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Introduction:

This project is one of great importance to me.  Although I encounter the issues discussed below in my experiences as a teacher, I arrived at this topic by way of a personal quest.  I entered the world of academic Bible study completely out of love for the Torah and its religion.  I felt that through the university I could learn the tools which would enable me to study Tanakh even more deeply than I had before.  I started my studies there with the, perhaps naive, thought that there was nothing that I was going to learn that was going to be an obstacle to my faith; I had at my disposal two sources of Truths, Torah and the world of academia, and I was going to absorb them both.  While I did, as I had hoped, gain many new skills, I also encountered many of the conflicts which exist between Jewish faith and academic study – conflicts which trouble me to this day.  My commitment has not diminished, but the journey has been a difficult, sometimes painful one.  This experience has not been without its positive side.  It has forced me to learn more carefully and think more deeply.  This has brought me to a more sophisticated understanding of the meaning and goals of Torah and mitzvot.  I have also learned to recognize and understand the religious struggles of others in a way I could not before.

If I could pinpoint one mistake which I made in my journey through these issues is that I did not find myself a guide.  I feel, that if I had had, from the beginning, someone to guide me through the issues, to discuss them with me, to gently and gradually expand my mind, this difficult experience would have been tremendously positive and enriching experience.  It would have been a much better means, religiously and psychologically, to the end of deep learning, sophisticated thought and the understanding of others.

In my role of a teacher of Tanakh, students often come to me with questions related, either directly or indirectly, with the issues of biblical criticism.  I decided that in order to deal responsibly with the questions of these students I wanted to become well versed in the variety of ways in which religiously concerned scholars and educators have dealt with these issues in the past.  It was important to me to hear the thoughts and ideas specifically of those people who I felt were knowledgeable in the area of biblical criticism as well as sensitive, and personally attached, to the religious issues at stake. 

In order to utilize the ideas contained in these approaches properly and responsibly, whether for one’s self or in a conversation with a student, it is necessary to be thoroughly familiar with them.  A superficial understanding of a theory is bound to blur some of the intricacies that lend it sophistication, and at the same time it may allow for difficulties in the theory to be glossed over.  Only a theory that is properly understood can be useful in the long run.  

  The four approaches presented in this paper, are the suggestions of four individuals: Rabbi David Tzvi Hoffmann, Rabbi Mordechai Breuer, Rabbi David Weiss Halivni and Dr. Tamar Ross.  Each approach is a reflection both of how these individuals see the reality of the Torah as well as their way of incorporating that reality into a Jewish-religious outlook.  In addition to reading the writings of each of these people, I also met with R. Halivni and Dr. Ross in order to clarify certain points in their theory or to ask them questions related to their writings.  Although their approaches do not represent every possible way of dealing with the religious questions that arise from biblical criticism they do deal with the issues from a variety of points of view.  In addition, the areas of study involved in their approaches differ. 

In the presentation below, after briefly presenting each approach, I consider a single question: Where does this approach lie on the spectrum between the claims of Bible criticism and the traditional understanding of Torah min haShamayim?  In the search for religious answers to the questions posed by academic study of the Bible, it is necessary to understand the assumptions upon which these theories are based and the religious implication of those assumptions.  Only then can one decide if and how to incorporate such an idea into ones religious world-view, or to introduce it to a student.  Analyzing the theories with this key question in mind allowed me to clarify the religious implication of each theory. 

The manner in which these different views relate to the issue of Torah min Hashamayim is not uniform.  For example, some of these approaches assume the doctrine of Torah min Hashamayim as a given, and presumably their proponents have no difficulty accepting that concept.  The issue of Torah min haShamayim for these people is not whether it is theoretically possible, philosophically speaking, that the Torah be divine, but rather whether technically the Torah that we have is from Heaven.  Accordingly, these people deal with the question of how to maintain religious belief in the face of (alleged) textual difficulties.  For others, it is the ideas of prophecy and revelation, which are presupposed by the idea of Torah min haShamayim, which present the problem.  The solutions to questions of this sort are found necessarily in the realm of philosophy.  Although discussions in this latter area do not necessarily touch specifically on the findings of biblical criticism I feel that is necessary to include them here as the philosophical issues and the textual issues often become intertwined.  Sometimes people are initially confronted with the textual issues which then bring into question for them all of the philosophical issues concerning the divinity of the text.  Conversely, someone may initially be bothered exclusively by the philosophical issues, which then cause him or her to view the text differently thereby revealing all sorts of textual issues never before considered.  

Before presenting the four approaches to dealing with the conflict between Torah min haShamayim and biblical criticism, it is necessary to define what exactly is meant by those two terms.  Biblical criticism, specifically what is referred to as “high criticism”, is the study of the literary development of the biblical text, based on its different layers.  The goal of such study is to isolate the different documents (or traditions) which, it is believed, once existed independently of one another and allegedly make up the Biblical text.  Although it is not the first study of this sort, the most well-known formulation of this type of analysis, commonly known as the “Documentary Hypothesis”, is found in Wellhausen’s Die Composition des Hexateuchs; Geschichte Israels and Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels.  Generally speaking Wellhausen divides the Pentateuch
 into four documents J, E, P and D.  J and E are so called because of the prevalent usage of “JHWH” and “Elohim”, respectively, for God’s name.  P is the writer who wrote from a priestly perspective.  Finally, D is the author of the book of Deuteronomy who has his own agenda and point of view.  Wellhausen, under the influence of Hegelian philosophy, which saw all things in evolutionary terms, believed that Israelite religion had evolved from its more primitive and crude form to a more elevated version.  Using this criterion for dating his documents, he believed that the chronological ordering of the documents should be J and E, D and then P, which according to his criterion revealed successive steps in ancient Israelite religion.  

Since the time of Wellhausen there have been many developments in the field of Bible criticism.  The main criticisms of his approach are the extremes to which he took the division of the text into sources (division of verses etc) and his views on the evolution of Israelite religion.  Also, due in part to the findings of archeology, the idea that the documents reflect the time of he authors not that of the time that they were writing about, is no longer strongly held.  Some new theories are simply modifications of the Documentary Hypothesis, which, although they amend some blatant difficulties of Wellhausen’s theory are just as difficult as the original from the traditional perspective in that they still assume that the Torah is made up of different documents which were authored by different people at different times.
  Other new approaches to literary study of the Bible, which are actually out of the realm of High (i.e. source) criticism, seek to understand the Bible according to other theories of literary study which question the validity or the significance of what source criticism tries to do.
  Despite the fact that these new theories have developed, it is a mistake to believe that source-criticism is a thing of the past.  Different forms of source criticism are still alive and well in the world of Bible study, and therefore continue to pose questions for the religious student who comes in contact with them.

The second phrase that needs defining is Torah min haShamayim. Chazal use two phrases to express the idea that the Torah was received by Moshe from God through revelation: תורה מן השמים and תורה מסיני.  Regarding the ambiguity of both of these terms, Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel writes:

האם "משה קיבל תורה מסיני", משמעותה: תורה קיבל מסיני, ולא את כל התורה, והרבה מצוות קיבל באוהל מועד ובערבות מואב?  אין משמעותה, שאת כל התורה קיבל בסיני, כללותיה ופרתיה?  ושמא כוונת הלשון לומר, שאף תורה שבעל פה קיבל מסיני?

האם "תורה מן השמים" פירושה שהתורה בצורה המצויה בידינו כולה "מן השמים" היא, כלומר מ'בראשית ברא' עד 'לעיני כל ישראל'?  שהתיבות והאותיות ירדו מן השמים לתוך אזנו של משה?  האם "מן השמים" פירושו, שהתורה בכל הבחינות מעולם העליון היא, ואין לילוד אשה שום חלק ושותפות ביצירתה?  האם המלה "שמים" פירושה שם מקום, או כנוי לרצון הקדוש ברוך הוא?

The term תורה מסיני seems to imply that the entire Torah, i.e. the Pentateuch, was given to Moshe on Mount Sinai.  This idea raises immediate questions since the Torah itself explicitly mentions commandments were given to Moshe after they left Mount Sinai
 A discussion in Gittin 60a reveals that the Rabbis already recognized that the term “Torah miSinai” is inadequate
:

א"ר יוחנן משום רבי בנאה: תורה - מגילה מגילה ניתנה, שנא': (תהלים מ') אז אמרתי הנה באתי במגילת ספר כתוב עלי; ר"ש בן לקיש אומר: תורה - חתומה ניתנה, שנאמר: (דברים ל"א) לקוח את ספר התורה הזאת.

According to Rabbi Yohanan, Moshe wrote down the sections of the Torah gradually, and compiled them at the end of the forty years.  Reish Lakish asserts that the Torah was written down all at once.
  The main issue here is the recognition of the fact that it is difficult to say that the entire Torah was given at Sinai
  

This of course does not mean that the entire Torah is not min haShamayim.  The divinity of the law is not, of course dependent upon its having all been given at Sinai.  

There are two basic tenets included in the traditional understanding of the Torah min haShamayim.  The first is the belief that the Torah, in its entirety, is the word of God, and that Moshe did not write any of it on his own.
  The second issue is that the entire Torah, as we have it now, is exactly the same as that which was revealed to Moshe.
  Both of these ideas are expressed in what is probably the most frequently quoted formulation of these beliefs, Maimonides’ thirteen Principles of Faith:

והיסוד השמיני היות התורה מן השמים – והוא: שנאמין, כי כל התורה הזאת המצויה בידינו עתה, היא הנתונה על ידי משה רבנו, עליו השלום – שהיא כולה מפי הגבורה, כלומר:שהגיעה אליו כלה מאת ה' יתברך, בענין שנקרא על דרך ההשאלה: "דבור".  ואין ידוע היאך הגיעה – אלא הוא משה, עליו השלום, שהגיע לו; וכי הוא היה כמו סופר שקוראין לו והוא כותב כל מאורעות הימים, הספורים והמצוות, ולפיכך נקרא: "מחוקק".  ואין הפרש בין "בני חם כוש ומצרים ופוט וכנען" (בראשית י:ו) "ושם אשתו מהיטבאל בת מטרד" (שם לו, לט); ותמנע היתה פילגש" (שם יב) ובין אנכי יי אלהיך" (דברים ה,ו), ו"שמע ישראל יי אלהינו יי אחד" (שם ו,ד) – כי הכל מפי הגבורה, והכל – תורת ה' תמימה, טהורה וקדושה, אמת.  וזה שאומר: שכמו אלה הפסוקים והספורים משה ספרם מדעתו – הנה הוא אצל חכמנו ונביאינו: כופר ומגלה פנים יותר מכל הכופרים, לפי שחשב שיש בתורה לב וקלפה, ושאלה דברי הימים והספורים אין תועלת בהם, ושהם מאת משה – וזה ענין "אין תורה מן השמים".  אמרו חכמנו, זכרונם לברכה: "הוא המאמין שכל התורה מפי הגבורה חוץ מפסוק זה שלא אמרו הקדוש-ברוך-הוא, אלא משה מפי עצמו – וזה: "כי דבר ה' בזה".

These beliefs, as set down here by Maimonides, is an unquestioned aspect of traditional Jewish faith.
  It is clear, however, that even within traditional Jewry there was always a minority opinion which did not square completely with one or another aspect of the above formulation.
  The disagreement of this minority was not against the principle of the divinity of the Torah, which was beyond questioning, but with the finer details of Moses’ involvement in the writing of the Torah, and whether it is necessary, or possible, to claim that absolutely no changes were made to the text of the Torah after Moses.  R. Heschel writes:  

החתירה אל מקורות ראשונים פתחה עיני לראות, שתפיסת העיקר, כפי שנמסר על ידי הרמב"ם, לא היתה תמיד קבועה ובלתי מעוררת.  מאז ומקדם התקיימו שתי שיטות בהבנת העיקר החשוב הזה, אחת קיצונית ותקיפה, ואחת פרשנית ומתונה… אלא שבמשך הדורות גברה השיטה הקיצונית, והיתה להשקפה השולטת ונשתקעו דברי המתונים בפני המרובים.

With regard to Moshe’s involvement in the writing of the Torah, R. Heschel notes, for example, that the two statements, 
משה כתב ספרו ופרשת בלעם ואיוב and הקדוש ברוך הוא אומר ומשה כותב
 present two different opinions regarding the degree to which Moshe was involved in the writing of the Torah.
 With regard to the idea that the Torah as we have it today is exactly like that which was revealed to Moshe, there a number of sources from both Chazal and Medieval rabbinic sources which question this absoluteness of this principle.
 

Approach #1: Rabbi David Tzvi Hoffmann 

Rabbi David Tzvi Hoffmann’s opinion on how the believing Jew should relate to the Bible is found in two different places, the introduction to his commentary on Vayikra and his book ראיות מכריעות לסתירת ההיפותיזות של וילהויזן.
  While his views are certainly consistent in these two works, he writes these works from two very different points of view.  In his introduction to his commentary on Vayikra, R. Hoffmann writes with a Jewish audience in mind.  It is there that he annunciates his views on Torah min haShamayim.  After expressing that any Jew who interprets the Torah must be consistent with Halacha, he writes: 

ואם דיברנו עד כאן על החובה המוטלת על כל מי שבא לפרש את התורה, כי ישים נגד עיניו את ההלכה ויתחשב עמה, הנה רוצים אנו להזכיר עוד שני עיקרים שהמפרש היהודי מחויב ללכת בעקבותם ולשמור אותם תמיד.  אמנם, העיקרים האלה שמורים בכלל אצל המפרשים העברים, ובכלל זאת לא נמנע מלהזכירם כאן כדי לנמק אותם ולברר את חשיבות ערכם לנו.  העיקר הראשון הוא: אנו מאמינים שכל התורה היא אמיתית, קדושה ונתונה מפי הגבורה, כל מלה ומלה נכתבה עפ"י פקודת ה'.  זהו העיקר של "תורה מן השמים"…  ולכן מי שפוגע בספרים האלה ושולל מהם את קדושתם או את מקורם האלוהי, הרי יצא מכלל היהדות…  והעיקר השני, שאינו צריך לזוז מנגד עיניו של המפרש העברי, הוא שלימות הנוסח המקובל של הספרים הקדושים, כפי שנמסר ע"י המסורה…  ואפילו אם נודה, שמקומות מסוימים בטקסט לא נשתמרו מטעויות, הרי חסרים אנו אותם האמצעים הדרושים בשביל לשוב ולהעמיד את הנוסח שנכתב ברוח הקודש.

Rabbi Hoffmann’s rules are very simple: All interpretation of the laws in the Torah must be in keeping with the oral tradition (i.e. halacha);
 any Jew who comes to interpret the Torah must believe in its divinity and its textual accuracy.  Anyone who does not do this is, from the Jewish perspective, sinning against Truth.
  R. Hoffmann in this context, then, bases his argument against biblical criticism on purely traditionalist terms: A believing Jew must believe in certain basic things, and therefore mustn’t do what those Bible critics do. 

In ראיות מכריעות לסתירת ההיפותיזות של וילהויזן, R. Hoffmann’s approach is vastly different.  As opposed to his commentary on Vayikra, this work is intended as a response to the claims of biblical criticism, even if it still in intended for a Jewish audience as well.  As such, he has to speak in the language of the bible critics.  In his arguments he makes no reference to Halacha or Jewish doctrines of belief, rather he argues with them on purely academic grounds. 

According to R. Hoffmann a large number of the pillars upon which Wellhausen’s theory rests simply do not hold up under careful scrutiny.
  For example,
 according to the Documentary Hypothesis, the original “D” was not the entire book of Deuteronomy but rather included only chapters 12-26.  This original D, the theory goes, presents itself as an expansion of the original corpus of law, ספר הברית, which is found in the book of Exodus.  This expansion did not take place at the end of the forty years in the desert, but rather it took place immediately after the ספר הברית was given at Sinai.
  The claim that it occurred forty years later is found only in the introductory and closing chapters of Deuteronomy which, as was already noted, he claimed were later interpolations.  Wellhausen assumes, therefore, that everything that is written in those added sections of Deuteronomy, that assumes that Moshe was speaking to the nation at the end of the forty years in the desert, contradicts what is written in the original D.

R. Hoffmann negates this theory on two levels.  First he strikes at the very proof which Wellhausen uses to prove that the “original” D is presented as having occurred while still at Sinai.  Hoffmann explains
 that Wellhausen bases his claim on Deut. 26:17: 

את ה’ האמרת היום להיות לך לאלהים וללכת בדרכיו ולשמר חקיו ומצותיו ומשפטיו ולשמע בקלו: וה’ האמירך היום להיות לו לעם סגלה כאשר דבר לך ולשמר כל מצותיו: ולתתך עליון על כל הגוים אשר עשה לתהלה ולשם ולתפארת ולהיתך עם קדש לה’ אלהיך כאשר דבר: 

According to Wellhausen, the fact that it says that the people were chosen “today” (היום) to be עם סגולה and to follow God’s laws, proves that the claim of this section of Deuteronomy was that it was given to the people immediately after the gathering at Mount Sinai.
  According to R. Hoffmann, these verses do not refer to the original covenant on Mount Sinai, but rather to a renewal of the covenant just before they entered the land.
  

R. Hoffmann goes on to points out some other questionable claims of Wellhausen’s hypothesis.  There are a number of verses in the “original D” which clearly imply that it is written a long time after the gathering at Sinai, and not immediately thereafter.
  In all of these cases Wellhausen claims that they are later interpolations and do not reflect the authentic text.  R. Hoffmann rightfully claims that Wellhausen’s reasoning is circular, because he basis his theory on an amended text, but the basis for the emendation was the theory itself.  

In a similar fashion, R. Hoffmann dissects many other claims of the Documentary Hypothesis, revealing many inconsistencies and flaws in it.  His claim is that through his arguments he sufficiently wounds the Documentary Hypothesis so that it should no longer be a threat to Jewish belief.  His usage of the “vocabulary” of the Bible critics is not at all an indication of his acceptance of any of their findings.  His uncompromising commitment to traditional doctrine, as formulated by Maimonides, which is expressed quite clearly in his introduction to Vayikra, does not allow him to bend toward the conclusions of biblical criticism at all.  

Approach #2: Rabbi Mordechai Breuer
The approach of Rabbi Mordechai Breuer is, in some ways, the exact opposite of that of R. David Tzvi Hoffmann.  If R. Hoffmann categorically rejects the Documentary Hypothesis, R. Breuer welcomes it with open arms.  If R. Hoffmann strives to prove that the Torah was all written in the time of Moshe (and therefore by Moshe), R. Breuer sees such a proof as the height of heresy.  R. Breuer’s objections to R. Hoffmann’s approach exist on two different levels.  First, he disagrees with the assumption that it is possible to disprove the claims of biblical criticism:  

כל פרצה וכל בקיע, שנראים בחומה-הבצורה-היטב של ביקורת המקרא, נחשבים כהוכחה לביטול השיטה כולה.  חוקר פלוני, ששיטתו הוכחה כמשובשת, לא ללמד על עצמו יצא אלא ללמד על הכלל כולו.  וכך, עד שאנשי המדע נחלקים בפרטי מחקרם, כבר יצא הקול על ביטול הכלל כולו.  הבשורה המרנינה ש"ולהויזן נתיישן" נקלטה יפה בשוק, - ואיש אינו טורח לברר, כיצד נתיישן ובאיזו מידה נתיישן.  ולהויזן מת, - ואתו מתה ביקורת המקרא כולה;  ברוך המקום שהרגם!

It is a mistake, R. Breuer says, to believe that just because some people have claimed that they have disproved all or part of the Documentary Hypothesis that it is really dead and gone.  High Criticism, he rightly proclaims, is alive and well and thriving in the university.
 The efforts of those who think they will be able to disprove biblical criticism, he says, are futile.

According to R. Breuer there is nothing about Biblical criticism that contradicts Jewish faith:

מה לכל הטענות האלה, שהן מוכחות, מוצדקות ומבוססות – ולאמונה היהודית האמיתית שתורה היא משמים והיא קדמה לבריאת העולם תתקע"ד דור?

  The mistake of scholars such as Hoffmann, Breuer says, is that they are afraid of biblical Criticism.  They feel that they have to dispute it because it, they believe, negates Jewish belief.  Therein, he says, lies their mistake:

שהרי אפילו תוכח צדקתו של ביקורת המקרא, הרי אין בטענותיה של זו גם נגיעה קלה באמונת ישראל הטהורה.  יתר על כן:  המסקנות המדעיות של בקורת המקרא, לא רק שאין הן פוגעות באמונה, אלא הן נחוצות והכרחיות, לכל הרוצה לפרש את המקרא – כפשוטו וגם מדרשו!

The second point on which R. Breuer disagrees with R. Hoffmann is the latter’s to prove, by disapproving the Documentary Hypothesis, that the Torah was indeed written by one person in the time of Moshe (i.e. Moshe himself) and not by many people in many different times.  In order to understand this objection as well as R. Breuer's claim that there is no contradiction between accepting biblical criticism and faith it is necessary to understand his conception of Torah min haShamayim
R. Breuer’s belief is grounded on his understanding of Torah min haShamayim, which is based on the idea of Torat haSod.  Torat haSod is a mystical
 view of the Torah that teaches that over and above the historical events narrated in the Pentateuch there is the primordial Torah which was ‘there’ in heaven from before the creation of the world.  Moses’ contribution to the Torah, according to this view, is no more than that he copied down the words of the primordial Torah.
  

Initially there does not seem to be any practical difference between this view of Torah min haShamayim and the normative traditional view as defined by Maimonides.  Both insist that the entire Torah, word for word, was given to Moshe by God.  Similarly both assert that Moshe was doing nothing more than taking dictation for God.  Upon closer inspection, however, this mystical view of the Torah goes far beyond Maimonides’ eighth principle.
  

Torat Hasod differs from the normative view of Torah min haShamayim in that since Torah was written before creation, indeed before time, it therefore cannot be subject to the specifics of a human context.  This suggests that the Torah cannot be understood as even relating in any way to Moses’ historical reality.  This is an idea which certainly would not have been accepted by Maimonides.
  

It is just this difference between the normative understanding of Torah min haShamayim that makes all the difference to R. Breuer.  If God composed the Torah prior to the creation of the world then there is no reason to expect the Torah to reflect any one historical time, place or literary style.  God cannot be confined in that way.  Anyone who accepts this true conception of Torah min haShamayim, R. Breuer claims, should find no conflict between his or her beliefs and biblical criticism.
  

One can now understand why R. Breuer claims that it is heretical to believe, and prove, that the Torah reflects the time of Moses:

[ביקורת המקרא] כבשה את העולם, כאילו היו בידיה גם שמץ הוכחות נגד אמונת ישראל הטהורה.  בתרועת נצחון הוכיחה לכל שוחרי האמת שתורת ישראל איננה מיסודו של משה; בגאוה ובגודל לבב הוכיחה את הסתירות הרעיונות ואת עקבות הימים המאוחרים הניכרות בכל ספר התורה.  דברים אלה שלא הוכיחו מאומה נגד אמונת תורה משמים, - פגעו פגיעת מות באותה "אמונה" חוורת, שניטשטשה זה מזמן בעקבות תהליך הרציונליזציה.  האמונה החילונית בתורתו האנושית של משה – כרעה ונפלה תחת מהלומותיה של ביקורת המקרא, ולכל להטוטי חריפות האפולוגיטים לא יחזירו אותם לאיתנה.

Not only are the claims of biblical criticism not a problem for R. Breuer, they are a positive religious development!

R. Breuer’s position in the spectrum between biblical criticism and Torah min haShamayim is indeed an interesting one.  On the one hand he completely accepts the findings of biblical criticism.  This would usually imply a certain alteration of traditional doctrine.  On the other hand, however, he is unbending in his insistence upon the belief that every word of the Torah was dictated by God.  It is important to note that in order to maintain his position he necessarily adopts a view of Torah min haShamayim, which although it certainly upholds all of key features of normative Orthodox belief, can hardly be considered normative.
  

Approach #3: Rabbi David Weiss Halivni
The approach of Rabbi David Weiss Halivni, like that of R. Breuer, holds an interesting place on the spectrum between the traditional idea of Torah min haShamayim and the claims of biblical criticism.  On the one hand he is willing to accept, at least in part, the findings of biblical criticism; his own reading of the biblical text led him to the conclusion that he could not honestly believe that the text of the Torah, in its current state, is the product of one divinely inspired prophet.  Similar to R. Breuer, Halivni too does not does not accept the interpretation given by the critics to their finding, only the facts that they find.  His conclusions, however, are very different than those of R. Breuer in a number of ways.  Firstly, although he believes that there was a revelation, he does not, unlike R. Breuer, attribute the “difficulties” of the biblical text to God.  Secondly, whereas R. Breuer reinterprets biblical criticism from a theological perspective, R. Halivni does so on the basis of textual interpretation
 alone.

R. Halivni states his belief in Torah min haShamayim at the very beginning of his book:

... no one critical theory of the Pentateuch’s origins have been proven.  Almost all the data are disputed among the various factions of scientific scholars.  Consequently I see no cause to reject the notion of a Torah from Heaven.  We shall not undermine centuries of faith on the basis of critical theories whose contraries can be made to prevail by means of various sorts of arguments… we see no need to challenge the Law at its very foundations when its problematic features may yet be accounted for without recourse to the denial of Sinai.
 

Despite his commitment to traditional doctrine in this respect, R. Halivni nonetheless believes that, as claimed by biblical criticism, the Torah contains contradictions and redundancies.  The key question, which is the starting point to his approach, is:

How can it be that the text that resides at the very core of Judaism, the Pentateuch itself, is susceptible to textual criticism which reveals it to be both internally uneven and apparently inconsistent with observed Jewish law?

According to R. Halivni this question is answered by recognizing what befell the biblical text after it was revealed to Moshe on Mount Sinai.  R. Halivni refers to the process which led to the maculation of the Torah as “Chate’u Yisrael”:

According to the biblical account itself, the people of Israel forsook the Torah, in the dramatic episode of the golden calf, only forty days after the revelation at Sinai.  From that point on, until the time of Ezra, the scriptures reveal that the people of Israel were steeped in idolatry and negligent of the Mosaic law.  Chate’u Yisrael, as a theological account, explains that in the period of neglect and syncretism the Torah of Moses became blemished and maculated

This process, explains R. Halivni, continued until the time of Ezra, when finally, upon their return from Babylon, the people accepted the Torah upon themselves.  It was at that time, R. Halivni claims, that the previously rejected, and therefore maculated, text of the Torah was recompiled and edited, by Ezra and his “entourage.”
  That this is what happened, Halivni claims, is attested to in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah.
  In addition, R. Halivni supports his theory with talmudic and midrashic sources which indicate that Ezra played a certain role in editing the Torah.

R. Halivni recognizes that his theory is not without religious ramifications: 

Even if Chate’u Yisrael as a basis for religious faith is accepted by the modern religious Jew, a central theological problem remains with respect to the written Torah.  If we must recognize that the written Torah is a compiled text, encoding the problematic consequences of a difficult history of transmission, how can we still revere this Torah as divine writ?
  

According to R. Halivni, this is where Torah She-ba’al Pe comes in.  He points out that it is not unusual that at the same time that a written text is neglected, and even purposely pushed aside or mutilated
 an oral tradition is still maintained relatively intact.  Even if the minority who continued to live according to Torah
 was unable to protect the written Torah from maculation, they still had an oral tradition of what the Torah originally intended.

When Ezra taught the Torah to the people, as described in Nehemiah 8, Halivni explains, he must have taught it together with the oral tradition.  How else, given the nature of the Torah, which every one agrees is impossible to put into practice without Torah She-ba’al Pe, would Ezra be able to tell the enthusiastic people what to actually do?  R. Halivni’s claim is that the Oral Torah, which was taught by Ezra, was, at least in part, the tradition by which Ezra corrected the maculated written text that was before him.

By way of proof that Torah She-ba’al Pe
 reflects the original Torah She-be-ktav Halivni brings the example oral traditions which contradict the written Torah itself.
  For example, R. Halivni writes:

Regarding levirate marriage, the scriptures state clearly, “And the first son whom she bears shall succeed in the name of the brother who is dead” (Deut. 25:6).  According to the plain meaning of the verse, the first son of the widowed woman, by her new husband, succeeds in the name of the deceased former husband (the brother of the new spouse).  The early rabbis, however, interpreted the verse as though it read, “the eldest son who was born shall inherit in the name of his brother,” requiring that the eldest brother of the deceased man enter the levirate marriage… In this case…  the law as actually observed, does not follow the written word (asher teled) but ignores the literal meaning entirely and points to a previous version (asher nolad), I contend that the scriptural alteration took place prior to Ezra’s time.  As shall be explained below, the maculated text (asher teled) was preserved in canonization, even as the original meaning of the lost scripture (asher nolad) was taught in practice, following an oral tradition.  

 Halivni believes that it is impossible that Hazal would have so blatantly contradicted the Torah if they had not had an oral tradition which told them that there was a problem with the written text, and how that text should be emended. 
 

R. Halivni’s position is interesting in terms of its relationship to traditional doctrine and to biblical criticism.  Despite what seems to be a major break from traditional thought, he manages to keep most aspects of traditional thought intact. Firstly, he defends the belief in a revelation on Sinai, and claims that it is possible to account for all of the difficulties in the text without denying that such a revelation occurred.  The innovation of his approach is also the interesting fact that while he might lessen the authenticity of the written Torah, explaining that the Torah as we have it might have become maculated, he authenticates the Oral Law, saying that it is actually based upon the original revelation.  So while R. Halivni might seem quite untraditional in how he regard the text of the Torah, he presents a staunch defense of the Oral Law.

Halivni’s only serious departure from traditional doctrine is clearly in his denial of the aspect of Torah min haShamayim, as defined by Maimonides, that our Torah is exactly the same as the one which Moshe received on Mount Sinai.   
R. Halivni defends his claim that the Torah that was revealed at Sinai was maculated by saying that:

The notion arising from the polemics of the Middle Ages that God, the perfect being, could not have created an imperfect instrument, subject to human corruption, strikes me as totally unfounded.  The divinity of scriptural word is not diminished by human error.  One does not have to deny that God created the world because of the mess that humankind has enacted in it.


While R. Halivni recognizes that his is not the normative way to look at these issues he does claim that there is precedence for his ideas within traditional Jewish sources.  Firstly, as mentioned earlier, he points to passages in both Tanakh and early rabbinic literature, which indicate that Ezra played a significant role in teaching and emending the biblical text.
  In addition R. Halivni points to a number of medieval commentators who acknowledge Ezra’s role in the editing of the Torah.
 R. Halivni feels that he is only recognizing that which was once recognized by everyone and was never completely forgotten.      

Approach #4: Dr. Tamar Ross:

The approach of Dr. Tamar Ross differs from the others presented so far in that she deals with the issue of biblical criticism from a purely philosophical perspective.  The following will not be a full exposition of Dr. Ross’ ideas, but merely a sentence or two summarizing her concept of revelation.

Dr. Ross’ conception of revelation affirms the divinity of the Torah while accepting the historical process which, according to the view of biblical criticism, was key in the creation of the biblical text, without seeing the two as contradictory.  According to her view, God speaks through history and through clusters of ideas that the community of believers accepts.  Revelation, then, is not something that occurred at one time, in one place; rather it is an on-going process.  In such a system, she explains, God’s word is often recognized retroactively; what the people accept becomes retroactively the word of God.  Biblical criticism does not pose a threat to such a concept of revelation, because the different layers of the Torah are seen as different layers of revelation and the different authors as prophets through who God’s word was revealed.  

Clearly of all the approaches presented in this paper, that of Dr. Ross takes the sharpest turn from what would be considered traditional.  While not denying the concept of Torah min haShamayim – unlike more traditional views she sees the Torah of biblical criticism as divine – she clearly changes its definition.  The ideas that the Torah that was revealed to only through Moshe and that it is unchanging clearly are not accepted by her.  It is important to note that while Dr. Ross’ ideas clearly do not follow the normative view, she claims that there is precedence for her ideas in traditional sources.
  What is most interesting about her ideas in terms of the question of the tensions between Torah min haShamayim and biblical criticism, is that she is the only one who accepts biblical criticism in its entirety, and still claims that the Torah is divine.  

Conclusion:


When a student turns to a teacher for guidance on questions of faith the teacher takes upon his or herself a tremendous responsibility.  It is very important that the teacher be aware of the concerns and the needs of the student.
  If a student is seeking advice from a teacher whom he or she regards as knowledgeable in religious issues, then in most cases that student is seeking religious advice – i.e. advice that will further the student’s religious development.  The job of the teacher then is to assist the student in that development.

The first thing that the teacher must do to insure that the student moves forward in his or her search is to validate the student’s question.  The teacher should encourage the student that the question – any question – is valid.  If a student feels that he or she is looked down upon for asking questions they will just feel alienated, and will be discouraged from continuing the discussion.  

When dealing with the actual question, the teacher should first discuss the subject with the student to make sure that the student is familiar with all of the relevant and related texts.  Once that is accomplished and the student still wants to proceed, then the teacher should begin to discuss different approaches to the problem in question.  It is not necessary, or advisable, for a teacher to start with the most radical solution to the question being asked, even if the teacher personally finds that solution most satisfying.  It is better to first suggest more traditional approaches to the problem, such as one found in traditional sources or in the writings of individuals such as R. Hoffmann or even R. Breuer.
  If the student still feels the need to continue, then the teacher can consider presenting to the student more radical suggestions.

  The reason for this gradual approach is that the goal is to answer the question for the student.  The goal should not be introduce new, potentially confusing ideas unless the student needs it, or is interested in it.
 One should not automatically assume that a student wants or is ready to be introduced to less traditional opinions, even if they are questioning traditional point of view.  It is unfair to expose a student unwittingly to something that might open up more questions for him or her.  This is the responsibility of the teacher just as much as opening the mind of the student to new possibilities.

  At the same time, I think that if necessary a teacher should not hesitate to introduce new, somewhat less traditional ideas (within boundaries of course) if it is felt that the student will benefit religiously from such ideas, and if the teacher feels qualified to do so.
   If a student remains unconvinced by the more traditional approaches (as many students do) leaving the discussion at that stage would not serve the religious needs of the student.  It is preferable, in my opinion, to gently expand a student’s outlook on these issues, rather than risk losing the student altogether because they feel that they cannot fit their beliefs into the more narrow, normative approach.  In fact in the long run, introducing new ideas in a religious, non-threatening context might be tremendously positive for the student’s religious growth.
  It should be emphasized, however, that a teacher who does go with this approach must follow through.  If one is going to erase a student’s conception of a traditional idea, it is necessary to replace it with something meaningful. 

Beyond suggesting different solutions or approaches for dealing with specific questions, there are some other equally important things that a teacher must discuss with a student who is struggling with these issues.
 The issues under discussion are complex and difficult, and as suggested above, the answers to the questions are not always easily found.  If a teacher wants to encourage a troubled student not to give up then he or she must convey to the student that the quest itself, despite its difficulties, has value; no one ever said that leading a truly religious life is always easy, but the effort is often rewarded. 


Interestingly, throughout the reading material I covered for this project, as well as in the conversations I had with different people on this subject, I found that people were not only interested in answering questions, they wanted to understand the religious significance of what they were doing.   They often perceived their ideas as a challenge: If these new ideas might make religious belief and life more complicated, they do not exempt the individual from taking on the task.  Dr. Ross for example, writes:

... it is obvious that developing the means for disseminating a theology which takes the relative nature of any truth-claim into account with the complete intellectual integrity, while leaving religious fervor intact and undiluted, may turn out to be the greatest religious challenge of our age.

Similarly, Dr. Isaac Gottlieb commented to me that the life of a religious person as an ongoing challenge to see the world in religious terms.  Any thing in the world can be seen as secular or religious – we believe in the importance of finding God even where he may not be easily found.  The challenge is an ongoing one, but is one that imbues our lives with religious meaning.  I have heard this idea expressed by almost every individual with whom I discussed this issue.

The underlying idea is that it is easy to be religious when everything is clear and simple.  The challenge comes when one is confronted with issues, and realizes that things are not as simple as one once thought, and still strives to live a meaningful religious life.  It is crucial to express this idea to the student who is dealing with issues of faith, both because it validates the struggle in religious terms, and it also assures him or her that others have dealt with these issues before and have remained within the fold. 

At the conclusion of his book, R. Halivni too alludes to the fact that beyond finding a solution to these faith conflicts there is what to be learned from the process of searching.  In his words, I believe, there is a lot to offer the questioning student as well as the guiding teacher:

The awareness of maculation in the transmission of the Torah itself, and of consequent difficulties in interpretation, instills a sense of humility, revealing human frailties and weaknesses so great that God’s words were tainted by them – and indicates that whatever human beings touch has the potential for corruption.  Yet despite the tainting, these words are the most effective way of becoming closer to God, approaching his presence.  We cannot live without these words – there is no spiritual substitute – but while we are living with them, we are keenly aware that we are short of perfect, that along the historical path we have substituted our voice for the divine voice.  We are condemned to live this way.  

The awareness of maculate text also calls for greater tolerance for the deviant.  One ought to live one’s life avoiding even doubtful pitfalls; but one may not condemn others, let alone hate or persecute them, unless one is sure, beyond all doubt, of one’s convictions – and we are rarely granted such assurance.

The teacher should impart to the student the important ideas that even if one cannot be sure about certain things in this world there is meaning in the journey which brings one closer to God, and that for Jews the Torah is the most meaningful map for that journey.  At the same time the teacher has to be sensitive to the fact that the student is asking questions for which there are no easy answers.  The teacher should not criticize, even to his or herself, the questions being asked; rather he or she should admire the efforts of the student to grapple with issues of faith.  

A study of this sort never truly ends.  On the technical level, I still have much to study and read and discuss, in order to master even the approaches presented above, let alone the many others that exist.  I for example, am interested in analyzing completely all the arguments of R. Hoffmann and other similar approaches to determine the degree of their effectiveness.  I have a tremendous amount of reading to do in the area of Jewish philosophy to understand the finer differences between various formulations of religious truth statements.  In addition, I want to further my investigation of the nature and development of Torah She-ba’al Pe.
  The list goes on and on.  

That this project is an on-going one is true in another respect as well.  The questions are difficult.  The answers are what fill the rest of one’s life.  Even when one does find the sought after answer, one doesn’t, indeed shouldn’t, stagnate.  A life a Torah requires constant thought and reevaluation.

� I am grateful to the many people who generously gave of their time and thoughts during the writing of this paper.  In particular I’d like to thank Rabbi David Weiss Halivni, Dr. Tamar Ross, and Dr. Isaac Gottlieb. 


� He also deals with other books of the Bible, but for the sake of this paper we will limit ourselves to the “Torah” proper.


� Some scholars (generally known as the “Scandinavian school”) advocate the idea that the Torah composed not from different written documents, but rather from different oral traditions.  The significant difference is that the Torah found its written form at one time and not over a long period of time.  Some, such as Professor Umberto Cassuto, seem to find this less religiously problematic. 


� For a history of Bible criticism see: אנציקלופדיה מקראית, ע' מקרא,חקר המקרא, עמ' 417-386.  For a good analysis of all of the different theories of the literary approach to the Bible see:  Barton. 


� Heschel, p. I. 


� E.g. Num. 10:11, 27:5, 9:9-14, 24:10-16 and Deut. 1:2.


� See:  Shaw, pp.60-85.


� See Rashi on the Gemara and Nahmanides’ introduction to Breishit.  The question remains as to when, according to Reish Lakish, Moshe wrote the Torah.  Rashi and Nahmanides both clearly indicate that according to Reish Lakish the revelation to Moshe occurred throughout the forty years in the desert, Moshe remembered them all by heart, and wrote them all down at the end of the forty years.  The formulation (perhaps intentional, perhaps not) in a relatively recent discussion of these issues states: “The Talmud also mentions a debate among Palestinian teachers as to how the Torah was given.  Did it come to him all at once or was it composed at different times during the Israelites’ stay in the wilderness?” “came to him all at once” must mean that it was all revealed and written at Mount Sinai (the alternative that it was revealed to him and written at the end of the forty years is impossible).


� R. Heschel raises the question of what is meant by the word “Torah” in the phrase “Torah miSinai” and suggests, based on the study of that word in Talmudic literature, that perhaps “Torah miSinai” refers to the Ten Commandments, whereas “Torah min haShamayim” is a statement about the entire Pentateuch (Heschel, pp. 73-79).


� The question of Mosaic authorship, that God revealed his will specifically through Moshe, was not a debated issue. (See: Jacobs, p. 221). 


� One exception to this rule is the opinion in Bava Batra, 15a, which states that Yehoshua wrote the last eight verses of the Torah.  This opinion, despite the fact there is another opinion which states the Moshe wrote even these eight verses, is generally accepted in the Orthodox world.


� Maimonides, הקדמה לפרק חלק.


� Jacobs, p. 219.  


� Ibid. p. 230.


� Heschel, p.II


� Bava Batra 14b.


� Bava Batra 15a.


� See also, e.g.:  Baal haTurim on Lev.1:1 and Ohr HaHayim on Num. 33:2, which seem to indicate a certain degree of involvement on the part of Moshe.  For Heschel’s full discussion of this issue see Heschel, ch. I-IV.  


� See: Makkot, 11a, where a braitha brings an opinion that Yehoshua wrote the section in Deut. about the cities of refuge (it should be noted that the Gemara interprets this baraita differently.)  See also: Sukkah, 20a; Sanhedrin, 21b and Avot d’Rabi Natan, 34 (and IIEsdras, xiv) which indicate a certain role on the part of Ezra in the emendation of the Biblical text. See also: Sofrim, 6:4.  For post-talmudic sources See: Ibn Ezra on Deut. 1:5; 34:1 (see also the comment of Rabbi Joseph Bonfils (the צפנת פענח) on the Ibn Ezra.  Interesting to note is the rather open statement of Rav Yaakov Weinberg to the issue of textual varients: 


The Rambam knew very well that these variations existed when he defined his Principle.  The word of Ani Ma’amin and the words of the Rambam “the entire Torah in our possession today,” must not be taken literally, implying that all the letters of the present Torah are the exact letters given to Moshe Rabbeinu.  Rather it should be understood in the general sense that the Torah we learn and live by is for all intents and purposes the same Torah that was given to Moshe Rabbeinu.  The real emphasis of this principle is that this Torah, which includes both Written and Oral Law, is word for word, letter for letter from the Almighty, and absolutely none of it was edited by Moshe in anyway whatsoever.  There is not one phrase, not one letter that Moshe added to clarify or explain what was transmitted to him.  He had no input of any kind but functioned only as the mouthpiece of the Almighty.


Although Rabbi Weinberg is rather strict in his insistence on Moshe having no part in the creation of the Torah, he is not bothered by the possibility of the existence of textual variants. Jacobs ponders whether Maimonides strict insistence complete perfection of the Torah is due at least in part to the fact that Muslim theologians accused the rabbis of falsifying the �Torah (Jacobs, p. 229).


� Originally printed in German as Die wichtisten Justanzen zegen die Graf-Wellhausensche Hypothese.


� Hoffmann, Vayikra, pp. 7-8.


� Ibid. p. 3.  Jewish tradition, he explains, attributes equal importance to the Oral and Written Traditions.  Therefore, the written Torah cannot contradict the oral Torah any more than it can contradict itself.  If a verse seems to contradict the halacha, one should not force the verse, but rather should interpret it according to the Thirteen Principles of Exegesis (midot she-haTorah nidreshet bahem.) For the true believer, Hoffmann insists, this should be no problem. All differences between the written and oral Law are easily resolved if one believes with all one’s heart that they were given together ( ibid. p. 4).


� Ibid. p. 6.


� It would be impossible to list, within the limited scope of this paper, all of Hoffmann's arguments against the Documentary Hypothesis.  I will bring one example by way of illustration.


� Hoffmann, Wellhausen, pp. 44-46.


� Hoffmann explains that Wellhausen claims that D wants to be viewed as the original book of Law and therefore does not assume the existence of any prior written book of law (i.e. P).  This is all part of Wellhausen’s proof that D predated P (Ibid. p. 44).


� Ibid. n. 1.


� See: Ex. 19:5.


� Ad loc.  p. 44, n. 1.  


� See e.g. 12:21; 22:5-7; 24:9.


� Breuer, Deot 11 p. 18


� Many people have expressed that the difficulty with Hoffmann’s approach is that even if one eliminates every single question raised by biblical criticism in a piece-meal sort of way the over all problem doesn’t seem to really go away; the text still seems to be too “human”.  Jacobs explains that the reason for this is that Documentary Hypothesis is an attempt to account for all the questions about the biblical text one answer.  A convincing counter-argument would have to do the same thing (Jacobs, p. 242).


� Breuer, Deot 11 p.18.


� Ibid.


� Although this idea was developed fully in Kabbalah, many of the same ideas can be found in certain traditions in the early rabbinic literature.  See e.g. Zevahim, 11a; Hagigah, 13b; Breishit Rabbah, 8:2.


� Jacobs, pp.224-225.  See also: Nahmanides’ introduction to Breishit.


� Jacobs, pp.224-225.


� Maimonides explains many of the laws of the Torah, such as dietary laws and sacrifices, as reactions to idolatrous practices of the time that the Torah was given.


� Breuer, Deot 11 23-24; Breuer, Deot 12:18-19.


� Ibid.


� Breuer, Deot 11, p. 24; Breuer, Deot 12, p. 13.


� See: Deot 12; response to Rav Breuer, Orthodox responses…


� Of both Torah She-be-ktav and Torah She-ba’al Pe.


� Halivni, Revelation, p.6


� Ibid. p. 1.


� Ibid. 4.


� See: Nehemiah 8:4-8.  Halivni points out that most bible scholars agree, regardless of their view on the origin of the Torah, that by the time of Ezra the Torah had reached its present form.  (Halivni, Revelation, p.12 and p.93, n.2)  Already in 1574, a Catholic, A. Masius, conjectured in his commentary to Joshua that the Pentateuch was compiled by Ezra from ancient documents (Jacobs, p.238).


� See e.g.: Nehemiah 8-9. 


� Sanhedrin, 21b; Bamidbar Rabbah, 3:13; Avot D’Rabi Natan, 34.  Halivni, Revelation, pp. 3, 16, 17, 44-45.


� Halivni, Revelation, p.


� R. Halivni points out that at certain times during the first temple period, the Torah and its religion was not merely neglected, it was actively destroyed (see e.g. I Kings 18:4).


� In this case certain groups of prophets and priests.


� R. Halivni mentioned by way of parallel of the crypto-Jews in Spain who could not risk maintaining a written tradition, but did continue to have an oral tradition.


� Halivni, Revelation, pp. 23-24.


� It should be noted that, Halivni emphasizes that not all of Torah She-ba’al Pe served this purpose.  Some portions are, for example, the interpretation and applications of the Torah.


� Halivni, Revelation, p. 34-36. 


� Ibid. p. 32-36.  This is related, according to R. Halivni, to the phenomenon of the puncta extraordinaria, which according to tradition (see Bamidbar Rabbah, 3:13) identify words and phrases whose rightful place in the text of the Pentateuch was questioned by Ezra.  For more on the puncta extraordinaria see: Halivni, Peshat, pp.138-146.


� Ibid.  p. 7. Meaning that Moshe had no part in editing, but who knows what might have happened later.


� According to R. Halivni acknowledgement of Ezra’s role was minimized, and eventually forgotten altogether, due to the development of the oral law that was carefully spun around the written canon (Halivni, Revelation, p. 48).


� Halivni, Revelation, pp.17-18 and Halivni, Peshat, ch. 5.  A particularly interesting source which R. Halivni showed me in person, which he does not mention in either of is books, is from Rav Saadia Gaon’s גנזי קדם:


 שבתורת משה אנו מוצאים הרבה ענינים הכתובים באריכות כמו, למשל מעשה משכן, פרשת מלואים, פקודי ישראל וחנוכת המזבח.  ובנגוד לזה כתובים  בקצור נמרץ חוקי הזיבות.  וחוקי עבור השנה נכללים רק במלת "אביב" גרידא, מה שהוא תמוה מאד אם לא נניח, שגם החקים הללו היו כתובים באר היטב אלא שאינם אצלינו בכתב אלא מסורים לנו בעל פה. (לקוטי קדמניות, שמחה פינסקער; אגרת רב שרירא גאון של ד"ר בנימין מנשה לוין עמ' X) 


� Although my original intention was to give a fuller explanation of Dr. Ross’ ideas and how she arrived at them, I came to the conclusion that in the amount of time that I had to finish this project I would not be able to understand her philosophy with sufficient depth to be able to present it in a way that was not over-simplified.  Most of what I did learn of her ideas is from conversations with her and therefore I give no written source for them.


� In a conversation she mentioned that the idea of “a continuous voice” is found in early rabbinic and kabalistic literature.  She also mentioned Rav Kook and the של"ה.


� It is possible that a student is just looking to develop a relationship with the teacher and the question is merely an excuse.  By recognizing that, the teacher can proceed to give the student what he or she is looking for while keeping the actual question in a certain perspective.  The following discussion deals with the situation in which it is clear that the student is truly troubled by the question being asked.  My thanks to Rabbi David Ebner for discussing with me and clarifying the issues dealt with in this section of my project.


� It should be note that the approach of R. Breuer is not without educational pitfalls.  Despite his own unfaltering belief in the divinity of the Torah, his blanket acceptance of biblical criticism can sometimes be confusing to a student if they do buy into his particular conception of Torah min haShamayim.


� When I first discussed some of these issues with R. Halivni a number of years ago the first thing he said to me was to be careful which of my friends I discussed these issues with, because, he said, one should not confuse people who have not come to these questions on their own.  I thought at the time, and still do, that his comment showed great educational and religious sensitivity.


� A teacher should do this only if they are thoroughly familiar with the material.  If a teacher feels inadequately prepared to deal with a question on this level, the best thing to do is to pass it on to someone who can deal with it better.


� One might wonder why it is necessary at all to consider opinions that test the boarders of traditional doctrine.  The fact that there are not many (if at all) strictly Orthodox answers to the question of biblical criticism that satisfy most people who confront these issues is something to ponder.  Is it because many orthodox people who seriously deal with these issues end up bending their definitions of traditional doctrine a bit, or is because not enough members of Orthodoxy are willing to confront these issues seriously?  Unless a major change occurs in this area it is unreasonable to expect people to rely on answers which do not satisfy them.  Perhaps this is a challenge for Modern Orthodoxy. 


� Again, this all depends on the student.  With many students the conflict may be resolved before ever reaching this stage.


� Ross, Kook, p. 528.


� Halivni, Revelation, p. 89.


� I just thought I’d mention here how a project of this sort shapes one’s thinking and answers questions without one even realizing it.  At the very beginning of my research I read an article and on the margins wrote down a number of questions regarding the nature of Midrash (a topic which came up tangentially during my research).  I reread the article toward the end of my research and realized that somewhere along the way all of the questions had been answered.
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