by minor variants, I will use the more 
accessible Pesaro 1519 edition (besides the references in p. 56, n. 1, see Buber, no~i now WTTO [Midrasch 
Echa Rabbati], 0"2O [41 Eng.]; he says these editions are identical for Lamentations Rabbah). The Pesaro 
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will not affect my conclusions about the IMI in the petihtaot and 1:1. The opening 

petihtaot are almost identical in Buber's edition and the printed editions. Moreover, the 

differences between the two recensions in the body of the commentary at 1:1 are very 

minor; they are limited to a few changes in order, and a few minor additions or 

substitutions.5 There are also some published Geniza fragments of the opening petihtaot 

that date from the 10th or 11th centuries.6 They appear in the order: 23,16,19, 18, 17, 24, 

and 25 (25 is incomplete); all except 17 and 25 have the same ending.7 Since these 

o 

petihtaot exhibit early Palestinian orthography, they bear witness to a much earlier form 

of the text than the Ashkenzi and Sephardic recensions.9 

I cite Lam Rah. in its original language from Buber's edition and provide an 

English translation.101 also cite the masoretic text (with vocalization and cantillation) in a 

footnote so readers can compare it to its midrashic interpretation. 
1519 edition may have been based on Munich Codex Hev. 229.1, dated 1295 (Stemberger and Strack, 
Introduction, 284; Z. M. Rabinovitz, "nroJD >Wpl n i l DD'N VTlTa" ["Midrash Eikhah Rabbah in the 
Geniza Fragments"], World Congress of Jewish Studies 6, 3 [1977]: 437). 

41 checked this myself, comparing Buber's edition to Pesaro 1519; cf. Stern: "The several meshalim 
taken from the petihtaot to Eikh. R. are represented with a single text since I did not find any difference 
between the two recensions" (Stern, "Hebrew Texts of the Meshalim from Eikhah Rabbah," 248). 

51 also checked this myself; cf. Mandel: "Nonetheless, a comparison between the two manuscript 
traditions of LR demonstrates that they constitute exactly the same work. Almost all passages found in one 
recension are found in the other, in similar language, and in approximately the same order, but with no 
discernible reason for the variations" (Mandel, "Between Byzantium and Islam," 80). 

6 Rabinovitz, "rmwn >}>Opl DTI TO>N v m o " ["Midrash Eikhah Rabbah in the Geniza Fragments"], 
437; Mandel, "Between Byzantium and Islam," 79. 

7 See below, n. 19. Compared to Buber's and the printed edition there are also a few omissions, 
additions, or substitutions in them. For some examples, see Rabinovitz, "riPJin ~>Wp3. r o t nD'N WTTQ" 
["Midrash Eikhah Rabbah in the Geniza Fragments"], 437-439, and Mandel, "Between Byzantium and 
Islam, 94-95. 

8 Rabinovitz, "DPOSD n>Upl Dm TOW unTO" ["Midrash Eikhah Rabbah in the Geniza Fragments"], 
437-439. 

9 Compare Stemberger, "The Geniza fragments are valuable witnesses of a very early stage of 
development of the midrash" (Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 285). Mandel states, "Lamentations 
Rabbati is indeed one text, and was edited, in Palestine, in one linguistic form" ("Between Byzantium and 
Islam," 93). 

101 cite Neusner's translation of the petihtah lemma, occasionally with my own alternate translations 
in square brackets (Jacob Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah: An Analytical Translation [Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1989]). Unless otherwise noted, I translate the rest myself in consultation with his translation. 
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Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

The first distributive unit in Lamentations Rabbah is Lam 1:1, which functions as 

the seder verse of the opening thirty-six petihtaot}1 These petihtaot are followed by 

midrash sentences Lam 1:1. As I discuss these and their subordinate exegetical forms 

lemmatized under Lam 1:1,1 will isolate their dicta and identify the questions and 

answers that lay hidden beneath the surface of Lam 1:1. 

Introductory Material in the Opening Petihtaot 

I stated in the Introduction that the IMI is a form that binds dicta on 1:1 of a 

biblical book as a sustained and thematic treatment of introductory issues. Such a 

presentation enables the reader to keep related dicta in mind in the midst of other 

discoursive (digressive) matters. These dicta are extracted from petihtaot and midrash 

andpetirah sentences, accompanied by proof-texts and illustrations (parables, ma'asot, 

disputes, etc.) that support the dicta in the main forms. Therefore, the question about 

whether the opening thirty- six petihtaot are part of the IMI to Lam Rab. revolves around 

the issue of whether they present dicta that interpret Lam 1:1 in terms of introductory 

issues, and whether these dicta present a sustained theme. 

We have come to expect there to be a relatively small number of petihtaot at the 

beginning of an IMI. We have seen that the IMIs in Leviticus and Song of Songs 

Rabbah have five petihtaot each; we will see that the one in Midrash Psalms has six. 

Furthermore, the earliest IMI in Sifra on Leviticus has none, and the latest one in Midrash 

11 There are thirty-four petihtaot according to their standard numbering in Buber's and the printed 
editions. Since there are two petihtaot in numbers two and thirty-one, there are actually thirty-six petihtaot, 
corresponding to the numerical value of the word DD'N. From this point on I will refer to them as a group 
of thirty-six, but cite them according to the standard numbering. 

12 Just as we expect a small number of petihtaot at the beginning of a parashah. 
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Mishle has one. Such a small number allows the reader to keep the number of dicta to a 

manageable limit, and enables a sustained discussion on certain themes. Therefore, the 
f 

thirty-six petihtaot that begin Lam Rob. are highly anomalous. In fact, they take up 

i approximately one quarter of the length of the entire Midrash. The extreme length of this 

t opening section presents a challenge to the formal structure of a potential IMI, i.e., its 

length may predispose it to a discoursive (digressive) nature, and dicta that relate to 

introductory issues would be lost sight of amidst extraneous material. However, the editor 

of this section of thirty-six petihtaot focused attention on introductory issues by: 
i 

( i) understanding and taking advantage of the formal structure of the petihtah; ii) repeating 

key dicta; and, iii) paraphrasing the seder verse. I will treat each of these in order. 

\ i) Understanding and taking advantage of the formal structure of the petihtah. 

, Some of the petihtaot are very short and the relation between their dicta and the 

interpretation of the seder verse Lam 1:1 is revealed quickly.14 In these petihtaot it is easy 

' to identify dicta about introductory issues. Other petihtaot are much longer, and the 

» relation between their dicta and the interpretation of the seder verse Lam 1:1 may be 

, delayed.15 Some of the longer petihtaot sustain a discussion about introductory issues 

, from beginning to end. Others present digressions near their beginnings. However, even 

these digressions do not affect their functional form; they always preserve their petihtah 

function, i.e., the exegetical connections between their petihtah lemmas and seder verses, 

nearer to their end than their beginnings. Even if a longer petihtah has some 

I 

13 See below, n. 101. 
14 See p. 17. 
15 See below, n. 98. 
16 See p. 17. 
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digressions, it is easy to identify its dicta about introductory issues as we work our way 

through it. 

ii) Repeating key dicta. The dicta presented in the opening petihtaot describe a 

cycle of covenantal obligations, covenantal infractions, the punishment of the exile, and 

lament for it. Covenantal obligations include listening to Torah and prophecy, and 

performance of good deeds. Covenantal violations include disobeying or disregarding 

Torah and/or prophecy, and non-performance of required deeds. The punishment of exile 

is described in its historical context; lament for this punishment completes the cycle. 

Every petihtah presents dicta that fit somewhere into this cycle. How these dicta function 

as part of the IMI and the issues that they address will be discussed below.17 

iii) The paraphrase of the seder verse. In a few cases the seder verse is cited 

verbatim; however, in most cases it is paraphrased. The most common paraphrase is 

TO niW> DD>N 'INI orPtW pip» 71>»*1> b>nnn t>W pi>D1 - "When/as soon as they were 

exiled, Jeremiah began lamenting for them and saying, 'How lonely she sits.'"18 This 

paraphrase appears in the earliest witnesses to Lam Rab., i.e., in the published Geniza 

fragments mentioned earlier.19 The phrase 1NOn\y )V3 - "When they sinned" is frequently 

prefaced to it in Buber's edition and Pesaro 1519. Other variations of the paraphrase also 

occur.20 As I mentioned in the Introduction, the lemmatized part of Scripture in the IMI 

17 See below, p. 133ff. 
18 -W *|V>D is a temporal conjunction with the sense of "as soon as" or "when" (Perez Fernandez, An 

Introductory Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 209). 
19 This paraphrase appears mpetihtah 23 (Z. M. Rabinovitz, ">1?b > ' tn ^"HO b>\y OJnisb \yniQ >MS 

nPWri ya T> ~>2T)D [English title added: Ginze Midrash: The Oldest Forms of Rabbinic Midrashim 
According to Geniza Manuscripts] [Tel Aviv: The Chaim Rosenberg School For Jewish Studies, 1976], 
121, lines 16-17), petihtah 16 (ibid., 122, lines 12-13), petihtah 19 (ibid., 122, lines 18-19), petihtah 18 
(ibid., 122, lines 4-5), andpetihtah 24 (ibid., 127, line 16). Petihtah 17 has TT3 T)2W DD>N (ibid., 123, line 
15), andpetihtah 25 is incomplete. 

20 See below, Table 3, p. 132, "Paraphrases of the Seder Verse Lam 1:1." 

file:///yniQ
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signifies a discoursive subject; in some cases, a paraphrase of L is used to identify that 

subject.21 The paraphrases of Lam 1:1 force us to interpret it in terms of the covenant 

cycle of covenantal obligations, infractions, punishments, and lament. One dictum about 

the lemma DD>N (in some of the paraphrases) is that it is the opening word for a DPp, i.e., 

a lament. Significantly, the paraphrase states OD>bV pipQ rPOT !?>nnn, i.e., Lam 1:1 is 

the beginning of Jeremiah's lament that continues beyond Lam 1:1. Later I will show that 

the whole book of Lamentations is lemmatized by the word rO'N, and that it serves as a 

title of the book. Thus, the paraphrases force us to read the book in the context of the 

covenant God made to Israel, and in the specific historical context of Jeremiah's lament 

for them after Nebuchadnezzar carried them off to exile. 

Given that the editor used the above strategies to focus attention on introductory 

issues, I can summarize each of the thirty-six petihtaot in Lam Rob. in terms of their 

functional form. As stated in the Introduction, "The functional formpetihtah describes 

the relation between the dictum of a midrash or petirah sentence and its interpretation of 

a seder verse, i.e., its petihtah function." I also represented the form using the following 

diagram:24 

21 See p. 22. 
22 See below, pp. 136, 138-140, 143. 
23 See pp. 16-17. 
24 See p. 17. L = Lemma (of Scripture); O = Hermeneutical Operation (whether implicit or explicit); 

D = Dictum (a proposition about L). 
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L {Petihtah Verse) - O - Di 

L {Petihtah Verse) - O - D2,3, ...# 

L {Petihtah Verse) - O - D# 

Petihtah Function 

D# < L {Seder Verse).25 

I will describe each.petihtah using the terms in this diagram. The diagram explains that 

various dicta are proposed about the petihtah verse or lemma. Some or all of these dicta 

are then applied to the seder verse to interpret it. Since the lemma of the "petihtah verse" 

often extends beyond one verse, I will use the term petihtah lemma for it. Since the 

lemma of the seder verse is always a part or all of Lam 1:1,1 will use the term seder 

verse for it. At key points I will summarize how the dicta relate to introductory issues. 

After describing the thirty-six petihtaot I will summarize their dicta and paraphrases of 

the seder verse, and explain their cumulative effect as a sustained thematic treatment of 

introductory issues to the book of Lamentations, i.e., as part of the IMI to Lamentations. 

Petihtah 1 

The petihtah lemma is Isa 10:30: 26mDDV n»3i> TWb >n>\ypn 0>b?, m *jblp ^ n * -

"Cry with a shrill voice, O daughter of Gallim. Hearken, Laishah! Take up the cry, 

Anathoth!"27 First, various dicta about 0>!?} Dl (0>!?5 J13 , "daughter of Gallim") are 

presented, reading daughters of waves (0>!?a D3) or daughters of exiles (O^ia D3, 

daughters of the patriarchs who also lived outside the land). Next, dicta are presented that 

25 See pp. 16ff. for a review of this form. 
26 J i in^ n»3ij rMp >yv)j?n 0>!?J m 7'?ip ^m. Neusner emends TVty to n"Oi> ("answer, reply to her"). 
27 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 11. 
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describe a cycle of covenantal obligations, covenantal infractions, the punishment of the 

exile (of the southern kingdom), and lament for that punishment. >l>\ypn ("Hearken") is 

supplied with objects related to covenantal obligations, i.e., JTî Q ("commandments"), 

m i n n i l ("teachings of the Torah"), DN11D n i l ("teachings of prophecy"), and m p l * 

O>21U o>\yyoi ("righteousness and good deeds"). TW^, reading TWp_, "the lion" is 

interpreted as a warning: if they do not hearken, the lion Nebuchadnezzar will rise up 

against them (proof-text, Jer 4:7). iTOV, reading n»3^, "impoverished" is an accusation 

that they were impoverished of hearkening to the things they should have. mroy, 

reading niTti^ (as in Isa 10:30) refers to the Anathothite (NJiiroy) who prophesied against 

them, i.e., Jeremiah (proof-text, Jer 1:1). Finally, the seder verse Lam 1:1 is paraphrased 

to express the cycle of disobedience, punishment, and lament as a discoursive subject: 

111 ni\y> ni>N on>bV p ip m»m£>n 1Nl\y yPD - "When the punishment came, he 

[Jeremiah] began lamenting for them, 'How lonely she sits!'" This is the first of a number 

of paraphrases of Lam 1:1 that places the book in the historical context of the causes and 

effects of the exile. The interpretation of Lam 1:1 by dicta derived from Isa 10:30 is that 

punishment came for covenantal infractions followed by Jeremiah's lament for the city. 

The following introductory issues about the book of Lamentation are addressed 

in this petihtah: authorship - Jeremiah is the man from Anathoth, who lamented; 

historical context, including a general cycle of covenantal obligations, infractions, and 

punishments, and a specific historical context, the exile of the southern kingdom by 

Nebuchadnezzar; and prophetic warning about punishment for violations. The idea for 

this cycle could have been suggested by the lemma ni>N, i.e., how did this happen (a 

focus on the causes of the catastrophe of the exile). Since Dl̂ N is the usual way to begin 

> 
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a lament, the paraphrase also identifies the genre of Lamentations as a D)>p (lament). 

Since there will be an alternative genre proposed for Lamentations, it is important to note 

that whenever a paraphrase of Lam 1:1 states Jeremiah on^V pip, it identifies the book 

as a lament. 
i 

i 

( Petihtah 2 

1 This is the second petihtah according to the standard numbering; however, this 

section contains two petihtaot with different petihtah lemmas, and similar paraphrases of 

' the seder verse beginning with W p>31 and ending with OfPby pipQ D W l^nnn 

ni^N.28 The first petihtah lemma is Jer 9:11: TPA "111 1WN1 JiNt UN p>1 Oinn VWTl >Q 
29-|lW >!?1Q iniOD nniiD >pNn DUN DO bV m P I VbN - "What man is so wise that he 

I 
understands this? To whom has the Lord's mouth spoken, so that he can explain it: why is 

» 3 0 

the land in ruins, laid waste like a wilderness, with none passing through?" The next 

\ verse in Jeremiah answers this question: >Tmn T\H Olty by - "Because they forsook the 

(sic) Torah."31 Next, dicta are presented that describe that infraction, the Gentile empire 

j 
overcoming Israel, and lament for the punishment of exile. Forsaking Torah is explained 

( as not paying the salary of scribes and teachers (0>3\yQ *ll\yi1 on£)1P "DW1), the 

guardians of a city (NIilp >*noi). Forsaking Torah is even worse than idolatry, incest, 

i and murder (tP«*T mi>£W ,nv~M >lbn, fm rmiy). Whenever Israel throws teachings of 

Torah to the ground, the Gentile empire can overcome Israel (pi>b\y)3 !?N*W>\y *)Ot bl 

f Jiftenoi r rm) wr\ JTDban >p*0 nmn n i l ) . That empire overcame Israel in the exile. 
, 28 Buber, n i l m>N \y~lin [Midrasch Echa Rabbati], "N11Q," N"j (4 Eng.), in his notes section. 

29 >^2o -I3-TQD rmsi YIND vnin no !?v JTT^I T>^N mtr> >3 na r̂ ~IV)NI nN't riN p">i DDnn vrwn >O 
- : • T ! • — T : • i v T T T : T T ^- T - - j T •• T : v • v - : - ' •• T : T T v • T 

30 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 13. 
31 Ibid. 
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Finally, the seder verse Lam 1:1 is paraphrased: !»nJin YWt? miD >*m 1D^\yn\y 1PD1 
> 

rD>N on^V "plpO H W - "When they threw teachings of Torah to the ground, Jeremiah 
i 

began lamenting for them, 'How?'" This paraphrase incorporates a dictum from the 

petihtah lemma directly into Lam 1:1. This dictum that "Israel threw teachings of Torah 

( to the ground" fits well into the cycle introduced in petihtah 1, i.e., it identifies a specific 
i 

covenantal infraction. The paraphrase also continues to identify Lamentations as a 
i 

lament. 

The second petihtah lemma is Jer 9:16: w*ipl 1M1U1T1 TUNIS '71 "ION DD 
i 

32ri3>N1ini niMlpob - "Thus says the Lord of hosts: 'Summon the dirge-singers, let them 

• come.'"33 When the ten tribes went into exile, the Holy One, Blessed be He, lamented 

' over them. When the two southern tribes Benjamin and Judah went into exile, it is as if 

, He lost his strength to lament and summoned dirge-singers to lament for Him. In a 

parable, the Holy One, Blessed be He, is compared to a king who had twelve sons 
> 

) representing the twelve tribes. The end of this parable paraphrases the seder verse: "p>D1 

| m r o w rp">N on^V "p1p» b>rmn OblD inn\y - "When they all died, He began 

I lamenting for them, 'How lonely she sits!'" 

Petihtah 3 
\ 

i The petihtah lemma is Jer 15:17: i l l f P "03Q ttiWNI 0>pn\yQ l l t n >ro\y> tto 

34*>Jl2\y> - "I did not sit in the assembly of those who celebrate nor did I rejoice. I dwelled 

) alone because of your hand." A dictum about *JT> >3DO in Jer 15:17 is that it means nyw 

TWNinjvi jrfojipjp̂  W)\?) wjlaprj mn^ nYn? "ION n'3. 
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 16. 

Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 19. 

• 
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*rr >1 ("your hand struck me"). This meaning is presented in a paraphrase of the seder 

verse Lam 1:1: 111 ni\y> ro>N >m\y> 111 *p> >1 DV«\y ITO"! - "But when your hand 

struck me I dwelled alone, [just as it says], 'How lonely she sits.'" This paraphrase also 

incorporates a dictum from the petihtah lemma directly into Lam 1:1. The petihtah 

confirms the idea that the exile is a punishment from God. 

Petihtah 4 

The petihtah lemma is Hos 6 :7 : 3 6 nm ray OIND nam - "But they are like a 

man, they have transgressed the covenant."37 Based on the identification of DIN as 

Adam, the first man, the petihtah supplies proof-texts from Gen 2 and 3 that demonstrate 

Adam lived under the terms of a covenant. Adam was brought to the garden of Eden and 

given a command (Gen 2:16-17); after he violated that command (Gen 3:11) and he was 

driven from the garden (Gen 3:24), God lamented for him, saying DD>N (PbV >TU31p1 

rD'N, Gen 3:9 [rD>N {"Where are you?"} is repointed rp>N {"How!"} as in Lam 1:1]). 

Thus, the first man experienced the cycle of covenantal obligations, covenantal 

infractions, the punishment of the exile, and lament for that punishment. His descendants 

experienced the same cycle: they were given the land of Israel and commandments; after 

they violated the commandments they were sent into exile, and God lamented for them, 

TTi ni\y> row. 

The clauses vnt»\yi OJ11N >n:m ("I judged them with exile") and orp^> >JWlp1 

111 raw D1>K ("And I lamented for them, 'How lonely she sits'")38 function as a 

n ^ i -mv crm? nan). 
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 20. 
There is an intervening proof-text, Jer 15:1. 

t 
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paraphrase of the seder verse. In all cases where a paraphrase or its equivalent occurs, it 

does so in the context of a cycle of covenantal obligations, infractions, punishment, and 

lament. Thus, the book of Lamentations is placed in the specific historical context of the 

exile and the events that led to it. 

Petihtah 5 

Thepetihtah lemma is Ezek 24:6:390>mn TV "ON - "Woe to the bloody city," 

i.e., the city in which they shed blood. A dictum is proposed about rpnro!? rpnittb 

40DN'> în ("take it out piece by piece," same verse): "they were exiled district by district" 

(0^1} VD ni>!?oa nvbOQ), followed by a discussion about what order the tribes were 

exiled in. Then a question is introduced (by The Holy One, Blessed be He), "Why did 

you go into exile?" (orpbl nob OT1N1). The answer is provided by a proof-text: for its 

shed blood is still in its midst (Ezek 24:7, iTD DDIDl DQT >D). This general statement is 

illustrated by the specific case of Israel killing Zechariah in the temple court, and not 

disposing of his blood properly. The seder verse is paraphrased as: TPD11» INOfW }V3 

TT2 D2\y> fD>N On>bi> pipQ '>01> !?>rmn t>W - "When they sinned they were exiled, 

and when they were exiled, Jeremiah began lamenting for them, 'How lonely she sits.'" 

This paraphrase incorporates a dictum about their sins into Lam 1:1. The paraphrase 

enables the reader to keep the covenant cycle in view, i.e., the cycle of violation of the 

covenant, punishment, and lament. It also identifies the book of Lamentations as a 

lament. 

o w n -v>v >1N. 
nN^in rpnnp rx>r\s\p. 
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Petihtah 6 

The petihtah lemma is Hos 5:9: 41nroiTi 01>1 n>DTi DQ\y!? on3N - "Ephraim 

shall become a desolation in the day of punishment [alternate translation: "rebuke"]."42 

The "day of rebuke" refers to the day that God rebuked the ten tribes. They had accused 

Him of favouritism in exiling them but not Judah and Benjamin. God replied that Judah 

and Benjamin had not been exiled because they had not yet sinned. But when they 

sinned, He did exile them. This is followed by a paraphrase of the seder verse, )VO 

row omby ppQ '>»*i> b>nnn ftw ypoi ft> worm 

Petihtah 7 

The petihtah lemma is Isa 3:26: 43l\yn "flNb nnp31 rvnna iblNI "ON") - "And her 

gates shall lament and mourn, ravaged, she shall sit upon the ground."44 Various dicta are 

proposed: rpnna ("her gates," plural) refers to the destruction of the first and second 

temple; and DDpD, read as an infinitive from the root >p}, meaning "her being free, 

exempt from, bereft," describes Zion as il'pD, bereft of teachings of Torah, words of 

prophecy, the righteous, commandments, and good deeds. As a punishment for this she 

sits on the ground, which leads to the seder verse 112 D2\y> }"D>N. 5 While the verse is not 

paraphrased, the petihtah still refers to the cycle of covenantal obligations, punishment, 

and lament. 

nroin or>3 n>rm navy!? o?npN. 
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 25 
3^ri X)*PT rmjjO) rppria -linN) i m 
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 27. 
The seder verse is missing in Pesaro 1519. 



Petihtah 8 

Thepetihtah lemma is Jer 9:18: >D TNO "OWIl DTTW T>N yi>*» yo\M >DD tnp >3 

46^~IN 132TV - "For a sound of wailing is heard from Zion: How we are ruined! We are 

utterly ashamed, because we have left the land."47 Dicta about "the land" are proposed. 

First, it refers to the land of Israel. In another interpretation, it refers to teachings of 

Torah (proof-text, Job 11:9, "Its [Torah's] measure is longer than the land"). If "land" is 

"teachings of Torah," then they have abandoned (:ny) the land, i.e., abandoned Torah. 

In another interpretation, "land" refers to the sanctuary, which they have also abandoned. 

The seder verse is then paraphrased: VtT\t>y pipQ '">0*1> t»nnn t»V TPD1to WOW "p>D 

TT2 niVP rD>N. All of the covenant cycle is present in this petihtah - Torah obligations, 

violation, punishment, and lament. 

Petihtah 9 

The petihtah lemma is Jer 51:51: Wl "O W39 DQ^D DTWD D£nn DiiQW "O 1WQ 

*8'fl n>2 >\y*TpQ by 0>"rt - "We are put to shame, for we have heard reproach; dishonour 

has covered our face, for aliens have come into the holy places of the Lord's house." 9 

Dicta are proposed that relate shame and dishonour to the destruction of both temples: 

"We are put to shame, for we have heard reproach" (ninn WOW >D W D ) refers to the 

seventeenth of Tammuz; "Dishonor has covered our face, for aliens have come into the 

holy places of the Lord's house" ('D n>2 >vnpn ty on* INI >D) refers to the ninth of Ab; 

and, "The holy places" ('D JT>2 >vnp>3) refers to the destructions of the first and second 

X)H 1315V>? f'N*? W a innv) 7*>N "H'st? VQ\?)i >n) bip •>?. 
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 28. 
nin^ rr>a ^ p n ty on? wa ">? IPJO nob:? nrup:? rt3?n uyntf>? W'3-
Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 30. 
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temples. The paraphrase of the seder verse follows: »»"p l^nnn t)W p>D1lt» WOn\y T»D 

ro^N DD^y pipD.50 In terms of the covenant cycle described so far, this petihtah focuses 

on one aspect of the punishment in exile. 

Petihtah 10 

The petihtah lemma is Isa 43:22:51!wi\y> >n JWP >3 lpV> riNIp >J11K Nbl - "But 

you have not worshipped Me, O Jacob, that you should be weary of Me, O Israel."52 

Dicta with accompanying proof-texts follow about Israel practicing idolatry. They would 

not even worship God along with idols. Other dicta follow based on Isa 43:23-24: "You 

have not brought me your sheep for burnt-offerings, nor honored me with your sacrifices. 

I have not burdened you with meal-offerings, nor wearied you about frankincense. You 

have not bought me fragrant reed with money, nor sated me with the fat of your 

sacrifices."53 Instead, Israel had burdened God with their sins and iniquities (Isa 43:24).54 

This is followed by a paraphrase of the seder verse: T\H ^MV*? 03>rmiy >b 1)31) no 1N*i 

TO nn\y> row m b >!? a\y>in obiyn maw pa >n JIN Jitonbi n>v TIN nnnbi >n>a -

"See what your sins caused Me to do: [they caused Me] to burn down My temple, to 

destroy My city, to send My sons into exile among the nations of the world, and to dwell 

alone all by Myself, 'How she dwells alone.'" This petihtah mentions all of the elements 

of the covenant cycle - obligation to worship God alone, in the temple, violation of this, 

punishment, and lament. 

50 The paraphrase of the seder verse occurs twice, once after a digression about aliens entering the 
Holy of Holies, and once after the dictum about the destruction of both temples. 

52 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 32. 
53 Ibid. 
54 A re-division of the consonants in this verse yields: "prmiyi 'OJWiri -pniNOm >JJmii rDN -

"How you have burdened me with your sins, you have wearied me with your iniquities!" 
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Petihtah 11 

The petihtah lemma is Deut 28:47, 48: VTt>H mn> TIN jvny Nb *1YW Tinrt 

iy-D 7i mm uniw -i\w pi>N TIN imin *pi>iN TIN mivi !?:> m c ml? mom nnown 

55bD "lOmi omyil NQiQI - "Because you would not serve [alternate translation: "instead 

of serving"] the Lord your God in joy and gladness over the abundance of everything, 

you shall have to serve in hunger and thirst, naked and lacking everything, the enemies 

whom the Lord will let loose against you."5 A dictum is derived from the lemma TinTi -

if they had merit (DTT»n OJTO* 1!?N), they would have had an abundance of everything. 

Twenty-two proof-texts from the Tanakh are presented to confirm this dictum. Every text 

is also accompanied by the opposite dictum - since they did not have merit (Nb\y T>vyDV1 

OJVDt), they lacked everything. The twenty-two verses in Lamentations 1 are presented 

in reverse order to confirm it. Finally, the seder verse, Lam 1:1 is presented as proof of 

the dictum: "But since you did not have the merit, 'How lonely sits [the city once great 

with people].'"57 This sentence serves as another paraphrase of the seder verse. All the 

elements of the covenant cycle are present in this petihtah: they were obligated to serve 

God, but they were in violation of this; therefore, God punished them. Every verse in 

Lamentation 1 serves as proof-text of that punishment. 

All of the remaining petihtaot continue to present dicta that relate to part or all of 

the covenant cycle. The only differences among them are their petihtah lemmas and 

their specific midrashic hermeneutics used to derive their dicta. As we stated earlier, the 

55 ni'n> 13D ?̂ I^N T>3>'N TIN miy): ̂ '3 nip in1? 31031 nnptoi -prpi< nVn? TIN ri73V H^ ^W ^Of 
b'3 -ip'nii o'-i>v?i NQ23-13V?3 73-

36 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 35. 
57 Ibid., 37. 
58 Evenpetihtah 31a contributes to the first half of the cycle, i.e., to obligation and violation. 
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IMI is a form that binds dicta on 1:1 of a biblical book as a thematic and sustained 

presentation of introductory issues. Such a presentation enables the reader to keep these 

related dicta in mind, i.e., in the midst of other discoursive (digressive) matters. 

Therefore, for the remaining petihtaot I will simply list their petihtah lemmas, dicta that 

relate to the cycle, some of their proof-texts, and any paraphrases of the seder verse. 

Petihtah 12 

The petihtah lemma is Prov 25:20: D>"i>\yn ")\y"l IDD by ^Qin m p OP2 T3Q DTVO 

59y*l lb by - "Disrobing on a chilly day, like vinegar on natron, is one who sings songs to 

a sorrowful soul."60 The following dicta that relate to the covenant cycle are presented: 

Nebuchadnezzar took away the garments of the priesthood and kingship; m p OP1 refers 

to the day they worshipped the golden calf (Exod 32:4), or to the day God called but they 

would not listen (Zech 7:13); and "iro by ^Qin refers to dissolving the teachings of Torah, 

and mocking God's messengers, the prophets (2 Chr 36:17). A specific example of this 

was they denied prophecies of the punishment of the exile (Ezek 12:27). Because they 

denied it, God brought it immediately (Ezek 12:25; 2 Chr 36:17). The seder verse is 

paraphrased: DD>N OD>by "pipe »OT b>nnn t>W yi>Dl t» INorw *|VD. Here the cycle 

includes prophetic warning, as in petihtah 1. 

Petihtah 13 

The petihtah lemma is Prov 25:18-19: ")p\y TV l n y o rmy \y>N y\W ^m m m V3Q 

6 1 r m DPI 1)12 n o l o jrnno b m Dim 1\y - "Like a scatterer, a sword, a sharpened 

59 *n ab ^ onw3 -iw) nro b^ ̂ p'n rnj? or> a i n ni^o. 
60 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 38. 
61 rm or>3 -nia ncoa niy-io bn) nv'-i iw : -ipv) iy irivn? ro'v V)->N l̂ w ^n) rnni vao. 
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arrow, is a man who testifies falsely against his fellow. Like a loose tooth and an 

unsteady leg is a treacherous support in time of trouble." "ip\y TV iny*il D3iy \y>N is 

Israel, who worshipped the golden calf, saying, bWW> "pnbN DbN (Exod 32:8). nv?2>3 

1302 refers to Israel's unfaithfulness. The Israelites apply the metaphor of a tooth and foot 

to their captors and ask: "Why now does an evil tooth consume us and foot trod on us? 

Because we placed our trust in idolatry." The scatterer, sword, and sharpened arrow all 

refer to punishments of exile (Deut 28:64; Lev 26:33; Ezek 5:16). In another 

interpretation, Israel is like a loose tooth and unsteady leg. God commanded Israel to lose 

faith in their idols and trust Him (>2 m\321 VV2VT3Q); instead, they lost faith in God and 

trusted in idols (V'iO m\?21 >2 11)1 *t)K p 1\yy Nb ynS). The paraphrase of the seder 

verse follows: HD>N on>by pipQ '">QT b>nnn t>w )V3) t a iNon\y YPD. 

Petihtah 14 

Thepetihtah lemma is Prov 29:9: VN1 pn^1 » l l b>1N V>'N JIN OD\yD DDn \y>N 

64nro - "If a wise man is judged with a foolish man, whether he be angry or laugh, there 

will be no rest."65 The wise man refers to God, the foolish man to Israel. God was angry 

when [In the days of Amaziah], "The other ten thousand did the children of Judah carry 

away alive and brought them into the top of the rock and cast them down; and every one 

burst open" (2 Chr 25:12).66 The printed edition explains why this was a sin: "At that 

time said the Holy One, Blessed be He, 'I decreed only death by the sword for the 

children of Noah, but these have brought them into the top of the rock and cast them 

62 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 41. 
63 Ibid. 
64 nro W) pn\j») nn) ̂ m V»N JIN U3vp3 o:?n vt»N-
65 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 43. 
66 Ibid., 43-44. 
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down."' The paraphrase of the seder appears at the end: t»rmn t>W \P3\ lin INOfW p a 

ro>N orpby pipe "»*i>. 

Petihtah 15 

Thepetihtah lemma is Prov 9:7: 68miG jnjnb fVDIDI llbp lb nplb ^b 1VV -

"He who corrects a scorner gets shame for himself, and he who reproves a wicked man, it 

becomes a blot to him."69 God corrected the Israelites (scorners) in the exile. However, 

this brought God shame and dishonour among the nations. From their perspective, He 

lacked the power to keep them in their land and to punish the Babylonian king like He 

had punished Pharaoh, Sisera, and Sennacherib. In another interpretation, Jeremiah was 

the one who corrected a generation of scorners; this brought him shame when the people 

cursed him (Jer 15:20). He also reproved Israel. A paraphrase of the seder verse follows: 

rD>N onb 101N1 !wi\y>b IVDIG rpnv - "For he used to reprove Israel, saying to them, 

'How.'" This paraphrase omits the phrase orp!?y *p1pO °0"l> and proposes an alternative 

genre for the book of Lamentations - it is a prophetic rebuke. This genre identification 

will be taken up again in petihtah 28, and in the section of midrash sentences following 

the petihtaot. 

Petihtah 16 

The petihtah lemma is Jer 4:18: y» >D "in >0 *pijn T\H\ ~p nbN wy pbby»1 " p i t 

71*jlb ty - "Your conduct and your acts have brought this upon you; this is your bitter 

Pesaro 1519; translation by Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 44. 

69 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 45. 
70 See below, pp. 123, 137-138. 
71 73!? t y ^33 >? - IQ •>? - jay i T IN* 75 n!?N i\yy 7^!?v>3173?7-



113 

punishment; it pierces your very heart." Verses from Lamentations and counter texts 

from other parts of the Tanakh describe their punishments in exile in a settled region, in 

contrast to their propitious state in the Sinai wilderness. Their conduct and acts caused 

their exile. A paraphrase of the seder verse does not occur in Buber's edition or Pesaro 

1519. However, it does occur in a Geniza fragment: "plpo fPQT b>nnn t>W 111>D1 

TO nn\y> ro>N 'INI onv?y.73 

Petihtah 17 

The petihtah lemma is Ps 69:13:741D\y >J1W J1WM11W W >a IfVYP - "Those 

who sit in the gate gossip about me and I am the song of drunkards."75 The petihtah first 

describes the nations mocking some Jewish practises, the Sabbath and Sabbatical Year, in 

light of their poverty. In another interpretation, Israel sits in the JiVtWD >m and >D1 

nWHO and eat and drink before the ninth of Ab. They become the drunkards who recite 

laments and dirges (>D31 P^p), and fD'N. i.e., fD'N is recited along with other laments.76 

Presumably, both the mockery and lament take place while the Jews are living in exile. 

Therefore, in terms of the covenant cycle, the petihtah mentions punishment, i.e., exile, 

poverty, and reproach, and lament over these. 

Petihtah 18 

The petihtah lemma is Lam 3:15:77D3Vb >3nn o n n m >iyn\yn - "He has filled 

me with bitterness, sated me with wormwood."78 "Bitterness" refers to the bitter herbs on 

72 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 47. 
73 Rabinovitz, v m n >»j [Ginze Midrash], 122. 
74 -ip\i> •'TiW n i r ^ - i ~®v ~>7f> ">? irv>\y>. 
75 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 49. 
76 A Geniza fragment reads: DD̂ N ynoiNI1>M1p»t yiW )T) [yta. O] miyt?» 0>7DJivy» ynw nnNQ 

771 m\y> (Rabinovitz, Vtrno n t t [Ginze Midrash], 123). 
77 roifc ^DH oni-ipi W3^ri. 
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the first night of Passover, and "wormwood" refers to the ninth of Ab. A paraphrase of 

the seder verse follows: 111 ni\y> rD>N n w > pipQ n>n m bVI - "And because of this 

Jeremiah used to lament for them, 'How lonely she sits.'" Jeremiah lamented because of 

the bitterness of exile, just as the first night of Passover recalled the bitterness of slavery 

in Egypt. A Geniza fragment cites the more common paraphrase: l^nnn ibw "pTOI 

m nivy> row 'wi "t>y pipo [in>]»*i>.79 

Petihtah 19 

Thepetihtah lemma is Dan 2:21:80N>Dmi N>rti> WWflD NIDI - "And He changes 

o | 

the times and the seasons." If they had merit, they would have been living in Jerusalem, 

enjoying the waters of Shiloah, and singing songs and Psalms to God. Since they did not 

have merit, God changed the times and seasons. Now they were exiled to Babylon, 

drinking the waters of the Euphrates and reciting laments and dirges. The seder verse is 
cited, but not paraphrased: TQ m\y> I"D>N. A Geniza fragment cites the more common 

paraphrase: m m\i» fD>N ['W1 on>!W pipQ 71>n]*l> i»rmn t»V yiPOI.82 

Petihtah 20 

The petihtah lemma is Ps 102:8: 83M by TT1111DSD n>DN1 >n*Tp\y - "I watch and 

become like a sparrow that is alone on the roof." In the second half of the petihtah God 

is compared to a bird. Just as a bird dwells alone after its chicks have been taken away 

78 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 51. 
79 Rabinovitz, \y-|*TO >U2t [Ginze" Midrash], 122. 
80 N»J»?J) N»MV N3\()ri)p N-1D). 
81 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 52. 
82 Rabinovitz, \y)TQ 'WJ [Ginze Midrash], 122. This fragment mentions only one merit/no merit 

pairing: drinking from the waters of Shiloah, and reciting laments and dirges. 
83 JJ !?v Trin -lis*:? rrmK\ ~>rq^. 
84 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 54. 
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from it, God burned His temple, destroyed His city, exiled His children among the 

nations of the world, and dwelt alone. The seder verse is cited without paraphrase: DD'N 

TT1 ni\y>. The dictum about the seder verse is that the Shekinah, mentioned earlier in the 

petihtah, now dwells alone.85 

Petihtah 21 

The petihtah lemma is Lev 13:45-46: 0>ona VD> VTQ iWD 111VH y m n i 

m Nin NOO NDO> n VMH IVH >o> bi Nip> NQV? NQVJI nuj)> ODW byi yna n>n> WNII 

86l\y> - "As for the person with a leprous infection, his clothes shall be rent, his head shall 

be left bare, and he shall cover over his upper lip; and he shall call out, 'Unclean! 

Unclean!' He shall be unclean as long as the disease is on him. Being unclean, he shall 

dwell apart." ywn 111VK VII^D refers to the temple infected by idolatry and made 

unclean, like the person afflicted with a skin disease. 0>Q*i£3 VfP Vt t l refers to the 

priest's garments (torn as a sign of mourning). yi1£> TVTV 1\W11 refers to the day the 

covering of Judah was bared (bP, Isa 22:8). nw> OfW b^1 refers to the Israelites exiled 

among the nations and not being able to pronounce a word from the Torah. NOU NQ01 

refers to the destruction of the first and second temples. Proof-texts are offered about 

Israel worshipping idols, and God punishing them for it. NQO W2W> 11VWD 1VK >o> to 

l\y> 111 N1D refers to the length of time the temple was infected by idolatry, and the 

length of time Israel would be punished (measure for measure) in exile. Since they are 

85 tby^b vnpnn r p l l ' W r w m-wnb >3N 'TTTpvy: "I intended that My Shekinah dwell in the temple 
forever." 

86 >»> !?3: Nnp? NQU w?u) n\?y? 09V byi yna n?rp WNIJ OWO -i>tp? inja vwn ia -i\w ynsn) 
iw> 77a wn Nn\? N>?V? ">3 ^ 0 -IV)N:. 

87 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 56. 
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being punished, the temple sits alone. The seder verse immediately follows this dictum: 

m nn\y> DD^N. 

Petihtah 22 

Thepetihtah lemma is Isa 5:8-9: t?9N IV 1inp> m\y2 mv J i m Ji>2 ">yno >in 

i>n> nnwb o ' n o>Jin Nb ON mum mrp >3Wi YINTI mpa o:mb omvyini oipo 

88n\yv pNO ovnoi 0>b*n - "Ah! those who add house to house and join field to field, till 

there is room for none but you to dwell in the land! In My hearing said the Lord of Hosts: 

'Surely great houses shall lie forlorn, spacious and splendid ones without occupants.'"89 

God asks sarcastically if they alone hope to possess the land (YlNfl TIN pvmi> ODTlb). In 

fact, houses will lie desolate without inhabitants because He will punish them. VSH TV 

OlpQ is interpreted as V'V m y NbW OlpQ HV3fl Nbvy by mrvb Olpob 013 >» - "What is 

it that caused the place to be destroyed? It is because they left no place in which they had 

not worshipped idolatry."90 A long list of proof-texts follow that show how they first 

worshipped idols in secret in the dark, in their inner chambers, and progressed to worship 

them behind their doors, on their roofs, in their gardens, on the mountain tops and hills, in 

the fields, at crossroads, in public squares, in cities, in streets, and even in the Holy of 

Holies in the temple. The common paraphrase of the seder verse follows: t» WOfW )VD 

I-D>N orpby pipo '>m> b>nnn ibavy ypm. 

88 rntp >jma: Y3Nn rjpa 0573b ojirw^ri) oipo VSH ly nnp? mto mw n?33 n?3 'pao ->in 
iv)i"> VNO onio) D>b'ij i>r>? rrawb d̂ nn o>jm Nb ON niNi^. 

89 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 58. 
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Petihtah 23 

Thepetihtah lemma is Eccl 12:1-8, which makes this a very longpetihtah. The 

cycle of youth and old age described in the lemma supplies dicta for the covenant cycle 

as we have described it. All of its dicta sustain a discussion about this cycle; however, 

since it is so long I will highlight only some of them. First, W 2 y>N*l12 T\H *i2t 

91 

" p i m m (12:1, "Remember your Creator in the days of your youth") means TIN 1*12} 

m o » p OD>n"nni\y TV ODNTI2 ("Remember your Creator while [God's] choice of you 

endures/remains valid").92 Israel's election made them the beneficiaries of many 

covenants: the covenant of priesthood (rtiiro rp"D), the covenant of the Levites (n>"i2D 

n>lb), the covenant of the Davidic monarchy (TIT D>3 n"D!?Q Tim), the covenant of 

Jerusalem (O'tWPP JV~|2), and the covenant of the temple (vnpED n>2 rp"Q). They are 

exhorted to "Remember their Creator" while they are beneficiaries of God's covenants, 

before the bad days come (12:1, DVin >D> W2> Ni? 1VH 7*0, i.e., the days in exile (pH 

T\t>yv\ >EP). The sun, the light, the moon, and the stars darkening (12:2, WQVyn "TWn 

0>22"Dm fVPm *1WD1) refer to the house of David, the light of Torah, the Sanhedrin, and 

the rabbis; these will all be extinguished in the exile. A general statement follows about 

prophecy and fulfillment: N> "m> OD^V N23D3\y minm D1\ypn niNlian i?2\y Nino TIN 

vyipOD n>2 pTin inNb N!?N orPby 1N2 - "You find that all of the severe and 

catastrophic prophecies that Jeremiah prophesied about them were not fulfilled until after 

the destruction of the temple." The implication in context is that once the covenant of the 

91 yrnm? •>£>? y^oin TIN "YD*. 
92 " p m i m and DD'mnna can mean "youth" or "chosenness." 
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temple was invalidated (the last one in the sequence), then punishment came for 

covenantal violations. 

The rest of the petihtah proposes many dicta that relate to the cycle of covenantal 

obligation, violation, punishment, and lament. I will list some of these in the order they 

appear: not one of them was able to remember his teaching in exile (ono inN rPD Nb 

931TWbn DN l*D*\b bll*'); this was because they did not occupy themselves with words of 

Torah (min m i l Ipoyro *£>V n> by); God sent Nebuchadnezzar to punish Israel for 

covenant violations: T\t> VVDW Nb TTOll *poi nrpl l i n - "Destroy your Lord's temple, 

for His sons do not obey Him;" "terrors on the highway" (12:5, 7*111 CPTinnn) refers to 

Nebuchadnezzar using divination to proceed to Jerusalem; there are references to their 

not having merit, and to their sin and guilt; the Israelites committed seven sins when they 

killed Zechariah in the temple court and did not dispose of his blood properly (they 

murdered a priest, a prophet, a judge, they shed innocent blood, they profaned the Name, 

they defiled the temple court, all on a sabbath that also happened to be the Day of 

Atonement); Zechariah had angered them by prophesying that the Israelites transgressed 

God's commands, and since they had abandoned Him, He would abandon them 

(2 Chr 24:20); "and the almond tree blossom" (12:5, lp\yn \HW\) is a reference to the 

prophecy of Jeremiah, and to God's watching His pronouncements to bring them to pass 

(Jer 1:11-12); "and the m i returns to God who gave it" (12:7, OTibNn bN ni\yji min i 

D3T1D 1VW) refers to the \yi1pn ni l - once it departed, they were exiled. This is followed 

by a paraphrase of the seder verse: 111 Dl\y> TQm orpby pipO D>01> n>n ibW "pm94 

93 Buber's text reads 1T>n̂ 2"i; Pesaro 1519 reads lliobn; the printed edition makes more sense here. 
94 In Buber, Pesaro 1519, and a Geniza fragment. 

i 
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Petihtah 24 

The petihtah lemma is Isa 22:12: >Dnb Ninn OP1 DIM* O'rfW 'n N1p">1 

95T£>PO!?1 - "The Lord God of Hosts summoned on that day to weeping and lamenting."96 

Isa 22:1-11 provides a historical context for the destruction of the temple and the 

punishment of the exile. On that day God called for weeping and lament. A Geniza 

fragment contains a paraphrase of the seder verse: ' W1 't>V 'ipO n>»T b>nnn t>W ypDI 

712 T\2W> r ow . At this point a Geniza fragment begins petihtah 25.97 

In Buber's edition and Pesaro 1519 this short petihtah is followed by a very long 

narrative, based on IStfatn >22t? Ninn OP2 mN2* 0>rr>N Tl Nlp'l, about God directing 

Jeremiah to summon Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Moses from their graves to weep for 

their children and for Israel, and Abraham's, Isaac's, Jacob's, Moses', and Rachel's 

subsequent intercession for them. This makes petihtah 24 in these editions the longest 

one by far.98 However, it is suspected of being a later addition for the following reasons: 

i) it does not occur in an earlier Geniza fragment; ii) it imitates the style of Midrash 

Tanhumaf9 iii) its style differs dramatically from the other petihtaot;100 and, iv) it is the 

only petihtah with such a long and sustained digression.101 Therefore, I will not treat it as 

part of the IMI. 

T3?a>i -orb N-inn oi'a nizoi! ni'm "O'TN: N̂ i??]-
96 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 69. 
97 Rabinovitz, u m a >UJ [Ginze Midrash], 127. 
98 With the addition it is approximately two thirds longer than the next longest petihtah (23), two to 

five times longer than the next longest ones (2, 5, 11,22, 25, 33, 34), and many more times longer than the 
rest. 

99 Rabinovitz, "m>Mn ^ O p l m i rD>N Vnin" [Midrash Eikhah Rabbah in the Geniza Fragments], 
437. 

100 According to Neusner it is a "completely different kind of writing altogether... I cannot point in 
Midrash compilations that reached closure prior to this one to a passage of the narrative ambition and 
power of Samuel bar Nahman's. We are in a completely different literary situation when we come to so 
long and so carefully formed a story as this one" (Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 79). 

101 Without the addition it is about one third as long as petihtah 23, and compares favorably to the rest. 
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Petihtah 25 

Thepetihtah lemma is Jer 13:16-17: cnom *j\yn> OIUI TllD OD>nbN m7T>b 1371 

myovyn Nb oNi bDivb n>wi mabiib nawi nwb ompi <I\M nn by o r ^ n i3:on> 

102mrp *ny ni\M >a ni«n >py Tint ymn yon rm >3Do >\y£« DDID onrtpm - "Give 

glory to the Lord your God before He brings darkness, before your feet stumble on the 

twilight mountains, and while you look for light, He turns it into gloom and makes it deep 

darkness. But if you will not listen, my soul will weep in secret for your pride; my eyes 

will weep bitterly and run down with tears, because the Lord's flock has been taken 

captive."103 A question about the lemma is raised: "When was this verse fulfilled for 

them?" (mn Nlpnn on!? 0»pjrj >nQ>N ). After a short digression about Hezekiah, there 

is a description of the ten stages by which the Shekinah left Israel. The Shekinah stayed 

three and a half years at the last stage, the Mount of Olives, and a blp n i cried out, 

"Repent, O rebellious sons" (Jer 3:14, o m w o m m\y), and "Return to Me and I will 

return to you" (Mai 3:7, OD>bN niWNI >!w 11W). But when they did not repent, the 

Shekinah said, "I will return to My place until they confess their guilt and seek My face; 

in their distress they will seek Me earnestly" (Hos 5:15). It was at that moment that 

Jeremiah spoke the petihtah lemma: "before He brings darkness" means "before He 

withholds [or, 'obscures'] teachings of Torah (min m*TQ ODb *p\yn> OIDI) or words of 

prophecy;"104 "while you look for light" refers to living in the gloom of Babylon, Media, 

Greece, and Edom; "my eyes will weep bitterly and run down with tears, because the 

102 T\)y£>& no^) ~iiN> orr>ip) <]y) nn by DD^P IQ^TI? COV?17^0? onu-i Tiro oronbN nYmb urt 
-ny n-w? •>? nv>?7 wy rm) vmn y'm) rm mn ^93 nsrjJi o'njitpas niyovprt tO ON) : b<nyb n>\?) 
mrr>. 

103 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 80. 
104 T*V>rv can mean "withhold" (ivm) or "darken, obscure" CTVJn). 
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Lord's flock has been taken captive" refers to Israel as a single flock in captivity, i.e., the 

priests, Levites, and Israelites form one flock in exile. Since the phrase for the separate 

flocks is l i b !wi\y> m y , etc., "lib" could easily have tied into the seder verse, ro>N 

Tin Dl\y>. However, neither the seder verse nor a paraphrase of it occurs in Buber's 

edition or Pesaro 1519. A Geniza fragment of petihtah 25 is incomplete; we do not know 

if it ended with the usual paraphrase of the Geniza petihtaot.105 

Petihtah 26 

The petihtah lemma is Isa 29:1-2: by row 130 *rn ron T\">lp ^WIH bNnN >in 

10SN>IND •>!? nn>m n w i D>3NJI nn>m *?t<mO >mp>iim napp o^n row - "Ah, Ariel, 

Ariel, City where David camped! Add year to year, Let festivals come in their cycles! 

And I will harass Ariel, And there shall be sorrow and sighing. She shall be to Me like 

Ariel."107 bWiN is divided into two words, bN >1N, meaning a strong lion, the city where 

David camped with his army. The Israelites were obligated to celebrate pilgrim festivals 

(0*>in) there, but since they did not do this, the roads sprouted prickly shrubs (0>Pn). 

God would punish them for this. In another interpretation of !WlJO >b nJT>m, the 

consonants are re-divided to yield tWiN ND>b - "There is no temple,"108 followed by the 

explanation, ">W p"im ")1\Wi p l i r o - "As in the case of the destruction of the first and 

of the second temples." This is followed by a paraphrase of the seder verse: ")TO 

now oroby -pipn »>»n> t»nnn t>w YPDI t>y worw. 

105 Rabinovitz, \miO >UJ [Ginze Midrash], 129. 
106 ri>^3 n^Nri nrr>ri) 'ptp-ftb >riip> t̂i]: 13'p)? ô an r\M ty rovy i3tp *rn run n^p twin twiN >in 

!?NnN3 •>> rm>m. 
107 The JPS Hebrew-English Tanakh, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 

1999/2000), 839. 
108 ^wm N3^. 
109 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 84. 
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Petihtah 27 

Thepetihtah lemma is Lev 26:18: OOTlN mt»i? >n£>t»1 >!? Wnvyri Nb Tt>R IV ON1 

110OD>DNV)n by V3\y - "And if in spite of this you will not obey Me, then I will chastise 

you again sevenfold for your sins."111 "And if in spite of this" (Tt>K TV ONI) shows that 

God only punishes Israel after first testifying against them; "then I will chastise you again 

sevenfold for your sins" (ODDNon by V2V ODJW mt»b >nat»1) means the Israelites 

have sinned seven times. As a result, "Jeremiah is coming to lament over you with 

laments composed of seven alphabetic acrostics" ( Nirw TlIPp OD^V pipo Nl '>OT> >"ID 

1TP1 H2bH Vivy). This dictum is then tied into the seder verse, i"D>N, and addresses the 

very significant introductory issue that the book of Lamentations is composed of 

alphabetic acrostics. The verses in chapters 1, 2, and 4 each begin with the letters of the 

alphabet in sequence; the verses in chapter 3 begin with three stanzas of each letter. 

Together these count as six acrostics. Chapter 5 is not an acrostic, but based on an 

analogy to one it is divided into twenty-two verses. Therefore, the midrash can propose 

there are seven acrostics. This petihtah mentions all parts of the cycle: an obligation to 

keep (VOW) the commands, warning of punishment for violation, punishment, and lament. 

It also lemmatizes rD>N as the title of Lamentations, and proposes a dictum about its 

literary structure. It also hints at one purpose of the acrostics - since their sins and 

punishment were exhaustive ("sevenfold"), so is the lament for punishment (seven 

alphabetic acrostics). 

110 DD>riN'v)n !?y y i# DDJIN rnt??!? •>mv>) •>> lypwri H^ D!?N iy om. 
111 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 85. 
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Petihtah 28 

Thepetihtah lemma is Jer 36:32: p ym bN m m mnN DbiQ npb i n w n 

WNI rmn> T?G o>p>in> «yvi> *WN not? n n n to TIN irp»*i> >DQ n>by ITD>I -iot> n innj 

112noriD o>m ona*T on>bV <lt>1D Ton - "Then Jeremiah took another scroll and gave it to 

Baruch the scribe, the son of Neriah, who wrote on it at the dictation of Jeremiah all the 

words of the scroll which Jehoiakim, the king of Judah, had burned in the fire; and many 

i n 

similar words were added to them." According to R. Hama bar Hanina, 13PD is 

Lamentations 1; orpby 1tn3 TW1 refers to Lamentations 2 (i>}» n r w m, Lam 2:1); 

o n i l refers to Lamentations 4 (OVT DD>N m, Lam 4:1); 0>11 refers to Lamentations 3 

(niJD >3N riT, Lam 3:1); and n a m refers to Lamentations 5 ('n yo\, Lam 5:1). The 

rabbis agree with R. Hama's identifications for Lam 1, 2,4, but disagree for Lam 3 and 5; 

they say 0>m refers to Lam 5 and DDDD refers to Lam 3. The implications of this 

petihtah are striking. It addresses the following introductory issues: time of composition 

and recitation of the book, and literary form and unity. Its composition and recitation 

during Jehoiakim's reign before the exile (Jer 36) implies it is a prophetic rebuke or 

warning of impending punishment. R. Hama's opinion that no ro refers to Lam 5 implies 

that its twenty-two verses function like the other acrostics (nftDD), and ties in with the 

dictum of the previous petihtah that there are seven acrostic laments in Lamentations. 

The acrostic structure formally unites each individual chapter, and their shared theme 

unites them as a book. The seder verse is not cited in Buber or Pesaro 1519. However, the 

i£>t>n nrrr ^3 TIN W O T ^n rv>̂> n'*D»i -iQ't?n w o 12 yra bN twin rnnN rbm r\& imm>i 
nana o>:n trn:rr on>!?̂  ipi3 tii)} \!>N2 rrrin> 7b£ cpp>in? 'piy itfy. 

113 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 56. 
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relation between the dictum that Lam 2-5 are acrostics like Lam 1, and the interpretation 

of rD>N in Lam 1:1 is obvious. 

Petihtah 29 

Thepetihtah lemma is Ps 68:7: on'ON N>31Q rm>n 0>T>rv 2>\ym u>Tt>H 

m nrvn* UD\y o m i o IN nnvyiDl - "God gives the desolate a home to dwell in, He leads 

out the prisoners to prosperity, but the rebellious dwell in a parched land."115 This lemma 

is interpreted as an historical summary of when God and the Israelites dwelt apart or 

together. At first they dwelt apart, and then together when He redeemed them from 

Egypt. When Israel went into exile in a parched land, the Shekinah and Israel dwelt apart 

again. The seder verse is cited: "T12 r)3Vt» rD>N - i.e., Israel and the Shekinah. 

Petihtah 30 

The petihtah lemma is Lam 4:12-13: 12 Nl> >D inn >i\y> in ~̂IN n!?0 IPQNn Ni> 

U6o>p>i2 o i r t n p i tPDiwn n>3DD irmy D>N>ID n w n n : oi>\yn> nyvn i>wi - "The 

kings of the earth did not believe, or any of the inhabitants of the world, that foe or 

enemy could enter the gates of Jerusalem. This was for the sins of her prophets and the 

iniquities of her priests, who shed in the midst of her the blood of the righteous."117 

Instances of war against David, Asa, Jehoshaphat, and Hezekiah demonstrate how the 

kings of the world fared against the kings of Jerusalem in battle. With the help of God as 

warrior, no king of the earth could win military victory against them. Given the military 

114 nrvns -ir>\i) onqio *JN n"h\i)i33 DVVDN N^io rm>3 ovt>n> i^ io o ^ g . 
115 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 88. 
116 n^n'3 riUî  nwi? TiN'uno: o.^m? n^w? WW ~>2 ^21 ^ ^3f W ' ^ 3 Y?$ ^VE wpNn *& 

117 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 89. 
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history of Jerusalem, Nebuchadnezzar suspected God was setting him up for defeat when 

He told him to destroy the temple. Therefore, Nebuchadnezzar sent Nebuzaradan to 

besiege the city for three and a half years, who was unable to conquer it during that time. 

This convinced Nebuchadnezzar even more of the inviolability of Jerusalem. However, 

when God put it in Nebuzaradan's heart to start measuring the wall, he found it was 

sinking each day by two and a half handbreadths. After the wall had completely sunk, the 

enemy entered Jerusalem. It was at that moment that the first half of the petihtah lemma 

was fulfilled. This is followed by a paraphrase of the seder verse: "|P011>> 1NOn\y ")VD 

rD'N orpity pipO '>»"»> t»nnn t>W. Their sin was mentioned in the second half of the 

petihtah lemma. 

Petihtah 31 

There are two petihtaot in this thirty-first petihtah (according to the standard 

numbering). Both have separate petihtah lemmas and both end with a paraphrase of the 

seder verse. 

The fust petihtah lemma is Prov 20:14: 118bbnn> W t> ittlNI DDIpD MOW V*1 VI -

'"It is bad, it is bad,' says the buyer; but when he goes away, then he boasts."119 Before 

Israel went into exile, God called them bad because they refused to obey His words 

(Jer 13:10). This dictum applies to the cycle of Torah obligations and violations described 

in the usual paraphrase lb3 INonvy *|VD. Next the lemma "when he goes away, then he 

boasts" is applied to God's boast about Israel after they went into exile (b>nnn t»VJ "|VD1 

•)ni\y)D). This dictum relates to Lam 1:1 as part of a paraphrase of it. One of the usual 

118 tyvw w t> bVNi roipn ION> vn yj. 
119 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 92. 
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paraphrases of the seder verse, on>^ "plpO ir>QT t»rmn t>W yPDI t>y WUfW "p>D 

DD>N, is cited and extended to ni\y> nD>N and read m\y> ro>N - "How He praised!"120 

Since the dictum that God boasted about Israel in exile is difficult to understand in terms 

of the cycle of punishment and lament, it is probably meant to be a short digression 

before returning to the usual point of the paraphrases, i.e., to the covenant cycle.121 Thus, 

the two petihtaot that form one unit in Buber's edition and Pesaro 1519 begin as many 

individual petihtaot do, with a short digression that leaves us wondering how the seder 

verse will be interpreted. Even though a new petihtah verse will be introduced, the whole 

functions like a normal petihtah. 

The second petihtah lemma is Zeph 3:1-2: Nb :niVn ~l>i>n nbN^OI DNIQ >1D 

123-|tno nnpb Nt> !?1pl nynw - "Woe to her that is rebellious and defiled, the oppressing 

city! She listens to no voice, she accepts not correction."124 D3VD "pyn is interpreted as 

"city of the dove," referring to "the nation that God adorned with commandments and 

good deeds like a dove" (rw:> 0>11U 0>VWl JittJM DJiW >Jtt»iW n)2lN). However, she 

would "listen to no voice, accept no correction." "Woe to her that is rebellious" 

(DNIO ^in) is interpreted as "Woe to the foolish woman" (nNllQ, from the Greek, uxopa). 

She is defiled because she did not obey Torah teachings and because of the priesthood, as 

it says in Zeph 3:4: mil l lOQn VHp lb!?n rwrD - "Her priests profane what is sacred, 

Interchange of n and n is common in midrashic interpretation. Compare petihtah 26 above, p. 121: 
the Israelites were obligated to celebrate pilgrim festivals (CUri), but since they did not the roads sprouted 
prickly shrubs ( t w n ) . The root raw also appears in the clause irawo i»nnn t>W ITOI. 

121 Compare Neusner: "How it [the intersecting verse = petihtah verse] regains access to Lam. 1:1 is 
not self-evident to me, since what we have after they went into exile is lament, not praise" (Neusner, 
Lamentations Rabbah, 92). 

122 See pp. 18-19. 
123 -iyio nnpb tC? I?ip3 nvpw tO •. ruv>n T>VO n^sji n^'o >1n. 
124 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 92. 

i 
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they do violence to the law." This is followed by a comparison of prophetic warnings 

to Jonah's city (nJVD TVn), Ninevah, and warnings to Jerusalem. Ninevah repented at the 

warning of one prophet, but Jerusalem would not repent at the warnings of many 

prophets. Two proof-texts follow: 2 Kgs 17:13, bD W23 bD TO mi rp l l bN"i\y>n 'n iy>1 

•>mpn >jm» n»\yi 0>jnn OD'D-IIQ invy -|QNb m m - "Yet the Lord forewarned Israel 

and Judah by the hand of every prophet and seer, saying, 'Turn from your evil ways, and 

keep my commandments and my statutes;"' and Jer 7:25, >*T1V bD DN OD^N nbWNI 

VbW) OD\yn 01> o>N>:a:)n - "And though I sent to you all my servants the prophets, 

sending them daily and early." Yet, "She listens to no voice, she accepts not 

correction." A paraphrase of the seder verse follows: b>nnn t>W 1PD1 t>) iyo\y Nb\y )V3 

TT2 D2\y> DD>N OfPlW pipQ rPO~P - "When they did not listen they were exiled, and 

when they were exiled, Jeremiah began lamenting for them, 'How lonely she sits.'" In this 

paraphrase, "litt U>n\y H^V 1PD is substituted for the more common t» WOrw 1VD, to 

make it conform to the petihtah lemma. 

Petihtah 32 

The petihtah lemma is Jer 8:18-19: m WW b1p TWl >VT >lb >bV *pP >bV WPblQ 

127TO VN HDbO ON yim1>N mrPD 0>pma >pN» >m> - "My grief is beyond healing, My 

heart is sick within Me. Hark, the cry of the daughter of My people, from the length and 

breadth of the land: 'Is the Lord not in Zion? Is her King not in her?'"128 "Without" (>in») 

is interpreted as without those who meditate on the Torah (pain ^2)3) to fulfill 

125 Ibid. 
126 Ibid., 93. 
127 y>N fl^E °*S li'^? T>N rnrpn o^o*?© >QNO ->QV Jia ny)u) trtp mn:>n •>:?> >!?y Ity î> ^Jtf??)? 

rn. 
128 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 94. 
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commandments and good deeds; >JP5 is interpreted as "My wine press," referring to the 

temple as a wine press. Therefore God's heart is faint within for His temple. "The cry of 

the daughter of My people" implies that God is not in Zion, for if He was they would not 

have gone into exile. A paraphrase of the seder verse follows: t>"W 11>D11» 1Non\y 1VD1 

m n iw ro>N on>!?y pipa »»*i> b>rmn. 

Petihtah 33 

Thepetihtah lemma is Job 30:31: 1290>D11 !?1p!? >U1V1 ni30 bltt!? >D>1 - "My lyre 

is turned to mourning, and my pipe to the voice of those who weep."130 A relatively long 

section describes festive days associated with the fifteenth of Ab, including (among 

others) the day Hoshea King of Israel finally allowed the northern tribes to make 

pilgrimage to Jerusalem, the day the tribes were allowed to intermarry, the day Benjamin 

was allowed to enter the congregation, and the day on which the tribes celebrated the 

fulfillment of the decree that the whole generation die in the wilderness. Then there is a 

short explanation of how their sins turned the ninth of Ab into a day of mourning: "But 

their sins brought it about that the day [the ninth of Ab] turned into mourning in this 

world, with the destruction of the Temple two times"131 (blN fWVDI orprmw 10151 

0>QV3 rpin p l i n i DTD OblVl). The petihtah lemma summarizes the change in 

circumstances for the month of Ab. This is followed by a paraphrase of the seder verse: 

m ni\y> now on>!?y pipe "»i> !?>nnn iiniy ypai i!w won\y ypsi. 

129
 O>D'I bip> >3jj)i n'w ^ I N > >n?i. 

130 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 96. 
131 Ibid., 98. 



129 

Petihtah 34 

Thepetihtah lemma is Jer 9:9-10: >D DPp *m« J11N3 !?yi >D31 >D1 NWN o n n n !?y 

JIN >nnii :"Dbn ITT3 nana Tin o>Q\yn <pyo ropo bip wavy Nbi -iiv \y>N >ba» uiio 

132iwv >in» noovy IDN nnrp nv w i o>Dn PVD o>bib o!?\yn> - "Take up weeping and 

wailing for the mountains, and a lamentation for the pastures of the wilderness, because 

they are laid waste so that no one passes through, and the lowing of cattle is not heard, 

both the birds of the air and the beasts have fled and are gone. I will make Jerusalem a 

heap of ruins, a lair of jackals, and I will make the cities of Judah a desolation, without 

inhabitant." A relatively long section describes Jeremiah's preferential treatment by 

Nebuchadnezzar, and his being set free by Nebuzaradan at Ramah. "Take up weeping and 

wailing for the mountains, and a lamentation for the pastures of the wilderness" refers to 

Jeremiah's warning in Jer 13:16-17: "Give glory to the Lord your God before He brings 

darkness, before your feet stumble on the twilight mountains, and while you look for 

light, He turns it into gloom and makes it deep darkness. But if you will not listen, my 

soul will weep in secret for your pride; my eyes will weep bitterly and run down with 

tears, because the Lord's flock has been taken captive."134 "And the lowing of cattle is not 

heard" (D3pQ blp 1V)3\y Nbl) is interpreted as, "And they did not obey the voice of the 

Creator" (DJpJp blp 1i)OU» N!?1), "for they did not obey the voice of Torah teaching or 

prophecy." Instead, they listened to the voice of the one who provoked to jealousy ( blpb 

N3pQn "ill) with teachings of idolatry. "Both the birds of the air and the beasts have fled 

132 <Tb>o ropp bip iy>?\y tO) i iy V)">N ~>^K> ins? >s n^p -1270 niND byi 'rm •>??. *<W cnnn by 
i\yi> ̂ no nnnv) IJIN rmrv ns> JINI o>nn livo o^t> Dbv)n> TIN ">:nn:n: iDbn i m nana -on o->a\yn. 

133 Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 100. 
134 Ibid., 101. 
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and are gone" implies they went into exile with Israel to Babylon. Thus, the city of 

Jerusalem and the cities of Judah were (hyper-literally) without inhabitants - human or 

animal (2W> *>!?2G). A paraphrase of the seder verse does not follow, but the lemma 

1 Lam 1:1, TT2 TteW i"D>N functions as the seder verse of the last petihtah and the lemma 

of the first midrash sentence in the IMI. 

I 
, How the Petihtaot Function as Part of the IMI 

Now that I have described the dicta related to the seder verse and its different 

1 paraphrases, I will discuss how the petihtaot function as part of the IMI. Since the 

' petihtaot are so lengthy, this discussion must begin with summaries of the dicta and 

paraphrases. 

Summary of the Key Dicta 

The petihtaot repeat dicta that relate to the covenant cycle of obligations, 

prophetic warnings, violations, punishments, and lament. The concept of the covenant is 

described in petihtaot 4 and 23. The covenant obligates Israel to obey commandments 

{petihtaot \,A,1, 31b), teachings of the Torah (petihtaot 1, 2, 7, 8, 31b) and teachings of 

prophecy {petihtaot 1, 7), to perform righteousness and good deeds {petihtaot 1, 7, 31b), 

and to worship God alone {petihtaot 10, 11). Whenever they keep the covenant they have 

merit {petihtaot 11, 19). When Israel violates the covenant they are accused of general 

infractions including: disobeying or disregarding commandments {petihtaot 1, 4, 7, 23, 

32), teachings of the Torah {petihtaot 1, 7, 8, 12, 23, 31b, 32, 34), and teachings of 

prophecy {petihtaot 1,7, 12, 34); non-performance of righteousness and good deeds 

(petihtaot 1, 7, 32); not listening or obeying (petihtaot 12, 23, 25, 27, 31b, 34); rebellion 
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(petihtaot 25, 29, 31b); and idolatry (petihtaot 10, 12, 13, 21, 22, 34). They are also 

accused of specific covenantal infractions, including killing Zechariah and not disposing 

of his blood properly (petihtaot 5, 23), and using an inappropriate method of execution, 

i.e., casting a large group alive off a cliff (petihtah 14). Whenever they violate the 

covenant they do not have merit (petihtaot 11, 19, 23). God sends prophetic warning of 

punishment for violations (petihtaot 1, 12, 15, 23, 25, 27, 31b, 34). The book of 

Lamentations is also interpreted along this line as a prophetic rebuke (petihtaot 15, 28, 

31b?). The descriptions of the punishment of exile include: Nebuchadnezzar's military 

victory (petihtaot 1,9, 12, 23, 30, 34); the land/city lying in ruins (petihtaot 2, 7, 22, 20, 

22, 34); the destruction of the temple (petihtaot 7, 9, 10, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 24, 26, 32, 

33); God's presence leaving the temple (petihtaot 20, 23, 25, 29, 32); and Israel's inability 

to pronounce or remember Torah (petihtaot 21, 23, 25). 

Summary of Paraphrases of the Seder Verse 

In terms of form analysis, a paraphrase of a lemma enables us to identify its 

discoursive subject. All of the petihtaot except 7, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 25, 27, 28, 29 in 

Buber's edition and Pesaro 1519 have paraphrases for the seder verse Lam 1:1; Geniza 

fragments have a paraphrase for petihtaot 16 and 19. Therefore, twenty-eight of the 

thirty-six petihtaot paraphrase Lam 1:1. The following Table summarizes them. A 

discussion of their discoursive subjects follows the Table. 

See p. 22. 
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Table 3. Paraphrases of the Seder Verse Lam 1:1 

Petihtaot 

1 

2a 

2b 

3 

4 

5, 6, 8, 9 
(x2), 12, 
13,14,22, 
26, 30, 
31a, 32, 
33 
31b 

16, 18, 19, 
24 (all in 
G), 23 (G, 
B, P)136 

10 

11 

15 

18 

Paraphrases of the Seder Verse 

ro>N orvby pip rmy-nan wnvy VPD 
TO ni\y> 

-̂iNb rmn m i lyiwrw ypsi 
HD>N on>by pipo r w v b>nnn 

orpby pipQ -̂>nnn obio ino\y ypDi 
TO m\y> ro>N 

ro>N ,>m\y> TO , T P >a ny:o\y po i 
TO ra\y> 

orpby >xw)pi pmb>\yi OJIIN >nm 
TO ro\y> TID>N 

b>nnn ibw TPDI iba w w w iro 
( T O ni\y>) row omby pipo '>»T 

!7>nnn t>w po i t o iyn\y Nb\y p o 
TO D2\y> row omby pipo TVOT 

on>by pipe n>oi> b>nnn ibw ynoi 
TO m\y> row "INI 

TIN <pn\yb oyjymy >b ionj no INI 
>ii TIN mb:>nbi >*vy TIN mnbi >n>i 
TOW >llb >b IVPbl Obiyn J1101N VI 

TO nn\y> 

ow-np OTIN n n on>Dt Nb\y i>vyr>̂ i 
TO nn\y> TOW 

onb loiNi bN->\y>b rvDio n>n\y 
TOW 

m\y> TOW n w pipo n>n m byi 
TO 

Translation 

When the punishment came, he began 
lamenting for them, "How lonely she 
sits!" 
When they threw teachings of Torah to 
the ground, Jeremiah began lamenting 
for them, "How." 
When they all died, he began lamenting 
for them, "How lonely she sits!" 
When your hand struck me I dwelled 
alone, [just as it says], "How lonely she 
sits." 
I judged them with exile; and I lamented 
for them, "How lonely she sits." 
When they sinned they were exiled, and 
when they were exiled, Jeremiah began 
lamenting for them, "How lonely she 
sits." 

When they did not listen they were 
exiled, and when they were exiled, 
Jeremiah began lamenting for them, 
"How lonely she sits." 
When they were exiled, Jeremiah began 
lamenting for them and saying, "How 
lonely she sits." 

See what your sins caused me to do: 
[they caused Me] to burn down My 
temple, to destroy My city, to send My 
sons into exile among the nations of the 
world, and to dwell alone all by Myself, 
"How she dwells alone." 
But now that you do not have merit, you 
are reading, "How lonely she sits." 
For he used to reprove Israel, saying to 
them, "How." 
And because of this Jeremiah used to 
lament for them, "How lonely she sits." 

B = Buber's Edition; P = Pesaro 1519; G = Geniza Fragment. 
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How the Dicta and Paraphrases Function as Part of the IMI 

The IMI is a form that binds together dicta about introductory issues on the first 

verse of a biblical book. In some cases the verse is paraphrased to help identify its 

dicoursive subject, i.e., introduction. The petihtaot repeat dicta that describe a covenant 

cycle of obligation, violation, warning, punishment, and lament. Some of these dicta are 

incorporated into the paraphrases of Lam 1:1. General violations are paraphrased as 

"They sinned," or "They did not listen." A specific violation is also incorporated into a 

paraphrase: "They threw teachings of Torah to the ground." Another general paraphrase 

states that their violations resulted in loss of merit. Warning of punishment is paraphrased 

as "He [Jeremiah] used to reprove Israel." The general punishment of exile occurs as part 

of the most common paraphrases. Specific punishments are also mentioned in other 

paraphrases: "They all died," and God "burned down His temple, destroyed His city, sent 

His sons into exile among the nations of the world, and dwelled alone." Therefore, the 

dicta and paraphrases unite in the petihtaot to describe the same covenant cycle. Since 

Lam 1:1 is paraphrased, it identifies its discoursive subject, i.e., the questions posed to 

the lemma itself. The cumulative effect of all this is that the petihtaot treat the following 

introductory issues to the book of Lamentations: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Jeremiah is identified as the author of Lamentations in the paraphrases, and in 

petihtaot 15 and 28. The repeated mention of his prophecies (from the book of Jeremiah) 

l j7 Introductory issues as we have defined them, i.e., authorship and inspiration, time of composition, 
historical setting, genre, methods of interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity (see p. 4). 



134 

and their fulfillment verifies that he was a true prophet. According to petihtaot 8, 9, 16, 

25, 28, 32, and 34, the punishments and laments of Lam l:lff. are a fulfillment of 

Jeremiah's prophecies. Since he is a prophet, the book was composed under prophetic 

inspiration, i.e., by the inspiration of the vnipn n n . 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Most of the paraphrases state that Jeremiah recited his lament after the exile. If it 

was recited then, it must have been composed as a lament for punishment. On the other 

hand petihtah 28 proposes that Jeremiah dictated Lamentations to Baruch and recited it to 

Jehoiakim during his reign, i.e., before the exile. If it was recited before the exile, it must 

have been composed as a prophetic rebuke. 

The dicta related to Lam 1:1 and its paraphrases also broaden the discoursive 

subject to the book of Lamentations in its historical context of events that led to the exile 

of the southern kingdom, and its disastrous consequences. 

iii) Genre 

The most frequently employed paraphrases identify the genre of Lamentations as 

a lament. On the other hand, petihtaot 15 and 28 classify it as a prophetic rebuke that 

anticipates their punishment if they do not repent. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Petihtah 27 proposes that the book of Lamentations was composed of seven 

individual laments. Since their sins and punishment were exhaustive ("sevenfold"), so 

138 In petihtaot 1, 2a, 2b, 4, 9, 16, 19, 21, 22,23, 25,28, 31a, 32, and 34. 
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was the number of laments (seven alphabetic acrostics). Therefore, even though Lam 5 is 

not an acrostic in form, its twenty-two verses function like one and it is to be interpreted 

the same way as the other ones. 

v) Themes of Lamentations 

The dicta and paraphrases about covenantal violations, punishment, and lament 

in the petihtaot correspond to themes in the book of Lamentations. Covenantal violations 

in Lamentations are described in general as sins (1:5, 8, 14, 22; 2:14; 3:39; 4:6; 5:7, 16) 

or rebellion (1:18, 20). As we have seen, the petihtaot are very sensitive to this theme and 

treat it as part of the cycle of covenantal obligation and violation.139 Punishment for sin in 

Lamentations includes exile or captivity (1:3; 2:14; 4:22), desolation and destruction (1:4; 

2:8; 4:11; 5:18), destruction of the temple (2:6-7), and absence of law (2:9). The petihtaot 

are also sensitive to these themes and treat them as part of the cycle of punishment and 

lament.140 Various other punishments described in Lamentations also find a counterpart 

in the petihtaot, e.g., gates sunken into the ground (Lam 2:9; cf.petihtah 30, walls sunken 

into the ground), mocking (Lam 3:14, 63; cf.petihtah 17), and drinking wormwood 

(Lam 3:15, 19; cf.petihtah 18). Thus, the close correspondence between the themes in 

Lamentations and the petihtaot betrays a sensitive interpretation of that book. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

The formal and thematic unity of Lamentations is demonstrated in several ways. 

First, petihtaot 27 and 28 propose that the seven acrostics in Lamentations formally bind 

See above, p. 133; cf. pp. 130-131. 
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each individual chapter, and their shared theme binds them together as a book. Second, 

verses from every chapter of Lamentations serve either as petihtah lemmas or proof-texts 

that interpret the seder verse Lam 1:1,141 Finally, the most frequent paraphrase of the 

seder lemma states that "Jeremiah began lamenting for them." This implies his lament 

continues beyond Lam 1:1. Lamentations chapter two and four also begin with fD^N, 

confirming the thematic unity of its chapters. 

The book's unity is also implied by what the seder verse [111 D2\y>] DD̂ N 

signifies. We have seen how its paraphrases and interpretations correspond to themes in 

the book of Lamentations. The petihtaot also employ lemmas from all chapters of 

Lamentations to interpret the entire book. Finally, there is a close correlation between the 

book of Jeremiah and the book of Lamentations, both in terms of prophetic warning of 

punishment and its fulfillment, and in terms of the broad discourse about the causes and 

effects of the exile. Since the dicta about the seder verse and its paraphrases widen the 

discoursive (thematic) subject to introductory issues about the entire book of 

Lamentations, what is signified by it is the title of the book. rD'N has functioned all 

along as the title of the book, and not simply as an abbreviation of the single verse 

Lam 1:1. Thus, Lamentations is unified in terms of its title, literary structure, and subject 

matter. 

1 1 See Lam 1:1-22 {petihtah 11); 2:1; 3:1; 4:1; 5:1 {petihtah 28); 1:10 {petihtah 9); 2:10 {petihtah 7); 
3:15 {PL,petihtah 18); 4:4 {petihtah 16); 4:12-13 (PL,petihtah 30); and, 5:17 {petihtah 32). The thematic 
unity of Lam 1 is demonstrated in the same way in petihtah 11. 
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Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

I will now discuss the midrash sentences and other exegeses to the lemma 

Lam 1:1 that follow the section of Xhepetihtaot. As I progress through these I will isolate 

their dicta and identify the questions and answers that lay hidden beneath the surface of 

the midrashic treatment of Lam 1:1. In many ways these dicta re-address key points made 

in the petihtah section of the IMI. 

This new section begins with a dictum about DD'N: yiY^l 1N13 O W l i n\yb\y 

rPQ-pl iT>yw> D\yo on lt?N1 i"D>N - "Three prophets prophesied using the expression 

rD>N: Moses, Isaiah, and Jeremiah." Moses said, DDmo Hli? HVH rD'N (Deut 1:12, 

"How can I lift your burden by myself); Isaiah said, TOQN3 n n p fUttb DJVn rD>N 

(Isa 1:21, "How the faithful city has become a harlot"); and Jeremiah said, n2\y> ro>N 

~Pi>n i l l (Lam 1:1, "How lonely the city sits"). These verses are linked on the basis of 

shared or synonymous vocabulary including rD>N, TT2 / >*Tl!?, and 7>y I D>~)p. These 

verses are also linked as parts of the covenant cycle: they reflect Israel living in states of 

covenantal fidelity and security, infidelity and violation, and punishment and disgrace. 

This dictum also enhances the status of Lamentations as a book composed under 

prophetic inspiration. Its opening words are on equal footing with the prophecies of 

Moses and Isaiah. 

Next, dicta are proposed for the meaning of i"D>N. R. Nehemiah's dictum is: T>N 

HPp TWb H'PH rD">N IWb - "The expression DD>N refers to a 'lament.'" He classifies the 

book of Lamentations as a lament, taking T\^H as a rhetorical question indicating despair, 

which is the normal way to open one. On the other hand, R. Judah's dictum proposes an 

alternate definition of nD>N: nnDin y\\l/p H^H ro>N )W<? \>H - "The expression DD>N 
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refers to a 'rebuke'" as it does in Jer 8:8:13DDN 0>Q2n V1QNT1 i"D>N - "How can you say, 

'We are wise'?" Since rD>N is also the way to begin a rebuke, Lamentations can also be 

characterized as a prophetic rebuke. Both of these dicta are proposals for the genre of 

Lamentation. 

The very next dictum is a response to a question about the book of Lamentations: 

niJ>p Ji^JOO IfW 121 Vb 1QN t> n»N >my p T\H ibNW - "They asked b. Azzai, 

'Comment for us on the Scroll of Lamentations.'" Since the question posed to a lemma 

signifies its discoursive subject, the lemma i~D>N in this instance is the title of the book, 

paraphrased as TiY)>p nb>>0. 

The dictum that b. Azzai offers is related to the covenant cycle of sin and 

punishment. He comments on when Israel went into exile, an obvious parallel to the 

paraphrases in the petihtaot, t>W \\VD. He explains that they did not go into exile until 

they sinned. Their sins are based on a gematria of HD'N: they denied the unity of God (H), 

the ten commandments (>), circumcision given to the twentieth generation (2), and the 

five books of the Torah (n). In another gematria, R. Levi suggests that they violated 

thirty-six covenantal obligations from the Torah (p3Q rmniw m n n o WWI O^bvn 1102 

r v r w ; N [1] + > [10] + D [20] + n [5] = 36). The next short section provides another 

gematria, this time based on ill (2 [2] + 1 [4] + 1 [4] = 10): they forsook their 

occupation with the ten commandments, for they abandoned them {TfWV ">pvy bv 112 

OJl2^\y Hl~)2in). Finally, a short section not found in Pesaro 1519 repeats the key 

covenantal concepts of obeying God's will and enjoying security, and violating His will 

and suffering exile as a punishment. 
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Another short section not found in Pesaro 1519 poses a question about i"D>N in 

terms of mr>p Iiimo, i.e., as the title of the book: n » n ymi JitPp St»m mON3 T\icb 

•>rnpnn ON m i m v>n *nn T ^ N O DDII!? >moN >w H»I amipnr) >ai ptnM i>n>\y >ID 

V>n 1V1 T'tWO ipin imt? om nvoo ip Ti> "Dbn - "Why is the scroll of Lamentations 

recited with acrostics? So that those reciting the lament can commit it to memory. 

Another interpretation: 'I said I would bless them from 'aleph to tav,' as it is written, "If 

you walk in My laws" [Lev 26:3, i.e., from the 'aleph that begins the word ON], to the 

word "erect" [Lev 26:13, i.e., to the tav that ends the word ni>)D01p]. But they sinned, so 

they were punished from 'aleph to tav.'" The first dictum recognizes the acrostic structure 

of Lamentations. The second one discusses the purpose of the acrostics - they are 

structures that allow a comprehensive treatment of a subject. The acrostic laments in 

Lamentations allow Jeremiah a way to treat the punishment of the exile in a 

comprehensive way. Given the emotional impact of that catastrophe, it also provided an 

arbitrary formal structure to begin to deal with it. 

Another question is asked about i"D>N as the title of the book: mONi >no>N 

rm>p rtPJO: "When was the scroll of Lamentations recited?" >0>1 l o w rmrp n 

o>p>irp >o>i niriDj tOn ma> H<?V *TV nan by pon >DI m m i -I»N m o w o>p>in> 

\y*Tp»n TP2 p i n "IDN m»N)1 - "R. Judah said it was recited during the reign of 

Jehoiakim. R. Berekiah objected: 'Do they weep for the dead before they have passed 

away? It was written during the reign of Jehoiakim, but recited after the destruction of the 

temple.'" These dicta correlate with those in thepetihtaot regarding the time of 

composition of Lamentations (petihtah 28) and its recitation as either a prophetic rebuke 

(petihtaot 15, 28) or a lament (most of the other petihtaot). 
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After a few digressions - about the population of Jerusalem, Jerusalem as a 

widow, and Jerusalem's great learning (which is the longest and most digressive) - the 

same sort of midrash sentences appear as at the beginning of this section.142 OOb nn>n -

"She has become a forced laborer" (Lam 1:1) is a description of punishment in exile. 

They ask when this occurred. Based on gematria, one dictum is that it was when Israel 

violated a stipulation of the Sinai covenant (>D>t?l iblpW mm ty bN*iY» TOSW 1"PD; >3>t? 

and Viob both add up to 130). Based on rearranging the letters of OOb, another dictum is 

that it was when Israel served idols C?Qt7). These dicta illustrate the covenant cycle of 

obligation, violation, and punishment. 

Finally, the section of midrashic sentences returns to the lemma nD*>N as the title, 

paraphrased as JlTPp rr>>)0, and inquires about its acrostics again. Again, there is a 

correspondence between Israel's complete violation of the Torah from 'aleph to tav, and 

an exhaustive lament for their punishment in acrostics. 

Summary of the IMI in Lamentations Rabbah 

The IMI is a form that binds together dicta about introductory issues as 

interpretations of the first verse of a biblical book.143 In some cases this verse is 

paraphrased to help identify its dicoursive subject, i.e., introductory issues. The first word 

The style of the narratives about Jerusalem's great learning is much different than the rest of the 
section. Compare Neusner: "How all this [section about Jerusalem's great learning] serves the interests of 
our document is not self-evident to me; it seems to me the compilers' attention has wandered from their 
purpose. It is hard to imagine a more pointless insertion into a document that, to this point, has clearly set 
forth its goals and chosen forms . . . I cannot speculate on why someone has so grossly violated the norms 
of the framers of Lamentations Rabbah or what was intended in doing so" (Neusner, Lamentations Rabbah, 
124). This digression may be a later addition; if it is omitted, the style of the midrash sentences on 1:1 is 
homogeneous and focused on introductory issues to Lamentations. However, we do not have to address this 
question for the IMI. We only need to see a relation between the dicta of the midrash sentences before and 
after the section. 

143 I.e., introductory issues as we have defined them; see above, n. 137. 
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of the first verse also contains the title of a book; as a title it lemmatizes the whole book 

as its discoursive subject. The IMI in Lam Rob. is composed of a lengthy section of 

thirty-six petihtaot whose seder verse is Lam 1:1, followed by a shorter section of 

midrash sentences on 1:1. After a detailed analysis of the petihtah lemmas, their dicta, 

and various paraphrases of the seder verse, and of the midrash sentences that follow the 

petihtaot, I was able to establish that both parts of the IMI to Lamentations carry out a 

sustained thematic treatment of the following introductory issues about that book: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

The opening dictum of the midrash sentences identifies Jeremiah as the author of 

Lamentations;, this correlates with the identification in the petihtaot. Jeremiah's words are 

also given as high a status as Moses' and Isaiah's prophecies. This correlates with the 

notion that he was a true prophet like them.14 Since he is a prophet, the implication is 

that the book was composed under prophetic inspiration, i.e., by the vrnpn n n . 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Dicta from the section of midrash sentences correlate with those proposed in the 

petihtaot that the book was composed during the time of Jehoiakim. The midrash 

sentences also distinguish between time of composition and time of recitation. Logically, 

these proposals relate to genre identifications. If Lamentations was recited during 

Jehoiakim's reign before the destruction of the temple, it is a prophetic rebuke; if it was 

recited after that event, it is a lament. 

See above, n. 138. 
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Other dicta about the book of Lamentations place it in the historical context of 

Israel's covenantal obligations, violations, and punishments. Their sins or violations of 

the Torah, etc. became so egregious that God punished them with exile. 

iii) Genre 

In the section of midrash sentences R. Nehemiah's and R. Judah's dicta about the 

meaning of the term i"D>N address the issue of the genre of lamentations, and their 

proposals match the two given in the petihtaot, i.e., it is either a lament or a prophetic 

rebuke. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Petihtah 27 proposed that since Israel's sins and punishment were exhaustive 

("sevenfold"), so were the seven laments of the book of Lamentations. The section of 

midrash sentences proposes that the acrostics facilitate a comprehensive treatment of the 

subject of their punishment. 

v) Themes of Lamentations 

Dicta and paraphrases about covenantal violations, punishment, and lament occur 

in the petihtaot. Dicta in the midrash sentence section also treat these themes, e.g., 

violations of the Torah and the Sinai covenant, idolatry, the punishment of exile, 

destruction of the temple, and forced labour. Together these sections treat themes that are 

found in the book of Lamentations.145 

Compare above, p. 135. 
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vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

In the section of midrash sentences, questions are posed about the lemma DD>N 

that relate to the scroll of Lamentations (DIPp Tb^D [four times in the section of 

midrash sentences in Buber's edition]). Since the two sections of the IMI correspond 

closely (see below), this paraphrase corroborates the finding from the petihtaot that the 

title fD>N lemmatizes the entire book of Lamentations. The paraphrase DD̂ N as Tty>~x)Ct 

TWp is found in sections dealing with Lamentations as a composite of acrostics, and in a 

section dealing with the cycle of sin and punishment. Therefore, it also corroborates the 

finding from the petihtaot that the acrostics bind the book together in a formal and 

thematic unity, and that dicta about the covenant cycle relate to the book of 

Lamentations.146 

In conclusion, when we compare the introductory issues treated in the opening 

petihtaot and in the section of midrash sentences, we see an obvious correlation; they 

treat the same issues with similar or identical dicta.147 Together they carry out a 

sustained, thematic treatment of introductory issues to the book of Lamentations. This 

observation lends support to my proposal that the editor of the section of thirty-six 

petihtaot focused attention on introductory issues by: i) understanding and taking 

advantage of the formal structure of the petihtah; ii) repeating key dicta; and, iii) 

paraphrasing the seder verse.148 The extreme length of the opening section of petihtaot 

did not present a challenge to the formal structure of a potential IMI, i.e., its length did 

See above, pp. 135-136. 
See above, pp. 133-136 and 140-143. 
See above, pp. 97-99. 
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not predispose it to a discoursive (digressive) nature, and dicta that relate to introductory 

issues were not lost sight of amidst extraneous material. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
MIDRASH PSALMS 

Textual Analysis of Midrash Psalms 

The Wissenschaft edition of Buber is the only scholarly edition available for 

Midrash Psalms.11 cite Midrash Psalms in its original language from his edition and 

provide an English translation.2 I also cite the masoretic text (with vocalization and 

cantillation) in a footnote so readers can compare it to its midrashic interpretation. 

1 Salomon Buber, >''Vi ,NQ-iN£a onaon -ISINIV T> 1H3 >3 by... no -inw rmoon tPbnn vy-no 
b"* •̂ NiO'imQ *m T O ormN *vn NQI-ID mmn D»y O> )pinni... o"nnN T> >ITD nyi\y oy nNwn 
: TOvy DIND vybwn IJTP VP IJIDI on-mra vjnron niwii viab v>n\y f> >3ro nvw 2"v vnron DN rr>jn\y 
jiiaoin rain oyi ,-iDt>n <p:o yma o-opin ,~iQNnb *ION» v3 tnanb w n w i o^on? oy -mooi iny 
nvnn nibnn WITD on , inii imnb INH ,nioipQ DNIQI o'oipni rmyri on .onnNn T> >ITID o"y 
U-1331 bbm \yTTan by TIN V^Qn bl*n NIIO oyi 101m O'Nin [Midrash Tehillim (Also) Called Shoher 
Tov . . . According to a Manuscript Stored in the Library in Parma, and in Comparison with Seven Other 
Manuscripts . . . And Also Corrected According to Emendations by Doctor and Rabbi Abraham ben David 
Provencal (May His Memory Be Blessed) Who Emended the Midrash According to Six Manuscripts in His 
Possession, and (Whose) Emendations Survived in Writings in His Own Hand for More Than Three 
Hundred Years. Annotated and Arranged by Letters of the Alphabet to Divide Each Section, with Notes 
from the Tanakh in the Main Part of the Book, and with Many Additions According to Other Manuscripts, 
and with Comments, Emendations, References, Elucidation of its Words, and Also Explanations of Foreign 
Words Cited in It. And with an Extensive Introduction That Sheds Light on the Midrash in General and in 
Particular] (Vilna 1891), reprint (New York: Om Publishing Company, 1947). 

2 Unless otherwise noted, I translate Midrash Psalms myself, in consultation with Braude's translation 
(William G. Braude, The Midrash on Psalms. Translated from the Hebrew and Aramaic, 2 vols. [New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1959]). 

i 145 
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Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

Ps 1:1 is the first distributive unit in Midrash Psalms. It is usually followed by 

the transition phrase IIJIDD ~)QN\y \n\ - "These words are to be considered in the light of 

what Scripture says elsewhere." This phrase explains the transition from the seder verse 

to its explanation by the petihtah lemma. In Goldberg's terms, the phrase describes the 

petihtah function.4 Therefore, the unit begins with alternate literary realizations of 

petihtaot, compared to ones that open with nriG >D1!?£> n.5 These petihtaot are followed by 

individual midrash sentences on Ps 1:1. 

Introductory Material in the Opening Petihtaot 

I stated in the Introduction that the IMI is a form that binds dicta on 1:1 of a 

biblical book as a sustained thematic presentation of introductory issues. Such a 

presentation enables the reader to keep related dicta in mind in the midst of other 

discoursive (digressive) matters. These dicta are extracted from petihtaot, midrash 

sentences, and petirah sentences, accompanied by proof-texts and illustrations (parables, 

ma 'asot, disputes, etc.) that support the dicta in the main forms. The following analysis of 

the opening petihtaot in Midrash Psalms demonstrates that their dicta interpret Ps 1:1 in 

terms of introductory issues to the whole book, before a short section of midrash 

sentences does the same. 

3 Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 1 introduction, xxix. 
4 See pp. 16-17. 
5 The formula nno 'Olbo '1 is not essential for the functional form petihtah (Goldberg, "Versuch," 19, 

21;cf.p. 58, n. 8). 
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Petihtah 1 

The petihtah lemma is Prov 11:27:6y\m \ypl> n o Tm\y - "He who is intent on 

doing good procures favour." Apetirah sentence follows: 5H1W> T̂ G TIT m - "This is 

David, King of Israel." He was intent on doing good for Israel by establishing the twenty-

four divisions of the priesthood and Levites. Therefore, he procured favour: \yplQ n>rw 

5K1W T)H i m b HO vrnpn n n Vty m\yil\y CPom - "For he sought the favour that the 

\yTlpn ni"l would rest on him, so that he could bless Israel," which he does in the first 

words of Ps 1, i.e., WHT\ ">"WH. This petihtah addresses the issue of the authorship of the 

Psalms and its inspiration by the vnipn nil , which David received on the basis of merit. 

It also introduces his biography and fitness to receive the WTIpD m i . 

Petihtah 2 

The petihtah lemma is 2 Sam 7:18-19. Verse 18 is a point of departure for a 

digression on David sitting before the Lord. Part of verse 19 serves as lemma to interpret 

the seder verse Ps 1:1:80>nbN Ti OTND JTTm JWtt - "And this is the Torah of the man, O 

Lord God." Two petirah sentences propose separate dicta: "This [man] is Moses," and, 

"This [man] is David." Then Moses and David are compared: 7W)b T\WV rift i?D N21Q DN 

TIT n\yy - "You find that everything Moses did, David [also] did." The following 

comparisons with accompanying proof-texts are given: they both led Israel out of slavery 

(to Egypt, Goliath), they both waged war, they both reigned as king over Israel and 

Judah, they both divided a body of water (the Red Sea, river of Aram), they both built 

6 Tiin v)p2> nio in'v). 
7 This petihtah reminds us of Solomon receiving the WTIpn n n for his diligent work in Song Rab., 

pp. 63-66. 
8 nYrp >rm DINH rnin nN'̂ . 
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altars, and they both offered sacrifices. Then, a comparison is given that deals with their 

writings, i.e., the "Torah" of each man (OINH m i n TiWl): m i n >\yam TWQn ")ro n\y» 

bN*W>b 0>bnra\y onDO fW13n p i Tin bN1\y>b - "Moses gave five books of the Torah 

to Israel, and David gave five scrolls in the Psalms (0>i?nri) to Israel." This refers to the 

division of Psalms into five books (1-41; 42-72; 73-89; 90-106; 107-150).9 Since this 

dictum refers to the entire book of Psalms, the seder lemma VWD >"i\yiN functions as the 

title of Psalms. The final comparison leads to the citation of the seder verse: Moses and 

David blessed Israel with the word n\JW (Deut 33:29; Ps 1:1). 

Petihtah 3 

Thepetihtah lemma is Prov 8:8: l0vypV1 bri£)3 o m y>N >a noN bo p t ^ l - "All the 

words of my mouth [are spoken] in righteousness, there are no circuitous or perverse 

[words] among them." A dictum is derived from this lemma about Scripture in general: 

N>*irv> Niw im>Ji V?m o>iw mron o p w U>SG moiopv Nin nui£>p tO om VN 

V3Q HDU0121 - "There is never a word suggesting frowardness or perversity. Thus we 

find Scripture speaking in a roundabout way so as to avoid an unseemly term."11 Proof-

texts follow to demonstrate this dictum. Then another dictum is proposed - David was 

like his creator in this regard: p TVT ^N rmao TnH HWT) Nb INTO na - "As his Creator 

refrained from using unseemly speech, so did David." Therefore, when he composed 

Ps 1:1, he expressed it in a seemly way. He could have written, T\XV2 T>D *l\W \y>ND 1MH 

0>yvn - "Cursed is the man who walks in the counsel of the wicked." However, it was 

9 The first four divisions end with praise to God; Pss 145-150 (or just 150) form a doxology to the fifth 
book, or to the whole Psalter. 

10 v)pv) 'ins) oni r>N >? njpN !?3 pixi. 
11 Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 1:5. 
12 Ibid., 1:6. 



149 

more seemly to write what he did in Ps 1:1. This petihtah continues to advance analogical 

arguments to demonstrate that David composed inspired Scripture. His writings exhibit a 

general characteristic of Scripture, i.e., they are written in a seemly way. 

Petihtah 4 

The petihtah lemma is Ps 84:12-13: mm 1D> TQDI in 0>nbN m m 1>01 WD\y >D 

*p noa OIN n \W J11N33 mm 0>OTil 0>Dbnb mo )HO> Nb - "Surely the Lord God is a 

sun and shield; the Lord grants favor and honor. He will not withhold good from those 

who walk blamelessly. Lord of Hosts, blessed is the man who trusts in You." A dictum is 

proposed that Scripture uses figurative language: m i s n DN V^IO V"W o w m n om*WN 

W\3Xb ny>03n UNI msmb - "Blessed are the prophets, who compare a form to the one 

who created it, and a plant to the one who planted it." Proof-texts of the use of figurative 

language (besides those in the petihtah lemma) are presented, followed by a summary of 

its use: nwib vbwv no pyn TIN VNIOI viowi7 vb^w DD "I^ND nN vv>ovyo - "[The 

prophets] talk about things that people understand, and visualize what the [mind's] eye 

can see." After a digression about the figures in the petihtah lemma referring to God and 

Abraham (God is the shield, Abraham is the sun), the last part of the lemma is taken 

literally and not figuratively: "Blessed is the man" (OTN >*WN) does not refer to 

Abraham, but to every man. The parallel with the seder verse is obvious: VWD ">~MH is 

also to be taken literally, and not figuratively. However, the dictum about the figure of a 

plant compared to the one who planted it seems to refer to Ps 1:3, where the righteous 

man of the seder verse is compared to a tree. Therefore, parts of Ps 1 are to be interpreted 

figuratively. Since the interpretation of the seder verse through figurative language 
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addresses a concern for all the Psalms (e.g., the petihtah lemma Ps 84:12-13), \y>ND n\W 

functions as the title of the book of Psalms. Petihtaot 3 and 4 address general issues about 

the Psalms as Scripture, and some of its rules for interpretation. 

Petihtah 5 

This petihtah reverts to the final comparison made in petihtah 2, that Moses and 

David blessed Israel with the word nWN (Deut 33:29; Ps 1:1). Two petihtah lemmas are 

given: Prov 25:6,Tioyji >N Obrtt Olpani ~pn >jai7 TTnrm *?K - "Do not honour 

yourself before a king, and in the place of great men do not stand," and Ps 119:100, 

pilDN 0>3ptQ - "From elders I gained understanding." The same dictum is derived from 

these lemma: m nriD m OTirw Olpom m OJin m rm£>\y OlpOl - "Where this one 

begins that one ends; and where this one ends that one begins."13 The body of the 

petihtah consists of proof-texts that demonstrate the pattern of someone beginning his 

blessing with the last word of an elder's blessing, e.g., Jacob's blessing for his sons began 

with the last word of Isaac's blessing for him, and Moses' blessing for Israel began with 

the last word of Jacob's blessing for his sons. Moses ended his blessing for Israel with the 

word *p"i\yN (Deut 33:29). Thus, David began his blessing in Ps 1:1 with that word, 

' n\W. This petihtah continues to advance analogical arguments - David wrote a blessing 

, like Moses, and both blessings imitate a Scriptural pattern of composition. 

i 

13 Ibid., 2:398, n. 21. 

i 
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Petihtah 6 

Thepetihtah lemma is Eccl 7:19: VD 1WN on^iw mvyyo ODDb Wfi DQDnn 

141>V2 - "Wisdom strengthens a wise man more than ten mighty men in the city." Petirah 

sentences identify David as the wise man and the ten mighty men as the ten authors of the 

book of Psalms (pt>7)T\ ISO 1lON\y): Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, 

Solomon, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah. The rabbis differed about whether 

Jeduthun (Ps 39:1) was a personal name or not. However, as the "pleasant Psalmist of 

Israel" (2 Sam 23:1, !7N1V!» mio* D>yj) David is referred to as the author of the whole 

book C?H1W> T?Q 111 >1> ^ NbN l a w Nb mw >T> 5)) VUQNJW A'W). Ps 72:20, at the 

end of the book of Psalms (0>i?nn <])V2) is offered as a proof-text: >\y> p [1*11] mbsn ito 

- "The prayers of David, son of Jesse, are finished." This verse is taken to refer to the 

whole book. Since dicta about the seder verse \y>ND >1\J>N relate to the authorship of the 

book as a whole and of the individual Psalms, it functions as the title of the book of 

Psalms. 

The list of the ten authors of the Psalms affords an occasion to present another 

list often items. This list is of the ten kinds of songs (lot >3>0) in the book of Psalms: 

nvyNi n>i!?bni nNiiro DDIII nbara t^nn i>vto noton yvn mmn - "Glory, melody, 

Psalm, song, praise, prayer, blessing, thanksgiving, Hallelujah, and exultation."15 All of 

these items occur in the titles of individual Psalms,16 and they represent genre 

identifications for them. Thus, they characterize the types of literature that make up the 

book of Psalms. Another dictum offered is that Hallelujah is the greatest type of Psalm, 

15 Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 1:11. 
16 Half of the words in this list are formed from the same roots as corresponding Psalm titles, e.g., 

niiPJ from the root niO appears as the title nitfO. 
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for it contains both God's name and the word "praise." Rab even called the whole book 

Hallelujah (pi>tb7\ hOSt? b l Hip 11). Given that the five divisions of the book all 

conclude with praise of God, this is an appropriate title.17 

Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

In a short section, a few midrash sentences treat the seder verse \y>Nn ">~MH as 

the title of the book of Psalms, and discuss introductory issues about it. The first dictum 

proposes that the blessed man should not associate with the wicked; if he did, he would 

progress from walking to standing to sitting with them. Rather, he should delight in God's 

Torah, and meditate on it day and night (Ps 1:2, n>n> irnifin l*Qn mn> m i n i OH >D 

nb>!71 DDT>). This Torah will be identified as the book of Psalms (see below). Another 

dictum derived from W>HT\ >*1\!W is that the word >"ivyN occurs twenty-two times in the 

book of Psalms (O^nn 19t>1), which corresponds to the twenty-two letters of the 

alphabet. This implies the book of Psalms is characterized by its blessings. Since this 

question posed to the lemma \y>ND >1\yN addresses an introductory subject about the 

whole book, and since the lemma is paraphrased as D^nn iDf, \y>ND >1VW signifies the 

title of the book. 

Finally, W>HT) >1\W is cited and interpreted in light of Ps 19:15: >1QN "pin!? vn> 

T>30b >lb l*Mm >£) - "Let the words of my mouth and the meditation of my heart be 

acceptable before you." These "words" are the book of Psalms, characterized by the 

recurrence of the word ~>1VH. Ps 19:15 also keeps the lemma nb>!?1 OOP D3in') IJ inrai in 

17 See above, n. 9. 
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view from a previous midrash sentence. David's "words" are "his torah," i.e., the book of 

Psalms. Then a dictum is proposed about the Psalms: 1D> t>N1 n n n b 1pm>1 Jimii" WW 

OWMD iD\y irrtw pboui oni y>ym oni inip w Niw tn>» naoa pupD oni yi)p 

mbnNI - "Let them be treasured by the generations, even be graven by the generations, 

and be read not as one reads the books of Homer, but both read and meditated upon; let 

those who read them in this way be rewarded therefore as though they had read and 

meditated upon the treatise of The Signs of Leprosy' or of'Tents.'"18 This dictum places 

the book of Psalms in the category of Torah. It is to be read and meditated upon, with the 

same expectation of reward that other Torah study brings. Psalms is also in a different 

category than Homer, which implies it is inspired and Homer is not. There is also a 

further note about reading the Psalms in the synagogues and study houses. 

Summary of the IMI in Midrash Psalms 

At this point in Midrash Psalms there is a clear demarcation between W>HH >-)\yN 

lemmatized as the title to the book of Psalms and the same lemma functioning as a title to 

the first Psalm. Up to this point the IMI has carried out a sustained discussion of 

introductory themes on the whole book. From this point on W>HT\ ">")VW lemmatizes the 

whole first Psalm, e.g., how the verses in the Ps 1 refer to Adam, Noah, Abraham, the 

Levites, and the Korahites. 

The IMI is a form that binds together dicta about introductory issues, and applies 

them as interpretation of the first verse of a biblical book.19 In some cases this verse is 

Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 1:12. 
19 I.e., introductory issues as I have defined them; see p. 4. 
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paraphrased to help identify its discoursive subject, i.e., introductory issues. In Midrash 

Psalms the lemma VWD "nvw is paraphrased as Q^TiS) and O^nn "l£)f. Thus, nWN 

\y>ND functions as the title and it lemmatizes the whole book as its discoursive subject. 

The IMI in Midrash Psalms is composed of six petihtaot whose seder verse is Ps 1:1, 

followed by a short section of midrash sentences on 1:1. After a detailed analysis of the 

petihtah lemmas, their dicta, paraphrases of WH.T) >"l\W, and the midrash sentences that 

follow the petihtaot, I was able to establish that both parts of the IMI to Psalms contribute 

to a sustained thematic treatment of the following introductory issues about that book: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

The book as a whole was composed by ten authors. However, it is named after its 

primary author, King David. Certain positive aspects of David's biography are explored 

in order to address questions about the book's composition and inspiration. He gained 

merit to receive the \JH1pn nV); therefore, the book is inspired. His life also compares to 

Moses' on many different levels. On one of these, he wrote Torah just as Moses did. 

Therefore, the obligation and reward of studying David's Torah is analogous to studying 

the Torah of Moses. David's Torah also compares with other Scripture, e.g., David's 

Psalms are written in a seemly way, and his blessings imitate a scriptural pattern of 

composition. Finally, David's Psalms are in a different category than Homer's books. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The list of the different authors of the book in chronological order implies that 

individual Psalms were composed over a long period of time. 

file:///JH1pn
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iii) Genre 

The genre of the book of Psalms is illustrated by the kinds of songs it contains: 

glory, melody, Psalm, song, praise, prayer, blessing, thanksgiving, Hallelujah, and 

exultation. Thus, Psalms is a mixed genre. However, there is an attempt to characterize 

the whole book as Hallelujah. Not only do the five divisions of the book conclude with 

praise of God, but the whole book leads to such praise. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Since Scripture in general and Psalms in particular speak in literal and figurative 

language, it is important to distinguish between them to interpret properly. The IMI also 

recommends the same method of study for Psalms as for other Torah. It is to be 

meditated upon in the same way as difficult Mishnah tracts. 

v) Themes of Psalms 

Some of the themes of Psalms can be derived from its titles: glory, melody, 

Psalm, song, praise, prayer, blessing, thanksgiving, Hallelujah, and exultation. These 

themes can be reduced to just three: prayer ("The Prayers of David"), praise {Hallelujah), 

and blessing (nvw). 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Just as Moses' Torah is composed of five individual books, David's Torah is 

composed of five. The unity of Psalms is also implied by the seder lemma \y>ND >~i\yN 

functioning as its title. At times it is paraphrased by the title O'bfin [IDf ]. Since the title 

VPNn ">~WK signifies the whole book of Psalms, questions posed to it pertain to the whole 
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book. Even though the book's unity is certain, it consists of a mix of different kinds of 

songs written by at least ten authors. 

i 



CHAPTER SIX 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION IN 
MIDRASH MISHLE 

Textual Analysis of Midrash Mishle 

There is a critical edition available for Midrash Mishle prepared by Visotzky.' He 

presents a diplomatic text based on Ms. Vatican Ebr. 44, dated the 14th - 15th centuries.2 I 

cite Midrash Mishle in its original language from his edition and provide an English 

translation. I also cite the masoretic text (with vocalization and cantillation) in a footnote 

so readers can compare it to its midrashic interpretation. 

Initial Remarks about the Lemmatization of the IMI 

Prov 1:1 is the seder verse of the opening petihtah in Midrash Mishk. This 

petihtah is followed by midrash sentences on Prov 1:1. However, the IMI in Midrash 

Mishle is the only one that discusses introductory issues beyond the lemma 1:1, in this 

1 Burton Lyle Visotzky, Tn'lDD tOG niNtnj "WW OV ,44 ,11V Ip'ONI T>"lTD >D py 'bWQ v m o 
"TTD nipO" D>Nnp3n ,0">-|3p o n w i l JllOlpO W O ,N1!i» oyi 0>3WN"in D>t>1<m [English title added: 
Midrash Mishle: A Critical Edition Based on Vatican MS. Ebr. 44, with Variant Readings from All Known 
Manuscripts and Early Editions, and with an Introduction, References and a Short Commentary] (New 
York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1990); also see Burton Lyle Visotzky, "Midrash 
Mishle: A Critical Edition Based on Manuscripts and Early Editions with an Introduction and Annotated 
English Translation of Chapters One Through Ten" (PhD diss., The Jewish Theological Seminary of 
America, 1983). 

2 "Midrash Mishle: A Critical Edition," (PhD diss.), 91. 
3 Unless otherwise noted, I translate Midrash Mishle myself, in consultation with Visotsky's 

translation (Burton L. Visotzky, The Midrash on Proverbs: Translated from the Hebrew with an 
Introduction and Annotations [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992]). When I cite Visotsky, I 
occasionally add my own alternate or supplemental translations in square brackets. 
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case up to 1:9. The author/editors of Midrash Mis hie interpreted the first nine verses in 

Proverbs as an introduction within the book of Proverbs itself. 

Introductory Material in the Opening Petihtah 

I stated in the Introduction that the IMI is a form that binds dicta on the first verse 

of a biblical book as a thematic and sustained presentation of introductory issues. Such a 

presentation enables the reader to keep related dicta in mind in the midst of other 

discoursive (digressive) matters.4 These dicta are extracted frompetihtaot and midrash 

and petirah sentences, and accompanied by proof-texts and illustrations that support the 

dicta of the main forms. The following analysis of the opening petihtah in Midrash 

Mishle demonstrates that its dicta interpret Prov 1:1 in terms of introductory issues, 

before the section of midrash sentences does the same. However, in the case of Midrash 

Mishle that section extends to Prov 1:9. 

The petihtah lemma is Job 28:12:5TO>1 OlpQ m >N1 N2QJ1 pNE riD^nm - "But 

where can wisdom be found? And where is the place of understanding?" A dictum in a 

petirah sentence identifies that Solomon (DQbVJ T\\) searched for wisdom from 'pn 

(vnipn, The Holy One). Proof-texts follow about Solomon's request for the spirit of 

wisdom and understanding (nP2"l DO^n HI"), 1 Kgs 3:5, 9), and God granting Solomon 

wisdom and knowledge Qnom DOOnri, 2 Chr 1:12). Thus, wisdom is found in God, and 

Solomon sought wisdom from Him as a gift. 

The petihtah then explores aspects of Solomon's biography after he was granted 

wisdom and understanding. Solomon's attainment of wisdom was his first step in his 

4 In the case of Midrash Mishle, there is almost no digressive material. 
5 rma oipp nj ">H) HX®T\ \>HG riD^nrj). 
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advancement towards Torah ('» TINT DQDn TPViWi, Ps 111:10), which enabled him to 

love the Lord and walk in the statutes of his father David (1 Kgs 3:3). Solomon also 

searched for understanding (Job 28:12). A dictum is proposed that DQDH and nD>2 are 

synonyms (in 1UH ")Wb DP21 TlODn). God granted Solomon understanding more than 

any man: o>n DDW by IVH biro 2b 2nm IHD n n n n m m nab\yb riQDn o>nbN *p~m 

62>2t> o>i>n bD2 low >rm binn >aa j m n b2b2i p>m >mwn TTWD DIND bDO o2n>i 

(1 Kgs 5:9, 11) - "The Lord [God] endowed Solomon with wisdom and discernment 

[understanding] in great measure, with understanding [broad knowledge] as vast as the 

sands of the sea shore. He was the wisest of all men: (wiser) than Ethan the Ezrahite, and 

Heman, Chalkol, and Darda the sons of Mahol. His fame spread among all the 

surrounding nations."7 Petirah sentences identify that he was wiser than OlNfi, i.e., the 

first man Adam, wiser than >n*UND "|TPN, i.e., Abraham, who was roused from the east 

(Isa 41:2), wiser than pTJ, i.e., Moses, who was faithful (10N5) in God's house, wiser 

than b2b2, i.e., Joseph who sustained his brothers (Gen 47:12), and wiser than V*T")*T, i.e., 

the wilderness generation who were a knowledgeable generation (DVT "IT). Solomon's 

fame (1Q\y) refers to his wisdom that reached to the ends of the earth.8 

6 oiNn ittp o?n?i: o>n r\$y by -i\sw bin? ib an'n) YNJ? na^rj roiiivi n'obyb napn ta'-nbN ^ ? I 
:r>:it> o?1arj b?:a iovp >rr>i bina >ja yTrr) b'?b?) v?>rj) w wn irpw?. 

7 Visotzky, 77ze Midrash on Proverbs, 17. Since I have already translated D3>3 as "understanding" 
(above in Job 28:12), I suggest the same translation for roiim (the midrash links Job 28:12b and 1 Kgs 5:9 
based on the use of the same root); this requires another alternate translation for nb a m . 

8 1 Kgs 5:10, OV}3£ TiODn b'?0-1 Dip "OS b? no?nn D'Oby no?n l i r n - "Solomon's wisdom was 
greater than the wisdom of all the Kedemites and than all the wisdom of the Egyptians," is not cited in this 
section of Midrash Mishle; Visotzky includes it as "an understood link between this homily and the 
following text" (Visotzky, The Midrash on Proverbs, 127, n. 10). However, it makes more sense in the 
context to delete this verse to avoid any association of Solomon's wisdom with secular human wisdom. 
Compare Meg. 7a where it is proposed that Ecclesiastes is only the wisdom of Solomon (nnb\y bw inn?n) 
and not divine wisdom. 
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In another interpretation of NiiQTi *pNQ DQDnm, a dictum is proposed that the 

Queen of Sheba found wisdom when she heard Solomon.9 Proof-texts follow about her 

visit to Solomon's court and testing him with riddles (1 Kgs 10:Iff). During the test, 

Solomon in his humility repeated that the Lord gives wisdom, knowledge, and 

understanding (DJIIDI Wl HKDn, Prov 2:6). After he answered her riddles she 

exclaimed, "I did not believe the reports until I came and saw with my own eyes that not 

even the half had been told me; your wisdom and wealth surpass the reports I heard" 

(1 Kgs 10:7).10 This interpretation confirms the previous ones, that God granted Solomon 

wisdom and that his wisdom was very great. 

The final midrash sentences in the petihtah compare Solomon's wisdom and 

scriptural writings to those of his father David. First, they both ruled with justice and 

righteousness (npliil OiWO, 1 Kgs 10:9; 2 Sam 8:15); therefore, the wisdom they 

demonstrated during their reigns was the same. In another interpretation of "pNQ DQDnm 

N^on, a dictum is proposed that Solomon searched for wisdom in his heart. As a sign 

that wisdom is found in the heart, i.e., the middle [of the body], Solomon commenced the 

book of Proverbs with 0, i.e., a middle letter of the alphabet (̂ IWQ, Prov 1:1). Then a 

comparison of Proverbs and Psalms follows. David began the Psalms with the beginning 

of the alphabet (N in ">1VH, Ps 1:1) and ended it with the middle of the alphabet (D in !?D, 

Ps 150:6); Solomon began Proverbs with a middle letter of the alphabet (D in 'tWQ, 

Prov 1:1) and ended it with the last letter of the alphabet (D in 13D, Prov 31:31). Based on 

this analogy, the Psalms are David's wisdom that he found in his head. Since Solomon 

9 This dictum is based on repointing the text to read: "Where did she [i.e., the Queen of Sheba] find 
wisdom?" 

10 Visotzky, The Midrash on Proverbs, 19. 



161 

imitated the same scriptural pattern of composition as David, his Proverbs are as much 

inspired as David's Psalms. Another dictum is derived from Prov 21:1: "ftft lb 0>>3 >£>5 

1! W?> >prv 1VW bl by >n T l - "The king's heart is in the hand of the Lord as channeled 

1 9 

water; He directs it to whatever He wishes." The dictum is that b\y 1>1 \\T\) ibfW It ' l l 

1J1W DOQ Nin p n Nirw OIpE bl bN n»in - "When the heart is given into the hand of 

the Omnipresent One, Blessed be He, He directs it to wherever He wants." This implies 
l 

that the wisdom in Solomon's heart was guided by God himself. In order to establish the 

link between the petihtah lemma HXKiTi ")>NG riQinm and Prov 1:1, the petihtah then 
i 

• repeats that Solomon found wisdom in his heart, i.e., in the middle of his body, and so 

began Prov 1:1 with a middle letter of the alphabet, 'b\y)3. 

Introductory Material in Midrash Sentences 

Midrash sentences on Prov 1:2-9 explore the relationship between wisdom in 

Proverbs and in the Torah. Dicta derived from It? 101 n o i n nyib - "To know wisdom 

and discipline" (Prov 1:2) propose that "If a man has wisdom, he learns [moral] 

discipline"14 (it?10 10b N1D >1fi no in OlNl WW "p'l), and, "If a man has wisdom, 

words of Torah will be handed down to him"15 (pi003 D11T1 > m no in OINl vy> ON 

VP1). Thus, wisdom enables one to progress towards 1D10, i.e., moral discipline, and 

specifically the moral discipline found in n u n '131. A dictum derived from 'ION pinb 

16nPl - "To discern words of understanding" (Prov 1:2) is that a man needs 

11 13\3- >{'9IV ~IV)Nl i>3 ty Din? TO *#£ 2^ 0?tt •>?>?. 
12 Visotzky, The Midrash on Proverbs, 20. 

' 13 ny-im DODO JiVl5-
I 14 Visotzky, TTae Midrash on Proverbs, 20. 
, 15 Ibid. 

16 rmn ̂ )£N V?n!p. 
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understanding to "bring out one thing from between another," i.e., "to form a conclusion 

by analogy"17 ("111 "pna 12T pinb HP2 11VW OIH p i s ) . T n i s tyPe of hermeneutic 

applies especially to the forms of wisdom found in the book of Proverbs. 

A dictum derived from 18on\yQ1 ODWni pi* town IPIO nnpb - "To acquire 

discipline to gain insight, righteousness, judgment, and equity" (Prov 1:3) is that if one 

merited receiving Torah (mini? t)*TN DDT ON) based on his wisdom, then he is obligated 

to gain insight into all of its matters ("DTI "121 !?22 bovyrf?) and to be righteous in all his 

ways (1>D*n i m pHS TiVTt)). This dictum continues to address the relationship between 

wisdom and Torah. 

A dictum derived from 19np^ ^VVI t o n you» - "The wise man will hear and 

enhance his learning" (Prov 1:5) is that "If a wise man becomes wiser with Torah, he 

increases his Torah [learning] with Torah" (>y iTllfi ^ <X>VMO m i n i ODnnow con ON 

imin) . In this midrash sentence, npi? is identified as Torah teaching. Thus, the goal of 

wisdom is Torah study. The next dictum derived from 20n3p'> mblinn 11231 - "The 

discerning man will acquire shrewdness" (Prov 1:5) is that if one advances in Torah, he 

will eventually need a sage to advance even further. If he advances that far, he will 

acquire (DDp) "portions" (m^12n)21 in this world and in the world to come. This is the 

reward for Torah study. In this context, Solomon is the sage who can help us advance in 

Torah through his wisdom in the book of Proverbs. 

Jastrow, Dictionary, sv. 1>3. Vizotzky translates, "to infer one thing from another" (Visotzky, The 
Midrash on Proverbs, 21). 

18 on^n i v$ym p72 ^ n npio nnp^. 
19 nj?b ^yv) ton vnv)?. 
20 rop? nftarun Tb)). 
21 Visotzky, The Midrash on Proverbs, 129, n. 45. 
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Petirah sentences on n ^ Q I 5vn p inb - "To discern a proverb and a 

figure/metaphor" (Prov 1:6) identify bWO as a [hidden] proverb in the Torah ( 0>b\yQ lb>N 

, mim\y) and riii>b)0 as the Torah itself (nosy m i n n It). Thus, the forms of wisdom in 

i the book of Proverbs, i.e., 0>!WQ and JiliPbD help a wise man to discern the Torah. Other 

dicta derived from 2 3 omTni CPQDn >~D*T - "The words of the wise and their riddles" 

(Prov 1:6) equate Solomon's wisdom with ni20 and m i n that should be bound to the 

heart (Prov 6:20-21), and place his riddles on par with the Torah itself: V^in mrvt? lt»>£)N 

n!?1D m i n n !?D UJD nblpW ybV - "Even the profane talk of the wise is as important as 
i 

I all of the Torah itself*. 

Solomon's verse, "The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge" ('n nN"P 

> J1VT rpVfNI, Prov 1:7) is compared to David's verse, "The beginning of wisdom is the 

fear of the Lord" ('71 TINT fiODn TiWHl, Ps 110:10). These verses either contradict each 

other ( V I N 111 i?\y ViODn by '\)V O'DOn N1?), or "knowledge" and "wisdom" are equal in 

weight (nnND pblpw). In either case, it is assumed that Proverbs enjoys the same status 

of inspiration as Psalms. If it did not, then David's Scripture would have settled the issue. 

Therefore, this comparison of verses presumes the high status of Proverbs as inspired 

Scripture. 

Dicta derived from 241tt D>!?>1N 101)01 DODD - "Fools despise wisdom and 

I discipline" compare the wise man who learns Torah to the fool who does not. The wise 

man who honors Torah will himself be honored. He honors Torah by sitting and 

occupying himself with m m n i l (*)m ptf ynoi i\yi>i m i n n i l OIN ir±>) in order to 

ny1?)?! !?v)o pin!?. 
DTTPni D^ODD ̂ ?7-
•in O ^ I N 10101 DQDn. 
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gain wisdom and discipline ("I01Q1 DKDn 1"P2). If he does not, wisdom and discipline 

will be taken from him (UOQ pttllTDO ID) and he will be called a fool (b>1N N1pn). 

In this context, m m >"i2T that impart 10101 DQ3D is the book of Proverbs, already 

identified as Torah, or as figures and metaphors that explain it. 

Solomon was a wise man who occupied himself with m m >"I2*T, and added 

wisdom to his wisdom. Therefore, he was able to "see with his wisdom" (mODm DDii) 

and write Prov 1:8, "JON m i n VWJi !?N1 *plN yoxa >31 VOW - "Listen, my son, to the 

discipline of your father, and do not disregard the Torah of your mother." The phrase "see 

with his wisdom" (nOSHl D£)̂ ) is similar to a phrase that describes the inspiration of the 

prophets who "(fore)see by the Holy Spirit" (\Jmpn n m y>D1t>).25 Therefore, no* 

inoom seems to refer to the inspiration of Solomon's wisdom, which in this IMI is a 

Divine Wisdom that God imparted to him. "The discipline of your father" and "Torah of 

your mother" are identified as the entire Torah God commanded at Sinai, or as the 

commandment about honoring father and mother. Thus, Solomon by the inspiration of 

God's wisdom wrote about Torah in Prov 1:8 using the metaphor of parents. If the 

proverbs, figures, and metaphors in the book of Proverbs are probed and understood by 

the wise, they will discover that they teach about the Torah. The final dictum in the IMI 

is derived from Prov 1:9,26*pJnyufr 0>pjyi 7UW""lb on in n>lb >D - "For they are an 

attractive garland on your head, and necklaces around your neck." It proposes that m i 

m i n are like a crown (~U3) and necklaces (nwbup). 

Margulies, n n Nnp">1 \y*TTO [Midrash Wayyikra Rabbah], ho . We have seen this phrase in the IMI 
in Leviticus Rabbah (p. 46). 

26 prn^ij!? ry>\?y%\ yQtCt) on in n>p •>?. 

file:///Jmpn
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Summary of the IMI in Midrash Mishle 

After a detailed analysis of the opening petihtah and the midrash and petirah 

sentences that follow it, I was able to establish that dicta from both parts of the IMI to 

Proverbs contribute to a sustained thematic treatment of the following introductory issues 

about that book: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Solomon is introduced as a seeker of wisdom and as a recipient of the spirit of 

wisdom and understanding from God. A large part of the IMI addresses positive aspects 

of Solomon's biography that set him apart as the wisest of all men. He was wiser than 

Adam, Abraham, Joseph, Moses, and the generation in the wilderness. It is significant 

that Solomon's wisdom is not compared to the secular wisdom of the nations; such a 

comparison might imply that Solomon's wisdom was his own, and not from God. 

Since Solomon received wisdom from God, he found the wisdom in his own 

heart was directed by God. Solomon composed Proverbs with that wisdom. It is a book 

composed under a spirit of wisdom and understanding (DP21 nODH m~l). Since other 

IMIs discuss their books as being composed by the inspiration of the \y*T1pn nil , it is 

likely that the phrase DP11 DQSn HI") is substituted for it in this non-prophetic book to 

describe its composition by the spirit of God's wisdom. Another phrase, "to see with 

wisdom" (inODni n£)if) prefaces the remark that Solomon wrote Prov 1:8; since a similar 

phrase describes the inspiration of the prophets who "saw by the Holy Spirit" ( n m VD1C 

See above, n. 8. 
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\y*T*lpri), it also seems to imply that Solomon wrote Proverbs by the inspiration of God's 

wisdom. 

Comparisons of Solomon's and David's life and scriptural writings show that 

Proverbs is just as much inspired as the book of Psalms. Even when verses from Proverbs 

and Psalms seem to contradict, Psalms does not enjoy a higher inspired status to settle the 

issue. The wisdom in Proverbs is also equated with Torah, or remains on par with it. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The IMI implies that the book of Proverbs was authored by Solomon during the 

time of his reign. However, Prov 25:1 states that Hezekiah's men transcribed some of his 

proverbs. The teaching that Solomon was the author of Proverbs is similar to the one that 

David was the author of the Psalms, i.e., they were both the main authors and composers 

of their books. 

iii) Genre 

The book of Proverbs is wisdom literature whose various forms, e.g., proverbs, 

figures, and metaphors, provide analogies to help understand the Torah. This Torah 

wisdom is also identified as Torah, or valued as highly as m i n >"D1 themselves. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

The IMI is concerned with a hermeneutic that applies especially to the forms of 

wisdom found in the book of Proverbs, i.e., with analogical reasoning, both in 

understanding which matters compare to each other and how to form conclusions based 

on them. Since Proverbs interprets the Torah itself, its figures, metaphors, and proverbs 
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should be compared to verses in the Torah, and inferences derived from the comparisons 

should relate to m i n >*m. The goal of the wisdom of Proverbs is to understand the 

Torah. The IMI ends with metaphors that interpret the giving of the law at Sinai, and 

wearing miri m i like a wreath and necklaces. 

v) Themes of Proverbs 

In th.Qpetih.tah, Solomon's wisdom allowed him to advance toward keeping the 

Torah. In the midrash sentences, the progression from wisdom to ethical discipline to 

Torah is a central theme. If one studies Solomon's wisdom in the book of Proverbs, one 

will understand the Torah and advance in it. The reward for Torah study is life in the 

world to come. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Since Solomon began Proverbs with a middle letter of the alphabet (D in >!W)0, 

Prov 1:1) and ended it with the last letter of the alphabet (n in 1DD, Prov 31:31), the entire 

book is unified. Even though King Hezekiah's men transcribed some of Solomon's 

proverbs (Prov 25:10), Midrash Mishle treats Solomon as the main author of the book in 

its present form. 

Finally, since the dicta in the IMI discuss all of these introductory issues about 

the book of Proverbs, I would propose that from the very start the lemma t>Vft, i.e., the 

title of the book, served to broaden the scope of inquiry to the entire book. 

http://th.Qpetih.tah
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTION: 
' FORMAL AND THEMATIC DIMENSIONS 

Now that I have described six IMIs in detail, I am in a position to further clarify 

• the prototypical form IMI and discuss specific examples of its literary realizations. The 

prototypical form will be described under the heading "Formal Dimensions," and the 

literary realizations under the heading "Thematic Dimensions." 

Formal Dimensions 

I 
The Signification of the Lemma 

The paradigm for L in the IMI is 1:1 of a biblical book, with the exception of 

i 

Midrash Mishle, which extends this paradigm to 1:9. What is signified by the lemma can 

! be discovered by working backwards from the dicta that are derived from it. The 

' summaries of the themes of each IMI show that the dicta derived from Lev 1:1, Song 1:1, 

Lam 1:1, Ps 1:1, and Prov 1:1-9 pertain to introductory issues about their books, i.e., to 

, questions regarding authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, 

i genre, methods of interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity. Thus, the lemma 

1:1 signifies the broad discoursive subject of "Introduction." Since the paradigm for L, 

• 1:1, usually contains the Hebrew title of a biblical book, it is able to signify an entire 
i 

i 

, 168 
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book as its subject. Given that the functional form midrash requires its scriptural lemma 

to provide its discoursive subject, the IMI's exploitation of the title lemma is the only 

reasonable explanation for its scope of discourse about 1:1. 

This exploitation is confirmed by paraphrases of titles that specify discoursive 

subjects of introduction. The IMI in SongRab. paraphrases 1:1 as, "The Holy Spirit 

rested on Solomon, and he recited these three books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of 

Songs." This paraphrase addresses questions about the book's authorship and inspiration. 

The IMI in Lam Rab. paraphrases 1:1 most frequently as, "When they were exiled, 

Jeremiah began lamenting for them and saying, 'How lonely she sits.'" This paraphrase 

interprets Lamentations in terms of its place in the cycle of covenantal obligations, 

infractions, punishments, and lament, and addresses questions about the book's 

authorship and genre. Other paraphrases of Lam 1:1 deal with similar issues.1 On the 

other hand, since the traditional title of Psalms does not occur in its first verse, the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms paraphrases Vtwn ">~\VK in 1:1 as O^nn and 0>bnJl lot?. This 

paraphrase serves to broaden the scope of inquiry about \y>Nfl >")VyN to introductory issues 

about the whole book. 

Form of Thematic Discourse 

The functional form IMI is a relational structure that binds dicta on 1:1 as a 

sustained thematic discourse on introductory issues, in the midst of other discoursive 

(digressive) material. The overall impression is that the IMIs carry out highly coherent 

discourses. The IMI to Song Rab. presents the most coherent and tightly bound discourse 

1 See Table 3, "Paraphrases of the Seder Verse Lam 1:1," p. 132. 
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on these issues, but all of the IMIs evidence the same thing to a high degree. Even the 

extreme length of the opening section of petihtaot in Lam Rab. did not present a 

challenge to the formal structure of the IMI. It focused attention on introductory issues by 

understanding and taking advantage of the formal structure of the petihtah, repeating key 

dicta that related to introductory issues, and paraphrasing the seder verse. In the final 

analysis, the length of that section did not challenge the IMFs ability to sustain thematic 

discourse, i.e., its length did not predispose it to a discoursive (digressive) nature, and its 

dicta related to introductory issues were not lost sight of in the midst of digressions. 

Digressions are found in the IMIs in both the petihtaot and midrash sentence sections. 

I mentioned most of them in passing to avoid giving the impression that the form of 

discourse in the Midrashim is like that of the commentaries.2 However, the functional 

form petihtah limits their ability to detract from the main thematic discourse,3 and the 

ones found among the midrash sentences are minor and also do not detract from it. 

Formal Conclusion 

The end of the IMI is marked by an interruption of its functional form, i.e., when 

a new lemma provides a new discoursive subject. Each IMI, except the one to Proverbs, 

exhibits the same explicit and functional lemmatization. The paradigm for L remains 1:1 

until the treatment of introductory issues is exhausted. All of the IMIs, except the one in 

Sifra on Leviticus, also follow a similar pattern of presentation of their forms. One or 

21 mentioned the following digressions in the thesis: Sifra on Leviticus, p. 38; Song Rab., p. 87; 
Lam Rab., pp. 120, 126, 140; I argued that the long digression mpetihtah 24 of Lam Rab. was added later 
to the existing IMI, p. 119; and Midrash on Psalms, pp. 147, 149. In the case of Midrash Mishle there is 
almost no digressive material. 

3 The functional form petihtah allows for and even encourages digressions before dicta derived from 
its lemma interpret the seder verse; see pp. 17-19. 
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more petihtaot on the seder verse 1:1 present dicta on introductory issues followed by 

midrash sentences (and in some cases petirah sentences), and subordinate exegetical 

forms that present more dicta on the same issues. This results in the presentation of a 

large amount of material for a book's opening lemma. Once a new lemma is presented, 

i.e., one that is different than the title lemma, the IMI has ended. Usually this lemma is 

1:2 of a biblical book, but in Midrash Psalms it is 1:1 signifying the new subject of the 

first verse of the Psalms, and in Midrash Mishle it is 1:10. 

Thematic Dimensions 

In the final analysis, the prototypical form IMI allows us to recognize and 

comprehend the texts that were used to extract it.4 Therefore, I will now describe its 

literary realizations. I am particularly interested in their themes so I can compare them to 

the ones treated in introductions to medieval rabbinic Bible commentaries. Taken 

together, the themes of the IMIs are authorship and inspiration, time of composition, 

historical setting, genre, methods of interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity. 

Authorship and Inspiration 

Each IMI demonstrates that its biblical book is inspired, i.e., it was written under 

the inspiration of the wnpn nil or of God's wisdom. Positive aspects of each author's 

biography are explored to show how he gained merit to receive the vnipn nil or God's 

wisdom. The IMIs also explore comparative biographies of scriptural authors and 

precedents of scriptural composition. At times their discourses address the wider themes 

of prophecy and the inspiration of other books in relation to the one under investigation. 

4 Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 159. 
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The IMIs in Sifra on Leviticus and Lev Rab. present Moses as a prophet and the 

father of prophets. Furthermore, he merited rewards that no other prophet would. He was 

mighty in strength to listen to and carry out God's word, as evidenced in his roles as 

representative of the people at Sinai, intercessor for Israel during the episode of the 

golden calf, overseer of the building and setting up of the tabernacle, and leader 

responsible for the life of Israel. He merited the unique reward of speaking with God 

mouth to mouth and even of looking on God's form. The book of Leviticus is a record of 

the Divine Speech that Moses heard in full clarity in the presence of God, in the 

tabernacle, from the \y*T1pn nil within the Holy of Holies, from over the cover of the ark. 

The IMI in Lev Rab. further addresses the theme of prophecy. It gives a classic definition 

of a prophet: a prophet is a messenger. Since the other prophets did not hear the word of 

God with the same degree of clarity as Moses, he was incomparable among them. It also 

presents a short history of prophecy, and demonstrates that Israelite prophets were 

incomparably greater than prophets of the nations. Therefore, Leviticus (and the Torah) 

enjoys a higher degree of inspiration than the other books inspired by the WTlpn ni l and 

God's wisdom; however, these books enjoy an immeasurably higher status than 

prophecies of the nations. 

The IMI in Lam Rab. presents Jeremiah the prophet as its author. Since his 

prophecies of punishment and exile were fulfilled, he was a true prophet. His words are 

also compared to Moses' and Isaiah's, and so enjoy the same prophetic status. Since he 

was a prophet, the book of Lamentations was composed under prophetic inspiration, by 

the vnipn m i . The IMI in Midrash Psalms presents David as its author. He is not called 

a prophet, but it is stated that he gained merit to receive the vy*T1pn HI"); and, therefore, 
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the Psalms were composed under its inspiration. David's life also compares to Moses' on 

many different levels, e.g., he wrote Torah just as Moses did. Therefore, the obligation 

and reward of studying David's Torah is analogous to studying Moses' Torah. David's 

Torah also compares favorably with other Scriptures, e.g., his Psalms are written in a 

seemly way, and his blessings imitate a scriptural pattern of composition. 

The IMIs in Song Rab. and Midrash Mishle address the concern of Solomon's 

fitness to compose his scriptural books under divine inspiration. The IMI in Song Rab. 

explores positive aspects of his biography to demonstrate that his diligence in building 

the temple was the first step in his advancement towards piety, which eventually led to 

his reception of the vmpn fin. In another interpretation, his seeking wisdom or >")2*T 

m m was also a step in the advancement towards the fear of God and the reception of the 

\yi1pD m i . Another aspect of his life that merited this reception was that he taught '131 

m i n in public. When the WTlpn DTI rested on him, Solomon composed three scriptural 

books: Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs. Other lines of reasoning show that his 

books were written under the inspiration of the vy*T1pD m i : his books compare favorably 

with David's Scriptures; he followed the precedent of his father and wrote some Psalms; 

and R. Akiva stated in the Mishnah that Song of Songs defiles the hands. 

The IMI in Midrash Mishle presents Solomon as a seeker of wisdom and as a 

recipient of the spirit of wisdom and understanding from God. It also addresses positive 

aspects of Solomon's biography that set him apart as the wisest of all men, whose wisdom 

in his heart was directed by God. Solomon composed Proverbs under the inspiration of 

wisdom and understanding (ru>H DQDn nil). Since other IMIs discuss their books' 

composition by the inspiration of the \yT)pn fYD, it seems likely that the phrase n n 

file:///yi1pD
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HP!11 DQDn is used as a substitute for it in this non-prophetic book. Another phrase, "to 

see with wisdom" (iriGOra DDii) is likely a substitute for a phrase that describes the 

inspiration of the prophets who "saw by the Holy Spirit" (\y*T1pn ni"Q V31t?). It also 

implies that Solomon wrote by the inspiration of God's wisdom. Comparisons of 

Solomon's and David's lives and Scriptures also show that Proverbs and Psalms merit the 

same status of inspired Scripture. 

Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The IMIs address the question of when Moses, David, Solomon, and Jeremiah 

wrote their respective biblical books by exploring their biographies and identifying times 

when they were in possession of the WTipn ni~) or of God's wisdom. The IMIs in Sifra 

and Lev Rab. affirm that Leviticus is a record of the Divine Speech given to Moses 

shortly after the tabernacle was set up. The IMI in Song Rab. affirms that Solomon could 

have written Proverbs, Qohelet, and Song of Songs only during times when he was fit to 

receive the WTlpn ni") or God's wisdom, which was during his early and/or late adult 

years. 

Sifra, Lev Rab., and Song Rab. do not distinguish between the times of 

composition and recitation of their books. Moses transmitted the Divine Speech straight 

away to Israel as a book with all of its parashahs and sections. Solomon received the ni"i 

VnipD and composed his three books. In contrast, Lam Rab. raises the possibility that 

Jeremiah composed Lamentations during Jehoiakim's reign, but may not have recited it 

straight away. Since he was a prophet, he may have recited it during Jehoiakim's reign as 

a prophetic rebuke. On the other hand, he may have recited it after the exile as a lament. 
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Midrash Psalms introduces another distinction regarding its authorship. Even though 

David was the main author of Psalms, the notice about its ten different authors implies 

that it was composed over a long period of time. 

Lam Rab. also broadens its historical inquiry to the events that led to the exile of 

the southern kingdom, in the context of Israel's covenantal obligations, violations, and 

punishments. Their sins or violations of the Torah, etc. became so egregious that God 

punished them with the exile. This interest in such a broad scope of history in Lam Rab. 

is matched to some degree by Lev Rabbah's interest in the history of prophecy, and 

Midrash Psalms' interest in the history of the composition of the Psalms. 

Genre 

The IMIs identify the genres of their biblical books. Some of these genre 

identifications relate to Torah. The IMIs in Sifra and Lev Rab. designate Leviticus as a 

record of Divine Speeches (not visions!) that Moses heard and wrote down as Torah for 

Israel. The IMI in Song Rab. designates Song of Songs and Proverbs as O'bWD on the 

Torah. Midrash Mishle designates Proverbs as wisdom literature whose various forms, 

e.g., proverbs, figures, and metaphors, provide analogies to help understand the Torah. Its 

torah wisdom is also identified as Torah and valued as highly. The other genre 

identifications are not related to the Torah. The IMI in Midrash Psalms identifies the 

genre of Psalms as different types of songs: glory, melody, Psalm, song, praise, prayer, 

blessing, thanksgiving, Hallelujah, and exultation. There is also an attempt to 

characterize the whole book as Hallelujah. The IMI in Lam Rab. proposes two genres for 
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Lamentations, either as a prophetic rebuke that anticipates punishment if Israel does not 

repent, or as a lament for punishment meted out. 

Methods of Interpretation 

The IMIs in Sifra, Song Rab., and Midrash Mishle are concerned with 

hermeneutic issues related to the interpretation of the Torah. Sifra opens with rules for 

interpreting it, i.e., the thirteen middot of Rabbi Ishmael, which are applied to Leviticus 

to derive general and specific cases of halakhah. Sifra also has a short notice about the 

seven middot of Hillel. The IMI in Song Rab. proposes that the figures and metaphors in 

Song of Songs should be compared to verses in the Torah, and inferences derived from 

the comparisons should relate to mit i >"D*T. Since Song of Songs is a iWQ on the Torah, 

the IMI explains some of its figures and similes, e.g., its references to the lovers D"lpn 

and Israel. The IMI in Midrash Mishle is concerned with a hermeneutic that applies 

especially to the forms of wisdom found in the book of Proverbs, i.e., with analogical 

reasoning, both in understanding which matters compare to each another and how to form 

conclusions based on them. Since Proverbs interprets the Torah itself, its figures, 

metaphors, and proverbs should also be compared to verses in the Torah, and inferences 

derived from the comparisons should also relate to miD >")!!. The goal of the wisdom of 

Proverbs is to understand the Torah. The IMI ends with metaphors that interpret the 

giving of the law at Sinai, and wearing m i n >"D*T like a wreath and necklaces. 

The IMIs in Midrash Psalms and Lam Rab. are concerned with hermeneutic 

issues specifically related to their books. The IMI in Midrash Psalms states that it is 

important to distinguish between literal and figurative language in the Psalms. The IMI in 
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Lam Rab. states that the acrostics are to be interpreted as exhaustive treatments of 

punishment for egregious covenant violations. 

The IMIs also express a concern about the amount of time and effort required to 

study their books. The IMI in Sifra argues that if Moses needed to pause and collect his 

thoughts between parashahs of Leviticus, then everyone needs to study them deliberately 

and methodically. The IMI in Midrash Psalms expresses a similar concern; Psalms is not 

just to be read, but meditated upon in the same way as difficult Mishnah tracts. The IMIs 

in Song Rab. and Midrash Mishle also imply that the 0>b\yQ in Song of Songs and 

Proverbs need to be studied with the kind of effort that Solomon exerted in his search for 

wisdom. 

Themes of Biblical Books 

A common theme in the IMIs is obeying halakhah derived from proper 

interpretation of the Torah. The IMIs in Sifra and Lev Rab. are concerned with Israel 

following the Torah and gaining life. The IMI in Sifra notes that Leviticus contains 

narrative sections meant to persuade Israel to keep the Torah. The IMIs in Song Rab. and 

Midrash Mishle state that the purpose of studying their 0>i7\yo on the Torah is to progress 

from wisdom to ethical discipline, piety, and the fear of God. The reward for Torah study 

is life in the world to come. As part of the cycle of covenantal obligation and violation of 

the Sinai covenant, the IMI in Lam Rab. treats the themes of violations of the Torah and 

punishments for them. Taken as a whole, the IMIs treat the themes of reward for keeping 

the Torah, and punishment for violating it. Thus, these IMIs focus on what Israel must or 

mustn't do. Similarly, the IMI in Midrash Psalms identifies positive actions directed 
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towards God derived from the titles of the Psalms: glory, melody, Psalm, song, praise, 

prayer, blessing, thanksgiving, Hallelujah, and exultation. 

Literary Forms and Unity 

The IMIs exploited the title lemmas of their books, i.e., N*lp>1, >*WN 

(paraphrased as O^DJi [*l£)0]), ^vn, ovpwn *i>\y, and DD>N, in order to treat books in 

their entirety. Then arguments are advanced to demonstrate their unity. One common 

argument is that each book is an anthology of similar genres and/or literary forms. The 

unity of Leviticus is implied by its very nature as a collection of Divine Speeches. Psalms 

is a collection of different types of songs. Song of Songs and Proverbs are collections of 

0>!W0 on the Torah. Lamentations is a collection of seven acrostic laments, called Tb^yft 

D1Pp. Another common argument is that specific literary devices unify these books. 

Leviticus is unified by the repeated heading of its sections, 1V1Q bDNO 1>!?N Dirp "I2T>1 

1)3Nb (Lev 1:1), and ~\nvb n\yn bN mrp "D*P1 (Lev 4:1; 5:14, 20; 6:1, 12, 17; 7:22, 28; 

8:1; 12:1; 14:1; 17:1; 18:1; 19:1; 20:1; 21:16; 22:1, 17, 26; 23:1, 9, 23, 26, 33; 24:1, 13; 

25:1; 27:1). Psalms is unified by its five books (1-41; 42-72; 73-89; 90-106; 

107-150). The different kinds of songs in Psalms and the CP!?vy>3 in Proverbs are also 

bound by a unique literary device. David began the Psalms with the beginning of the 

alphabet (H in >")\W, Ps 1:1) and ended it with the middle of the alphabet (!) in bD, 

Ps 150:6). Solomon began Proverbs with a middle letter of the alphabet (O in >b\yo, 

Prov 1:1) and ended it with the last letter of the alphabet (D in "tin, Prov 31:31). 

Lamentations is unified by its repeated reference to i"D>N (Lam 1:1, 2:1, and 4:1). 

Furthermore, the acrostic structures in Lamentations formally bind each chapter, and their 
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lament theme binds them as a book. The IMI in Lam Rab. offers even further proofs of its 

book's thematic unity, including links between the title lemma and verses from all of its 

chapters, and correlations between the book of Jeremiah and the book of Lamentations, 

both in terms of prophetic warning of punishment and its fulfillment, and in terms of a 

broad discourse about the causes and effects of the exile. Thus, the book of Lamentations 

is unified in terms of its acrostic literary structures and thematic presentation. 

Now that I have discussed in detail the prototypical form IMI and its literary 

realizations, I will compare its formal and thematic dimensions to the forms and themes 

of a select number of introductions to medieval rabbinic Bible commentaries. 



CHAPTER EIGHT 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE INNER-MIDRASHIC 
INTRODUCTIONS ON RASHI'S INTRODUCTIONS 

In this chapter I will demonstrate that the IMIs influenced Rashi's commentary 

introductions in terms of their formal, thematic, and material characteristics. As stated in 

my Introduction, I will limit my inquiry to his introductions to books of the Torah and 

Writings, many of which have corresponding IMIs. I will establish the influence of the 

IMIs on Rashi's introductions based on the following four criteria. First, his Inner-

Commentary Introduction (ICI) or DOlpn addresses some of the same themes as an IMI, 

i.e., authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, genre, methods of 

interpretation, themes of the book under investigation, and literary forms and unity. 

Second, while exploring some or all of the same themes as an IMI, his ICI or DKJTpn 

cites or alludes to one. This criterion of influence is particularly compelling when his ICI 

or DQlpn cites or alludes to an IMI to the same book. Third, his presentation of 

introductory material within his comments on 1:1 (ff), demonstrated by the first and 

second criteria, shows that Rashi adopted the form of an IMI. And fourth, if Rashi 

displays no familiarity with non-Jewish forms of introduction, it is more reasonable to 

presume the influence of an internal Jewish model such as the IMI. 

i 
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Rashi's Inner-Commentary Introduction to Leviticus 

The following criteria show that the IMIs in Sifra on Leviticus and Lev Rab. 

influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to Leviticus.1 First, 

Rashi's ICI to Leviticus addresses the same themes as the IMIs in Sifra and Lev Rab.: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Rashi begins by saying that nWlp n m p 0»113 bDbl nrVQN bDbl J i r m bDb -

"Before every 1XP1 ['And He spoke (to Moses)'], 1QN>1 ['And He said (to Moses)'], 

and VsPI ['And He commanded (Moses)'], a call preceded" (cf. the IMI in Sifra, p. 35, 

"D^T? n»"ip CPTpn). He then differentiates the call of Israelite prophets with an 

expression of affection (mn )W5), and the call of prophets of the nations with 

expressions denoting chance and uncleanness (DNDIOI >N~>V 11V!/73; cf. the IMI in Lev 

Rab. p. 52, with the same proof-texts Isa 6:3; Num 23:4; and Deut 23:11). Rashi then 

comments that Moses heard God's voice C>1p), but Israel did not hear it (cf. the IMI in 

Sifra, p. 37). He also notes that every divine speech act (TOT) in Leviticus is proceeded 

by a call, whereas every paragraph (npt?9) is not, allowing Moses to pause and reflect on 

ezchparashah and subject (V3Vi> \>W V^l n\m<£ rwi£) T>1 piaJinb rWDb ni>1 yvi7; cf. 

the IMI in Sifra, p. 35, a direct citation). Rashi then states that Moses' call excluded 

Aaron, and mentions that there are thirteen proof-texts for this; he gives the first three and 

1 All Hebrew citations of Rashi's ICI to Leviticus are from A. Berliner, i m W113 Nin m i n n ^ ~>"V>~\ 
!OQI imn iw iNiin IWN niaoinn ^oo npjpi o~>w> fiat napi T >3JD >a by rmo y* pr»ir> n"i nobw 
Twna JIN >"\y*i 3Nvy DDQ -IYW ,onipom nimpon DNIO DVI ,n *M«/ mwwn [Rashi on the Torah. 
The Commentary of Our Master Solomon b. Isaac, May His Memory Be Blessed. Edited on the Basis of 
Manuscripts and Early Printed Editions, Cleansed from All the Additions That Are Cited in It, and from All 
the Errors That Occur in It, and with the References and the Sources That Rashi Derived His Comments 
From] [German title added: Raschi. Der Kommentar des Salomo B. Isak iiber den Pentateuch nach 
Handschriften, seltenen Ausgaben u. dent Talmud Kommentar des Verfassers mit Besonderer Rucksicht auf 
die Nachgewiesenen Quellen Kritisch Hergestellt] (Frankfurt A. M.: J. Kauffmann, 1905), 209. 
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then refers the reader to their enumeration in Sifra (0>3rD m i n i ^13; cf. the IMI in 

Sifra, p. 36; cf. also the same idea in the IMI in Lev Rab., pp. 44, 48). Furthermore, Rashi 

says that Israel did not hear the sound of Moses' call (JWipn !?1p). The call was only to 

him, and its sound did not travel beyond the tent of meeting, even though God's 

voice/sound is so loud and powerful that it affects all of nature. In fact, it only resonated 

near the cover of the ark between the cherubim (cf. the IMI in Sifra, pp. 37-38 with the 

same proof-texts Num 7:89 and Ps 29:4-5; also cf. the IMI in Lev Rab. p. 51). 

So far Rashi's ICI discusses aspects of Moses' uniqueness as a prophet. From the 

tent of meeting God called Moses alone to speak to him. Furthermore, the sound of God's 

voice did not travel beyond the tent. Only Moses heard the Divine Speech in a meeting 

with God in the tent. Moses' incomparability as a prophet implies that the book of 

Leviticus is also incomparable. It is a record of the Divine Speech that Moses heard in the 

presence of God, in the tabernacle, within the Holy of Holies, from over the cover of the 

ark, from between the cherubim. Thus, Leviticus enjoys the highest status as inspired 

Scripture. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Rashi makes two comments about "saying" ("iQNb) in Lev 1:1. The first is that 

God said, >DV 111D Nin ODt»2\yi p\yilD n i l nvb llONI N3 - "Go and speak words of 

reproof to them, i.e., 'It is for your sake He held speech with me'" (cf. the IMI in Sifra, 

p. 38, almost a direct citation). When God did not hold speech with Moses for thirty-eight 

years, a generation of Israel wandered and died in the wilderness (Deut 2:16-17). Just as 

in Sifra, the implication is that "For their sake" means "For their life." The second 
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comment is that "saying" is short for two speech acts by Moses: transmitting God's word 

to the Israelites and bringing back their reply to Him. The reply that Moses brought back 

was, D\yV3 mrp *m 1\W bD - "All that the Lord has spoken we will do" (Exod 19:8). 

Thus, Israel bound themselves to obey the laws in Leviticus (cf. the IMI in Sifra, p. 39). 

Since the sound of the voice did not travel beyond the tent of meeting, Moses had 

to repeat the Divine Speech to Israel. The book of Leviticus is a record of that Speech 

that occurred shortly after the tabernacle was set up and that was reported to Israel 

straight away (before the incident of the spies; after that incident God did not hold speech 

with Moses for thirty-eight years). 

iii) Genre 

Rashi states that Leviticus is a written record of Divine Speeches ( m i l l ) that 

Moses heard exclusively from God (cf. also the IMI in Lev Rab. p. 44). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Rashi states that if Moses needed to pause and collect his thoughts between 

sections (3"i1pt?£) and Ti WiD), how much more should a common person (01>in) do the 

same (cf. the IMI in Sifra, pp. 35-36). Therefore, one should study the sections of 

Leviticus slowly, deliberately, and methodically. 

v) Themes of Leviticus 

As noted above, Rashi makes a brief note about Israel binding themselves to 

obey the laws in Leviticus. 



> 
184 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Rashi's mention of divine speech acts ( m i l l ) written down as paragraphs 

(mpt?£)) andparashiyot (nwiQ) according to subjects (0>3>3̂ ) implies that Leviticus is a 

unified collection of these divine speech acts. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Rashi cuts and pastes his ICI to Leviticus from the IMI in Sifra with occasional support 

from the one in Lev Rab. He even directs the reader to his main source, i.e., Sifra (miT) 

O^rD). Since this is the case, all of his ICI correlates with those two IMIs. 

Third, Rashi's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 1:1, 

demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Sifra and Lev Rab. as sources for 

it, demonstrated by the second criterion, shows that he adopted the form of an IMI. 

And fourth, Rashi's ICI displays no familiarity with non-Jewish models of 

introduction. Rather, we have seen that he uses Sifra and Lev Rab. as sources, and is 

directly and profoundly influenced by their IMIs. These four criteria show that the IMIs 

in Sifra and Lev Rab. influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to 

Leviticus. In this case, the influence of these IMIs was direct and exclusive. 

Rashi's Inner-Commentary Introduction to Psalms 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Midrash Psalms influenced the form, 

themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to Psalms. First, Rashi's ICI to Psalms 

addresses these same themes as the IMI in Midrash Psalms: 

I 
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i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Rashi lists ten different authors in chronological order who composed the book of 

Psalms: ">n n\ybv»n <)VH T\tbv rwo omiN pix >Dbo QIH imnoNvy O*TN >n mm in:) 

y\T\vr> y>H 'DIN \y>i o>o>n n u n mrD\y DOD n>n o*m 'niQN \y> "pm*p by ppibm m p 

2'*w> byi vby nijiw rin>M b\y y>y>irw rnn ovy by NbN mn -i£)t>n\y - "These correspond 

numerically to the ten people who composed [the 150 compositions contained in] it: 

Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, and three sons of Korah. 

Opinion is divided concerning Jeduthun. Some say that he [Jeduthun in the titles of 

Pss 39:1; 62:1; 72:1] was a person such as was written about in [1] Chronicles [16:38] 

while others explain that Jeduthun in this book is only [an acronym] referring to the 

judgments [pp*TD1 JVffl], i.e., the tribulations, which overtook him [King David] and 

Israel"3 (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 151). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

The list of different authors of Psalms in chronological order implies that 

individual Psalms were composed over a long period of time (cf. the IMI in Midrash 

Psalms, p. 154). 

2 Gruber, Rashi's Commentary on Psalms, 811. 
3 Ibid., 165. Even though Gruber's Hebrew text omits the word "David," he translates it in English. I 

have not checked whether his base manuscript, Austrian National Library Cod. Hebr. 220 also omits it. The 
printed editions and all of Maarsen's manuscripts list David in the place where Gruber translates it 
(I. Maarsen, nimm nnyn ,Nno oy o-ow r> >3JIDI d">t>i<n >o by i"3 by >"\m wvpa Nim Nirnvno 
[English title added: Parshandatha. The Commentary of Rashi on the Prophets and Hagiographs: Edited on 
the Basis of Several Manuscripts and Editions {With an Introduction, Notes, and Emendations}], 3 vols., 
vol. 3, Psalms [Jerusalem: Central Press, 1936], 1). 

f 
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iii) Genre 

Rashi says that ten Psalm titles are descriptions of their different genres: ">~\VR 

nr rm nb>£)ni y?ra "p\io ~nmai y\y>n niiwa m IQO 'DW *im >3w!? m\yyi vy>Nn 

4'p>lbbni n\iWl HNTini - "This book is composed often poetic genres [each 

identifiable by a characteristic introductory expression]: leading, instrumental music, 

psalm, song, hallel [i.e., 'praise'], prayer, berakah [i.e., 'blessing'], thanksgiving, 

laudations, Hallelujah." Thus, Psalms is a mixed genre (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, 

p. 151). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Rashi does not mention methods of interpretation in his ICI even though the IMI 

in Midrash Psalms does (cf. p. 155). 

v) Themes of Psalms 

Some of the book's themes can be derived from the titles of the Psalms: "leading, 

instrumental music, psalm, song, hallel [i.e., 'praise'], prayer, berakah [i.e., 'blessing'], 

thanksgiving, laudations, Hallelujah"6 (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 155). 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Rashi cites the lemma WHD n ^ N twice for two different purposes. The first 

citation functions as a title that signifies the whole book. What follows it is a discussion 

of the above introductory issues. The book is an anthology often kinds of songs written 

4 Ibid., 811. 
5 Ibid., 165. 
6 Ibid. 

I 
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by at least ten authors (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 151). The second citation 

signifies part of the single verse 1:1 and ends his ICI (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, 

pp. 153-154). 

Second, we have seen above, that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Rashi's ICI to Psalms cites or alludes to the IMI in Midrash Psalms. The following 

correlations between them show that he used that exegetical midrash as a source: even 

though similar lists of the ten authors of Psalms appear in the IMI in Midrash Psalms and 

in b. B. Bat 14b, 15a, Rashi cites the one from the IMI;7 the dispute about Jeduthun is 

also mentioned in the IMI in the same place; the list of authors in chronological order 

implies the book was composed over a long period of time; the titles in Psalms denote ten 

different genres of Psalms; these genres describe the themes of the Psalms; and these 

form a unified anthology. 

Third, Rashi's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 1:1, 

demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Midrash Psalms as a source for 

it, demonstrated by the second one, shows that he adopted the form of an IMI. In fact, 

just like that IMI, he cites the lemma WKT\ n^N twice with two different referents - the 

first referent is the title that signifies the whole book; the second referent is to part of 

verse 1:1. 

And fourth, Rashi's ICI displays no familiarity with non-Jewish models in 

introduction. Rather, we have seen that he uses Midrash Psalms as its source, and is 

directly and profoundly influenced by its IMI. These four criteria show that the IMI in 

7 See p. 151. The list in the Talmud is: David, Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, Heman, 
Yeduthun, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah. Rashi cites the same names in the same order as the IMI in 
Midrash Psalms. 

\ 
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Midrash Psalms influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to 

Psalms. In this case, the influence of the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

Rashi's Inner-Commentary Introduction to Proverbs 

Rashi states that the first six verses of Proverbs constitute an introduction to the 

book: Soon b>rmo ruun mn naon noiw nw no *pufc >->$ yy - "Up to this point [the 

end of verse six ] it explains why Solomon composed this book, and now the book begins 

[at verse seven]." Therefore, he extends his ICI to Proverbs beyond 1:1 to 1:6 (cf. the IMI 

in Midrash Mishle, pp. 157-158). The following criteria show that the IMI in Midrash 

Mishle influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to Proverbs. 

First, Rashi's ICI to Proverbs addresses the same themes as the IMI in Midrash Mishle: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

As we have just seen, Rashi states that Solomon composed the book of Proverbs. 

He also comments in 1:4 that Qohelet composed these Proverbs (nbnp 110H ibN D>b\yo). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Rashi's reference to Qohelet may imply that he believes Solomon wrote the book 

in his mature adult years or in his old age (cf. the IMI in Song Rab. pp. 66-68, 86-87). 

iii) Genre 

In his comments on 1:1 Rashi states that all of Solomon's words in Proverbs are 

J11QJVT and O'bvyQ. Both of these words can not be translated adequately by one English 

8 All Hebrew citations of Rashi's ICI to Proverbs are from >!W0 : mlma niNnpO O^ITDI QW2) 
[Prophets and Writings. Rabbinic Bible - Proverbs] (Based on Warsaw and Lublin editions, n.d.), 
(Jerusalem: onot>n ~l1pn, 1998/1999), 1,1, 2. 

f 
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word; niQiVT encompasses similes and figures, while 0>tWO encompasses proverbs, 

illustrations, examples, figures, similes, parables, and wise sayings.9 Prov 1:6 also 

differentiates a DiObQ, a figure or metaphor, from a 5VD (cf. the IMI in Midrash Mishle, 

p. 163). These three words, 0>b\M3, fi105VT, and THiPbO, and all of the literary forms 

encompassed by them correspond to the genres of the book of Proverbs. One of these is 

listed in the introduction to Proverbs, i.e., ni*Pn (riddles, 1:6). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Since Proverbs contains many different types of analogies, i.e., figures, similes, 

metaphors, etc., Rashi states that analogical reasoning is a hermeneutic key to 

interpreting the book: bwan o r m n >w niNipoi yorto "£> rm>\y r\^,t>m b\ya yirb 

o-on* N>D aw onb mtr> Nb ns>b»n p <i*i ntrbKb b>\y)on no TIN D>i>vy ns>!?om 

pinb - "To understand a i7\yo and a Di*>b)o' (Prov 1:6) [means] that they should pay 

attention to understand scriptural verses by two methods [of interpretation] - [by] the bWQ 

and [by] the HiPbQ, i.e., that they should understand what [the referent is that] he 

[Solomon] compared to the DiPbO, and not disregard the DiPbo, for it also necessary to 

understand it." Similarly, Rashi states, "The man who understands" (1113, Prov 1:5) 

"knows how to derive one thing from another" (by <V01Q1121 Tmo "DT pinb VTP 

inyiQ\y), i.e., "how to form a conclusion by analogy" (cf. the IMI in Midrash Mishle, 

pp. 161-162).10 

Rashi also identifies some of the book's figures, similes, metaphors, etc. Rashi 

says that Solomon ron n\yro nt>t>y miyn bvyoi nnu n\wi minn b\yo - "He 

9 See p. 79. 
10 See p. 162, n. 17. 

) 
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compared the Torah to a good woman, and he compared idolaters to a prostitute (1:1)." 

He also says that DGDn (wisdom), 1VMO (discipline), and DPI (understanding) in 

Prov 1:2 refer to the Torah (cf. the IMI in Midrash Mishle, pp. 159, 161). Therefore, the 

figures, similes, metaphors, etc. in Proverbs should be compared to referents in the Torah, 

and inferences derived from the comparisons should relate to m i n ">XH (cf. the IMI in 

Midrash Mishle, pp. 164, 166). As an example of interpreting by the methods of the b\yQ 

and the fliPbO, Rashi gives this example: >inn bi) m ^ l iTtt n\yNQ ~p^Vb "lON^O 

rrn nvwo nmm ra pn nvw iwbi ib\yQ wsirw ns^on <JNI iWQn nn *IDNJ onsn -

"When he [Solomon] says, 'To deliver you from a strange and foreign woman' 

(Prov 2:16), it is said about idolatry [lit. the idols of Egypt]. This is the !WQ and also the 

n ^ G H , for he expressed his !WD in the language of a woman, [but] he understands by it, 

'Be warned about a strange woman.'" 

v) Themes of Proverbs 

Since riQDn (wisdom), "IP1Q (discipline), and HP1 (understanding) in Prov 1:2 

refer to Torah, the goal of studying the wisdom in Proverbs is to understand the Torah 

(1:2; cf. the IMI in Midrash Mishle, p. 161). 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

All of the figures, similes, metaphors, etc. in Proverbs are to be interpreted 

according to the hermeneutic key provided by the introduction in 1:1-6, i.e., they are to 

be interpreted in light of m i n >137. This hermeneutic will reveal that this anthology of 

niOJVT and O^vyo is unified by a singular theme and educational purpose. 
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Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Rashi's ICI to Proverbs cites or alludes to the IMI in Midrash Mishle. The following 

correlations between them show that he used that exegetical midrash as a source: Rashi 

extends his ICI beyond 1:1 to 1:6, just as the IMI extends to 1:9; Rashi identifies the 

genre of Proverbs as 0>b\y», m o m , and m^>bo, while the IMI identifies it as 0">b\yQ 

and niiP!7)3; Rashi states that analogical reasoning is the interpretative key for unlocking 

the book in terms of understanding figures, what they are compared to, and how to derive 

conclusions from them, just as the IMI does; this hermeneutic key allows the book of 

Proverbs to treat a single theme, i.e., Torah; and Rashi identifies some of the book's 

figures, similes, and metaphors in relation to the Torah, just as the IMI does. Rashi also 

alludes to the IMI in Song Rab., and to the time Qohelet wrote Proverbs. 

Third, Rashi's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 

l:lff., demonstrated by the first criterion above, and use of Midrash Psalms as a source 

for it, demonstrated by the second one, shows that he adopted the form of an IMI. He was 

also influenced by the IMI in Midrash Mishle to extend his ICI beyond 1:1. 

And fourth, Rashi's commentary introduction displays no familiarity with non-

Jewish models of introduction. Rather, we have seen that he uses Midrash Mishle as a 

source, and is directly and profoundly influenced by its IMI. These four criteria show that 

the IMI in Midrash Mishle influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's 

ICI to Proverbs. In this case, the influence of the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

I 
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Rashi's Haqdamah and Inner-Commentary Introduction to Song of Songs 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Song Rab. influenced the form, 

themes, and material content of Rashi's no ipn and ICI to Song of Songs. First, Rashi's 

DQlpn and ICI to Song of Songs address the same themes as the IMI in Song Rab.:11 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

In his DOTpD, Rashi says that the prophets spoke their words in similes or figures 

(nwmiT). Like the prophets, Solomon foresaw future events by the vnipn m"i - in his 

case he saw future exiles and diasporas of Israel (nim 1V\H Dbll T)t>£> bN*ivy> "|H>ny\y 

N JTfrJa "pINHfibl pn in *inN p i m ) . Rashi implies that Solomon was a prophet who 

spoke Song of Songs as a simile or figure (NQ^VT). He also explicitly states that Solomon 

wrote Song of Songs under the inspiration of the vmpn m~i (YHpn m*P mn "IDO *rt?>1). 

Rashi also addresses the theme of the inspiration of Song of Songs in his ICI. 

There he cites a dictum by R. Akiva about whether it defiles the hands, i.e., whether it is 

inspired: J?DW bN*w>!7 onnyn -pvy in )n">w OVD » T I obiyn bi rpn Nb Ni>py Y 'N 

0>\y*Tp YHp on>\yn "PW1 WTp tTCWDTi - "R. Akiva said, 'The whole world is not as 

worthy as the day on which Song of Songs was given to Israel, for all of the Writings are 

sacred, but Song of Songs is the most sacred [of them]'" (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., 

p. 87). Since Song of Songs is the most sacred of the Writings, it is inspired and does 

defile the hands. 

11 All Hebrew citations of Rashi's DQTpD and ICI to Song of Songs are from J. Rosenthal, >"vn \yno 
D^-pwn T>vy t?y [Rashi's Commentary on the Song of Songs], in ->pv\m ^p bNIQW TQDi" inv "i3t> 
[English title added: Samuel K. Mirsky Jubilee Volume], ed. Simon Bernstein and Gershon A. Churgin 
(New York: Jubilee Committee, 1958), 136-137. 

12 See p. 87 for the fuller citation. 

I 
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Rashi then illustrates the special status of Song of Songs with a parable: *pab 

Itmo "pi *p piit? p i -p r£>t> *pi *p >b Ninn 1b "ION owirob nwwi von rwt> bow 

\yip on>\yn -p\yi vnp orruran io 70 rfrwm rifluo nnN n>pt> ibp nmnn >b ri^oi 

0>\y*rp - "This may be compared to a king who took a seah of wheat and gave it to a 

baker and said to him, 'Extract so much fine sifted flour, so much bran flour, and so much 

coarse bran flour for me. Then bake for me from it one delicate pastry, purely sifted and 

choicest.' So (in the same way) all the Writings are sacred, but the Song of Songs is the 

most sacred [of them]" (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 88). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

In his DQlpn Rashi states that Solomon foresaw the exiles and diaspora of Israel. 

He wrote Song of Songs for these future generations so that they would remember their 

former glory at Sinai when they were God's treasured possession from among the peoples 

(O>oyn bDQ n^t>), and turn back to God in the last days (0>0>n nnnNl). 

iii) Genre 

In his DOlpn Rashi describes Song of Songs as a simile or figure (NQ3H). This 

genre identification corresponds to the IMI's identification of Song Rab. as a mashal 

(illustration, figure, simile; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., pp. 81-82).13 Rashi explains how to 

13 The printed edition of petihtah 4 of the IMI in Song Rab. reads, N m n nrpri Nt> nob\y toy NtW TV 
- "Before Solomon appeared there was no NmVT" (o"*n 11P3 P13T :T\t»Q won WTTQ [Midrash on the 
Five Scrolls: Pesaro 1519]. However, the manuscripts read either, rninn nrpn rvcb r»o!w fay Niw TV 
riQVT - "Before Solomon appeared, to what may the Torah be compared?" (Ms Vatican 184a and Ms 
Oxford 263a), or, i>on mi l l v m VT\ noi? no^\y 1W l&V TV - "Before Solomon appeared, to what may 
the words of Torah be compared?" (Ms Parma, 3122, in Goldstein, "tr>-p\yn T>vy WTTB" [Midrash Song of 
Songs], 9), followed by D^WO (see pp. 79ff.). The reference in the printed edition to Solomon's Nnsn is 
probably a gloss, based on its own or Rashi's substitution of NOIVT for !?\yQ. 



194 

interpret a Nmn, and identifies some of the figures in this one, i.e., in Song of Songs (see 

below). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Rashi begins his DOTpD with a general description of his method of 

interpretation: 111 <11OT WW\D HMb Ni!1> *rnN N1p)3 WW n 0>TW 0>nbN *m nnN 

1i)Q\yo vpQ NiO> HlplO ~p Y>N - '"One thing God spoke; two things we have heard' 

[Ps 62:12]. One verse has many meanings, but in the final analysis no verse departs from 

its literal sense." Since he identifies Song of Songs as a NOin, he also describes how to 

interpret one: bVI n>3D1N ^ Nmrm n\y»b *p*i* Noam OfinXT 0>N>2Dn 111TW >"£tt>N 

m*Tt> - "Since the prophets spoke their words in a NE51T, it is necessary to arrange the 

WOM! appropriately in its order." 

As a NQ̂ VT, Rashi also identifies some of its similes and figures. In his n m p n he 

identifies its major figure as a marriage between God and Israel that explains their past 

and future relations. In the past, the partners enjoyed each other's love, acts of kindness, 

and faithfulness. At the time of her exile and diaspora, i.e., the future time for which 

Solomon wrote the book, God would afflict Israel for her unfaithfulness. She would be 

like a distressed separated wife longing and yearning for her husband and beloved (mili i 

m n !?y n p a i n o Vbyi ty JippllWO m>n J115»!7N). Even during that time, God would 

remain her husband. He would be distressed by her distress, and would also remember 

her former kindness, beauty, propriety of conduct, and His strong bond of love for her 

(my ninNi r\w ~i\yp) "ivy* rfrya irwoi n»ai> >"m nmsu non). in the end of days they 
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would again be marriage partners: nVM Nim ITWN N>D Tri> >D pnib>\y rpmb>\y Nb -

"Her exiles are not bills of divorce, for she is still His wife and He [is still] her husband." 

In Rashi's ICI he also identifies every nabw as a sacred reference to the King of 

Peace (lb\y Olbwrw jbo vrrp on>\yn 1>\yi *i10Nn D)3b\y bD; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., 

p. 89). 

v) Themes of Song of Songs 

The major theme of Song of Songs is the relationship of God and Israel described 

as a marriage relationship. Since this relationship is permanent, Israel will enjoy it again 

after her exiles and diaspora. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Rashi's DQTpn and ICI are concerned with the entire book of Song of Songs. In 

his no ipn he twice calls it a IDt? (mn IDDb >n>N*i; mn IDt? 7t?>1) whose verses he will 

comment on in their [scriptural] order (TTt?n by t n w i n\y»b mNlpnn V)CiV)Q D13nb). In 

his ICI Rashi uses the title 0>"p\yn 1W five times (once as the opening title lemma). It is 

a book of figures and similes bound by a major one about the marriage between God and 

Israel, to which all of the other ones relate. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Rashi's DDlpD and ICI to Song of Songs cite or allude to the IMI in Song Rab. Rashi 

mentions in his DOTpn that he used a Midrash on Song of Songs as a source for his 

introduction: \y>i ,ir\H w n m mn nacn b:> cmno w> rmN >\y"i*T)o HOD mn *i£)t>b WN*I 

>rnoNi ,mNipon *ntn Nipon -pvyb by y>nvy»riQ y>w t m b niNipo m)N *nao DODI o>-m£>o 

WTTOI unio oiynp ipni2-i nivmam TTPD by OTINI i\y»b nwipnn VOWQ tnanb nbn 
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101pm - "I have seen many aggadic midrashim concerning this book. Some occur in a 

single Midrash arranged in the order of this entire book, while others occur in verses by 

themselves scattered in many aggadic books, which do not conform to the language of 

Scripture or to the order of the verses. So I thought I would capture the meaning of the 

verses and arrange their commentary according to the [scriptural] order and the midrashic 

interpretations that our rabbis established, each and every one in its place [in that 

order]."14 In fact, Rashi cuts and pastes the majority of his introduction from Song Rab.15 

The following correlations between his introduction and the IMI in Song Rab. confirm 

this: Rashi's concern about the inspiration of Song of Songs, i.e., whether Solomon wrote 

it under the inspiration of the \y*T1pn m*l and whether it defiles the hand corresponds to 

the main concern of the IMI about whether Solomon composed Song of Songs under the 

inspiration of the \y*Tpn nri; R. Akiva's statement and the parable that support the 

inspiration of the book both occur in Rashi's introduction and the IMI; genre 

identifications in Rashi and the IMI as a ND517 and a bvw are very similar; the 

identification of figures and similes by Rashi and the IMI is similar, i.e., their references 

to the lovers D"3pn and Israel; and the title lemma on>\yn "PW in 1:1 broadens the scope 

I consulted Marcus' translation for this passage: "This book has several aggadic midrashim. Some 
are arranged in the order of the entire book in a single midrash; others are scattered about in many books of 
aggadah, are on individual verses and do not conform to the language of Scripture or to the order of the 
verses. (Preferring the former,) I decided to capture the meaning of the verses and arrange each explanation 
following the correct order of the midrashim which our rabbis have established, each (midrash) in its proper 
place" (Marcus, "Rashi's Historiosophy," 49). 

15 This does not imply that Rashi cited Song Rab. verbatim. He was also familiar with the original 
sources that Song Rab. used, e.g., R. Akiva's statement from m. Yad. 3.5, and the statement about the King 
of Peace from b. Sebu. 35b. Grossman states, "Once Rashi had selected a suitable midrash, he was faced 
with the problem of its wording. Very frequently, he reworked the text as formulated by the Sages, omitting 
part of the talmudic argument, adding and omitting words and sometimes even changing the wording" 
(Avraham Grossman, "The School of Literal Jewish Exegesis in Northern France," in Hebrew Bible / Old 
Testament. The History of Its Interpretation. Vol. I. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300). 
Part 2, The Middle Ages, ed. Magne Ssebe [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000], 336). 



197 

of inquiry to the entire book. Even though Rashi pursues the metaphor of a marriage 

further than the IMI does, and adds the notion that Solomon wrote Song of Songs for a 

future generation in exile, by his own admission the IMI in Song Rab. influenced his 

nmpn and ICI. 

Third, Rashi's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 1:1, 

demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Song Rab. as a source for it, 

demonstrated by the second one, shows that he adopted the form of an IMI. 

And fourth, Rashi's nxnpn and ICI display no familiarity with non-Jewish 

models of introduction. Rather, we have seen that he cites Song Rab. as a source, and is 

directly and profoundly influenced by its IMI. These four criteria show that the IMI in 

Song Rab. influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's DQlpn and ICI to 

Song of Songs. In this case, the influence of the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

Rashi's Inner-Commentary Introduction to Lamentations 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Lam Rab. influenced the form, 

themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to Lamentations. First, Rashi's ICI to 

Lamentations addresses these same themes as the IMI in Lam Rab.:16 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Rashi states JTO>p 10t? 2DD n>D*l> - "Jeremiah wrote the book of laments." 

All Hebrew citations of Rashi's ICI to Lamentations are from Jacob ben Hayyim, niNlpO *j"3n 
ni!?1*n [Biblia Rabbinica], 4 vols., (Venice, 1525), reprint (Jerusalem: Makhor, 1972), 4:289. 
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ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Rashi states that Lamentations is the scroll that Jehoiakim burned on the brazier 

that was on the fire (WND bV *WN HNfl ty 0>p>1fp <)1V 1VH Vi^mn N>D, Jer 36). 

Therefore, it was composed during Jehoiakim's reign (cf. the IMI in Lam Rab., p. 123). 

Rashi also distinguishes two stages in its composition: T\2W DD'N 'in>l <pH vybVJ 12 T>m 

<)vn im iQND\y in>i <pn v^v Nirw iaxn >JN viw <i>t7in i w oyv HD>N i>y> DD>N 

\yb\y "TWD \y!w noro D>l*l o n i l On^V - "It was composed [originally] of three 

alphabetic acrostics, i.e., m\y> DD>N (Lam 1:1 = Lam 1), n>y> m>N (Lam 2:1 = Lam 2), 

and OVV DD>N (Lam 4:1 = Lam 4), and he kept on adding to it, i.e., "nan >3N (Lam 3:1 = 

Lam 3), which contains three [more] alphabetic acrostics, as it says, 'And besides, many 

words like them were added to them' [Jer 36:32], three acrostics corresponding to the 

three [more]" (cf. the IMI in Lam Rab., p. 122). 

iii) Genre 

Rashi's statement that "Jeremiah wrote the book of Lamentations" identifies the 

genre of the book (cf. the IMI in Lam Rab., pp. 101-132). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Rashi gives a general description of his method of interpretation: DDK >VJn*TQ \y> 

1V»\y»D Nlpon \Nfr vnsb 'UNI >3N1 nmn - "There are many aggadic midrashim, but I 

have learned to interpret the language of Scripture according to its literal sense." 

However, he does not proceed to treat methods that are specific to Lamentations, even 

though the IMI in Lam Rab. does. 

file:///yb/y
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v) Themes of Lamentations 

Rashi implies that the exile is a temporary situation. Although the city is lonely 

without its inhabitants (D>2\yPQ 710^3), she is not really a widow. She is like a wife 

whose husband went to a distant country but intends to return (NbN WOO rootw Nt»1 

iiinl? IJIVTI o*>n m^itiy rfryn "prw n\y20). 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Rashi calls the book a book (~IDt>) composed of laments (niD'p), and a nb^Q. Its 

acrostic structure binds the individual chapters and the theme of lament binds them as a 

book (cf. the IMI in Lam Rab., pp. 135-136). 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Rashi's ICI to Lamentations cites or alludes to the IMI in Lam Rab. The following 

correlations between them show that he used that exegetical midrash as a source: Rashi's 

statement that Lamentations is a book of laments correlates with paraphrases of Lam 1:1 

in the IMI in Lam Rab. that state Jeremiah OD^V pip (lamented over them); Rashi's 

reference to Jehoiakim burning the scroll is from, petihtah 28 of the IMI in Lam Rab.; 

Rashi's mention of six acrostics corresponds to most of petihtah 27 in Lam Rab., which 

describes the same six acrostics besides a seventh one in Lam 5; Rashi's mention of the 

city without inhabitants may be an allusion to petihtah 34 in Lam Rab.; Rashi's 

implication that the exile is temporary correlates with one of the main themes in the IMI 

in Lam Rab., that the exile and lament for it is part of the covenantal cycle. Rashi implies 

that the cycle will begin again. 
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Third, Rashi's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 1:1, 

demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Lam Rab. as a source for it, 

demonstrated by the second one, show that he adopted the form of an IMI. 

And fourth, Rashi's commentary introduction displays no familiarity with non-

Jewish models of introduction. Rather, we have seen that he uses Lam Rab. as a source, 

and is directly and profoundly influenced by its IMI. These four criteria show that the 

IMI in Lam Rab. influenced the form, themes, and material content of Rashi's ICI to 

Lamentations. In this case, the influence of the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

Rashi's "Introduction" to Genesis/The Torah 

As I mentioned in my Introduction, there is a growing trend to view Rashi's 

preliminary remarks to his Genesis commentary as an introduction,17 which would be an 

ICI according to my terminology. In a very short section preceding his remarks on 

creation, Rashi does make two observations related to the Torah in the context of the 

creation account, i.e., that the main theme of the Torah is commandments, and that God 

made the land and can give it to whomever He wants. However, based on the criterion of 

treating the same themes as the IMIs, his observations only address very briefly the genre 

and themes of Genesis. In my opinion, that is not enough to qualify as an ICI to Genesis 

or to the Torah, especially if we compare Rashi's brief comments here to his lengthy ICI 

to Leviticus that was influenced by IMIs. However, the trend does support my claim that 

an ICI is recognizable by its treatment of introductory issues within the comments on 1:1. 

17 See p. 3, n. 6. 



CHAPTER NINE 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE INNER-MIDRASHIC 
INTRODUCTIONS ON IBN EZRA'S INTRODUCTIONS 

Ibn Ezra's Knowledge of the Sadr, Mukaddima, and Prooemium 

As mentioned in the Introduction, it is generally believed that the first medieval 

rabbinic introductions to biblical books written in Hebrew were adaptations of non-

Jewish models. Ibn Ezra is regarded as the first commentator to adapt Arabic models in 

Hebrew. His Arabic education in poetry, linguistics, science, and philosophy2 would have 

exposed him to generic models of introduction, the sadr and mukaddima, and to the 

prooemium. The prooemium consisted of six to eight preliminary questions, called 

headings or main points, to be answered before the study of an individual Aristotelian 

treatise. These questions related to theme, place in the reading order, utility, title, 

authenticity, divisional structure, relationship to other areas of philosophy, and method of 

instruction.4 He was also familiar with the introductions of the Ge'onim, e.g. Sa'adia 

1 Eric Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 158, cited on p. 4 of the Introduction; cf. Sirat, "Biblical 
Commentaries and Christian Influence," 215ff. 

2 Lancaster, Deconstructing the Bible: Abraham ibn Ezra's Introduction to the Torah (London: 
RoutledgeCurzon, 2003), 1. 

3 W. P. Heinrichs, "Sadr," in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, ed. C. E. Bosworth, E. van 
Donzel, W. P. Heinrichs and G. Lecomte (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995), VIII: 748; P. Freimark, "Mukaddima," 
in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, ed. C. E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W. P. Heinrichs and 
Ch. Pellat (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1993), VII: 495-496. See pp. 214-215 for more on these forms. 

4 See pp. 216-217 for a detailed description of this form. 
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Gaon,5 and those of other Judeo-Arabic commentators, e.g., Ibn Ghiyyat's (1038-1089) 

introduction to Ecclesiastes that adapted the prooemium with slightly different 

terminology. Ibn Ezra used Ibn Ghiyyat's commentary as a source for his own on 

7 • R 

Ecclesiastes, which was the first commentary he wrote in 1140, and also for his DQlpn 

to his first commentary on Psalms (see below). However, we shall see that Arabic models 

did not influence Ibn Ezra exclusively. In some cases he was also influenced by the IMI. 

Ibn Ezra's Haqdamah to Psalms - Second Recension 

Ibn Ezra wrote two introductions to Psalms, a first recension somewhere between 

1140-1143 in Rome or Lucca, and the second one in 1156 in Rouen.9 Simon describes the 

major Judeo-Arabic influences on Ibn Ezra's first recension to Psalms, including 

5 See Ibn Ezra's introduction to the Torah on the "first path" (JinND *T")"TD) (Irene Lancaster, 
Deconstructing the Bible: Abraham ibn Ezra's Introduction to the Torah, 145-148 [Eng.]; and Asher 
Weiser, >JY>U ,OniN>l ,N12» DV croiVW 0>t>13*n >"JO ^"bV N1W pN OmiN m~t> mUlD >W1T3 
n i ^ l p d n i l l po [Commentaries on the Torah by Our Master Abraham Ibn Ezra According to 
Manuscripts and Early Printed Editions with an Introduction, Comments, Notes on Sources, and Parallels], 
3 vols., vol. 1, rpYWD [Genesis] (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976), 1 ,H [Heb.]). Also see Sirat for a 
description of these Judeo-Arabic introductions (Sirat, "Biblical Commentaries and Christian Influence," 
212-215). 

6 See pp. 203-204, and n. 12 below, for more on his adaptation of the prooemium. For the consensus 
view that attributes this commentary on Ecclesiastes to Ibn Ghiyyat, see H. Mittelman, "A Commentary on 
Ecclesiastes in Judeo-Arabic Ascribed to Isaac ibn Ghiyat" (PhD diss., The Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem, 1999), English Abstract, xii-xvi. Besides the scholars mentioned by Mittelman, see also James 
T. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," in 
Studies in Medieval History and Literature, III, ed. Isadore Twersky and Jay M. Harris (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 2000), 123, n. 25; Sirat, "Biblical Commentaries and Christian Influence," 214, 
n. 13; and Dirk U. Rottzoll, Abraham Ibn Esras Kommentarezu den Biichern Kohelet, Ester undRut: 
Eingeleitet, Ubersetzt undKommentiert (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1999), 8, n. 7. 

7 Mittelman, "A Commentary on Ecclesiastes in Judeo-Arabic Ascribed to Isaac ibn Ghiyat," English 
Abstract, xi, xv, xxxv; Rottzoll, Abraham Ibn Esras Kommentare zu den Biichern Kohelet, Ester und Rut, 
7-8. 

8 Shlomo Sela and Gad Freudenthal, "Abraham Ibn Ezra's Scholarly Writings: A Chronological 
Listing," Aleph 6 (2006): 18; cf. Lancaster, Deconstructing the Bible: Abraham ibn Ezra's Introduction to 
the Torah, 4; Uriel Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms; From Saadiah Gaon to Abraham Ibn 
Ezra (New York: SUNY Press, 1991), 152. 

9 Sela and Freudenthal, "Abraham Ibn Ezra's Scholarly Writings," 18, 21; cf. Simon, Four Approaches 
to the Book of Psalms, 146, 149. 
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commentaries on Psalms by Sa'adia Gaon, Ibn Giqatilah, and others. For example, "at 

the beginning of the introduction to the First Recension Ibn Ezra enumerates the five 

conditions that, according to Sa'adia, governed the recitation of the Psalms in the temple, 

without noting that he is borrowing from a predecessor."11 His DDlpn to the first 

recension was also influenced by Ibn Ghiyyat's DQlpn on Ecclesiastes. "Isaac Ibn 

Ghiyath begins his Commentary on Ecclesiastes by discussing the 'eight things that 

someone beginning [a book] should know.' Ibn Ghiyath's terminology and categories 

differ somewhat from the philosophers' prooemium, but his approach is the same."12 Ibn 

Ezra states in his DQlpD, "We must undertake four inquiries (TWIN "llpnb VS» 7"0m 

Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 156-161. Sa'adia's long introduction to his Psalms 
commentary has been translated into English (Moshe Sokolow, "Saadiah Gaon's Prolegomenon to Psalms," 
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 51 [1984], 131-174). 

11 Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 157. For the five conditions see Sokolow, "Saadiah 
Gaon's Prolegomenon to Psalms," 154, 158-166. 

12 James T. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's 
Prooemium," 84. Kafih's Hebrew translation of Ibn Ghiyyat's eight things reads: *|>"ii!\y on niy>T> rmo\y 
Nin >» nyvp 113 rwoo Nirw mn own w>r> 3 mn laon i>yi Nin m nv>T> N oniN rxtrb -po^rin 
rm IN iwro ovmn ON nwnan p in » D W nn n vrrpn ' i io y>2 trbyn i ITDJ ya\ m>N3i union 
TTmtr>n i w n t ym mn\y IN yn\ WIN iv VIT mn Ni> DND nwnsn p u !̂ D3\y no t>o nv>T> i >rtw 
. . . m i u n vyiT>3 n omby >1U Nin\y - "There are eight things that the student must know: i) who the 

author of the book is; ii) his pseudonym [Qohelet]; iii) who compiled it and when it was compiled; iv) its 
place among the books of Scripture; v) whether what is included in it regarding asceticism is from his own 
wisdom or the inspiration of God; vi) whether everything included in it regarding asceticism was not 
known before that time or was known; vii) the foundations upon which it is built; viii) the aim . . . 
(Y. Kafih, DV2 "lINi? D^NSTTl D>p->DV D>W1T3 DV nO>N ,int7N ,TbT\p ,Jin ,On>Wn TV : J1lt»JO WOn 
m-iNm n n y n JilNUJO i r p i u T U J U >3 by TOWH") [Five Scrolls: Song of Songs, Ruth, Qohelet, Esther, 
Eichah, with Ancient Commentaries Published for the First Time on the Basis of Manuscripts with 
Introductions, Notes, and Explanations] [Jerusalem: Ha-Agudah le-Hatsalat Ginze Teman, 1962], nop). 
For translation of this passage I consulted Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes 
and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 84-85; Sirat, "Biblical Commentaries and Christian Influence," 214; 
and the French translation of Hai'm Zafrani and Andre Caquot, La Version Arabe de la Bible de Sa'adya 
Gaon. L'Ecclesiaste et son Commentaire «Le Livre de L'Ascese» (Paris: G. -P. Maisonneuve and Larose, 
1989), 43. Since WP, TIN'!, and vyvva introduce the things the student should know, I left them 
untranslated. Regarding the attribution of this commentary to Ibn Ghiyyat, see n. 6 above. 
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0>~)pnQ)." His first three inquiries parallel Ibn Ghiyyat's first five things. Given all of 

the Judeo-Arabic influences on his n o i p n to his first recension of Psalms and the 

absence of any clear reference in it to the IMI in Midrash Psalms, it appears that the IMIs 

did not influence it. Since he wrote the first recension between 1140 and 1143, shortly 

after he left Spain for Rome and shortly after he wrote his commentary on Ecclesiastes, 

the Arabic models of introduction and other Judeo-Arabic commentaries exerted a strong 

influence on him. However, his DQTpn to the second recension of Psalms omits most of 

what appears in the first one, including the five conditions and four inquiries.15 One 

explanation for this is that by the time he wrote the second recension he was influenced 

by the model of the IMI for its nxnpn.16 In fact, the following criteria show that the IMI 

in Midrash Psalms influenced the themes and material content of Ibn Ezra's DDlpn to his 

All English and Hebrew citations of his first recension are from Simon, Four Approaches to the 
Book of Psalms, 308-329. 

14 Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 177-178. Ibn Ezra's first three inquiries are: "Is the 
entire book by David?"; "Who edited this book?"; and "Are these words of David and the other poets 
veritable songs, psalms, and prayers, or were they said through the Holy Spirit?" (ibid, 178). 

15 Compare Simon who states that the DQlpn to the second recension "does not contain even one 
sentence that parallels the prologue of the introduction to the First Recension, which deals with the 
excellences of the Book of Psalms" (Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 177). 

16 Other proposed explanations are that Ibn Ezra had forgotten Sa'adia's commentary during the 
elapsed time between the two Psalms recensions (Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 157), 
and/or that Ibn Ezra adapted his TMOfpT) to his more conservative surroundings in N. France, i.e., he 
accommodated more midrashic interpretation than he otherwise would have (ibid., 152ff.). Besides the 
arguments marshalled by Simon against the commonly held notion that Ibn Ezra always adapted his 
interpretations to his more conservative surroundings, it should be noted that Ibn Ezra's first recension of 
his commentary to Song of Songs, written in Rome or Lucca between 1140 and 1145, devotes one of its 
three sections to midrash (Sela and Freudenthal, "Abraham Ibn Ezra's Scholarly Writings," 18; H. J. 
Mathews, mQf n N~HV pN I>NO p oiiiiN ->rt> [DDWNI N-irmn] tp-pvyn i>\y \yrva [Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1874], reprint [English title added: Abraham Ibn Ezra's Commentary on the Canticles, 
After the First Recension: Edited from Two Mss., with a Translation] [London: Trubner and Co., 1874, 
printed in Israel, n.d.], 17-29 [Eng.], 15-24 [Heb.]). If Ibn Ezra accommodated midrashic interpretations, he 
did so at different times and perhaps for different reasons. Furthermore, if he accommodated the model of 
the IMI for his nOTpn to his second recension of Psalms, his motives for doing so will not affect my 
argument. 
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second recension of Psalms. First, his no ipn addresses these same themes as the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms:11 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Ibn Ezra mentions that some Psalm headings name their poet or author while 

others do not (D'li ono w\ no*on WNH y\ro unon w mwon owi omoto in \y> 

l l W a n 0\y IDT Nb2). This creates a major dispute among commentators about whether 

i o 

David wrote the whole book. Some argue that since David was a prophet (Neh 12:24; 

2 Sam 23:2), he wrote the entire book and all the Psalm titles should be interpreted in 

terms of his exclusive authorship. For example, "pnTPb (Ps 62) refers to one of the chief 

musicians, Jeduthun, and rwicb (Ps 90), (]VH^ (Pss 50, 73-83), and n i p >»I? (Pss 42, 44-

49; 84-85, 87-88) refer to the descendants of Moses, Asaph, and Korah, who all lived 

during David's time, and to whom he gave Psalms to play. DObWb (Ps 72) is a prophecy 

by David concerning Solomon. "O God, heathens have entered your domain" (Ps 79), and 

"By the rivers of Babylon" (Ps 137) are prophecies of David that he prophesied about the 

future (TJiyb N2DTiri\y i n 31N12D).19 Others argue that since the Psalms are a collection of 

non-prophetic genres, i.e., songs, and prayers (D^om VW 110*0), the historical remarks 

in their titles reflect the actual historical circumstances of their composition. Therefore, 

different authors composed the book of Psalms over a long period of time (cf. the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms, p. 151). Thus, "By the rivers of Babylon," n i p >3li?, and ^PN^, etc., 

were written by Babylonian poets during the exile. 
17 All Hebrew citations of Ibn Ezra's second recension are from Simon, Four Approaches to the Book 

of Psalms, 330-333. 
18 Ibn Ezra is referring to Sa'adia Gaon and Ibn Giqatilah among others (Simon, Four Approaches to 

the Book of Psalms, 157, 179, 188-189). 
19 Simon, Four Approaches to the Book of Psalms, 330. 
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While Ibn Ezra endorses the view that different authors composed the book, he 

still attributes many anonymous Psalms to David. For example, he states, "Why do some 

commentators wonder that the book does not begin [with the heading] 'The prophecy of 

David'? For there is no doubt among the Jews that our master Moses wrote Genesis, for 

we have received this tradition from our holy ancestors, their memory for a blessing, even 

90 

though it does not begin 'the Lord spoke to Moses.'" Just as Moses is the author of 

anonymous parts of the Torah, David is the author of some anonymous Psalms (cf. the 

IMI in Midrash Psalms, pp. 147-148, which compares Moses and David in other 

respects). He also states, "Those psalms that have no one's name in the heading may not 

be by David, or again they may be, like 'Praise the Lord, call on His name,' (105) which 

has no ascription to David but is by him, since it is said explicitly in Chronicles 

(1 Chr 16:7) that David wrote it about the Ark, and gave it to Asaph the singer."21 

Ibn Ezra also endorses the view of the Sages that the book was composed (10NJ) 

by the inspiration of the \y*npn nvi (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 147). This implies 

that all of its authors were inspired. However, others argue that the non-prophetic genres 

in Psalms diminish its degree of inspiration: "Others say that this book contains no 

prophecies about future events, which is why the Sages transcribed it with Job and the 
99 

Scrolls, and this is attested by [the terms] "psalm," "song," and "prayer." In response, 

Ibn Ezra argues that these terms can designate prophetic songs and prayers, which also 

supports his view that the book is a prophecy by its main author David (cf. the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms, p. 154), and by its other authors who lived during David's time. 
20 Ibid., 332. 
21 Ibid., 332. 
22 Ibid., 330. 
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ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

According to one view, David wrote all of the Psalms and future events described 

in them. Regarding the view that different authors composed the Psalms on different 

occasions, Ibn Ezra states, "As for those Psalms that have no explicit attribution, the 

editors of this Book of Psalms did not know the name of the author."23 It follows then 

that the editors were not able to pinpoint the exact historical circumstances for each 

Psalm. 

iii) Genre 

The different genres of the Psalms are designated by the titles of individual 

Psalms (cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 151), summarized as psalms, songs, and 

prayers (n^sm "P\yi 11QW). Ibn Ezra also argues that they are prophetic songs and 

prayers. Since songs and prayers are uttered by prophets, e.g., The "Song" of Moses 

ConNfl rrpYJ, Deut 32:1), and "The Prayer of Habakkuk" (piping Db>an, Hab 3:1), the 

Psalm titles "Prayer" (nbQTl) and "Song" (1>\y) can designate a prophecy. Therefore, the 

Psalm titles do not designate non-prophetic genres. 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Ibn Ezra's genre identification of the Psalms as prophetic song and prayer dictates 

that some of the perfect verbs in the Psalms be interpreted as prophetic futures. 

Ibid., 332. 
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v) Themes of Psalms 

Some of the book's themes can be derived from the titles of the individual 

Psalms. Ibn Ezra summarized these themes as psalms, songs, and prayers ("PWI "notQ 

nb£>D1; cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, which devotes most of its attention to three title 

themes, i.e., prayer [nbOD], praise [rPlbtJD], and blessing [n\yN]). These titles also 

designate a prophetic nature. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

The unity of the book as a collection of psalms, songs, and prayers is assumed on 

either view of authorship. Ibn Ezra does not mention the parallel between the five books 

of the Torah and the five books in Psalms (as the IMI in Midrash Psalms does, p. 148). 

However, since anonymous parts of the Torah were written by Moses, he argued that 

some anonymous Psalms were also written by David. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Ibn Ezra's second recension DOlpD to Psalms cites or alludes to sections of the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms. The following correlations between them show that he used it as a 

source: the identification of multiple authors and an editor of the Psalms, attribution of 

the book to its main author David, its composition under the inspiration of the n n 

\y*npD, comparison of anonymous sections of the Torah and Psalms, and genre 

identification based on Psalm titles. 

And third, even though Ibn Ezra was familiar with Arabic models of 

introduction, his DQlpD is not modelled after them. Rather, it is closer in form to the IMI 

in Midrash Psalms. Since Ibn Ezra did not present introductory material within his 
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comments on 1:1, he did not adopt the form of an IMI. However, the three criteria above 

show that the IMI in Midrash Psalms influenced the themes and material content of his 

no ipn . Even though he was familiar with non-Jewish models of introduction, his 

accommodation to a conservative Jewish model while living in N. France could explain 

the striking difference between his two m o i p n to Psalms.24 

Ibn Ezra's Haqdamah to Song of Songs - Second Recension 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Song Rab. influenced the themes and 

material content of Ibn Ezra's DDTpn to his second recension commentary on Song of 

Songs, written in Rouen between 1155-1157.25 First, his DOTpn addresses these same 

themes as the IMI in Song Rab. : 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Ibn Ezra states that 0>T\yn W is the most excellent of Solomon's one thousand 

and five songs (1 Kgs 5:12; V\y 31J1D p >V im»D ^ N l DW)on ibDD DQl7\y n>\y b03 pNI 

nabwb nvyN on>vyn bsn nbwo Tvyn m >Dbb\yl? ivyN n>\yn). He also states that there is 

no dispute about whether it defiles the hands, (DN NQtfQ N1H >D nplbno Vty VN1 

0>T>n), i.e., he agrees with the Sages about its inspiration (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., 

pp. 87, 89-91). Later he reiterates that the book was written under the inspiration of the 

\y*rpn n n ClDOD m " i m \y*Tpn m i l ; cf. the leitmotif in the IMI in Song Rab., 

pp. 69-72, 75-79, 82, 84-88). 

However, see n. 16 above. 
25 Sela and Freudenthal, "Abraham Ibn Ezra's Scholarly Writings," 21. 
26 All Hebrew citations of Ibn Ezra's n o i p n are from Jacob ben Hayyim, JTr>m niNlpO [Biblia 

Rabbinica], 4:262. 
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ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Ibn Ezra states that since Solomon speaks figuratively about God and Israel, he 

writes about the past beginning with Abraham, the father of the nation, and also about the 

days of the Messiah (see below). Solomon prophesied about the future under the 

inspiration of the vnpT) n n ("ll>*T \yipD HV13 >D T>W 111 by N13Jl>). 

iii) Genre 

Ibn Ezra identifies Song of Songs as bWQ (illustration, figure, simile; cf. the IMI 

in Song Rab., pp. 79-82, 88-89;), in which Solomon compares the people of Israel to a 

bride and God to her beloved [husband] ( r rm IpQDI rt)-±> *?K1W> D03D i»\yon; cf. the 

IMI in Song Rab., pp. 88-89). Since the prophets also used this genre (OW1DD *p*T p , 

e.g., Isa 5:1; Ezek 16:7-8, llff; Hos 2:21; 3:1; Ps 45:1, 11), Solomon followed a 

scriptural and prophetic pattern of composition. 

This genre identification also addresses the same concern that the rabbis had in 

interpreting Song of Songs literally as an erotic love poem. He states, "Heaven (God) 

forbid that the Song of Songs is about matters of sexual desire; rather, it is to be 

interpreted as a iWG" (b\yn "[ii by ON >D p\yn n r r o *>"p\yn *i>\y Tivvb n^bn nb'bni). 

Since it is a !WD, it contains a mystery concealed and sealed [by the peshat] (Tit? 121 

Oinni D1DD), which is a collection of 0>iw>2 about Israel from the days of Abraham to 

the days of the Messiah. These O'bvyo order the whole book from one on Abraham 

(Song 1:2) to one on the Messiah (Song 8:12). 

file:///yipD
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iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Since Song of Songs is a b\y)3, Ibn Ezra states he will identify its similes and 

figures: 11 !WEOni b\yon >3>:W 1H2H - "I will interpret the topics of the bWD [i.e., Song of 

Songs as a !?\yo] and the thing compared in it" (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., pp. 81-82).27 As 

we have seen, he identifies its major figure as a marriage between God and Israel. He also 

identifies every occurrence of Solomon as referring to king Solomon with one exception, 

i.e., Song 8:12 (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 89). There he interprets TMcbV T> <pHn as the 

tribes (°)bN) returning to Solomon, i.e., to the Messiah. He also interprets that the 31132 

Ob\yi"P should be compared to a woman speaking to her soul and replying to it, as if she 

was speaking to her own thoughts (lb>ND Vb nnQN l>\yji1 TW2) OV 'lllOD TWH by 

rpjim>n» oy IONTI). 

v) Themes of Song of Songs 

The major theme of Song of Songs is the relationship of God and Israel 

compared to a marriage. Israel has enjoyed this relationship from the beginning, and will 

enjoy it in the days of the Messiah. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Ibn Ezra's DOlpD is concerned with the entire book of Song of Songs. He refers 

to Song of Songs four times as a ~i£)t?. He also calls it a bWQ (singular) on the relationship 

of God and Israel, to which all of its similes and figures relate. It is also unified by the 

progression of its CPlwa from Abraham to the days of the Messiah. 

27 See Mordechai Z. Cohen, Three Approaches to Biblical Metaphor from Abraham Ibn Ezra and 
Maimonides to David Kimhi (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 50-51, regarding the translation of this clause. 
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Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Ibn Ezra's second recension DOTpD to Song of Songs cites or alludes to sections of the 

IMI in Song Rab. The following correlations between them show that he used it as a 

source: Ibn Ezra's concern about the inspiration of Song of Songs, i.e., that Solomon 

wrote it under the inspiration of the WTipn m i and that it defiles the hands, corresponds 

to the main concern of the IMI about whether Solomon composed Song of Songs under 

the inspiration of the vnpn DTI; his genre identification as a b\yo is identical to the IMI's; 

in fact, Ibn Ezra's phraseology, "the topics of the i>\yo (singular), and the thing compared 

in it (singular)" (11 iWOifil bwon >3>tt>) alludes to the phrase in the IMI, "this mashal" 

(mn in^OD; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., pp. 81-82); the identification of figures and similes 

is similar, i.e., their references to the lovers D"2pn and Israel. Even though Ibn Ezra 

pursues the metaphor of a marriage further than the IMI does, and he adds the notion that 

Solomon described that relationship from its beginning to the days of the Messiah, it is 

clear that the IMI in Song Rab. had a strong influence on his riOlpn. In fact, Ezra states 

that he used on'UTl 1W vyYTOQ as a source for his riDTpD. Even though many of the 

same correlations exist in Rashi's DOTpD and ICI to Song of Songs,28 Ibn Ezra's 

references to Song Rab., to the in IPnil") and the in TJ"Oimp, and his allusion to the 

phrase "this mashal" along with his choice of the word iWQ (as in the IMI) versus NOV)! 

(in Rashi) show that his primary influence was the IMI. 

28 That is, regarding defiling the hands (Rashi's ICI, p. 192); regarding inspiration by the vy*T1pn n n 
(Rashi's naTpn to Song of Songs, p. 192); regarding genre identification as a !WQ (Rashi's na ipn , p. 193, 
though he uses the word NQ}VT, [simile or figure]); regarding the figure of a marriage between God and 
Israel (Rashi's n m p n , pp. 194-195); and regarding the thing compared to Solomon (Rashi's ICI, p. 195). 
These correlations may be due to their sharing the same source, i.e., the IMI in Song Rab. On the other 
hand, the correlation that Solomon prophesied about the future under the inspiration of the vmpn n n and 
wrote about it (Rashi's n m p n , pp. 192-193) may show that Ibn Ezra was familiar with Rashi's n o i p n and 
ICI. 
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And third, even though Ibn Ezra was familiar with Arabic models of 

introduction, his n o i p n is not modelled after them. Rather, it is modelled after the IMI 

in Song Rab. Since Ibn Ezra did not present introductory material within his comments 

on 1:1, he did not adopt the form of an IMI. However, the three criteria above show that 

the IMI in Song Rab. influenced the themes and material content of his DQlpn. 



CHAPTER TEN 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE INNER-MIDRASHIC INTRODUCTIONS 
ON IBN TIBBON'S INTRODUCTION TO ECCLESIASTES 

Ibn Tibbon's Adoption of the Prooemium 

Ibn Tibbon was familiar with the same Arabic models of introduction as Ibn 

Ezra.1 The opening section of his lengthy Preface (nrVJlD) to his commentary on 

Ecclesiastes follows the practise of a sadr by presenting preliminary remarks before the 

actual introduction begins. He begins his Preface with an interpretation and application 

of Prov 11:30, "The fruit of the righteous is a tree of life, and he that takes souls is wise," 

in which he discusses the utility of the oral teaching and writing of the righteous, 

including Moses, David, Solomon, and Maimonides. They used an allegorical method to 

instruct others about wisdom that leads to the soul's eternal existence.3 The middle part of 

Ibn Tibbon's Preface4 follows the practise of a mukaddima by giving his reasons for 

1 He also states that "the preface of every book constitutes its first part" (James T. Robinson, "Samuel 
Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes" [PhD diss., Harvard University, 2002], 257). His own Preface is 
556 Hebrew lines long (see nn. 3,4, 10). 

2 W. P. Heinrichs, "Sadr," in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, ed. C. E. Bosworth, E. van 
Donzel, W. P. Heinrichs and G. Lecomte (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1995), VIII: 748; cf. James T. Robinson, 
"Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes" (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2002), 236, n. 129. 

3 James T. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 204-235 (Eng.), 540-548 
(Heb.; 231 Hebrew lines). Later he states, "I drink from his [Maimonides'] water and make others drink; 
everything comes from the 'fruit of the righteous' and from his good 'work;' it is itself'life' and causes 'life,' 
continuously and forever. This is why I began this Preface with this verse [namely, Prov 11:30]" (ibid., 
253). 

4 James T. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 236-258 (Eng.), 548-555 
(Heb.; 191 Hebrew lines). 
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writing his book,5 including understanding its aim,6 species of discourse,7 title,8 and 

utility.9 In the final part of his Preface10 he discusses other introductory topics including 

its division,11 authorship,12 title, aim, utility, and relation and position to Proverbs and 

Song of Songs.1 It will become clear that these categories are adopted from the 

prooemium. 

Following his Preface, Ibn Tibbon has a short section that is modelled on the 

IMI.14 I will deal with that section last (see below, pp. 218ff). Following this short 

section, he presents the headings of'the prooemium followed by an explanation of their 

meaning. Thus, the model of the prooemium entered Hebrew medieval rabbinic 

commentary tradition directly through Ibn Tibbon's commentary on Ecclesiastes.15 A 

brief description of'the prooemium follows before I return to his use of it. 

5 "In the central part, the author states the real reason for writing his book" (P. Freimark, 
"Mukaddima," in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, ed. C. E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W. P. 
Heinrichs and Ch. Pellat [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1993], VII: 495). 

6 James T. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 239, 244 (cf. 320), 249, 
254. 

7 Ibid., 246-248. 
8 Ibid., 252. 
9 Ibid., 253. 
10 Ibid., 258-273 (Eng.), 556-560 (Heb.; 134 Hebrew lines). 
11 Ibid., 258-260. 
12 Ibid., 260. 
13 Ibid., 260-273. 
14 Ibid., 273-276 (Eng.), 561-562 (Heb.; 32 Hebrew lines). It is also in Robinson, "Samuel Ibn 

Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 103-104 (Eng.), 91-92 (Heb). 
I will cite the latter work for Ibn Tibbon's ICI. 

15 Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
83; cf. Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 160; and Sirat, "Biblical Commentaries and Christian Influence," 
217. Lawee and Sirat use the term accessus ad auctorem. Hunt's Type C accessus is the Latin counterpart 
of'theprooemium (Richard William Hunt, "The Introductions to the 'Artes' in the Twelfth Century," in 
Studia Mediaevalia in Honorem Admodum Reverendi Patris Raymundi Josephi Martin [Brugis 
Flandrorum: De Tempel, 1948], 94-97; cf. A. J. Minnis, Medieval Theory of Authorship: Scholastic 
Literary Attitudes in the Later Middle Ages [London: Scolar Press, 1984], 18ff. However, Robinson and 
Lawee make it clear that Ibn Tibbon learned the questions or headings from Arabic sources (Robinson, 
"Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 84, 122, n. 21; 
Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 160, 170, n. 24). 
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Robinson offers an excellent summary of the prooemium. He states: 

The prooemium tradition developed in the Neoplatonic school in Alexandria as part 
of a fixed introduction to the study of Aristotle. The commentator on Aristotle 
would begin his work by asking ten questions, the first nine pertaining to Aristotle's 
writings as a whole, the tenth to each individual book in the corpus to be explained. 
The first nine subjects were: the origin of the names of the different schools of 
philosophy; the classification of Aristotle's writings according to genre or truth 
content; the starting point of the study of philosophy; the final goal; the way to reach 
the goal; qualifications of the student; qualifications of the commentator or teacher; 
Aristotle's style of writing; and why he wrote obscurely. The tenth point included an 
additional six, seven, or eight questions which were to be answered before beginning 
to comment on an individual book, namely the book's aim, utility, authorship, place 
in the order of reading, reason for the title, division into parts, relation to other works 
in the same field, and, later, the method of instruction."16 

Ibn Tibbon used the term prooemium to refer to the prologue to an individual book, i.e., 

to the questions contained in the tenth point. Although some of its questions already 

appeared in introductions to philosophical and medical works, and even to some patristic 

biblical commentaries from the turn of the third century on,18 it is generally agreed that 

the prooemium form was codified by Proclus (411-485)19 and fixed by his students in 

Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
83-84. Compare Edwin A. Quain, "The Medieval Accessus Ad Auctores," Traditio 3 (1945): 248, 251; 
Jaap Mansfeld, Prolegomena. Questions to be Settled before the Study of an Author, or a Text (Leiden: E. J. 
Brill, 1994), 10-11, 22-24; A. J. Minnis, Medieval Theory of Authorship, 18; L. G. Westerink, "The 
Alexandrian Commentators and the Introductions to their Commentaries," in Aristotle Transformed: The 
Ancient Commentators and Their Influence, ed. Richard Sorabji (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990), 
342-343; and Eva Riad, Studies in the Syriac Preface (Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, 1988), 42-
46, 67. 

17 Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
104. 

18 Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 10-55. Regarding Origen's biblical commentaries to Psalms, Song of 
Songs, and John, see Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 11, 14; and Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on 
Ecclesiastes," 84, 121, n. 13, 122, n. 22; regarding Eusebius on Psalms, see Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 17; 
regarding Gregory of Nyssa on Psalms, see Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 18; and Robinson, "Samuel Ibn 
Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 122, n. 23; for more biblical 
commentators, see Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 18-19. 

19 Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 10, 22, 28-39, 55. 



217 

Alexandria.20 From there it entered Arabic via Greek in the eighth to tenth centuries.21 

Ibn Tibbon learned it from Alfarabi and Averroes.22 

Ibn Tibbon used all of the prooemium categories in his Preface, though in a 

haphazard order. As part of his exegesis of Eccl 1:1, he presented a more systematic 

model of the prooemium. He states, 

Before saying anything more about this verse, I will first set before you a preliminary 
statement. I say: we have found that when sages, from Aristotle until the present, 
would compose a book of philosophy, they would preface it with a prooemium. 
They would generally make known all or some of the following eight things: the 
book's aim; its utility; its title; its division; its relation; its position; the method of 
instruction used in it; and the author's name. After mentioning them to you, as they 
occurred to me, I will now explain their meaning in summary form. 

After summarizing how the eight things apply to any work,24 he explains how they apply 

to Ecclesiastes. In the process, he also points out that Solomon also prefaced the book 

of Ecclesiastes with a prooemium. Ibn Tibbon uses a part of Solomon's prooemium to 

complete his treatment of the eight categories.27 

Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 23; Minnis, Medieval Theory of Authorship, 18; Quain, "The Medieval 
Accessus Ad Auctores," 261-264; Riad, Studies in the Syriac Preface, 46; Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's 
Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 121, n. 13. 

21 Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
84. 

22 Ibid., 84. "He uses the same terms and examples, and sometimes translates from their texts word for 
word" (ibid.). 

23 Ibid., 104-105. 
24 Ibid, 105-108. 
25 Ibid., 108-118. 
26 Ibn Tibbon says that Solomon wrote & prooemium to Ecclesiastes 1:1-11 (Robinson, "Samuel Ibn 

Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 258-259, 319-320, 322). 
27 In his prooemium, Ibn Tibbon treats five of its categories: species of discourse ("a branch of the 

method of instruction"), order (position), relation (the teaching of the "perdurance of the soul" in 
Ecclesiastes, Proverbs, and Songs of Songs), division (i.e., 1:1 is the beginning of Solomon's prooemium), 
and utility (scattered references to the sages, etc., understanding Solomon's teaching in his book) 
(Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 283-302). Regarding order, Robinson 
states that "place or position in the curriculum (madregah) is replaced with order in time (seder)" (ibid., 
289, n. 320). At the end of'hisprooemium, Ibn Tibbon states, "Having introduced all that I needed to 
introduce, I say that this first verse [Eccl 1:1] is the beginning of the book's prooemium. He [Solomon] 
makes known herein the book's title . . . He has also made known the species of discourse . . . He has also 
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Ibn Tibbon's Inner-Commentary Introduction to Ecclesiastes 

Returning to the short section that begins the interpretation of Eccl 1:1, not only 

is it formally separated from the two Arabic models of introduction that precede and 

follow it, i.e., from the Preface and the prooemium, it also does not treat the prooemium 

categories. This explains in part why the whole tenor of the short section is different from 

what surrounds it. It is a much less philosophical and scientific treatment of issues of 

introduction.28 Ibn Tibbon's careful description of his sources for this section also 

explains the difference. He distinguishes between the rabbinic Sages, i.e., the Ancients 

(CWIvyNin) and the Wise C"\, O>Q0nn), and the later Bible commentators (O>\maon). 

"The Ancients, here, are the rabbinic sages as distinct from post-Talmudic scholars or 

exegetes."29 Since Ibn Tibbon cites or alludes to Song Rab. in this section, he counted its 

authors among the sages. The only reference he makes in this section to the 

commentators is the one to Ibn Ghiyyat's and Ibn Ezra's interpretations of the word 

"Qohelet."30 Therefore, the whole section sounds more traditional than philosophical. In 

fact the following criteria show that the IMI in Song Rab. influenced the form, themes, 

and material content of the short section of Ibn Tibbon's ICI to Ecclesiastes. First, Ibn 

Tibbon's ICI addresses these same themes as the IMI in Song Rab.:31 

make known the author's name " (ibid., 302-303). Solomon also "makes known the book's aim" [in 1:2] 
(ibid., 320). These three additional categories complete Ibn Tibbon's overall treatment of the eight. 

28 Ibn Tibbon does briefly discuss Ibn Ghiyyat's interpretation of St>T)p along scientific lines 
(Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
91, 103), and refers the reader to his own interpretation of Tbnp in the Preface, where he interpreted it 
along philosophical lines as a syllogism (Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 
246-247). 

29 Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
129, n. 80. 

30 See n. 28 above regarding Ibn Ghiyyat's interpretation of 7t>TTp. 
31 All English and Hebrew citations of this section of Ibn Tibbon's ICI to Ecclesiastes are from 

Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 
103-104 (Eng.), and 91-92 (Heb.). 
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i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Ibn Tibbon states that "The Ancients (D>3WhOn) have explained that Qohelet is 

Solomon, and this seems correct" (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., pp. 86-87). Their strong 

proof is their argument that Solomon was David's only son who was king" (cf. the IMI in 

Song Rab., p. 72, n. 40). Ibn Tibbon continues, "Therefore, we find three books by 

Solomon. They are called: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs, and all three of 

them are among the texts (O^nron [possibly, "The Writings"]) written with the Holy 

Spirit" (vmpn m i l ; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., pp. 63, 67-68, 72, 77, 82, 85-87). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Ibn Tibbon states that "in this book, called Qohelet, and in Proverbs, he 

establishes his relation to his father and his kingdom," i.e., to his father David and his 

[Solomon's] kingdom in Israel and in Jerusalem (Eccl 1:1; Prov 1:1). He states that it was 

during his reign as a king, with the responsibilities of government and building Jerusalem 

and the temple, that Solomon occupied himself with the pursuit of wisdom (TDODn) and 

philosophy and the sciences (m)3Dn). During that time he wrote the statements and 

allegories that constitute Ecclesiastes (cf. IMI in Song Rab., which repeats many times 

that Solomon wrote it, and which also discusses the stage of his life that he wrote it in, 

pp. 86-87). However, these may have existed "in confused order or [dispersed] in several 

different places." If so, their order was set by Hezekiah and his "court scholars" (IJiiW), 

as were his other books (see directly below). 

32 Regarding the comparison between David and Solomon that they both reigned forty years over 
Israel and Judah, the IMI in Song Rab. states that "Solomon ruled in Jerusalem over all Israel for forty 
years" (2 Chr 9:20); see Ms Vatican 183b. 

33 According to Ibn Tibbon, the wisdom of the rabbinic sages and that of the scientists and 
philosophers overlaps; see pp. 220-221 below. 
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iii) Genre 

Ibn Tibbon states that Solomon studied wisdom in depth and "he became worthy 

to understand the sages' secrets and riddles, to make 'wider allegories' with them, and to 

compose books with them" (o>i?\y« orii n>mn!7i onr rm cpQDnn nmt> pinb >IN*I n>n 

Ô nfJO Dfll "linbl; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., which discusses Solomon's merit based on 

his search for wisdom, pp. 77-78, and which discusses his 0>b\yo unlocking secrets of the 

Torah, pp. 79-82). 4 He composed ( l in) Ecclesiastes "which is concerned with the 

examination of the many and exalted sciences" (TiDODn). However, due to the amount of 

time and effort needed to compose allegories and statements (0>12*T and 0*>b>\y}3), Ibn 

Tibbon says it is possible that "Solomon wrote the statements and all the allegories 

together in confused order or [dispersed] in different places." In that case, Hezekiah's 

"court scholars" gathered these allegories and statements "and set them down in the Book 

of Ecclesiastes, ordering them in a way they considered good" (Prov 25:1, 11).35 Ibn 

Tibbon's genre identification of Ecclesiastes as D>bV>Q and OH2T corresponds to the 

identifications of Proverbs and Song of Songs as CPbvyo on the Torah (cf. the IMI in 

Song Rab., pp. 79-82).36 He simply expounds on the philosophical nature of the wisdom 

hidden in the Torah (see directly below). 

Compare especially, m i n !w DTlt? !?V DÔ W 7QV bwnb bvyQQI IIT? IITQ *p, p. 80. 
35 In doing so, Ibn Tibbon says they followed the same method they had for Proverbs - they took 

Solomon's tPlwn that "pertained to one subject or to similar and related subjects (IN inN y»jyo on\y 
D'OTDQ D>mp D>D»3VQ) and composed them into the Book of Proverbs." 

36 In his prooemium Ibn Tibbon states that Ecclesiastes is composed of D'131 and D^VD: "He 
[Solomon] composed this book, Ecclesiastes, as words in their ordinary sense . . . It obviously contains 
many other things expressed in the way of allegory and riddle" (Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's 
Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium, 110). Robinson states that "mashal has 
many meanings, e.g., metaphor, simile, metonymy, allegory, proverb, and parable. Samuel [Ibn Tibbon] 
defines mashal as saying one thing but meaning something different" (ibid., 130, n. 98). 
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iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Since Ecclesiastes interprets the secrets and riddles of the sages and makes 

"wider allegories" of them, its statements and allegories should be interpreted to reveal 

something hidden (720 73"it?nn). The wisdom of the Jewish sages composed as secrets 

and riddles also overlaps with that of the philosophers. Some of these secrets and riddles 

were composed by Moses himself (370>N>lDn yHN >b\yo; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 80, 

which mentions the secret of the Torah [min b\y DTK?]). Hence the ambiguity of the 

terms noon and moon for the respective wisdom of the sages and philosophers.38 

v) Themes of Ecclesiastes 

Ibn Tibbon states that as a king, Solomon occupied himself with the pursuit of 

wisdom and the sciences, rather than with "worldly pleasures, troubles, and occupations." 

"He did this to exhort the people to strive for wisdom." Thus, Solomon set an example 

that others can follow (cf. the IMI in Song Rab., regarding Solomon's example of 

searching for wisdom, pp. 77-78). 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

As we have seen, Hezekiah's men collected the 0>1ll and D^WO that were 

related by subject matter, and composed Proverbs and Ecclesiastes with them. Therefore 

Ecclesiastes is a collection of statements and allegories on the same or similar subjects. 

This phrase refers to Moses; see Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and 
the Philosopher's Prooemium,"l 10; cf. Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes," 
224-225. 

38 See Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's 
Prooemium," 131, n. 108, 132, n. 111. 
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Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

the short section of Ibn Tibbon's ICI to Ecclesiastes cites or alludes to sections of the IMI 

in Song Rab.39 The following correlations between them confirm that he used that 

exegetical midrash as a source: the identification of Qohelet as Solomon; Solomon's 

composition of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs by the WTipn m*l; 

composition of Ecclesiastes during Solomon's lifetime, either as a completed book or as 

separate materials for one; Solomon's merit to understand the secrets and riddles of the 

sages, including those of the Torah; Solomon's composition of allegories to unlock those 

secrets; genre identification of Ecclesiastes as a two (Ibn Tibbon adds "lit); and 

Solomon setting an example to pursue wisdom. 

Third, Ibn Tibbon's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 

1:1, demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Song Rab. as a source for it, 

demonstrated by the second one, show that he adopted the form of an IMI. 

And fourth, Ibn Tibbon was familiar with Arabic models of introduction, and he 

introduced the prooemium into the rabbinic commentary tradition.40 However, he was 

also familiar with the IMI in Song Rab., which influenced a short section of his ICI to 

Ecclesiastes. His adoption of the form is striking in view of its position between two non-

There are other proofs that Ibn Tibbon knew the IMI in Song Rab. In his prooemium he states that 
he "came to understand the statements of the sages in Midrash Song of Songs regarding the order of these 
books" (o>-p\yn i>\y WTTOI NIDI onaon t>H *ntn o>oDnri n n !?y >moy) (Robinson, "Samuel ibn 
Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the Philosopher's Prooemium," 99, 117). He is referring to 
R. Jonathan's dictum about the order of composition of Song of Songs, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes (ibid., 
110-111, 117; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 86), which he strongly disagrees with. In his Preface he cites 
R. Hanina's parable about someone joining rope and cord to drink from a deep well, and Solomon joining 
words and D>!?\yQ to understood the secret of the Torah (Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on 
Ecclesiastes," 262, 269; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 80). He also cites the parable about a basket without 
handles, and Solomon making handles for the Torah (ibid., 262; cf. the IMI in Song Rab., p. 79). 

40 The history of the influence of'the prooemium, or its scholastic counterpart the accessus ad 
auctorem (see n. 15 above), lies outside the scope of this thesis. 
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Jewish models of introduction. These four criteria show that the IMI in Song Rah. 

influenced the form, themes, and material content of a short section of Ibn Tibbon's ICI to 

Ecclesiastes. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE INNER-MIDRASHIC 
INTRODUCTIONS ON RADAK'S INTRODUCTIONS 

Radak's Haqdamah to Genesis 

Since there is no IMI in a Midrash on Genesis, the IMIs in general could only 

influence the form and themes of an introduction to Genesis. However, since the IMIs in 

Sifra on Leviticus and Lev Rab. discuss the same author, inspiration, historical setting, 

and position in the Torah as an introduction to Genesis would, those IMIs could also 

influence the material content of Radak's riftlpn to Genesis. In fact, the following 

criteria show that IMIs, especially the one in Sifra, influenced the themes and material 

content of Radak's DQlpD. First, Radak's DDlpD to Genesis addresses these same 

themes as the IMIs:1 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Radak states that Moses wrote the entire Torah from Gen 1:1 - Deut 34:12 

0?N\y> bD w£) TPVWttO), i.e., even the last eight verses of the Torah, under the 

inspiration of the vn ipn n i l and prophecy (cf. the IMI in Sifra, pp. 35-36). One 

prophecy Moses received was God's dictation of the narratives in the book of Genesis 

1 All Hebrew citations of Radak's DOtpD are from Mordecai Leb Katsenelenbogen, ed.,: C»n rnin 
rrw »n - IPVWU: rpvyN-ll *13t? .mm >\ynm rwan [Torat Hayyim: Five Books of the Torah. The Book 
of Genesis, 1:1-25:18] (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1986), X>. 

224 
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('Jl> iwn >Q0ft n o w O^D JPYWIlIQtn*WN oniflWi; cf. God speaking to Moses in 

the IMI in Sifra, pp. 35ff.; cf. also b. Menah.30a). Radak offers rabbinic support for the 

prophetic inspiration of the Torah: anyone who does not believe the Torah is from heaven 

(O>0\yn )D m i n yH) has no portion in the world to come (b. Sank 90a), including 

anyone who says one of its verses, one of its minute details (pnp*T), one of its a fortiori 

arguments ("lain! bp), or one of its analogies (T\W mt t ) is not from heaven (b. Sank 

99a; cf. the IMI in Sifra, p. 34). Anyone who says any one of these has despised the word 

of the Lord (Num 15:31). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Radak states that Moses wrote the Genesis narratives in the wilderness. In that 

isolated place he did not receive those traditions from any person; rather, he received 

them from God. 

iii) Genre 

Radak briefly mentions four genres of the Torah: instruction (min), 

commandment (niiJn), narrative ("1130), and mashal (bWQ). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Radak says the Torah should be interpreted according to the thirty-two middot of 

R. Eliezer ben R. Yose the Galilean ('-| J1WM n n o 0>IW1 CPVinbun Ji«n*T3 miJlfl 

>b>b5D >tn> '1 b\y 132 "IW>!W; cf. the thirteen middot of Rabbi Ishmael in the IMI in Sifra, 

pp. 34-35). Radak then gives a few examples of verses in the Torah that were interpreted 

allegorically by the rabbis. Returning to Genesis, he says they interpreted the "light" in 
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Gen 1:3 as the "Torah," and they interpreted other words in Gen 1 similarly. Even though 

the words in Genesis have a plain sense (vowo), some have a hidden meaning that can be 

unlocked by the allegorical method. 

Radak also alluded to a fortiori arguments (IGini !?p) or analogies (mw m u ) in 

the Torah itself (cf. the IMI in Sifra, p. 34), which an interpreter would need to be aware 

of. 

v) Themes of Genesis 

Radak's Dftlpn begins with a long exposition of Prov 3:19-21 as one bf 

Solomon's O>!W0 on Gen 1 and Gen 6-9 (cf. the IMIs in Song Rab., pp. 79ff., and 

Midrash Mishle, p. 163, regarding Solomon's 0>!?\yD on the Torah). Based on this 

coverage of verses in Genesis, perhaps Radak implies that creation is a main theme in the 

book. However, he does not discuss other introductory issues in this long opening section 

of the nn-rpn. 

f) Literary Forms and Unity 

Radak says that Genesis is part of the Torah of Moses. Radak stresses that all of 

the Torah was dictated by God to Moses, which implies its unity as sacred speech. 

Perhaps Radak was influenced by the idea in Sifra, that the unity of Leviticus is implied 

by its very nature as a collection of Divine Speeches. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Radak's nOTpn to Genesis treats the same themes as the IMIs, and alludes to the material 

content of the IMI in Sifra. The following correlations exist between it and his DOTpD: 

Moses' inspiration by the vnipn n n and prophecy; God's dictation of a book to Moses; 
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the interpretation of the Torah by rabbinic middot; the interpretation of a fortiori 

arguments and analogies in the Torah; and perhaps Genesis' unity as a Divine Speech. 

Radak also alludes to the material content of the IMIs in Midrash Mishle and Song Rab., 

that Solomon wrote 0>i?\yo on the Torah. Since the IMI in Lev Rab. presents content 

similar to Sifra, Radak may have been influenced by it as well. 

And third, there is no conclusive evidence that Radak was familiar with the 

prooemium or its scholastic counterpart the accessus ad auctores? Rather, his DOlpD to 

his Genesis commentary was influenced by the IMIs, especially the one in Sifra. Since 

Radak did not present introductory material within his comments on 1:1, he did not adopt 

the form of an IMI. However, the three criteria above show that the IMIs influenced the 

themes and material content of his DQTpri. In this case, their influence was direct and 

exclusive. 

Radak's Haqdamah to Psalms 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Midrash Psalms influenced the 

themes and material content of Radak's DQTpD to his commentary on Psalms. First, 

Radak's DQlpn addresses these same themes as the IMI in Midrash Psalms'? 

2 Radak's familiarity with the prooemium or its scholastic counterpart, Hunt's Type C accessus ad 
auctores (see p. 215, n. 15), is based on the attribution of a Proverbs commentary to him that alludes to it 
(regarding the prooemium, see Robinson, "Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the 
Philosopher's Prooemium," 120, n. 9; regarding the accessus, see Ephraim Talmage, ">bV)3 "I3T?!? O^WD 
T\ttp TPi? [The Commentaries to the Book of Proverbs by the Kimhi Family] [Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 
1990], 329; and Lawee, "Introducing Scripture," 161-162, with reservations). However, Grunhaus has 
shown that the commentary is falsely attributed to Radak (Naomi Grunhaus, "The Commentary of Rabbi 
David Kimhi on Proverbs: A Case of Mistaken Attribution," JJS 54 [2003]: 311-327). 

3 All Hebrew references to Radak's DOTpD are from S. M. Schiller-Szinessy, The First Book of the 
Psalms according to the Text of the Cambridge MS. Bible Add. 465 with the longer Commentary of 
R. David Qimchi, Critically Edited from Nineteen Manuscripts and the Early Editions (Cambridge: 
Deighton, Bell and Col, 1883), 3-4. 
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i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Radak states that the rabbis taught, "David, King of Israel, wrote his book with 

the contribution often elders, and these are they: Adam the first [man], Melchizedek, 

Abraham, Asaph, Heman, Jeduthun, Moses, and the three sons of Korah, Assir, Elkanah, 

and Abiasaph" (>3bO )WH1T\ DIN ID lt?N1 0>3p* mw >T> bV 1"lDt? 1113 ^KIW •pn T17 

«1t?N>iNi rup!wi -i>tw m p >3i rwbvn n\ya ymn> p>n <pN omiN pis). Radak's 

citation is from b. B. Bat 14b, 15a, with its identical list of names and nearly identical 

order.4 The IMI in Midrash Psalms has a similar list (p. 151).5 Radak notes the rabbis 

meant that the ten elders composed the Psalms ascribed to them (O'nimnn HON 

OQ\yi D>niDDn). However, his view is that David also edited them (see below). 

Radak also states the rabbis taught that Psalms was composed under the 

inspiration of the VTIpn n n ("lf)t>n m *1»N3 UHpri m i l ; cf. the IMI in Midrash Psalms, 

p. 147).6 He adds that since it was not composed by prophecy but by the vnipn m*i (H1? 

\y-rpD n m ON >D DNTm m i l nOND), Psalms was placed in the Writings and not in the 

Prophets. Radak then expounds on the difference between prophecy and the \y*T1pn m i , 

which he based on Maimonides' teaching on the degrees of prophecy.7 He says that 

Psalms was composed under the influence (ro) of the vnipn nil , by perfect men (obvy) 

4 Asaph and Moses switch places on the lists. Radak also gives the names of the three sons of Korah, 
while the list in the Talmud does not. 

5 The list in Midrash Psalms is: Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, and 
the three sons of Korah. Compared to the list in b. B. Bat 14b, 15a, Midrash Psalms adds David and 
Solomon and excludes Heman and Jeduthun. 

6 The Talmud states that the Shekinah rested on David before and after he composed certain Psalms 
(b. Pesah. 117a). Later in his noipri, Radak cites this talmudic passage more fully, and substitutes n i l 
vy*npn for rwovy. It appears he did so under the influence of Midrash Psalms, which mentions that David 
wrote Psalms by the Wtlpn m i . 

7 Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, translated with an Introduction and Notes by 
Shlomo Pines (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1963), 2:45; cf. Frank Talmage, "David Kimhi 
and the Rationalist Tradition," Hebrew Union College Annual 39 (1968): 185-193. 

file:///y-rpD
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occupied by the things of God (o>n!wn >"D1), perfect in their perceptions ( n w n n ) with 

none of them inactive (")D)D 7)V\H bUlJin *&), who spoke like ordinary men except that a 

higher spirit (JV31>by nil) stirred them to speak words of praise and thanksgiving to their 

God, or to speak words of wisdom and ethical instruction (O'lOIQI bl\y ''"111), or even to 

speak about future events (TTITnvn). Even though some of the authors of the Psalms, i.e., 

David, Asaph and his sons, Heman, and Jeduthun, are called prophets or some other 

designation of a prophet (Neh 12:24; 1 Chr 25:2-3, 5), they always prophesied by the 

power of the vyilpn HI"), which did not attain to the power of the prophecies by Isaiah, 

Ezekiel, and the other prophets. 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Radak states that David either composed (lin) every Psalm or wrote (iro) the 

Psalms of the ten elders in his own words (nbN n i l m i l ov i n n i n n i n ison mi 

omwn omivynn). David wrote ( i ro) Ps 90 attributed to Moses. He also gave some of 

the Psalms that he composed (llfl) to singers to sing, e.g., he composed Ps 62 and gave it 

to Jeduthun to sing. David composed ( l in) all of the unattributed Psalms, and wrote 

some on his own behalf. 

Radak also discusses the historical occasion of the Psalms: some were composed 

(IQN) in the context of enemy threats to David or Israel; some were composed as prayers 

and thanksgiving without specific occasion; and others were composed (111) about future 

exiles and restoration of the kingdom of the house of David (mi rnibn iivynvy n u n mom 

noipnb in). 
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Radak also raises a question about the performance of the Psalms with or without 

instrumental music (T>\y >bD). However, he admits that the meanings of the Psalm titles 

were unknown in his day, which precluded pursuing the issue. 

iii) Genre 

The genre of the book of Psalms is illustrated by ten expressions of praise (TMW 

m\y i?\y JTOIvy!?): glory, melody, song, instrumental playing, praising, maskil, praise, 

prayer, blessing, and thanksgiving (rfrDTn Tt>T)TQ iovyni t>m m n n T>\>n "pm niiOl 

riNllDl DD122).8 Midrash Psalms (p. 151) and b. Pesah. 117a have similar lists, both of 

which influenced his.9 Even though he was familiar with the one in Midrash Psalms, he 

also turned to the original source in the Talmud. Even though Psalms is a mixed genre, 

Radak characterizes the whole book as praise (m\y; cf. Midrash Psalms, 

p. 152; b. Pesah. 117a). 

iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Radak does not address methods of interpretation in his DQTpn on Psalms, even 

though the IMI in Midrash Psalms does. 

v) Themes of Psalms 

Some of the book's themes can be derived from the titles of the individual 

Psalms. Radak characterizes them all as praise (row). 

8 This translation uses Braude's terms for the list in Midrash Psalms, p. 151. 
9 All three lists share the expressions rtrin ,riNTiri ,Tb5T\ ,~\W ,1"IP3 ,niiP3, a variant based on the root 

"10* ( m m or l i m a ) , and a variant based on the root !?!?n (y?n or rvfrbn). Compared to the list in Midrash 
Psalms, Radak includes HD13, omits ~>~WK, and adds town. Compared to the list in b. Pesah. 117a, he 
substitutes t?D\yn for !7'0\y>D, and omits ">1VH. More than half of these words are formed from the same 
roots as corresponding words in the Psalms titles. 
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vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Radak states that the rabbis taught that "just as Moses our Master divided the 

book of the Torah into five books, so David divided the book of Psalms into five books" 

(onao n\y»rt> o^rm *i£>o p^n m p onat? rwonb rrrm IDO pt>n urn TWO no; cf. 

the IMI in Midrash Psalms, p. 148. Since he is citing the rabbis, the IMI is its only 

source). Even though the book is as unified as the Torah, it consists of different kinds of 

psalms written by at least ten authors and edited by David. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Radak's no ipn to Psalms cites or alludes to sections of the IMI in Midrash Psalms, 

either exclusively or in association with b. B. Bat 14b, 15a, and b. Pesah. 117a. The 

following correlations between his DOlpD and the IMI in Midrash Psalms show that he 

used it as a source: that Psalms was composed under the inspiration of the Vtrnpn m i (a 

phrase borrowed from the IMI and which Radak substitutes for the word DPDVy in 

b. Pesah. 117a); that the titles in Psalms denote different genres in Psalms (the lists in 

Midrash Psalms and b. Pesah 117a influenced Radak's list); that these genres describe 

the themes of the Psalms, which can be summarized as praise (nivy); and that David 

divided the Psalms into five books, just as Moses divided the Torah (since Radak is citing 

the rabbis' teaching, Midrash Psalms is the exclusive source for this). Radak's statement 

about David writing the book of Psalms with the contribution often elders correlates with 

the ones in Midrash Psalms and in b. B. Bat 14b, 15 a. Radak's familiarity with the IMI in 

Midrash Psalms may have influenced him to cite its original source in the Talmud. 

See n. 6 above. 
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And third, there is no conclusive evidence that Radak was familiar with the 

prooemium or its scholastic counter part the accessus ad auctores. Rather, his notpn to 

his Psalms commentary was influenced by the IMI in Midrash Psalms. Since Radak did 

not present introductory material within his comments on 1:1, he did not adopt the form 

of an IMI. However, the three criteria above show that the IMI in Midrash Psalms 

influenced the themes and material content of his noipn . In this case, the influence of 

the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

See n. 2 above. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE INNER-MIDRASHIC 
INTRODUCTIONS ON RAMBAN'S INTRODUCTIONS 

Ramban's Haqdamah to Genesis 

Since there is no IMI in a Midrash on Genesis, the IMIs in general could only 

influence the form and themes of an introduction to Genesis. However, since the IMIs in 

Sifra on Leviticus and Lev Rab. discuss the same author, inspiration, historical setting, 

and position in the Torah as an introduction to Genesis would, those IMIs could also 

influence the material content of Ramban's DQTpn to Genesis. In fact, the following 

criteria show that IMIs, especially the ones to Leviticus, influenced the themes and 

material content of Ramban's DQlpD. First, Ramban's riQTpri to Genesis addresses these 

same themes as the IMIs:1 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

Ramban states that God dictated Genesis to Moses (n"lpn b\y 1>DQ; cf. God 

speaking to Moses in the IMI in Sifra, pp. 35ff, and in Lev Rab., pp. 48, 53-54; cf. also 

1 All Hebrew citations of Ramban's DOTpn to Genesis are from Ch. Chavel, TWO WTb m i n n 'W1V3 
niOlpO >N1fl1 n n v n IViin O^WNT O^Oiail T> >iro ">D by ( f i m ) p r o p [Commentaries on the Torah 
by Our Master Moses ben Nachman (Ramban=Nachmanides) According to Manuscripts and Early Printed 
Editions, with Explanatory Notes and References], 2 vols., vol. 1, niO\y ,JT>vyN~D [Genesis, Exodus] 
(Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1959-1960), N - n. 
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b. Menah.30a). Since Genesis was dictated, Ramban questions why the Torah does not 

begin with the title, "And God spoke to Moses all these words, saying" (?H D>rt?N 12*P1 

"lONb Tt>HD o n i m ^D TIN rWQ). He responds that Moses wrote it anonymously (iron 

ont?) in the third person ( i n o n >\y>tWD) because the Torah preceded the creation of the 

world (b. Sabb. 88b), and the early history of the world preceded his birth and life 

experiences. Therefore, he wrote as a scribe who copied from an ancient book (1DTOD 

yio*rp IDCQ p^nyon). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

Based on Exod 24:12, Ramban states that Moses probably wrote Genesis at Mt. 

Sinai (>3>t? "inn 12fD\i> I1*ipn). In that verse, the Lord says He would give Moses three 

things: first, the stone tablets, i.e., the ten commandments; second, the commandment, 

i.e., all of the positive and negative commandments; and third, the torah (instruction), i.e., 

the narratives from the beginning of the book of Genesis (rp\yN~)2 rt?>nnD om£)t?n). 

Moses wrote the narratives from the beginning of Genesis to the end of the section on the 

tabernacle when he descended the mountain. 

iii) Genre 

Ramban identified the genre of Genesis as narrative. Ramban also says these 

narratives function as torah, i.e., instruction, for it [Genesis] teaches about the way of 

faith (rmoNn VDVI T i n o>\WNn mio NID). 
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iv) Methods of Interpretation 

Much of Ramban's DQlpn discusses secrets of the Torah (min 'lilt?), i.e., 

kabbalah. He says that all of Solomon's wisdom came from the Torah (cf. the IMI in 

Song Rab., pp. 79-82). However, at the end of his DOlpD he warns that these secrets can 

not be properly understood without the oral teaching of a wise kabbalist (who is a link in 

the chain of tradition back to Moses at Sinai). Rather, most readers should pay attention 

to the peshat and midrashic interpretations of the rabbis, and take ethical instruction 

(~lt>1)0) from them. 

v) Themes of Genesis 

Ramban's exposition of Exod 24:12 implies the thematic unity of the Torah as 

embodied in the ten commandments, the positive and negative commandments, and 

instruction (torah) in the narratives of Genesis. The instruction in Genesis is about the 

way of faith. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

Ramban stresses that all of the Torah, from Gen 1:1 - Deut 34:12 (1£)t? TOUSMO 

bN*l\y> bD >3>yb TV JPWhTO), i.e., even its last eight verses, was dictated by God to Moses, 

which implies its overall unity. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Ramban's noipD to Genesis alludes to the IMIs in Sifra, Lev Rab., and Song Rab. The 

following correlations exist between them: Genesis was dictated by God to Moses at 

2 Ramban cites another passage from Song Rab. in his ruolpn, showing his familiarity with it (Chavel, 
p r o p rwn wxt> rninn >\yiT>3 [Commentaries on the Torah by Our Master Moses ben Nachman], 
vol. 1, ninw .JWiTD [Genesis, Exodus], 7). 
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Sinai, just as Leviticus was dictated to Moses in the tabernacle; the time of composition 

of Genesis can be narrowed down to occasions when God spoke to Moses, just as 

Leviticus was composed when God spoke to him in the tabernacle; Genesis and Leviticus 

function as part of the Torah; and there is hidden wisdom in the Torah. 

And third, Ramban's DDTpn to Genesis displays no familiarity with the 

prooemium or its scholastic counterpart, the accessus ad auctorem. Rather, the IMIs, 

especially the ones in Leviticus, influenced the themes and material content of his 

no tpn . Since Ramban did not present introductory material within his comments on 1:1, 

he did not adopt the form of an IMI. However, the three criteria above show that the IMIs 

influenced his nQlpn in other ways. In this case, their influence was direct and 

exclusive. 

Ramban's Haqdamah and Inner-Commentary Introduction to Leviticus 

The following criteria show that the IMI in Sifra on Leviticus influenced the 

form, themes, and material content of Ramban's DQlpD and ICI to Leviticus. First, 

Ramban's DOlpn and ICI to Leviticus address these same themes as the IMI in Sifra on 

Leviticus: 

i) Authorship and Inspiration 

In his riQlpn, Ramban states that the Lord (own) commanded Moses about 

offerings and safeguarding the tabernacle (pvyon TTVQVyit JTWmpa irm). Citing Sifra in 

3 All Hebrew citations of Ramban's n m p n and ICI to Leviticus are from Ch. Chavel, m i n n >\yi"T>0 
nmipo wvii nnyn <ivm D^WNI o->t>i£m r> >aro >a bv (I"IQ-I) pro p rwo wmi? [Commentaries 
on the Torah by Our Master Moses ben Nachman (Ramban=Nachmanides) According to Manuscripts and 
Early Printed Editions, with Explanatory Notes and References], 2 vols., vol. 2, D>"il"T ,"DTm ,N*lp>1 
[Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy] (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1959-1960), 1 ,D. 
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his ICI, Ramban says the Rabbis taught that every Divine Speech to Moses, whether 

introduced by M*m>V ("And He spoke"), n»N>1 ("And He said"), or 12»>1 ("And He 

commanded"), was preceded by a call ( n w i p T\)01p; cf. the IMI in Sifra., p. 35). He also 

mentions two other dicta from Sifra. The first is that God's call expressed His love for 

Moses and desire for a response from him {TWIcb \VI\1 Din; cf. the IMI in Sifra);4 God's 

call was, "Moses, Moses," and Moses' reply was, "Here I am" (^n) . The second is that 

sound of the Divine Speech did not travel beyond the Tent (cf. the IMI in Sifra., 

pp. 37-38). Both dicta imply that Moses was already in the Tent of Meeting, and God's 

call was not for him to enter it from outside. These dicta from Sifra enhance Moses' status 

as an incomparable prophet and lawgiver. However, Ramban offers a pes hat 

interpretation of God's call, that Moses was outside the tent and God called him to enter it 

so He could speak with him (Exod 40:35). 

ii) Time of Composition; Historical Setting 

In his ICI, Ramban states the book of Leviticus was revealed to Moses in the 

tabernacle, within the Holy of Holies, from over the cover of the ark, shortly after it was 

set up (cf. the IMI in Sifra, pp. 36-38). 

iii) Genre 

In his no ipn , Ramban calls the book of Leviticus the instruction for priests and 

Levites (D>1̂ 1 O^fD min) . He also calls these instructions laws (niiiQ). He later 

clarifies that all of the sections (ni>\y~i£)) except 0>vnp (Lev 19, 20) are addressed to the 

priests. 

4 Finkelstein, N~l£)0 [Sifra on Leviticus], 2:13. 
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iv) Methods of Interpretation 

In his DOlpD, Ramban describes parallels between God's presence at Sinai and 

in the tabernacle, e.g., warnings about breaking through the prescribed limits at Sinai 

(Exod 19:21) and about entering the tabernacle at an inappropriate time. In his ICI, 

Rambaris peshat interpretation that Moses stood outside the tabernacle waiting for God's 

call parallels Moses' waiting for God's call at Sinai (Exod 24:16). These parallels 

demonstrate the thematic unity of Exodus and Leviticus. Thus, Ramban uses typology as 

a method of interpretation to establish thematic links in the Torah and to verify some of 

his own interpretations. 

v) Themes of Leviticus 

In his DDTpD, Ramban states that the subjects of Leviticus are offerings and the 

service of the tabernacle (pWOH movyoi p1D m m p n >D>3V). These subjects are linked 

to the themes of the presence of the Shekinah in the tabernacle, its defilement that could 

cause the departure of the Shekinah, and offerings to atone for defilement. He says, "The 

offerings will atone for them so that their sins will not cause the departure of the 

Shekinah" (TXPytm pt>V^ Jiwyn i m p N!?1 )Tb niDD TTOTipfl 1>n>). To avoid defiling 

the tabernacle (vy*TpQ J1NX31V?), the priests must sanctify themselves (Exod 19:22) and 

enter it at the proper times (Lev 16:2). Leviticus also instructs about the causes of 

uncleanness, all of which defile (Lev 15:31) and which require offerings for atonement, 

e.g., forbidden foods (Lev 11), skin diseases (Lev 13,14), childbirth (Lev 12), and bodily 

discharges (Lev 15). The sin of uncovering forbidden nakedness (Lev 18) defiles, causes 

the departure of the Shekinah, and brings exile (Lev 26:31-32). Ramban says other 
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offerings are mentioned in Leviticus, e.g., the freewill offerings (ni*T3, Lev 1-3) and 

offerings for the Sabbath and festivals (Lev 23), which are not necessarily related to the 

main themes. 

vi) Literary Forms and Unity 

In his DQlpD, Ramban shows how the books of Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers 

treat the common theme of the presence of God as the Shekinah. The Shekinah fills the 

tabernacle after its construction and assembly (Exod 25-40). Laws and instructions in 

Leviticus warn about the defilement of the tabernacle and the departure of the Shekinah. 

The borders of the camp for the clean and unclean in Numbers ensure that the impure will 

not defile the tabernacle (Num 5:1-3). Therefore, Leviticus is part of a larger unified 

narrative about the presence of the Shekinah. 

Second, we have seen above that while exploring the same themes as the IMIs, 

Ramban's DO*Tpn and ICI to Leviticus cite or allude to the IMI in Sifra. He cites it 

regarding God's calling Moses before He spoke with him. However, he disagreed with 

the implication in Sifra that Moses was already inside the tent when he was called. He 

does agree, along with Sifra, that Leviticus is a Divine Speech given by God to Moses in 

the tabernacle shortly after it was set up, within the Holy of Holies, from over the cover 

of the ark, which enhances the portrayal of Moses as an incomparable prophet and 

lawgiver. He also treats the same themes as Sifra, although his material content is 

different for method of interpretation, theme, and literary unity. 
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Third, Ramban's presentation of introductory material within his comments on 

1:1, demonstrated by the first criterion above, and his use of Sifra on Leviticus as a source 

for it, demonstrated by the second one, shows that he adopted the form of an IMI. 

And fourth, Ramban's DOlpD and ICI display no familiarity with the prooemium 

or its scholastic counterpart, the accessus ad auctorem. Rather, the criteria show that the 

IMI in Sifra influenced the form, themes, and material content of his introduction to 

Leviticus. In this case, the influence of the IMI was direct and exclusive. 

Ramban's Haqdamot and Inner-Commentary Introductions 
to Numbers and Deuteronomy 

A perusal of Ramban's DIKJlpD and ICIs to Numbers and Deuteronomy will 

show that the IMIs also influenced their form, themes, and material contents. Since the 

existence of the IMI has already been corroborated in his introductions to Genesis and 

Leviticus, and by the other commentators in chapters 8 to 11, it is not necessary to 

describe them in detail here.5 

5 See Chavel, p r o p rWQ l^mi" miJID WVPS [Commentaries on the Torah by Our Master Moses 
ben Nachman], vol. 2, D'137 ,"11102 jNnp^l [Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy], fiilp (for Numbers), and 
nn\y-30\y (for Deuteronomy). For English versions, see Charles B. Chavel, trans., Ramban (Nachmanides): 
Commentary on the Torah, 5 vols., vol. 4 , * m o i "i£>t> [Numbers] (New York: Shilo Publishing House, 
1975), 3-5; and Charles B. Chavel, trans., Ramban (Nachmanides): Commentary on the Torah, 5 vols., 
vol. 5, o n r r 10O [Deuteronomy] (New York: Shilo Publishing House, 1976), 3-9. 



CONCLUSION 

The opening sections of some exegetical Midrashim deal with the issues of 

authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical setting, genre, methods of 

interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity of their biblical book. This is the 

same type of material that is found in the introductions to medieval rabbinic Bible 

commentaries written in Hebrew. Since an introduction has been defined on the basis of 

the form of discourse in the commentaries, i.e., as separate from and preceding the 

comments on 1: Iff., the introductory sections of the Midrashim have not been considered 

as introductions. However, if an introduction were to exist in the Midrashim it would 

have to be placed within the midrashic comments on l:lff., as opposed to outside of the 

scriptural verse order in a separate introduction like the commentaries. Therefore, I 

designated these opening sections as "Inner-Midrashic Introductions." 

I adopted Goldberg's and Lenhard's form analysis of rabbinic literature to 

uncover the new form the "Inner-Midrashic Introduction." Form analysis establishes 

criteria for isolating propositions that contribute to thematic discourses in the Midrashim, 

and it explains how propositions are held together in the midst of digressive elements. It 

demonstrates that dicta from the base form "midrash sentence" are used as building 

blocks for thematic discourses, and that taxonomically higher forms limit the ability of 

digressive elements to detract from the thematic presentation. I applied this method to the 
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opening sections of the exegetical Midrashim and uncovered the new prototypical form 

"Inner-Midrashic Introduction." 

The scriptural lemma of the IMI is 1:1 of a biblical book, or in one exceptional 

case (of Midrash Mishle), 1:1-9. The lemma 1:1 signifies the broad discoursive subject of 

"Introduction" by appropriating the Hebrew title of the book contained in it, or in one 

exceptional case {of Midrash Psalms), its opening words are paraphrased by the Hebrew 

title. Since the functional form midrash requires a scriptural lemma to provide its 

discoursive subject, the IMFs exploitation of the title lemma is the only reasonable 

explanation for its scope of discourse about 1:1. The IMI binds dicta in a sustained 

thematic presentation of introductory issues, and allows for some digressive elements as a 

controlled rhetorical feature. The IMI's dicta that address introductory issues can be 

grouped under the headings of authorship and inspiration, time of composition, historical 

setting, genre, methods of interpretation, themes, and literary forms and unity of their 

biblical book. Inner-Midrashic Introductions are found in Midrashim on the Torah, i.e., in 

Sifra on Leviticus and Leviticus Rabbah, and on the Writings, i.e., in Song of Songs 

Rabbah, Lamentations Rabbah, Midrash Psalms, and Midrash Mishle. Their opening 

sections provided the basis for describing the prototypical form "Inner-Midrashic 

Introduction," and also supplied specific examples of its literary realizations. All of these 

were described in detail in chapters 1 to 6 and summarized in chapter 7. 

The Inner-Midrashic Introduction existed as an introductory form prior to 

Hebrew medieval rabbinic commentary introductions. In order to corroborate its 

existence, I analyzed a select number of commentary introductions by Rashi, Ibn Ezra, 

Samuel Ibn Tibbon, Radak, and Ramban, and demonstrated that the IMIs influenced 
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them in terms of their formal, thematic, and material characteristics. Since some of them 

discuss introductory issues within their comments on 1:1, and this form of introduction is 

adapted from the IMI, I designated it as an "Inner-Commentary Introduction." All of the 

commentary introductions I analyzed also treat many or all of the same themes as the 

IMIs, and cite and/or allude to their material content. Therefore, my analysis revealed that 

a high degree of continuity exists between the forms, themes, and material contents of the 

IMIs and the commentary introductions. The ICI even shares a descent relationship with 

the IMI. 

The IMI exerted an early and exclusive influence on Rashi's introduction, when 

there was no other model available to him. However, the IMI continued to exert an 

influence on the commentaries even when non-Jewish models of introduction became 

available. This is true even of Ibn Ezra and Ibbon Tibbon, who introduced Arabic models 

into the Hebrew medieval rabbinic commentary tradition. In some cases their 

introductions are modelled after Arabic ones, and in other cases they are modelled after 

the IMI. I traced the influence of the IMI to Radak and Ramban also. Since Ramban 

presents introductory material in niQTpn and ICIs, the IMI continued to influence the 

form, themes, and material content of his introductions. 

My demonstration of the early and continued influence of the IMI, and of its 

continuity with the rabbinic commentary introductions, satisfies my requirements for the 

thesis. However, it also provides a solid basis for further research that lies beyond its 

scope. First, the discovery of the Inner-Commentary Introduction widens the extent of the 

influence of the IMI potentially to every medieval rabbinic commentary introduction. An 

exhaustive study of the ICI should be carried out in another work. Second, since the study 
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of introductions to medieval rabbinic commentaries is just beginning, it is a good time to 

inject the two newly discovered forms of introduction - the Inner-Midrashic Introduction 

and the Inner-Commentary Introduction - into the debate about their origin and 

development. The addition of two new Jewish models of introduction to the already 

known non-Jewish ones will add to the complexity of untangling the influences on the 

commentary introductions. In fact, the availability of so many models by the 13th century, 

including the Jewish EMI, ICI, and DQTpn, and the non-Jewish prooemium, accessus ad 

auctores, and Aristotelian prologue, along with determining an individual commentator's 

other sources, complicates this task exponentially. In addition, textual analysis of the 

Midrashim and the commentaries, and detailed analysis of each commentator's sources 

that would facilitate this research, remain much needed desiderata in rabbinic studies. 

Third, since the origin of Bible introduction in rabbinic commentaries has been traced 

exclusively to non-Jewish models, the prior existence of the IMI and its continuity as a 

form of introduction is an important discovery for the history of Bible interpretation in 

general, and Jewish Bible interpretation in particular. Its discovery also raises questions 

about the true origins of the genre of biblical introduction in rabbinic Judaism. After all 

these areas have been researched, a new history of the origin and development of that 

genre needs to be written that assigns the Inner-Midrashic Introduction its rightful and 

deserved place. 



APPENDIX: 

THE HISTORY AND RECEPTION OF GOLDBERG'S 
FORM ANALYSIS OF RABBINIC LITERATURE 

Goldberg wrote many articles on the form analysis of rabbinic literature. His 

analysis was acknowledged as a standard method in Stemberger's bibliographical 

introduction to rabbinic literature. We have already seen that he placed Goldberg's 

1 These are, in order of appearance: "Form und Funktion des Ma'ase in der Mischna," FJB 2 (1974): 
1-38*; "Entwurf einer formanalytischen Methode ftlr die Exegese der rabbinischen Traditionsliteratur," FJB 
5 (1977): 1-41*; "Die Peroratio (Hatima), als Kompositionsform der rabbinischen Homilie," FJB 6 (1978): 
1-22 ; "Zitat und Citem; Vorschlage fur die descriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," 
FJB 6 (1978): 23-26*; "Petiha und Hariza; zur Korrektur eines Missverstandnisses," JSJ10 (1979): 
213-218*; "Versuch ttber die hermeneutische Presupposition und Struktur der Petiha," FJB 8 (1980): 1-59*; 
"Rede und Offenbarung in der Schriftauslegung Rabbi Aqibas," FJB 8 (1980): 61-79; "Das 
Schriftauslegende Gleichnis im Midrasch," FJB 9 (1981): 1-90*; "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," FJB 10 
(1982): 1-45*; "Der verschriftete Sprechakt als rabbinische Literatur," in Schrift und Geddchtnis: Beitrdge 
zur Archdologie der literarischen Kommunikation, ed. Aleida and Jan Assmann, and Christof Hardmeier 
(MUnchen: W. Fink Verlag, 1983), 123-140*; "Der Diskurs im babylonischen Talmud; Anregungen fur eine 
Diskursanalyse," FJB 11 (1983): 1-45 ; "Distributive und kompositive Formen; Vorschlage fur die 
descriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," FJB 12 (1984): 147-153*; "Form Analysis 
of Midrashic Literature as a Method of Description," JJS 36 (1985): 159-174*; "The SEMIKHA - A 
Compositional Form of the Rabbinic Homily," in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish 
Studies, Jerusalem, August 4-12, 1985: Division C, Jewish Thought and Literature (Jerusalem: World 
Union of Jewish Studies, 1986), 1-6; "Questem; Vorschlage fur die descriptive Terminologie der 
Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," FJB 14 (1986): 99-109*; "Die 'Semikha'; eine Kompositionsform der 
rabbinischen Homilie," FJB 14 (1986): 1-70*; "Die Schrift der rabbinischen Schriftausleger," FJB 15 
(1987): 1-15,* trans. Alexander Samely, "The Rabbinic View of Scripture," in ,4 Tribute to Geza Vermes: 
Essays on Jewish and Christian Literature and History, ed. Philip R. Davies and Richard T. White 
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 153-166; "Stereotype Diskurse in den frtthen 
Auslegungsmidraschim," FJB 16 (1988): 23-51*; "Midrashsatz; Vorschlage fUr die descriptive 
Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte," FJB 17 (1989): 45-56 ; "Pesiqta Rabbati 26, ein 
singularer Text in der friihen rabbinischen Literatur," FJB 17 (1989): 1-44 ; "Paraphrasierende 
Midrashsatze," FJB 18 (1990): 1-22*; and "Formen and Funktionen von Schriftauslegung in der 
fruhrabbinischen Literatur," Linguistica Biblica 64 (1990): 5-21. Most of these articles were collected in 
Arnold Goldberg, Rabbinische Texte als Gegenstand der Auslegung: gesammelte Studien II, ed. Margarete 
Schliiter and Peter Schafer (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999); these are marked by a superscript asterisk ( ) . 
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contribution to form history of midrash alongside Neusner's contribution to form history 

of halakhahic texts.2 Stemberger listed most of Goldberg's articles on form analysis under 

these headings: "Handling Rabbinic Texts: The Problem of Method;"3 "Midrashim: 

Introduction;"4 and "Synagogal Sermon, Petihah and Hatimah."5 Schafer discussed the 

method in the context of the current state of research in rabbinic literature and stated that 

Goldberg's and Neusner's approaches "aimed at the same point [rabbinic literature] from 

different directions."6 Two recent bibliographic essays on midrash have also recognized 

Goldberg's form-analytical work as standard in midrashic research.7 From the beginning, 

Goldberg presented his method as an interim state of knowledge on the question; it was 

still in its formative stages at the time of his death. Although he was not able to present 

a definitive systematic of his form-analytical method, he and some of his students applied 

2 See p. 8, n. 28. 
3 Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 45; under this heading he lists Goldberg's "Entwurf einer 

formanalytischen Methode," "Distributive und kompositive Formen," and "Form Analysis of Midrashic 
Literature." Neusner's statement that "the other introductions to rabbinic literature do not address the 
matters of rhetoric, logic, and topic" needs qualification (Neusner, Introduction, 31, n. 1). Stemberger's 
treatment of rhetoric (form) includes references to Goldberg's analysis. Goldberg's form analysis also 
addresses the issue of coherent and thematic discourse. 

4 Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 233; under this heading he lists Goldberg's "Die funktionale 
Form Midrasch," "Stereotype Diskurse in den friihen Auslegungsmidraschim," "Midrashsatz," and 
"Paraphrasierende Midrashsatze." 

5 Stemberger and Strack, Introduction, 243; under this heading he lists Goldberg's "Petiha und 
Hariza," "Versuch tiber die hermeneutische Prasupposition und Struktur der Petiha," and "Die Peroratio 
(Hatima), als Kompositionsform der rabbinischen Homilie." In other places Stemberger also mentions "Das 
Schriftauslegende Gleichnis im Midrasch" (ibid., 52), and "Form und Funktion des Ma'ase in der Mischna" 
(ibid., 51, 108), as well as other articles not mentioned in n. 1. 

6 Peter Schafer, "Research into Rabbinic Literature: An Attempt to Define the Status Quaestionis," JJS 
37(1986): 143-146. 

7 Lieve Teugels, "Two Centuries of Midrash Study: A Survey of Some Standard Works on Rabbinic 
Midrash and its Methods," Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift 54 (2000): 142-143; D. Buchner, "Midrash. 
A Bibliographical Essay," Journal for Semitics 8 (1996): 61-62. 

8 From the beginning he presented his method as a working hypothesis and a starting point for further 
research (Goldberg, "Entwurf," 2; "Versuch," 50, 52-53, 57; "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 37, 39; 
"Distributive und kompositive Formen," 147-148). In this regard, the subtitle "Vorschlage ftlr die 
descriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse rabbinischer Texte" appeared three times in his articles; he also 
frequently mentioned that his research was only an [initial] attempt to describe rabbinic forms ("Entwurf," 
1; "Versuch," 2, 57; "Die funktionale Form Midrasch," 40, n. 1; "Form Analysis," 159; "Midrashsatz," 45). 
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it to a number of the homilies in Pesiqta Rabbati9 before Lenhard applied it to all 

homilies.10 Tuegels also presented a case-study of Goldberg's form analysis of midrash. 

Schafer, Teugels, and Kern Ulmer presented concise summaries of Goldberg's form 

analysis, while Lenhard and Zellentin presented much more substantial ones. 

Zellentin and Kern Ulmer noted that Goldberg's (German) language of 

presentation has prevented the widespread reception of his method among English 

Editions of individual chapters of Pesiqta Rabbati appeared under the auspices of the Seminar fur 
Judaistik at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University in Frankfurt-am-Main: A. Goldberg, Pisqas 34, 36, 37; 
K. Grozinger, Pisqa 20; H. Harm, Pisqa 1; B. Kern, Pisqa 30; and D. Lenhard, Pisqa 9. For full 
bibliographic references see Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 340 n. 4. 

10 Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie. She states that her dissertation, also published as Die 
Rabbinische Homilie, attempted to "test Goldberg's approach by applying it to a statistically relevant 
number of texts . . . This Index consists of a concise listing of and brief commentary on all texts of the form 
'rabbinic homily'" (Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 340. As an aside, Teugels points out that 
Lenhard does not include the homilies from the second parts of Exodus and Numbers Rabbah in her index 
[Teugels, review of Die rabbinische Homilie and Rabbinische Texte, 103-104]). 

1' Lieve Teugels, "Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on the Bible? An Enquiry Into the Midrash on 
Gen 24," in Jewish Studies in a New Europe, ed. Ulf Haxen, Hanne Trautner-Kromann, and Karen Lisa 
Goldschmidt Salamon (Copenhagen: C. A. Reitzel A/S International Publishers, 1998), 830-841; cf. idem., 
"Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on the Bible? Critical Remarks about the Uncritical Use of a Term," in 
Bibel und Midrasch; Zur Bedeutung der rabbinischen Exegesefur die Bibelwissenschaft, ed. Gerhard 
Bodendorfer and Matthias Millard (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998), 45-50 , 57-61, which adds an 
additional section on midrash in the Old and New Testaments, and omits the section on whether her case is 
formally apetihtah. 

12 Schafer, "Research into Rabbinic Literature," 143-146; Teugels, review of Die rabbinische Homilie 
and Rabbinische Texte; idem., "Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on the Bible? An Enquiry;" idem., 
"Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on the Bible? Critical Remarks," 45-50 , 57-61; Rivka B. Kern Ulmer, 
review of Mystik und Theologie des rabbinischen Judentums: Gesammelte Studien I, by Arnold Goldberg, 
Association for Jewish Studies Review 24 (1999): 381-384; idem., review of Rabbinische Texte als 
Gegenstand der Auslegung: Gesammelte Studien, vol. 2, by Arnold Goldberg, Journal of the American 
Oriental Society 121 (2001): 508-509. Lenhard presented the most detailed summary and advancement of 
Goldberg's form-analytical method and its relation to form analysis of rabbinic literature in general 
(Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 1-106). Besides summarizing Goldberg's achievements, she points out 
and clarifies certain deficiencies and ambiguities in Goldberg's work (e.g., she discusses some of the 
theoretical underpinnings of the method that were lacking in Goldberg; cf. her discussion on Goldberg's use 
of the term idealtypische Form, pp. 23-24). She also summarizes parts of the method in her English article 
(Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 339-356). Lenhard's work is so intertwined with Goldberg's 
that one could even speak of the Goldberg-Lenhard school of form analysis. Zellentin presented the most 
detailed English summary of the theoretical background, application, and methodological implications of 
Goldberg's method (Holger Zellentin, "Reading the Rabbis," 11-59). The remainder of his thesis is devoted 
to a critical evaluation and transformation of Goldberg's method by taking into account "contextual 
hermeneutic factors inspired by an intertextual approach, and the definition of formal analysis per se as an 
approach to a paradigmatic formal context and mode of discourse" (ibid., 117). 
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speaking academics. In view of this, Zellentin plans to distribute an updated version of 

his substantial English summary of Goldberg's form analysis.1 It should be noted 

however that the available English literature, including two articles by Goldberg himself, 

does give a reasonable overview of it.15 In spite of its mainly German presentation, 

Goldberg's form analysis is beginning to appear in the secondary literature on Midrash in 

English, on the Continent and in America. Kern Ulmer, one of Goldberg's former 

Zellentin stated that Goldberg's work did not get the scholarly attention it deserved partly because 
he wrote in German ("Reading the Rabbis," 118); therefore, he has taken up the translation issue: "The 
challenging decision to incorporate a translation in my presentation of Goldberg . . . may also promote the 
reception of Goldberg's achievements among English speaking academics" (ibid., 2). Kern Ulmer echoed 
the same sentiment: "It is unfortunate that Goldberg's brilliant theories have found only a small readership 
beyond scholars of Judaic studies conversant with German" (review of Rabbinische Texte: 508). Goldberg's 
English article ("Form Analysis") proved invaluable for translating his form-critical terms and neologisms 
in my thesis (e.g., see p. 13, n. 47; cf. Zellentin, "Reading the Rabbis," 2). 

14 In a personal communication. 
15 In order of appearance these are: Goldberg, "Form Analysis;" idem., "The SEMIKHA;" Schafer, 

"Research into Rabbinic Literature," 143-146; Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?;" Teugels, 
"Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on the Bible? An Enquiry;" idem., "Midrash in the Bible or Midrash on 
the Bible? Critical Remarks," 45-50, 57-61; Kern Ulmer, review of Mystik und Theologie; Teugels, review 
of Die rabbinische Homilie and Rabbinische Texte; Phillip Alexander, review of Rabbinische Texte als 
Gegenstand der Auslegung, by Arnold Goldberg, JSOT89 (2000): 185-186; Kern Ulmer, review of 
Rabbinische Texte; and Zellentin, "Reading the Rabbis." 

16 Two scholars at Manchester who publish regularly on midrash have been strongly influenced by 
Goldberg's research. Samely calls Goldberg's research "groundbreaking" (Alexander Samely, "Between 
Scripture," 39; cf. his comment about standing on Arnold Goldberg's shoulders in idem., "Scripture's 
Implicature: The Midrashic Assumptions of Relevance and Consistency," JSS 37 [1992]: 167). Alexander 
states that the "midrashim employ a variety of literary forms and patterns of discourse. A. Goldberg has 
successfully analyzed the structure of a number of these" (Alexander, "Midrash," 457). Kern Ulmer 
(Bucknell U., previously U. of Penn.) calls Goldberg's theories "brilliant" and says his articles collected in 
Rabbinische Texte als Gegenstand der Auslegung "should be on the shelves of every Judaic research 
library" (Kern Ulmer, review of Rabbinische Texte: 508-509). She often cites or alludes to Goldberg's form 
analysis. Regarding her definition of "midrash" see Rivka Ulmer, "The Advancement of Arguments in 
Exegetical Midrash Compared to that of the Greek AIATPIBH" JSJ2S (1997): 49 n. 3; 89, n. 124; 
regarding her description of a homily see Brigitte (Rivka) Kern Ulmer, "Some Questions in Respect to the 
Editing of Hebrew Manuscripts," in Approaches to Ancient Judaism: New Series, vol. 9, ed. Jacob Neusner 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 7-9; and idem., "Some Redactional Problems in Pesiqta Rabbati," in 77*e 
Annual of Rabbinic Judaism: Ancient, Medieval, and Modern, vol. 1, ed. Alan J. Avery-Peck, William 
Scott Green, and Jacob Neusner (Brill: Leiden, 1998), 72, 82; regarding her descriptions of the microform 
midrash and macroforms petihtah or complete homily see Rivka Ulmer, Pesiqta Rabbati: A Synoptic 
Edition of Pesiqta Rabbati Based upon All Extant Manuscripts and the Editio Princeps, 2 vols. (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1997), l:xxv, xxxix. Zellentin (graduate student at Princeton) has plans to introduce 
Goldberg's form analysis to an English audience (see. n. 14 above). 
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students in Frankfurt, also mentions the possible application of the method for editing 

critical editions.17 

From the preceding survey we can see that the progress Goldberg made in form-

analytical research was well received and is growing in influence as scholars begin to 

promote it. Neusner's criticism of what he dubbed the "Goldberg-Schafer School" for its 

fixation on the problem of manuscript variations (and the associated problem of the 

I Q 

textual basis for rabbinic research) does not form an exception to this. The grounds for 

Neusner's criticism is Schafer's discussion of the textual basis for Goldberg's and 

Neusner's form analyses.19 However, Neusner's criticism does not deal with Goldberg's 

She states, "When using such a formalistic approach one may detect missing elements. 
Nevertheless, the question remains whether one should emend the texts" (Kern Ulmer, "Some 
Questions," 9). 

18 Jacob Neusner, "German Scholarship on Rabbinic Judaism. The Goldberg-Schafer School," 
Temenos 31 (1995): 113-126; idem., "German Scholarship on Rabbinic Judaism: The Goldberg-Schafer 
School," in Archaeology and the Galilee: Texts and Contexts in the Graeco-Roman and Byzantine Periods, 
ed. D. R. Edwards and C. T. McCollough (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 75-81; idem., "Rabbinic Judaism 
in Nihilistic Perspective: The Goldberg-Schafer School and the Theory of the Empty Text," in Judaism in 
Late Antiquity, Part 3. Where We Stand: Issues and Debates in Ancient Judaism, vol. 2, ed. Jacob Neusner 
and Alan J. Avery-Peck [Leiden: Brill, 1999], 75-88. 

19 Schafer, "Research into Rabbinic Literature," 143-152. Schafer's point and counterpoint discussion 
with Milikowsky on the status quaestionis of rabbinic textual criticism shows that he was addressing a text 
critical issue and not a form-analytical one. Schafer's article sparked a debate about a fundamental question: 
What is a rabbinic text?, especially in terms of the redactional identity of a rabbinic work. After the 
exchange between Schafer and Minkowsky, a series of papers was delivered at the conference, "Artefact 
and Text: The Re-Creation of Classical Jewish Literature in Medieval Hebrew Manuscripts," in Manchester 
at the John Rylands University Library, April 1992. A year later these appeared under a slightly different 
title, including important articles on the transmission of Hebrew manuscripts during the Middle Ages. 
Schafer's and Minkowsky's articles along with four others are in large part responsible for the present 
debate over the correct way to prepare critical editions of the Midrashim: Peter Schafer, "Research into 
Rabbinic Literature: An Attempt to Define the Status Quaestionis," JJS 37 (1986): 139-152; Chaim 
Minkowsky, "The Status Quaestionis of Research in Rabbinic Literature," JJS 39 (1988): 201-211; Peter 
Schafer, "Once Again the Status Quaestionis of Research in Rabbinic Literature: An Answer to Chaim 
Minkowsky," JJS 40 (1989): 89-94; Philip S. Alexander and Alexander Samely, "Introduction: Artefact 
and Text," BJRL 75 (1993): 5-16; Philip S. Alexander, "Textual Criticism and Rabbinic Literature: The 
Case of the Targum of the Song of Songs," BJRL 75 (1993): 159-173; Malachi Beit-Arie, "Transmission of 
Texts by Scribes and Copyists: Unconscious and Critical Interferences," BJRL 75 (1993): 33-51; and Israel 
M. Ta-Shma, "The 'Open' Book in Medieval Hebrew Literature: The Problem of Authorized Editions," 
BJRL 75 (1993): 17-24. 

Based on Schafer's article, "Research into Rabbinic Literature," Neusner was led to believe that a 
methodological premise of Goldberg's form analysis is that it treats only a [medieval] received text, and 
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form analysis per se; neither has he dealt with Lenhard's later criticism of his (Neusner's) 

method. It follows then that Neusner's statement, "Goldberg has no continuators, except 

that it prohibits any type of historical work based on the fluidity of manuscript traditions of that received 
text. In other words, he was led to believe that Goldberg's method is exclusively synchronic. In this regard, 
Neusner should have noted SchaTer's qualification, "Goldberg by no means considers his method as being 
exclusive in the sense that he allows for no other and different approaches . . . he is perfectly aware of the 
fact that each method requires its own set of questions, and may exclude other questions but not other 
methods" (Schafer, "Research into Rabbinic Literature," 151, n. 45; cf. Goldberg, "Form Analysis," 159). 
Schafer's caveat is borne out by Goldberg's articles on form analysis. Goldberg's remarks about the 
synchronicity of texts, cited by Schafer and used as a basis for Neusner's criticism, should be interpreted in 
their context. Goldberg stated there that the diachronic-historical method asks questions about the historical 
development of a text, and one could arrive at a partial understanding of a text from that perspective. 
However, such a method could not supply an adequate explanation of a text as a linguistic communication, 
with its text units held together at one time in a system of relations (Goldberg, "Der Diskurs im 
babylonischen Talmud" [1983], 4-6). Goldberg's articles pre- and post-1983 show that when he discusses 
historical questions about the origin of midrash and homilies in the schools and synagogues, he consistently 
contrasts his method to form criticism proper with its own set of questions regarding the Sitz im Leben of 
these forms (including the original oral and early literary contexts, of which Goldberg argues we know little 
about; cf. Sarason, who states that historical questions are posed prematurely [Richard Sarason, "Toward a 
New Agendum for the Study of Rabbinic Midrashic Literature," in Studies in Aggadah, Tar gum and Jewish 
Liturgy in Memory of Joseph Heinemann, ed. Jakob Petuchowski and Ezra Fleischer {Jerusalem: The 
Magnes Press, 1981}, 61 -62]). Goldberg also consistently raised historical questions when he discussed the 
degradation of forms in text production. Regarding the relation of his form analysis to textual criticism (in 
the sense of establishing earlier forms of texts), Goldberg never enunciates a position on this. On one 
occasion he mentioned the possibility that his form analysis could be "an important means of literary 
criticism as well as of textual criticism" (Goldberg, "The SEMIKHAH," 6). However, in the final analysis 
he remained ambivalent about whether his method could be used in the service of form criticism proper or 
textual criticism. The most likely reason for this was his postponement of the question until rabbinic forms 
were described in their entirety (Goldberg, "Distributive und kompositive Formen," 147-148; idem., "Form 
Analysis," 160); he appears to have left the whole question open until then. With his death it has fallen to 
his students to answer it. Lenhard stated: "While form analysis can only investigate one text at a time 
(synchronically), the analysis of & first (not 'best'!) text does not exclude others. Insofar as form-analytical 
differences between the text versions are found (not every difference on the text surface constitutes a 
difference in the functional form), the synchronic approach simply requires that each version has to count 
as a different text" (Lenhard, "Document or Individual Homily?", 351, n. 66). His students have also 
concluded that Goldberg's form analysis can be used in the service of form history or textual criticism, or in 
combination with other methods (e.g., Lenhard, Die Rabbinische Homilie, 12, 15; Teugels, review of Die 
rabbinische Homilie and Rabbinische Texte, 104; and Zellentin, "Reading the Rabbis," 8, 11; cf. n. 17 
above regarding the use of form analysis in the service of textual criticism). 

20 Neusner's 1995 and 1997 articles ("German Scholarship on Rabbinic Judaism") do not interact with 
Goldberg's two (1985 and 1986) English articles on his form analysis ("Form Analysis of Midrashic 
Literature as a Method of Description," and "The SEMIKHA - A Compositional Form of the Rabbinic 
Homily"), nor do they take note of Stemberger's recommendation of Goldberg's method (see nn. 2-5 
above). Neusner's 1999 article ("Rabbinic Judaism in Nihilistic Perspective: The Goldberg-Schafer School 
and the Theory of the Empty Text") does not interact with Goldberg's articles, nor Teugel's (1998) English 
articles on Goldberg's method and its application in a case study (see n. 11 above); nor does it interact with 
Lenhard's (1997) critical assessment of his form analysis compared to Goldberg's (Lenhard, "Document or 
Individual Homily? A Critical Evaluation of Neusner's Methodology in Light of the Results of Form 
Analysis"). In fact, Neusner does not mention Goldberg's form analysis in his three articles. Based on these 
English articles alone, Goldberg is not guilty of what Neusner accuses him. 



for his student, Peter Schafer," is not true regarding form analysis. In fact, Goldberg has 

more students than I have mentioned. 

21 Jacob Neusner, "German Scholarship," (1995): 117; idem., "Rabbinic Judaism," 79. 
22 See Teugels, review of Die rabbinische Homilie and Rabbinische Texte, 105, and contributors to 

FJB not mentioned in this appendix. 
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