
“And Who Wrote Them?” (Bava Batra 14b-15a)
The List of Biblical Authors, its Sources, Principles, and Dating
The first chapter of tractate Bava Batra of the Babylonian Talmud [BT], “Partners,” is mainly devoted to the laws of building partitions between neighbors in a courtyard and the division of common property; it also contains discussions of charity and taxes. The final part of the chapter (13b–17a), contains discussions concerning the Torah and the books of the Bible concluding with legends about Job. This final section, which connects to the major topics of the chapter only associatively as is common in the Talmud, includes a list that can be clearly divided into two parts. The first part presents the order of the books of the Bible, and the second part offers a list of the authors of the books of the Bible. Each part is accompanied by a discussion in which statements attributed to various Tannaim and Amoraim are embedded.	Comment by JA: אני מציע למחוק – זה לא מוסיף כלום.  לחילופין, לכתוב Ha-Shutafin
The familiar version of the list of biblical authors is the following:
	ומי כתבן?
	And who wrote them?	Comment by JA: הרשיתי לעצמי לערוך את התרגום קצת

	משה כתב ספרו ופרשת בלעם ואיוב
	Moses wrote his book and the portion of Balaam and Job

	יהושע כתב ספרו ושמונה פסוקים שבתורה
	Joshua wrote his book and eight verses that are in the Torah

	שמואל כתב ספרו ושופטים ורות
	[bookmark: _Hlk130462480]Samuel wrote his book and Judges and Ruth

	דוד כתב ספר תהלים על ידי עשרה זקנים: על ידי אדם הראשון, על ידי מלכי צדק, ועל ידי אברהם, ועל ידי משה, ועל ידי הֵימן, ועל ידי ידותון, ועל ידי אסף, ועל ידי שלשה בני קֹרח
	David wrote the book of Psalms, by means of [or: through] ten elders: by means of Adam, by means of Melchizedek, by means of Abraham, by means of Moses, by means of Heman, by means of Yeduthun, by means of Asaph, and by means of the three sons of Korah

	ירמיה כתב ספרו וספר מלכים וקינות
	Jeremiah wrote his book and the book of Kings, and Lamentations

	חזקיה וסיעתו כתבו ישעיה, משלי, שיר השירים וקהלת
	Hezekiah and his circle wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, the Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes

	אנשי כנסת הגדולה כתבו יחזקאל ושנים עשר, דניאל ומגילת אסתר
	The Men of the Great Assembly wrote Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the scroll of Esther

	עזרא כתב ספרו ויחס של דברי הימים עד לו
	Ezra wrote his book and the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo] [period]	Comment by JA: לא הבנתי מה זה



As has been pointed out before, the background to the passage at the beginning of the list that outlines the order of the books of the Bible was the practice to assemble the scrolls into two collections, known as the Prophets and the Writings.[footnoteRef:1] The accompanying discussion indicates that the order of the books was mostly agreed upon and the purpose of the list and subsequent discussion is to justify that order.[footnoteRef:2] The second part of the list focuses on attributing authorship to each biblical book. This list (hereafter, “the list of authors”) appears to have been created through a deliberate effort, rather than being based on an established tradition. The accompanying discussion delves into some of the details of the list of authors. [1:  […].]  [2:  The order of biblical books in this baraita is slightly different from the order in the Tibernian Masoretic tradition that has become the standard Jewish order. See [….]. On the importance of this point, see the conclusion below.] 

The impact of the list of authors on Jewish biblical interpretation and Rabbinic biblical exegesis cannot be underestimated. This list and its accompanying discussion have been referenced many hundreds of times, from the Middle Ages to the present, and it is widely accepted as the (usually obligatory) starting point for any scholar seeking to address the authorship of the books of the Bible. The list of authors and its accompanying discussion’s impact is even indirectly evident in Christian biblical interpretation. To a certain extent, the early stages of critical biblical scholarship can also be seen as a slow and gradual process of liberation from the constraints of the traditions that have partly arisen from these two Talmudic pages.
The list of authors is mentioned dozens, perhaps hundreds of times in the scholarly literature but only a few scholars have studied the list as a whole. To the best of my knowledge, the most extensive study of the list is still that conducted by Max Leopold Margolis more than a hundred years ago.[footnoteRef:3] Most references to the list are brief comments of limited value. The list of authors is thus mentioned in most introductions to biblical scholarship but a distinction can be drawn between those that focus on Jewish sources wherein we find relatively detailed discussion and those that do not, where the list is mentioned only in passing.[footnoteRef:4] Greater attention was paid to the list of authors in studies dedicated to the canonization process of the biblical collection – the division of the books of the Bible into the three parts (Torah, Prophets, and Writings) and the inclusion of certain books into the biblical canon and the rejection of others.[footnoteRef:5] Alongside these works, starting from the mid-twentieth century, there has been a growing body of work dedicated to a comprehensive examination of the key questions in biblical scholarship using Jewish traditions without reference (or nearly without reference) to critical biblical criticism scholarship. In these studies, the place given to the list of authors varies.[footnoteRef:6] Mention of the list of authors is also found in the introductions to editions of various modern biblical commentators,[footnoteRef:7] in encyclopedia entries about books of the Bible, and in monographs on biblical books and topics. Another place we find references to the list or comments referring to details from it is in studies focused on biblical figures traditionally credited with literary activity, such as Moses, Samuel, Jeremiah, David, Solomon, and Ezra. The list of authors also appears in studies that examine the comments made by biblical commentators and scholars regarding the composition of the books of the Bible. Some elements of the list, especially the recurring use of the verb “wrote (katav)” and the reference to the portion of Balaam, have received relatively greater attention in scholarly discourse. All of these references to the list, whether they are incidental or more in-depth, reflect its centrality in the study and interpretation of the Bible. [3:  […]]  [4:  The point of departure of the former type of introduction is […], and from the first half of the twentieth century, see […]]  [5:  The mention of the list of authors in these studies is often integrated into the presentation of the canonization process of the biblical collection that is influenced by the canonization process of the New Testament. For methodological clarifications, see among others [...].]  [6:  The most important and influential of these studies include the monumental work by [….].]  [7:  Naturally, relatively detailed discussions of the details in the list of authors can be found in the introductions to volumes that are part of a series of commentaries in Hebrew, both those series with a critical orientation [...] and those that present the results of modern rabbinic scholarship [...].] 

To the best of my knowledge, the majority of these references, reviews, and discussions regarding the list of biblical authors share the premise that the list of authors is Tannaic. Only one scholar, Jason Kalman, has explicitly argued that the list may have been compiled at a later date.[footnoteRef:8] Per the widely accepted view that the list was put together at an early stage, traditions, both those found in the Talmudic discussion of the list and in midrashic collections, are seen as being influenced by it and are usually dated as later than it. Details in the list that raise difficulties are also explained in the context of its early composition and some are regarded as expressions of attitudes and traditions that have echoes in literature from the end of the Second Temple period. [8:  [….] Kalman dates the list to the fourth century and supports his claim by noting the interest in the authorship of canonical writings among both Christians and Zoroastrians of the era. In the past, Lee M. McDonald suggested that the process of the canonization of the Bible was completed only in the fourth century, which would fit Kalman’s claims. McDonald assumed that the list of authors was a baraita and was forced to claim that it must not have been well-known in the first centuries after its composition; […]] 

The history of scholarship on the list of authors highlights its central importance but also reveals that a systematic study that comprehensively examines the list and its components is still lacking. This paper seeks to address this lacuna by presenting a thorough examination of the list of authors, its sources, and its principles. Unlike prior efforts, this analysis does not presume the list is a Tannaic baraita. In fact, as will be shown, not only was the list not composed during the Tannaic period, it postdates even the Amoraic period. This new chronological perspective will enable me to uncover all its sources, understand fully its compilers’ concerns, and resolve some difficulties regarding details in the list that have been explained only partially and even inaccurately over generations.
The version of the list of authors that appears in the printed editions of the Talmud and was quoted above will be the focus of my analysis. In a few places, I will make use of different versions that appear in Talmudic manuscripts.[footnoteRef:9] There are eight medieval textual witnesses of the list of authors found in Masoretic lists[footnoteRef:10] and two later witnesses – one from a medieval work[footnoteRef:11] and the other from an early modern work.[footnoteRef:12] These witnesses reflect deliberate changes from the familiar version of the list and have no significant textual authority. However, they do teach us about the early stages of the list’s reception and ways that certain details were dealt with, and I will mention them when necessary.	Comment by JA: במקור: רשימות מסורה
לא ברור לי מה זה. האם אתה מתכוון לרשימות מסורה של התנ”ך? אולי יותר טוב – 
found in Masoretic lists attached to biblical manuscripts [9:  The electronic archive of Talmudic textual witnesses includes ten witnesses to Bava Batra 14b-15a. (Two of them are partial and do not include the list of authors) [….]]  [10:  Five of the witnesses from the Masoretic lists were published by [...] The sixth witness is included in MS Leningrad (1008). See the facsimile edition [...]. The seventh witness is included in the Damascus Pentateuch (tenth century) [...]. The eighth version is included in the the Aleppo Codex (c. 930) [...]. Comparative analysis teaches that the five witnesses published by Ginzburg are divided into two branches. I will therefore refer to them as A1, A2, A3, B4, and B5. The version in MS Leningrad is very close to B5 and I will refer to it as B6. The manuscripts from the Damascus Pentateuch and the Aleppo Codex are close to both groups A and B, and I will refer to them as C7 and C8. A synoptic comparison of all eight witnesses can be found [...], and there the possibility that underlying all the textual witnesses of the list of authors is a version that reflects Karaite influence is discussed.]  [11:  The version of the list of authors that appears in Seder Olam (not to be confused with Seder Olam Rabbah). This work is quoted in full in The Chronicles of Jerahmeel[…]. On the inclusion of Seder Olam in that work see […].]  [12:  R. Gedalya Ibn Yahya, Sefer Shalshelet Ha-Kabbalah, […]. On the presentation of the these two later textual witnesses, see my article in footnote 10.] 

I will begin with a brief discussion of the meaning of the recurring verb “katav (wrote)” that is repeated throughout the list of authors and present the conceptual and methodological considerations that should be taken into account in interpreting its meaning. The rest of the discussion of the list will proceed following the order of the text, from the opening phrase “Moses wrote his book” to the final phrase dedicated to the writing of the book of Chronicles. The scope of each section will depend upon the complexity of the sources and traditions underlying each detail of the list.
Katav
Some scholars have sought to clarify the meaning of the verb katav (wrote) which appears in the initial question, “who wrote them?” and subsequently eight more times in the list of authors. Scholars are divided; some have argued that the verb has a uniform meaning throughout the list – katav means edit, compile and copy and others that it means different things in different contexts – sometimes it means editing and sometimes just writing.[footnoteRef:13] Both proposals are especially referring to the books on the list attributed to more than one person – David who wrote the book of Psalms “by means of ten elders” and the books written by Hezekiah and his circle and the Men of the Great Assembly.	Comment by JA: אולי כדאי לרשום את המילים באותיות עבריות. זה תלוי במו”ל כמובן אבל כנקודת מוצא זה נראה יותר מאשר התעתיק, ובמיוחד בהערות. [13:  […]] 

These attempts to precisely define the meaning of katav need to be reassessed. In Rabbinic Hebrew and medieval rabbinic Hebrew, the meaning of verbs denoting literary activity is very fluid.[footnoteRef:14] This does not mean that it is not possible to point out tendencies in these verbs’ usage. The verb katav nearly always occurs in the context of written material, unlike, for example, the verb amar (said) which commonly refers both to oral transmission and written material (for example she-ne’emar before quoting verses from the Bible).[footnoteRef:15] However, these are only general trends and for the most part, no precise picture of the nature of the literary activity can be drawn from the use of a particular verb.[footnoteRef:16] [14:  The most common are the verbs k.t.v. and a.m.r. Others include s.p.r., ḥ.b.r, y.s.d., s.d.r., tz.r.f., ‘.t.q., t.r.g.m., t.q.n., ḥ.q.q, f.r.sh., b.’.r. For some key examples of the fluidity of the meaning of the verbs that refer to literary activity, see [….]]  [15:  Expressions like ha-katuv ’omer, diberu ha-ketuvim, etc., indicate the fluidity of the meaning of k.t.v. and a.m.r.]  [16:  At the end of the list of authors in MS Vatican is written: soferei ha-sefarim (the scribes of the books). This comment was presumably a reference point to aid the reader to find the list of authors. This is instead of kotevei ha-sefarim as one would expect from the opening line “mi katevan’ (who wrote them) and the repetition of the verb katav throughout the list. It is possible that whoever added the comment distinguished between ‘sofer’ and ‘kotev’ but it is impossible to know how. ] 

The fluidity in the meaning of verbs referring to literary activity is an expression of an oral culture at whose center are traditions passed down from generation to generation. This fluidity is best understood as a legacy from previous generations.[footnoteRef:17] In ancient times, the tradition linked biblical books to the name of God and exemplary figures such as prophets and sages. This was done to give them an authoritative status and distinguish them from other traditions.[footnoteRef:18] Usually, this link between a tradition or book and a character does not include a concrete image of literary activity.[footnoteRef:19] In Antiquity, writing was viewed primarily as a technical activity, and questions such as who actually composed or wrote the book or what was the source of the copy held by the reader generally had little effect on the book's status.[footnoteRef:20] Attributing a book to a certain person did not come with a clear perception, as it does for people today, that at a certain point in time, that person wrote a book with clear boundaries and unchanging content. Rather, it appears that attributing a book to a well-known figure had primarily interpretive, literary, biographical, and non-bibliographical meanings.[footnoteRef:21]	Comment by JA: בהערה – לא מצאת אזכור קודם לספרה של Najman [17:  […] The changes in the practices of writing and reading and the status of scribes during the first centuries CE, including the transition from scrolls to codices, did not diminish the significance of oral transmission, especially within Judaism. In fact, Jewish culture sanctified orality to a great extent as a response, among other reasons, to the proliferation of written texts in the Christian world. For comprehensive analyses of writing and reading practices in both the classical and early Christian worlds, see, among others, [...]. Additionally, Brian Stock has written extensively about how these new reading and writing habits impacted the self-perception of individuals at the time. See […] and the studies wherein he continued this project. On the emergence of the religions of the Book and the impact of changes in reading and writing habits on Rabbinic Judaism, the works of [...] are particularly informative. Moreover, scholars have conducted comparative studies of reading habits and their effects on Judaism during the first centuries CE, see especially [...]. For a comparative study of Jewish reading practices and the influence of changes in them during Antiquity see […]. The extensive research devoted to reading and writing in the rabbinic world of the Middle Ages is not relevant to the present topic.]  [18:  For a summary of the discussion of the division of the names of the authors see, for example […]. The scholarly literature can be found in […]]  [19:  There are a limited number of verses that are definitely unusual in this context, chief among them Deut 31:9 (see the next note) and Prov 25:1 (which I will discuss later). See also the framework story of the book of Jubilees and likewise Jubilees 12:27. ]  [20:  [...] The description of the writing of “this Torah” by Moses and its transmission “to the priests, the sons of Levi” (Deut 31:9) is different, as it creates a suitable historical background for the story of the discovery of the lost Torah scroll in the House of the Lord (2 Kgs 22). In this case, special importance was indeed given to the fact that Moses himself wrote the book and commanded it to be placed as a testimony alongside the Ark of the Covenant: “Take this book of the Torah and put it beside the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God; let it remain there as a witness against you” (Deut 31:26); see recently [...].]  [21:  As Najman aptly demonstrates in her aforementioned book, new compositions were perceived as an expression of the fundamental creation of an “author-founder” and as an implementation of it. Accordingly, it is appropriate to speak of compositions written by “Moses” not necessarily the person Moses, [...]. This interesting approach has been applied in the context of David, the founder of psalmic poetry, see [...], and in a series of articles she has written in recent years. Of great importance is also the research of [...], which analyzes the attribution titles in the Bible (e.g., “The proverbs of Solomon son of David, king of Israel,” Proverbs 1:1) and suggests that their primary purpose is to provide and interpretive frame and a literary-biographical context to understanding the content of the book rather than to present a bibliographical “fact.” The list of authors is discussed in this way and presented as the expression of collective literary activity […]. See below not 000, regarding Jason Kalman’s important work. ] 

Attitudes to authorship and author attribution do not appear to be significantly different in Rabbinic literature. When a book is attributed to a particular person, it means that the traditions contained in the book are associated with that person, without any commitment to the manner that those traditions were written down. Statements that present a concrete image of literary activity are very rare. The only statement that offers a concrete image of writing is the debate regarding the authorship of the eight concluding verses of the Torah, whether they were written by Joshua or by Moses through divine dictation.[footnoteRef:22] In fact, until the invention of printing, the distinction between narrator, writer, editor, and copyist was often unclear and sometimes did not exist at all.[footnoteRef:23] [22:  For the writer of the eight concluding verses of the Torah, see below.]  [23:  For the beginning of semantic precision, see the methodological distinction made by Joseph Ibn Yahya between 'poet,' 'writer,' and 'author' at the beginning of his commentary on Psalms 42; Joseph Ibn Yahya, Commentary on Writings, Bologna 1548, 26b, column 2; Ibn Yahya wrote his commentary on Psalms in 1526 (Ibid., 65b, column 2) and alludes in his commentary on Job 19:23 to the profound change that the printing revolution has brought to the world of books (Ibid., 96b, column 2).] 

As a starting point for the discussion below, I will posit that the distinctions between the writing of original material, the editing of various ancient materials, and simply copying are not matters that interested the Rabbis. If the verb “wrote” in the list of authors expresses a concrete and distinct image of literary activity, as is not the case elsewhere, this can only be determined based on a careful study of the details in the list. I will return to this question in the summary and conclusions section.	Comment by JA: זה לא קצת מוגזם? חז”ל ודאי הבחנינו בין העתקה וכתיבה מקורית. וקשה לומר שרשימת הכותבים כולל גם מקרים שהעתקה סתמית (מלבד כתיבת משה מפי הגבורה). הנחתך יותר מתקבלת על הדעת בהקשר של השימוש במילה “כתב” שהוא לא בהכרח מציין כתיבה מקורית.
Moses wrote his book
The word “sifro” (his book) is used six times in the list of authors, as follows: “Moses wrote his book,” “Joshua wrote his book,” “Samuel wrote his book,” “Jeremiah wrote his book,” and “Ezra wrote his book.” This systematic pattern reveals that when a book is named after the biblical figure at its center, it is referred to as “his book.” Thus, Joshua wrote the book of Joshua, Samuel wrote the book of Samuel, Jeremiah wrote the book of Jeremiah, and Ezra wrote the book of Ezra-Nehemiah, which was considered one book. This pattern leads to the conclusion that the “book” of Moses is the entire Torah, and not just the book of Deuteronomy or some part of it, as some scholars over the generations have suggested.[footnoteRef:24]	Comment by JA: אתה אומר שש פעמים ומונה חמש [24:  These suggestions all come in the context of the discussion of the mention of the portion of Balaam in the list of authors, see below.] 

The opening sentence that mentions the books written by Moses has a counterpart in the Palestinian Talmud [PT]: “Moses wrote five books of the Torah, and went back and wrote the portion of Balak and Balaam, and wrote Job’s book [!].”[footnoteRef:25] The text of PT, “Moses wrote five books of the Torah” is similar to the text of the list of authors in MS Paris of BT, “Moses wrote five books.” The parallel text in PT is also close to the eight textual witnesses in the Masoretic lists. In all of them, details are added that distinguish the Torah from the other books in the list. In two witnesses, the word “sifro” remains, followed by its explication: the five books of the Torah” (A1 and A2). In others, the phrase “sifro” was omitted, and in its place appear, “sefer Torah” (A3), “ḥameshet/ ḥamisha ḥumshei Torah” (b4, c7), “ḥameshet sifrei (ha-)Torah” (b5 and b6), and “ḥamisha s(i)frei Torah” (c8). These textual witnesses also add details that emphasize the status of Moses, such as “Moshe Rabbeinu [Moses our teacher]” (a3), “Moshe, ish ha-Elohim [Moses the man of God]” (b4, c7), “Moshe ish ha-Elohim zikhro li-vrakha [Moses the man of God, may his memory be a blessing]” (b5, b6), and “Moshe Avi ha-Nevi’im [Moses the father of the prophets]” (c8). [25:  PT Sotah 5:5 (20d).] 

These textual changes are not insignificant. The eight textual witnesses all appear to aspire to present a concise and precise list of authors and therefore leave out details that appear in the Talmudic text and in doing so, undermine the structural uniformity of the list.[footnoteRef:26] The choice to diverge from the format “X wrote his book” in the context of Moses and the Torah is significant and indicates how important these changes were. It is plausible that they derived from a sense of discomfort caused by the structural uniformity that places Moses and the Torah in the same pattern as other writers and books from the Prophets and Writings. [26:  It appears to be the case that all the textual witnesses (some of which may derive from one another) are derived from a concise version of the text, which was more or less as follows: “Moses + title [our teacher, man of God, etc.] wrote the five books of the Torah and Job. Joshua wrote his book. Samuel wrote his book and Judges and Ruth. David and ten prophets/elders wrote Psalms. Jeremiah wrote his book and Kings and Lamentations. Isaiah wrote his book, Proverbs, Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes. Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi wrote Ezekiel, Twelve Prophets, Daniel and Esther. Ezra wrote his book and Chronicles. See […].] 

The text of MS Paris and the textual witnesses in the Masoretic lists ostensibly support the idea that also in the parallel background of PT there was a distinct trend that led to the replacement of the neutral term ‘sifro’ (his book) with the words ‘ḥamisha sifrei Torah’ (five books of the Torah). However, this theory makes sense only if the sentence in PT enumerating the books written by Moses was taken from a complete list of authors where, like in the list of authors in the Babylonian Talmud, the term ‘sifro’ is repeated in the context of the Torah and the books from Prophets and Writings. Currently, I have found no evidence to support the possibility that the editors of PT had such a list of authors. Moreover, the term ‘sifro’ in PT, appears specifically in the context of Job: “Moses wrote five books of the Torah, […], and wrote sifro shel Iyyov (Job’s book).” The term ‘sifro’ in BT indicates that the book was written by the biblical figure standing in its center, while in PT, the term actually appears to indicate that the book was written by another person who is not a character in it at all.
The passage in PT appears in the context of a discussion about the dating of Job. The editors of the sugya in PT issue deemed it valuable to include this statement because they believed that the book's attribution to Moses indicated that the events described in it occurred at an early period. The statement is placed near Elihu’s identification as Balaam and the quotation from the verse “Balak has brought me from Aram” (Num 23:7). The version in PT, “the portion of Balak and Balaam” echoes both the identification as Balaam and the quoted verse. One may conclude that the inclusion of the statement in PT was not because of the question of Moses writing the Torah, but rather due to the two other details mentioned in it that relate to Job and Balaam.
As I will suggest later, the wording from the parallel text in PT “the portion of Balak and Balaam,” seems to be the specification of an ancient statement that has not been preserved that notes the books written by Moses. Moreover, I will argue that the original context of this presumed statement was likely not much different (and perhaps not different at all) from the context in which it is presented in PT, and its main concern was Job and Balaam, not the Torah. If there is any truth in this, it is reasonable to suppose that the reference to the Torah was by one of its accepted names, such as “Torah,” “five books of the Torah,” and the like, i.e., similar to the PT version. In other words, the change in the wording of the ancient statement is the work of the editors of the list of authors in BT who, as part of their ambition to present a list with a more or less uniform structure, chose to use the term “sifro” also regarding the Torah.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  The tendency to tighten the recurring pattern of the list of authors by replacing the book's name with the term 'his book' appears in four manuscripts of the Talmud (Escoriel, Oxford, Paris, and Vatican) that have the text “David wrote his book”' instead of “the book of Psalms.”] 

In the Jewish and Christian traditions, the Torah is attributed to God and Moses, insofar as the term “attributed to” can be applied to God (it appears that this understanding was regarded as obvious). The roots of this double attribution are early and it is possible to trace the development of this attribution through the biblical period and to show the literary and apologetic reasons behind it.[footnoteRef:28] In the literature of the end of the Second Temple period, the attribution of the Torah to God and Moses had already become uncontroversial, and it served as a starting point for the presentation of additional compositions as an expression of the divine “Torah” and the Torah of Moses.[footnoteRef:29]	Comment by JA: – ודומה כי זוהי הכרה מובנת מאליה.

לא כל כך הבנתי את זה.  [28:  For now, see […].]  [29:  Najman coined the term ‘Mosaic discourse’ for this phenomenon. See above […].] 

As mentioned, the attribution of a book to a figure in antiquity is not considered a bibliographical fact but rather an expression of a literary or biographical outlook. It should not be surprising that the literature of the end of the Second Temple period does not include statements that specify the course of the Torah's coming into being and its incarnation in writing, and there are no statements that clearly distinguish God's contribution from that of Moses. However, this does not mean that the people of the time did not have some general conception, even if it was somewhat vague, of this process of formation. We have a collection of statements that is not extensive but significant enough to allow us to present some recurring and widespread attitudes on the matter. For the sake of convenience, I will divide the main statements into three groups.
1. A number of sources present a firmly fixed narrative picture with two stages: in the first stage, divine wisdom is found in heaven, and in a later stage, at a particular point in time, this heavenly wisdom is given to Israel as a Torah scroll.[footnoteRef:30] The influence of the Hellenistic literature of the period is evident here, as wisdom is the logos that functions as a kind of being that mediates between God and the world, and the Torah (nomos) as the earthly projection of the logos, regulating society's laws.[footnoteRef:31] These traditions echo biblical scriptures such as Proverbs 8 and Job 28,[footnoteRef:32] but they were also influenced by descriptions of Mount Sinai and the giving of the Tablets of the Covenant. Interestingly, Moses is not mentioned. [30:  Ben Sira 24:3-4, 8, 10-11, 23 [...]; Baruch 3:36-4:1 [...]; this tradition is also reflected in the Wisdom of Solomon 9:4, 9-10, and the book of Enoch, 42:1-2, [...].]  [31:  It is possible that the identification of the Torah with Wisdom is already alluded to in Psalms 119, [...]. On this identification in the Hellenistic period, [...].]  [32:  […]] 

2.  The approach that Moses received the entire Torah at Mount Sinai and wrote it down by dictation appears in the book of Jubilees.[footnoteRef:33] A similar concept is indirectly reflected in Esdras 2.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  See the framing story of the book of Jubilees, [...].]  [34:  Esdras 2 [...]. The foundation of the idea of ​​transmitting 94 books (24 biblical books and 70 other books) over forty days through Ezra is the notion that Moses received the Torah in a similar fashion, at Sinai over forty days. ] 

3. Philo presents a completely different position. He apparently believed that Moses had a substantial contribution to the composition of the Torah and was not merely a scribe or copyist. Apparently, Philo also thought that the Torah originated at Mount Sinai.[footnoteRef:35] Josephus disagreed on this last point, assuming that Moses wrote the Torah during the period of wanderings in the desert.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  [...]. It is also necessary to refine the matter and provide it with a slightly different methodological and conceptual framework than that presented by Amir.]  [36:  Josephus's comments do not shed any light on Moses’s literary activity, whether he wrote word for word from God or if he had a more significant contribution, similar to Philo's position. I intend to deal with the positions of Philo and Josephus on the question of the formation of the Torah elsewhere.] 

In Rabbinic literature, the notion that the Torah is divine and attributed to Moses is already a self-evident religious convention that can be seen in dozens, perhaps hundreds of Rabbinic statements.[footnoteRef:37] The Midrashic and Talmudic statements that have a direct or indirect connection to the formation of the Torah can be sorted according to this double attribution: the statements dealing with an early stage when the Torah is still in heaven and the statements that address the transmission of the Torah from heaven to the earth, to Moses. Some of the passages dealing with the Torah in heaven seem to be reworkings of traditions about the passage of wisdom from heaven to earth, and here too the influence of biblical passages, especially Proverbs 8, is evident.[footnoteRef:38] The identification of the “wisdom” mentioned in the Bible with the Torah became so obvious in Rabbinic literature that it did not need proof, and through it, other scriptures were understood as alluding to the existence of the Torah in heaven.[footnoteRef:39] The transmission of the Torah to Moses is sometimes described in legal terms (the writing of deeds, wills, and marriage contracts),[footnoteRef:40] at times in general, schematic language,[footnoteRef:41] as well as in the context of midrashim describing Moses's ascension to heaven to receive the Torah.[footnoteRef:42] For the most part, one gets the impression that according to the Rabbis, the Torah was given to Moses at Sinai in its entirety, similar to the giving of the Tablets of the Covenant.[footnoteRef:43] [37:  It is important to emphasize that there is no expression in Rabbinic literature attributing the Torah to Ezra, and Ezra's literary work is related only to specific aspects of the Torah, particularly to the change of script, the addition of vowel points in cases of uncertainy, and in his name is also associated the tradition of the Scribes' emendations [tikkunei soferim]. See the details of some of these sources below, [...]. Outside the Jewish tradition, and influenced by the story of the renewal of the biblical books by Ezra in Esdras 2, more elaborate traditions developed concerning Ezra's contribution to the writing of the Torah, the most famous of which are the traditions that speak of the intentional omission and corruption of the Torah – these traditions are mainly known from early Christianity, medieval Muslim writings, and the literature of the Counter-Reformation of the early modern period. They are known to have influenced the early development of critical Bible scholarship; for summaries and extensive research, see [...].]  [38:  For example: “[Torah] a precious hidden treasure that was set aside for you 974 generations before the world was created, do you seek to give it to flesh and blood?” In these statements, quotations from legal verses are often incorporated, and one might conclude that only the legal portions of the Torah were from heaven, see [...]. Nevertheless, it is appropriate to assume that when Rabbinic literature speaks of ‘the Torah’ in general, even in the context of the heavenly Torah, their intention is the complete Torah, the one known to them, which they possess.]  [39:  See Proverbs 3:19-20 “The Lord by wisdom founded the earth;” Psalms 104:24: “ O Lord, how manifold are your works! In wisdom you have made them all;” Jeremiah 10:12: “Who made the earth by his power, who established the world by his wisdom.” These verses were interpreted as allusions to the contribution of the Torah in the creation of the world, i.e. “By wisdom [=with the help of the Torah] founded”; “in wisdom [=with the help of the Torah] you have made.” Compare: “Beloved are Israel, for they were given the tool with which the world was created,” Avot 3:14 [...]; “When the Holy One, blessed be He, created His world, He consulted the Torah and created the world,” Tanhuma Bereishit 1. ]  [40:  For example: “The Holy One, blessed be He, [...] sanctified [the Torah] for Israel at Sinai [...] And who wrote the document? Moses,” Deuteronomy Rabbah Eikev 12 [...].”]  [41:  “The object that was above the heavens was given below, and which is it? This is the Torah”; “At first, the Torah was in heaven [...] and then Moses arose and brought it down to earth and gave it to human beings”; “Something that was placed above the heavens will now be placed below the heavens” […].]  [42:  For example: “When Moses ascended on high, the ministering angels said before the Holy One, blessed be He: 'Master of the Universe, what is one born of a woman doing among us?' He said to them: 'He has come to receive the Torah,'“ BT Shabbat 88b; “When Moses ascended on high, he found the Holy One, blessed be He, sitting and tying crowns to the letters,” BT Menaḥot 29b.]  [43:  There are also other opinions. For example, in BT Gittin 60a, in the framework of a discussion about whether it is permissible to write sections of the Torah by themselves (rather than in a complete Torah scroll), the Talmud cites a debate whether “the Torah was given sealed,” or “the Torah was given scroll by scroll,” meaning whether it was given entirely at Sinai or delivered in stages. For the history of the convergence of the traditions of the Sinai event, the Torah scroll, and the heavenly Torah, and an attempt to present a gradual development, see for now [...].] 

In contrast, the Rabbis did not give their attention to the actual writing of the Torah, that is, to the concrete literary action carried out by Moses. As mentioned above, the discussion accompanying the list of authors includes a Tannaic source that refers directly to Moses writing the Torah from the mouth of God. This is the most detailed reference to the writing of the Torah, and one might describe it as the only direct reference to this matter in all Rabbinic literature.[footnoteRef:44] This point is particularly interesting given there are several verses in the Torah that describe Moses's writing activity.[footnoteRef:45] One might have expected that these explicit descriptions of Moses writing something would have inspired the Rabbis to some sort of engagement with Moses’s literary activity. However, the comments of the Rabbis that focused on one of these verses do not describe any concrete and defined literary activity by Moses, and it is clear that the question of the writing of the Torah was beyond the horizon of their interest.[footnoteRef:46] [44:  One can also mention Genesis Rabbah 8:8 [...], “When Moses was writing the Torah, he wrote the deeds of each day,” from which one may infer that his activity was something like dictation. Other sources with some relevance are already deeply rooted in the Middle Ages, [...].]  [45:  God instructed Moses to write the war against Amalek in some known book (Exod 17:14), Moses wrote the stages of the journey of the Israelites in the wilderness (Num 33:2), a poetic passage (Deut 31:22), and wrote a collection of laws he received from God (Deut 31:9, 24).]  [46:  For a concentration of Rabbinic literature sources dealing with these verses, see [...], and note the fundamental remark on the issue of Amir, [...].] 

The sum of the data indicates that the background of the assertion “Moses wrote his book” was a well-known and long-standing belief that the entire Torah should be attributed to Moses. However, the decision to attribute authorship solely to Moses, without acknowledging God's role in its heavenly origin, is very unusual. It suggests that the list's authors were interested in presenting a systematic overview of book authors, without reference to the theological questions that might be raised by the identification of authorship. Further evidence supporting this conclusion will be provided below, and its significance will become fully apparent later on.
Moses wrote… the portion of Balaam
In Rabbinic Hebrew, “portion [parashah]” refers to a specific part of the Bible, especially the Torah. A portion is often named for its opening word, a word included in the first verse, or for the literary theme of the portion.[footnoteRef:47] “The portion of Balaam'’ presumably refers to the section of the Torah that deals with the story of Balaam ben Beor in Numbers, chapters 22-24. This narrative section is set between the war in the Bashan and the sin of Baal Peor and its literary boundaries are very apparent. The verse “These women here, on Balaam’s advice, made the Israelites act treacherously against the Lord in the affair of Peor, so that the plague came among the congregation of the Lord” (Num 31:16) connects the sin of Baal Peor with the Balaam. In Rabbinic literature, Balaam's part in the sin is accordingly taken for granted. It is therefore reasonable to surmise that “the portion of Balaam” also refers to the sin of Baal Peor, and that the section referred to as “the portion of Balaam” is identical to the traditional weekly portion known as Balak. [47:  See many examples […].] 

As mentioned above, in the corresponding statement in PT, the text states that “Moses wrote five chapters of the Torah and went back and wrote the portion of Balak and Balaam.” Unlike the reference of “the portion of Balaam,” which was determined according to its content, the reference of “the portion of Balak” was determined according to the Masoretic division of the Torah into sections.[footnoteRef:48] The expression “the portion of Balak and Balaam” is therefore redundant and cumbersome. The sequence of verbs “went back and wrote,” which creates a distinction in the order of time of writing, also raises a question. [48:  The phrase “the portion of Balak [saw]” serves both in the Babylonian tradition and in the Tibernian tradition to mark the weekly portion; [...].] 

As mentioned, the statement appears in PT in the context of a discussion of the dating of Job and is placed after the view that the events in Job took place in the days of Moses, while identifying Elihu with Balaam and citing the verse “Balak has brought me from Aram” (Numbers 23:7), which is meant to support this view. The doubled “portion of Balak and Balaam” serves to tighten the ties of the statement both to the interpretation of the name that mentions Balaam and to the quoted verse that mentions Balak. On the other hand, the auxiliary verb ḥazar (went back) has no contribution to the question of Job's dating and likely serves to justify the singling out of the portion of Balak even though it is already included in the Torah. The fact that there is no trace of these two specifications in the list of authors in BT indicates that the source text for whoever compiled the list of authors in BT was the basic text or some version of it and not the developed version in PT. It is likely that this original statement said that Moses wrote the Torah and the portion of Balaam and Job, either in those exact words or in a wording close to it.	Comment by JA: מדרש השם – איזה מדרש שם?
The mention of the portion of Balaam as an item in a list of the books of the Bible is puzzling, and hundreds of rabbis – the overwhelming majority of them from the modern era – have tried to provide a satisfactory explanation for it.[footnoteRef:49] The various answers raised can be divided into three groups: [49:  For a summary of the different suggestions, see the recent […].] 

1. There is no overlap between Moses’s book and the portion of Balaam. Here the rabbis are divided between those who suggest that the “sifro” of Moses is not the entire Torah (it is usually suggested that it is the book of Deuteronomy alone),[footnoteRef:50] and those who suggest that the portion of Balaam is not the portion of Balak in the Torah. Most suggestions are that it was some external book that Moses wrote and was lost[footnoteRef:51] or alternatively, was included in one of the other books of the Bible.[footnoteRef:52] [50:  As far as I know, Jacob ben Joseph Reischer (Prague and Metz, approx. 1661–1733) was the first rabbi who explicitly identified Moses's book with Deuteronomy; [...]. In contrast, Eliezer ben Elijah Ashkenazi the physician (1513–1586) suggested that Moses' book was only the Song of Ha'azinu; [...].]  [51:  This common suggestion is usually identified as that of the Ritva (Yom Tov ben Avraham Assevilli 1260-1320) in his commentary on Bava Batra […]. From his presentation, it is clear that this was a known opinion, and it is possible that it relied on two manuscripts of the Talmud (Hamburg and Escorial) in which “the portion of Balaam” is mentioned after the book of Job. Given the relative stability of the text of the list of authors, we should not rule out the possibility that this alternate version, which distances “the portion of Balaam” from the Torah, is not an error but rather is meant to allude to the fact that it is a separate book.]  [52:  Among others, Menachem Azariah da Fano (1548–1620) identified the story of Balaam with the section of verses detailing the inheritance of the two and a half tribes on the eastern side of the Jordan River (Joshua 13:15–33), [...]; and in contrast, Zvi Hirsch Chajes identified the section with the speeches of Elihu (Job 32–37), [...].] 

The suggestion that the book of Moses is not the entire Torah but just the book of Deuteronomy is not convincing since it implies that the list of authors does not identify who wrote the books of Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers. As mentioned, the sentence that enumerates the books that Moses wrote appears to be based on an early statement in which the Torah was mentioned explicitly, perhaps similar to the equivalent text in PT “Moses wrote the five books of the Torah.” In BT, they used the term “sifro” to preserve the repeating pattern throughout the list and not to denote only a specific part of the Torah.
The suggestion that the portion of Balaam is not the portion in the Torah but some external source is not convincing either. If the list of authors included lost books, one would expect that it would first mention books that are specifically mentioned in the Bible and then the “lost” books mentioned in different contexts in Rabbinic literature.[footnoteRef:53] For example, it would have made sense to claim that the “Book of the Wars of the Lord,” mentioned in the Torah (Numbers 21:14), was written by Moses.[footnoteRef:54] We do not have any tradition that teaches about the existence of an external book dedicated to Balaam.[footnoteRef:55] [53:  For a comprehensive list of seemingly “lost books” based on biblical verses, see [...].]  [54:  […]]  [55:  Several scholars have tried to link “the portion of Balaam” to the “book of Balaam” found in the inscription of Deir Alla, but their arguments are far from convincing. In this context, note that the change of the language from “portion [parashat] of Balaam” to “book [sefer] of Balaam” (that appears in a few sources from the Middle Ages and the early modern period) probably originated in a copyist's error (P' Balaam > S' Balaam), [...].] 

2. The language of the portion of Balaam is unique and it therefore made sense to mention it separately. A significant number of the rabbis who developed this kind of solution relied on the parallel text in PT and the distinction between “Moses wrote” the Torah and “went back and wrote” the portion of Balak and Balaam.[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Among these suggestions is that “the portion of Balaam” is mentioned separately because it was written after Moses finished writing the entire Torah, or since, unlike the rest of the Torah, it was not included in the heavenly Torah, or because it was originally said in Aramaic, and similar ideas. See a detailed explanation of the different proposals at [...].] 

This solution is also not convincing. As I have already pointed out and will become clearer below, the rabbis were not interested in questions of composition and writing, and the few passages that relate in one way or another to the writing of books are devoid of concrete details. It is difficult to accept the suggestion of the existence of an ancient tradition concerning the authorship of the portion Balaam, especially one that includes a unique writing process for the portion that is distinct from that of the Torah as a whole.
3. The portion of Balaam is mentioned to emphasize that it was also written by Moses, like the entire Torah.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  This is the most accepted opinion and is cited by Rabbenu Gershom (in the commentary attributed to him), Rashi, and Maharal among others, in their commentaries on Bava Batra. ] 

Balaam is described in the Torah as “one who hears the words of God, who has knowledge from the Most High, who sees a vision from the Almighty, who falls prostrate, and whose eyes are opened” (Numbers 24:16). The verse “Since then, no prophet has risen in Israel like Moses” (Deut 34:10) was understood to be alluding, among other things, to Balaam, and perhaps especially to Balaam: “No prophet has risen [in Israel like Moses], but among the nations of the world he has risen. Which one? That is Balaam son of Beor.”[footnoteRef:58] The portion of Balaam is unique in its length, evident in its literary independence, and Moses is not mentioned in it at all. Both the prophetic character of Balaam and the content of the portion may evoke the thought that it was Balaam himself who wrote his story or at least wrote his prophecies, and therefore whoever composed the list of authors found it appropriate to emphasize that Moses also wrote the portion of Balaam like he wrote the entire Torah. This view seems slightly more convincing than the other two views. Nevertheless, I have not yet found anyplace in the literature of the end of the Second Temple period or in Rabbinic literature that presents the possibility that Balaam himself wrote his prophecies or his story.[footnoteRef:59] In light of Balaam's central place in midrashic literature (dozens of references!), it is difficult to accept that in the background of the mention of the portion of Balaam was some concrete discussion regarding the writing of the portion that has been lost without a trace. [58:  […].]  [59:  To refute the possibility that the tradition about Balaam is reflected in the writings of Hermippus of Smyrna [...]. Let me mention that Levi Ginzburg linked the mention of “the portion of Balaam” in the list of authors with the tradition that “they wanted to institute that the story of Balak [be part of] the recitation of the Shema” (BT Berakhot 12b and parallels) and suggested that in the background there was a polemic with pagans (following to PT Berakhot 1:4 [3a]) who “especially rejected the truth of stories like the portion of Balak and Balaam, saying that Moses was not with Balak and Balaam”; [...]. It is difficult to accept that it was in fact proposed to institute that the story of Balak be part of the recitation of the Shema.] 

In my opinion, the explanation of the inclusion of “the portion of Balaam” in the list of authors is different. As mentioned, the sentence that enumerates the books that Moses wrote is part of the discussion in PT of the dating of Job and various other issues concerning the character Job. This discussion, consisting of Tannnaic and mainly Amoraic passages, has two parallels (with some differences) – one in BT Bava Batra, as part of the discussion accompanying the list of authors, and the other in Genesis Rabbah. Some of the passages in Genesis Rabbah appear also in other midrashic collections.[footnoteRef:60] As has been claimed in the past, the distribution of this collection of statements shows that it is based on an Amoraic collection that contained statements and midrashim dealing with the book of Job.[footnoteRef:61] If so, it is probable that the sentence listing the books written by Moses was also included in this lost Amoraic collection and the editors of PT took it from there and added two specifications – the word “Balak” and the auxiliary verb “ḥazar” (went back). The sentence was also taken from this Amoraic collection to the list of authors in BT, and the compilers of the list, as mentioned above, inserted the term “sifro” that repeats throughout it. The phrase “the portion of Balaam” was left unchanged.[footnoteRef:62] [60:  […]]  [61:  [...], and one should not confuse this lost “Midrash Job” with the Midrash Job published by Wertheimer; […].]  [62:  As I will mention later [...], the connections between Moses, Balaam, Balak, and Job are older and are already implied in the Septuagint translation of Job.] 

If I am correct, three points can be learned: First, the date of the list of authors is later than the Amoraic period. Second, the compilers of the list assembled it by relying on earlier statements they knew. Third, the compilers of the list were not in a hurry to remove details from these statements, even if they might raise questions or perhaps even difficulties, and due to this tendency, they left the phrase “the portion of Balaam” intact. The correctness of these three points will be clarified later.
Moses wrote [...] Job
As mentioned, it is correct to believe that compilers of the list of authors were aware of an early tradition that named the books written by Moses, and that this tradition also found its way to the equivalent in PT. However, it cannot be said that this presumed tradition is the starting point for the association of Moses and the book of Job. This connection, apparently, was already known in antiquity, as indirectly implied by the following two findings:
1. Twelve scrolls written in the ancient Hebrew alphabet were found among the biblical scrolls from Qumran. Eleven of these scrolls included one of the books of the Torah, and another scroll included the book of Job (4QpaleoJobc).[footnoteRef:63] From these data, it is correct to conclude that the ancient Hebrew script was first and foremost used for writing Torah scrolls, and it is quite likely that it was seen as representing the script in which it was written by Moses. If so, in the background of the writing of the book of Job in this special script is a tradition that links the book to the Torah and also attributes it to Moses. [63:  See a summary of the findings at [...].] 

2.  The order of the books in the Syriac translation of the Bible is notably flexible, but the book of Job is usually listed after the Torah. It is reasonable to conclude that in the background of the book's special position is the tradition that it was written by Moses.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  [...], Kalman emphasized that these two considerations (along with a third consideration learned from the Aramaic translation of Job found in Qumran) are indirect and therefore one should not give them great weight; [...].] 

Apparently, the connections between Moses and the book of Job begin with associative and phonological connections between the names of various characters mentioned in the book of Genesis and the names of Job, his friends Eliphaz the Temanite Bildad the Shuhite, Zophar the Naamathite, Elihu and Uz (Job's place of residence). The following are the points of affinity, some of which are expressed in late Second Temple literature:
1. Job (Iyyov) is phonologically close to Jobab (Yovav), the second in the list of kings of Edom (Genesis 36:33-34). In the colophon that ends the Greek translation of Job, this identification is made explicit: “Formerly [Job's] name was Jobab.”[footnoteRef:65] This identification also appears at the beginning of the Testament of Job: “Testament of Job, called Jobab.”[footnoteRef:66] [65:  For a more detailed discussion of this interesting colophon, see [...]]  [66:  Testament of Job 1:1 and “I am Jobab until the Lord called me by the name Job,” ibid, 2:1 [...]. The Testament of Job was apparently composed around the second century BCE, and its connections to the Septuagint version of Job are complex. However, it is impossible to determine whether these sources are interdependent on the issue of identifying Job with Jobab or share a common origin.] 

2. The name of the son of Esau and Ada is Eliphaz (Genesis 36:4, 10), and the son of Eliphaz is Teman (ibid., verses 11, 15). The associative link to Eliphaz the Temanite, Job's friend, is evident.
3. Zofar is phonologically similar to Zepho, son of Eliphaz and brother of Teman (ibid.). In the Septuagint version of Genesis 26:11, 15 and 1 Chronicles 1:36, Zepho is referred to as a Zophar.
4. “Bildad” the Shuhite is phonologically similar to “Hadad son of Bedad,” the fourth in the list of the kings of Edom (Genesis 36:35). His designation as a Shuhite is linked to Shuah, son of Abraham: “Abraham took another wife, whose name was Keturah. She bore him … Shuah (Genesis 25:1-2). Bildad is also mentioned in the colophon that concludes the Greek translation of Job.
5. Uz, Job's land, is mentioned in the list of Seir’s grandchildren (Genesis 36:28).
6. Uz is also one of the descendants of Nahor, Abraham's brother, along with his brother Buz and his nephew Aram: “… it was told Abraham, ‘Milcah also has borne children to your brother Nahor: Uz the firstborn, Buz his brother, Kemuel the father of Aram.’” (Gen 22:20-21).[footnoteRef:67] A connection to Elihu’s family is also evident: Elihu son of Barachel the Buzite, of the family of Ram (Job 32:2). [67:  Regarding the connections between Uz and Buz, see also Jeremiah 25:20, 23, and for the connections between Uz and Edom, see Lamentations 4:21.] 

As one can see, the affinities and similarities between Job and Genesis are particularly associated with Genesis chapter 36 and the dynasties of the other branches of the Abrahamic family besides the central Israelite line. The names therein are linked to the geographical areas bordering Israel.[footnoteRef:68] Regardless of the origin of the figures mentioned, the link to Genesis inspired the belief that the events described in the book of Job happened in an early period of history, at the same time as the events described in the Torah. This chronological conclusion is apparently the basis for connecting Moses to the book of Job as can be inferred from the Testament of Job and the order of the books in the Syriac translation. [68:  The foreign origin can be explicitly learned from the colophon that concludes the Greek translation of Job: “It was written as Job according to the book that came from Syria. For he lived in the land of Uz on the borders of Edom and Arabia.”] 

Besides the affinities and parallels between characters in Genesis 36 and those found in the book of Job, the first two kings mentioned in the list of Edomite kings are of special interest to us: “And Bela the son of Beor reigned in Edom, and the name of his city was Dinhabah. And Bela died, and Jobab the son of Zerah of Bozrah reigned in his stead” (Gen 36:32–33). The similarity between Jobab and Job, and between Bela the son of Beor and Balaam the son of Beor,[footnoteRef:69] is clear. In the Greek colophon to the translation of the book of Job, these verses appear as follows: [69:  […]] 

These are the kings who reigned in Edom, where he [Job] also ruled in that land. The first was Balak the son of Beor, and the name of his city was Dinhabah. And after Balak, Jobab, who was called Job.
Bela the son of Beor appears here as Balak the son of Beor, and is mentioned in the same breath as Job. This ancient tradition ultimately made its way into the statement that listed the books written by Moses and was integrated into the lost Amoraic collection that contained midrashim and traditions about Job. As mentioned earlier, this collection was the source for the sentence that lists the books written by Moses in the list of authors in BT and its parallel in PT.[footnoteRef:70] [70:  This ancient tradition from the Greek translation may also underlie the Talmudic tradition that links Job along with Balaam and Jethro (who is considered the wicked counterpart of Moses) with the plot to enslave Israel in Egypt; [...].] 

A connection between Moses and the book of Job can also be learned from an Amoraic statement that was inserted into the discussion accompanying the list of authors:
“Moses wrote his book and the section on Balaam and Job.” This supports Rabbi Levi bar Laḥma [opinion], for Rabbi Levi bar Laḥma said: “Job was in the time of Moses. It is written here: ‘Would that in fact (eifo) my words were written down!’ (Job 19:23), and it is written there: ‘For how shall it be known in fact …(eifo)’(Exod 33:16).”
The appearance of the exclamation “eifo” in Moses’s speech and in Job is cited as support for the opinion that the book of Job was written by Moses. In the discussion, a difficulty is pointed out – the word “eifo” appears in other places in the Torah, spoken by different characters, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph, and it cannot be said that it is specific to Moses's language.[footnoteRef:71] The solution to this difficulty is: “Do not consider this, for it is written [in the continuation of the verse]: ‘Would that they were inscribed in a book!’ (Job 19:23), and Moses is called 'the Lawgiver,' for it is written: ‘He saw the first for himself, as there the plot of the lawgiver is hidden' (Deut 33:21).” Job's request “Would that in fact (eifo) my words were written down and would that they were inscribed in a book” should be understood as Job’s explicit request from Moses (who is alluded to with the word yuḥaku [were inscribed] similar to meḥokek [lawgiver]) to write down his words in a book. In practice, Job's request to Moses is the background for the writing of the book of Job. [71:  'And say: in the days of Isaac, for it is written: “Who then [eifo] is he who has hunted game?” (Genesis 27:33). And say: in the days of Jacob, for it is written: “If it is so, then [eifo] this is what he has done” [Genesis 43:11]. And say: in the days of Joseph, for it is written: “Where [eifo] are they grazing?” [Genesis 37:16]. In the manner of the Rabbis, there is no distinction here between speech and writing.] 

Rabbi Levi bar Laḥma’s statement and the difficulty and its resolution are the beginning of a sequence of midrashim and statements devoted to the book of Job, which unfolds associatively from the discussion of the list of authors, and, as mentioned, is likely based on the lost Amoraic collection. It is certainly possible that Rabbi Levi bar Laḥma’s statement along with its accompanying question and answer were part of the lost midrashic collection, with which the compilers of the list of authors were familiar. They presumably saw it as supporting the opinion that Moses wrote the book of Job.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  Another indirect connection of Moses to Job is can be found in a midrash where the angel of death searches for Moses, and his actions allude to the framing story of the book of Job and even quotes the wisdom found in Job 28; [...]. Also important are several statements that connect Job to Israel’s time in Egypt, see [...], and on the parallel of the 210-year account of Job's life with the 210-year account of exile, see in detail [...].] 

In the sequence of statements and midrashim dedicated to Job in PT, BT, and Genesis Rabbah, his time and place are discussed in detail.[footnoteRef:73] The suggestion that Job lived in ancient times, in the period of the patriarchs or of slavery in Egypt, is not particularly prominent among the many other suggestions that set Job throughout the biblical period and up to the days of King Ahasuerus. This is a noteworthy point. One might have expected that attributing the book to Moses would inhibit the authors of these statements, at least to some extent, from setting Job hundreds of years after Moses.[footnoteRef:74] From the fact that there is no expression of such inhibition, one can learn that the details of the list of authors were not a decisive interpretive consideration for the editors of the sugya in PT and BT. [73:  […]]  [74:  On this important point see […]] 

Joshua wrote his book and eight verses that are in Torah
Joshua is the central figure in the book of Joshua, and already in ancient times, the book was metonymically titled after its main character.[footnoteRef:75] The claim that Joshua wrote his book indicates the inclination of the compilers of the list to attribute a work to its central figure. [75:  Thus, the bishop Melito of Sardis (Meliton of Sardia; second century CE) refers to the book as “Joshua son of Nun” [...].] 

In contrast to the attribution of the book of Joshua to Joshua, the claim that Joshua wrote verses in the Torah is not obvious. The attribution of the Torah to two authors, even if their contribution to its writing is distinguished, sets the Torah apart from other biblical books, each of which, according to the list of authors, was written by a single writer or a homogenous group of writers.[footnoteRef:76] This unique feature brings us closer to the conclusion that there was an established tradition in the background of the attribution of Torah verses to Joshua and this is not an original and independent conclusion of the compilers of the list. Indeed there is a well-known Tannaitic tradition, the core of which is the debate about the author of the verses that conclude the Torah. The starting point for this discussion is the verse “Joshua wrote these words in the book of the Law of God” (Joshua 24:26), from which it can be inferred that Joshua wrote something in the Torah: [76:  Chronicles is also different in this way, as will be explained below.] 

“And Joshua wrote these words in the book of the Law of God.” Rabbi Judah and Rabbi Nehemiah disagree: one says eight verses, and the other says the cities of refuge (Makkot 11a).
According to one opinion, the verse refers to a section of exactly eight verses in the Torah. According to the second opinion, the reference is to the section on the cities of refuge in Joshua chapter 20.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Some scholars have suggested that the words “cities of refuge” refer to the verses from the Torah: “One of the Tannaim says that Joshua wrote the last eight verses of the Torah, and one of them says that he wrote the cities of refuge in the Torah,” [...]. This position, which does not reconcile with the continuation of the discussion, appears to express the aspiration of modern scholars to demonstrate how critical thinking can be found in the tradition; on this aspiration in detail see [...].] 

The designation “eight verses” without mentioning which ones they are implies that this unit of verses was well recognized. It is reasonable to assume that this refers to the eight verses that conclude the Torah, the narrative from the death of Moses onwards (Deut 34:5-12), which also state that Joshua is the successor of Moses: “Now Joshua son of Nun was filled with the spirit of wisdom because Moses had laid his hands on him...” (Deut 34:9). In contrast, the identification of the eight verses with Joshua chapter 20 is forced, since it implies that the book of Joshua is called “the book of the Law of God.”[footnoteRef:78] In fact, the Talmudic Rabbis question this interpretation: “What is 'in the book of the Law of God?’” The book of Joshua cannot be called “the book of the Law of God!” The resolution is that “Joshua wrote” in his book “these words” that are written “in the book of the Law of God.” In other words, the section on the cities of refuge in the book of Joshua echoes the verses that deal with the cities of refuge in the Torah[footnoteRef:79]. [78:  There are nine and not eight verses that address cities of refuge. Presumably, they did not count the opening verse 'The Lord spoke to Joshua, saying' (Josh 20:1).]  [79:  It is possible that such an understanding can be found in Midrash Tanhuma (Tetzaveh, 9): “‘ The wise will inherit glory (Proverbs 3:35), this is Joshua who inherited glory from Moses [...] Moses wrote the Torah as it is said: ‘Moses wrote this Torah’ (Deut 31:9), and so did Joshua: “Then Joshua wrote these words in the book of the Torah of God” (Josh 24:26).”] 

The sanctity of the Torah was at the center of ancient polemics. To the extent that one can reconstruct the claims of those who engaged in the polemics, be they pagans or Jewish sectarians, it seems that they claimed that the Torah is not a divine book and that it was written at a late stage.[footnoteRef:80] At present, I have not found direct evidence that the eight verses that conclude the Torah were used by those who challenged its sanctity and divine status or that the report of the death of Moses is proof that the Torah was composed “imprecisely” and not by Moses himself, but “after the death of Moses, by Ezra and his followers.”[footnoteRef:81] It is certainly possible that these polemical claims were raised in the context of Josephus and Philo’s emphatic assertions that “in Scripture, [Moses] wrote about himself that he died,” and that “while still living, [Moses] prophesied the manner of his death precisely.”[footnoteRef:82] Nevertheless, it is only reasonable to assume that if the claim that the Torah was not written by Moses was plausible at all to the Tannaim discussing Joshua 24:26, they would have refrained from tying the verse to a distinct passage in the Torah.[footnoteRef:83]	Comment by JA: התרגום נכון אבל המשפט קצת לא מוצלח.  אולי:
is proof that the Torah was not composed by Moses himself but… 	Comment by JA: רצוי להביא את הציטוטים האלה מתרגומים מוסכמים של המקורות [80:  For primary sources and references to the scholarly literature, see [...].]  [81:  […].]  [82:  […].]  [83:  Like the medieval Rabbis who refrained from providing arguments that might support the Muslim claim that the Torah includes late additions by Ezra and his associates; [...].] 

The question of the authorship of the eight verses that conclude the Torah, whether it was Moses or Joshua, is taken up at length in the discussion that accompanies the list of authors in a dispute whose structure is characteristic of a dispute between Tannaim belonging to the fourth generation. The opinion of Rabbi Yehudah or Rabbi Nehemiah is quoted that Joshua wrote the verses, followed by the conflicting opinion of Rabbi Shimon or Rabbi Meir that Moses wrote them. This controversy arises as part of the halakhic discussion regarding the reading of these verses in the synagogue. A slightly more detailed version of this passage is appears in tractate Menachot 30a. The tradition that Joshua wrote the verses that conclude the Torah is also indirectly reflected in a midrashic statement that is found, with small changes, in three collections of midrashim – Tanḥuma, Deuteronomy Rabbah, and Midrash Mishlei.[footnoteRef:84] All these sources indicate that this tradition was well-known. The adoption of this tradition by the compilers of the list of authors indicates that they did not regard the view tat Moses did not write the entire Torah to be a theological problem.	Comment by JA: בהערה – לא מצאתי שם באנגלית למדרש חסרות ויתרות.   [84:  [...]. This tradition is also found in Midrash Haserot Veyeterot, [...].] 

The Tannaic discussion of the eight verses includes the remark that it is unreasonable that Moses would write verses that describe his own death: “Is it possible that Moses died and wrote, ‘Moses, the servant of the Lord, died there!?’ (Deut 34:5). Rather, Moses wrote until here, and from here on Joshua wrote.”[footnoteRef:85] Ostensibly, the compilers of the list of authors adopted the tradition that Joshua wrote the concluding verses because they found it difficult to accept that a person would write verses that describe their own death. However, as we will see shortly, the attribution of the book of Samuel to Samuel negates this. It appears to be the case that the adoption of this tradition was not based on any general principles regarding what someone might write, but rather the aspiration of the compilers of the list to construct it based on the Tannaitic and Amoraic traditions they knew. [85:  It should be noted that in most manuscripts of the Talmud, the text is one of the following: “Is it possible that Moses was alive [ḥay] and wrote ‘Moses died there’” or: “Is it possible that Moses was living [kayam] and wrote ‘Moses died there.’” If so, it seems that the difficulty is that Moses wrote something that was false.] 

Samuel wrote his book and Judges and Ruth
Samuel is the central figure in the first half of the book of Samuel, but only until his death is mentioned twice: “Now Samuel died” (1 Sam 25:1), “Now Samuel had died, and all Israel had mourned for him and buried him” (1 Sam 28:3). In fact, the narratives of Saul and David described in the book of Samuel exceed the scope of Samuel's story, yet the book is named Samuel in Jewish tradition.[footnoteRef:86] It is reasonable to assume that the book’s metonomyic title led the compilers of the list of authors to attribute it to Samuel. From this we can learn that the compilers of the list did not consider the time of the death of a book's writer or did not find difficult the fact that most of the events described in the book occurred after the writer was no longer alive. The writing of the book was not perceived as a concrete action that took place at a time later than the events described in it.[footnoteRef:87] [86:  As is known, in the Greek biblical tradition, the books of Samuel and Kings are considered a single continuous work called “Kingdoms” (Kingdoms A, B, C, D; a tradition accepted in the Vulgate), and this title somewhat better reflects the content of the book of Samuel.]  [87:  In the discussion accompanying the list of authors, the Talmud explicitly refers to the attribution of books to an author whose death is mentioned in the book. Regarding the book of Samuel, it suggests that the prophet Gad and Nathan completed writing the book after Samuel's death, as will be discussed later.] 

Attributing the book of Judges to Samuel is not obvious, and various considerations presumably entered into it. First, there was no early tradition that attributes Judges to any particular figure.[footnoteRef:88] Second, there is no judge/savior whose narrative is long enough for it to be identified with the entire book. The judges/saviors’ stories are presented in sequence, concluding with the convoluted story of Samson, which is the longest in the book. However, the figure of Samson has been evaluated by tradition in a variety of ways, not all of them positive.[footnoteRef:89] Lacking a better alternative, it was deemed appropriate to attribute the book to Samuel, the central figure among the leaders close to the time of the events described in the book of Judges. It should be added that while the tradition relates to Samuel primarily as a prophet, the text also associates him with judging: “And Samuel judged the children of Israel at Mizpah,” “Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life” (1 Sam 7:6, 15). He is also mentioned together with other Judges: “And the Lord sent Jerubbaal and Barak, and Jephthah, and Samuel, and rescued you out of the hand of your enemies” (1 Sam 12:11). It is possible that these verses contributed to the determination that Samuel wrote the book of Judges. [88:  Jerahmeel ben Solomon commented on the version of the list of authors in his edition of Seder Olam the following: “Some say that Ezra wrote the book of Judges” [...]. I did not find earlier evidence for this attribution.]  [89:  Compare: “Samson followed his eyes,” Mishnah, Sotah 1:8; “The beginning of Samson's corruption [was] in Gaza,” BT Sotah 9b.] 

The connections of the book of Ruth to the book of Judges is evident from the opening verse: “In the days when the Judges ruled.” In fact, in the Septuagint, the book of Ruth is placed between the book of Judges and the book of Samuel[footnoteRef:90] and there is evidence that Ruth was not always considered a standalone work, disconnected from Judges.[footnoteRef:91] The tradition sets the Ruth in the era of the Judges, and there are various statements that specify the period described in the book as being the end of the days of Ehud and Eglon, king of Moab, and at the time of Deborah and Barak. Moreover, Ruth was identified as the daughter of Eglon and Boaz was identified as the judge Ibzan or alternatively as the Judah mentioned at the beginning of the book of Judges.[footnoteRef:92] Presumably, the decision of the compilers of the list of authors to attribute Judges to Samuel also determined the attribution of Ruth. [90:  It is possible that this was also influenced by the verse that concludes the book of Ruth, which mentions the birth of King David and serves as a point of departure for the book of Samuel; [...].]  [91:  Both Origen and Jerome noted the custom of combining the book of Ruth with the book of Judges, and both based their statements on the position of Jews. [...].]  [92:  For example: “At the end of his days, it was in the days of Eglon, ‘In the days when the judges ruled’” (Ruth 1:1) [...]; “‘And they also did not listen to their judges’ (Judges 2:17), and who were they? Rav said, they were Barak and Deborah, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said, they were Shamgar and Ehud [...]; “Ruth was the daughter of Eglon, grandson of Balak, King of Moab,” and “Ruth and Orpah were the daughters of Eglon” [...]; “Ivtzan is Boaz” [...]; “‘After the death of Joshua, the Lord said: Judah shall go up’ (Judges 1:1-2), he was called by three names [...] this is Boaz” [...].] 

The attribution of these three books to Samuel indirectly suggests that the compilers of the list were inclined to limit the number of authors of the books and preferred to attribute multiple books to a single author. This tendency will be confirmed in the below.
Jeremiah wrote his book and the book of Kings, and Lamentations
The author the book of Jeremiah was the prophet Jeremiah. If so, just like Joshua and Samuel, who wrote the books named after them, Jeremiah also wrote the book named after himself. His connection to Lamentations is derived from the verse, “Jeremiah also uttered a lament for Josiah…they are recorded in the Laments” (2 Chron 35:25). The attribution of Lamentations to Jeremiah was already known in antiquity and is reflected, among other things, in the title of the book in the Greek and Syriac translations and in its placement in the Septuagint and the Syriac translation alongside the book of Jeremiah. This attribution appears to have been regarded as obvious in Rabbinic literature and is supported by many traditions. Among other things, the lamentations that Jeremiah wrote for King Josiah was identified with the fourth lamentation (“How the gold has grown dim…”). The book of Lamentations was identified with the “many similar words” that were added to the newly written scroll after the burning of the first scroll which Baruch wrote for Jeremiah.[footnoteRef:93] Dozens of times throughout Lamentations Rabbah and other places in Rabbinic literature the prophet Jeremiah is said to have “said” a verse from Lamentations, and at times his utterance refers to the entire book. This linguistic convention is strong evidence of how obvious the connections of Jeremiah to Lamentations were.[footnoteRef:94]	Comment by JA: השמטתי את המילים “המכונה עד ימי הביניים '(ספר/מגילת) קינות'“ ואת ההערה המסבירה את מקור השם “איכה” מאחר שבאנגלית לא משתמשים במקביל ל”איכה” אלא השם נשאר “קינות” = Lamentations	Comment by JA:  [93:  [...]. Kalman elaborated on the possibility that behind the attribution of Lamentations to Jeremiah in Antiquity and in Rabbinic literature was a distinct motivation to legitimize its difficult content, including verses registering harsh complaints towards God; [...]]  [94:  In various places, God is the one who “said” the lamentations: “Once they all had died, He began to lament over them: ‘How lonely sits the city'; “I lamented for them ‘How lonely sits the city,'“ and so on [...]. In some places, God is presented as the speaker of verses from Lamentations. However, this is a well-known midrashic practice, especially regarding verses from the Torah, as well as verses from the Psalms and the Song of Songs.] 

The attribution of the books of Jeremiah and Lamentations to the prophet Jeremiah does not take into account the role played by Baruch the scribe who wrote down the words of the prophet: “Then Jeremiah called Baruch son of Neriah, and Baruch wrote on a scroll at Jeremiah's dictation all the words of the Lord that he had spoken to him” (Jer 36:4).[footnoteRef:95] This collaboration between the prophet Jeremiah and Baruch the scribe provided the Tannaim debating the authorship of the last eight verses in the Torah with a model that clarified God and Moses’s working relationship. Baruch's words, “He dictated all these words to me, and I wrote them with ink on the scroll” (Jer 36:18), are presented as a key verse for describing the act of word for word dicatation: [95:  After the scroll was burned by the king, Baruch rewrote a new scroll dictated by Jeremiah: “Then Jeremiah took another scroll and gave it to the secretary Baruch son of Neriah, who wrote on it at Jeremiah’s dictation all the words of the scroll that King Jehoiakim of Judah had burned in the fire.” (Jeremiah 36:32).] 

Until here [until the verse: “Moses, the servant of the Lord, died there,” (Deut 34:5), the Holy One, blessed be He, speaks and Moses speaks and writes. From here on, the Holy One, blessed be He, speaks and Moses writes with tears, as it is said below: “Baruch answered them, “He dictated all these words to me, and I wrote them with ink on the scroll” (Jer 36:18).[footnoteRef:96]	Comment by JA: הייתה חסרה כאן הערה למקור בבבלי הוספתי על פי דעתי  [96:  BT Bava Batra 15a; Menaḥot 30a.] 

The identification of the literary activities of Moses and Baruch ostensibly ought to lead to the conclusion that, just as Moses wrote his book and not God, so too did Baruch write the books of Jeremiah and Lamentations and not the prophet Jeremiah himself. However, this sort of reasoning about the nature of literary activity was foreign to the Rabbis' understanding and, as it will become clear, also had no place in the considerations of the compilers of the list of authors.[footnoteRef:97] [97:  Let me note that it would be incorrect to tie list's compilers ignoring Baruch to the midrashic tradition that Baruch lamented not being worthy of prophecy [...] – for the most part, Baruch's status as a prophet is accepted, and see among others [...]. As mentioned, Kalman, [...], understands the attribution of Lamentations to Jeremiah as an expression of a desire to strengthen its status and legitimize its content; according to his approach, even the omission of Baruch's name is an expression of this aspiration.] 

Less self-evident is the attribution of the book of Kings to the prophet Jeremiah.[footnoteRef:98] Jeremiah is not mentioned in the book of Kings, and there is no tradition in Rabbinic literature that connects him to the authorship of the book.[footnoteRef:99] All that can be said is that Jeremiah lived during the period described in the book of Kings and shortly thereafter. As we have seen, a similar consideration also applies to the book of Judges, which was attributed to Samuel. It can also be assumed that the choice of specifically Jeremiah and not another central figure from the period is related to the description of the fall of Jerusalem, which is repeated in parallel versions at the end of the books of Kings and Jeremiah.[footnoteRef:100] Like the attribution of the books of Ruth and Judges to Samuel, the attribution of Kings to Jeremiah is evidence of the desire of the compilers of the list to limit the number of authors and their preference for attributing several books to one author. [98:  At the beginning of Sifre Devarim [...] the following version of the text is found: “Moses wrote his book, the portion of Balaam, and Job. Jeremiah wrote his book, Chronicles, and Lamentations” [...]. The combining of the books Moses wrote with those Jeremiah wrote is unclear, and the attribution of Chronicles to Jeremiah seems like a mistake; however, it should be noted that this attribution is found in medieval Christian commentary. Compare Stephen Langton's introduction to his commentary on Chronicles, [...].]  [99:  For a collection of matters with varying levels of relevance connecting the book of Kings to the book of Jeremiah and intended to strengthen the attribution of the book of Kings to the prophet, see [...].]  [100:  2 Kgs 24:18-20; 25, and Jeremiah 52. For a synoptic presentation, see [...]. It would have been possible to attribute the book, similarly, to the prophet Isaiah, as there are parallel passages between his book and the book of Kings. However, as will be seen later, Isaiah did not even write his own book.] 

David wrote the book of Psalms, by means of [or: through] ten elders: by means of Adam, by means of Melchizedek, by means of Abraham, by means of Moses, by means of Heman, by means of Yeduthun, by means of Asaph, and by means of the three sons of Korah
The association of David's name with the writing of Psalms is well known. In the book of Psalms, seventy-three psalms begin with a title that attributes them to David, of which thirteen have headings that connect the psalm to various events in David's life that are known, in one form or another, from the books of Samuel.[footnoteRef:101] The association of David with psalmic poetry is also found in writings outside of Psalms: David is described as “skillful in playing” and a singer (1 Sam 16:18; 2 Sam 23:1),[footnoteRef:102] he is mentioned at the beginning of the two large sections of poetry that conclude the book of Samuel (2 Sam 22-23), one of which is has a parallel in Psalms, and the books of Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles attribute to David the organization of the entire poetic apparatus of Israel – the composition of the psalms, the preparation of musical instruments, and the organization of the singers.[footnoteRef:103] However, the book of Psalms also includes psalms that are attributed to other figures besides David, alongside many psalms that do not have a title and are not explicitly attributed to anyone.	Comment by JA: במקור ציינת ל שמואל א יט:ט אבל שם לא מוזכר נעים זמירות ישראל [101:  […]]  [102:  For the possible meanings of the expression “and sweet singer of Israel,” see [...].]  [103:  […]] 

The attribution of Psalms to David and other figures is clearly expressed in the closing verse of Psalm 72: “The prayers of David son of Jesse are ended.” This closing verse refers to a large collection of psalms that are all attributed to David.[footnoteRef:104] The collection also includes psalms without titles and psalms attributed to other figures, such as Psalm 72 itself, which is attributed to Solomon. The title-less psalms can be attributed to David by way of generalization. It is more difficult to attribute to him psalms that are attributed to other figures. [104:  […]] 

There are traditions from the end of the Second Temple period that teach that the book of Psalms did not contain only psalms written by David and that other figures were also involved in writing liturgical poetry.[footnoteRef:105] However, during this period we also find both explicit and indirect references to the establishment of the opinion that the book of Psalms should be attributed to David alone.[footnoteRef:106] It is possible that all of the psalmic poetry, including that not included in Psalms, was associated with David.[footnoteRef:107] This trend to expand what was attributed to David continued in Rabbinic literature and certain statements explicitly attribute the book of Psalms to David: “David wrote the books of Psalms,” “Moses gave five books of the Torah to Israel and David gave the five books in Psalms to Israel.”[footnoteRef:108] [105:  The attribution of various psalms to other figures is found in the Greek translation of the book of Psalms, which also mentions authors of psalms not mentioned in the traditional text: “For David, for the sons of Jonadab and for the first exiles” (70:1), “Hallelujah for Haggai and Zechariah” (146:1; 147:1; 148:1). The notion that additional figures wrote psalms during the biblical period that were not included in the book of Psalms can be learned, first and foremost, from the Psalms of Solomon. See also the attribution of Psalms to Obadiah and Manasseh in the scrolls 4Q380 and 4Q381 [...].]  [106:  The sentence “In the book of Moses, the books of the prophets, and in David,” meaning the Torah, Prophets, and Psalms, [...], and it is possible that this is inferred from Acts 4:25, which attributes to David a psalm without a title.]  [107:  “David wrote three thousand and six hundred psalms [...] and the total was four thousand and fifty,” [...]; sucha a large number of psalms indicates that David is connected to the entire corpus of psalmic literature; see [...]. In her aforementioned book, Mroczek emphasizes that this is not attribution in the modern sense – a bibliographical list of psalms written by David. Rather, it has a literary-biographical meaning, and the psalms reflect different aspects of the legendary figure of the poet-king. See also [...], where there is extensive research on the subject.]  [108:  Similarly in the Christian world: “[The book of] Psalms of David,” Eusebius, [...]. For the roots of this identification in Paul, see [...].] 

There apparently was a clear trend to expand David’s literary activity and to attribute to him the entirety of the book of Psalms, following the well-known trend in antiquity to attribute huge corpora to a single author.[footnoteRef:109] Nonetheless, the traditions that emphasize David's literary activity and attribute Psalms to him do not succeed in erasing the existence of headings that attribute psalms to other figures. The list of authors that attributes the book of Psalms to David “by means of ten elders” has been understood in the scholarship to be an expression of this complex situation.[footnoteRef:110] However, this does not fully explain why the attribution to David and the ten elders is so exceptional in its length and complexity compared to the other details in the list of authors. Even the details of this sentence are somewhat unclear – what does “by means of” mean and why is it repeated before listing the name of each elder (“by means of Adam, by means of Melchizedek, etc.”) The list of the elders’ names also requires explication. Even the term “elders,” which includes figures such as Adam, Moses, and the sons of Korah is not easily understood. [109:  The law literature is attributed to Moses, the wisdom literature to Solomon, and the psalmic literature to David. Similarly, the Iliad and the Odyssey are attributed to Homer, laws and institutions to Lycurgus or Solon, the Mahabharata to Vyasa, the Ramayana to Valmiki, and so on; [...].]  [110:  […].] 

The answer to these questions can be found by clarifying the relationship of the sentence about the author of Psalms with the following four midrashim:
1. Ecclesiastes Rabbah interprets the verse “Wisdom gives strength to the wise more than ten rulers who are in a city” (Eccl 7:19) to refer to different figures. The wise one is God, and the ten rulers are the “ten sayings” with which the world was created; the wise one is Adam, and the ten rulers are “ten things that serve the soul”; the wise one is Noah, and the ten rulers are “the ten generations from Adam to Noah.” Abraham, Jacob, Moses, and Israel are also mentioned in this way. The list concludes with David, as follows:
“Wisdom gives strength to the wise” – this is David. “more than ten rulers” – the ten elders and righteous ones who spoke in the book of Psalms. They are: Adam, Abraham, Moses, David, and Solomon. There is no disagreement about these five. The other five, who are they? Rav and Rabbi Yoḥanan. Rav said: Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun, the three sons of Korah are one, and Ezra. Rabbi Yoḥanan said: Asaph, Jeduthun, and Heman are one, and the three sons of Korah, and Ezra.[footnoteRef:111] [111:  In the version in Ecclesiastes Zuta: “Ten elders who said the book of Psalms” (ibid.). The placement of the midrashic homily on David after the homily on Israel reveals the textual complexity of the sequence of homilies (the homily on Israel does not appear in Ecclesiastes Zuta).] 

David himself is included in the list of the “ten elders and righteous ones.” The list includes Moses, Solomon, Heman, Jeduthun, and Asaph, who are mentioned explicitly in the headings of the various Psalms.[footnoteRef:112] The sons of Korah are also mentioned in the book, but always as a homogeneous group without indicating their number.[footnoteRef:113] The number of sons of Korah apparently is based on the verse: “The sons of Korah: Assir, Elkanah, and Abiasaph. These are the families of the Korahites” (Exod 6:24).[footnoteRef:114] Adam and Abraham, who begin the list, are associated with Psalms in various midrashic traditions, but are not mentioned explicitly in the book. Adam is associated with Psalm 29, which is perceived as alluding to creation, and Psalm 92, “A Song for the Sabbath day.”[footnoteRef:115] Abraham is identified in various midrashic sources with Ethan the Ezrahite mentioned in the title of Psalm 89.[footnoteRef:116] The list concludes with Ezra, who is also not mentioned explicitly in the Psalms, and his connections to the book are unclear.[footnoteRef:117] Rav and Rabbi Yochanan do not disagree about the names of the ten, but about the way of counting them – whether to count Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun as three and the three sons of Korah as a homogeneous group, or vice versa. [112:  [...].]  [113:  [...].]  [114:  [...].]  [115:  For Adam's connection to Psalms 139, see [...]. For Adam's connection to Psalm 92, see [...].]  [116:  For this identification, compare […].]  [117:  Ezra's connection to the book of Psalms is explicit in an anonymous medieval commentary on Psalm 137 that distinguishes between Jeremiah(!) the poet and Ezra the editor, [...]. For the attribution of the commentary to Rashbam, see [...]. It is possible that in the background was some version of the ancient tradition about the renewal of the biblical books by Ezra, well known from the Esdras 2, which evolved and became more complex in Christian interpretation over the generations, [...].] 

2. Song of Songs Rabbah interprets the verse “Your neck is like the tower of David, built in courses (talpiyot)” (Song 4:4):
What is “in talpiyot?” A book that many mouths (piyot) said, ten people said the book of Psalms. And these are: Adam, Abraham, Moses, David, and Solomon. There is no disagreement about these five. The other five, who are they? Rav and Rabbi Yoḥanan. Rav said: Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun are one, and the three sons of Korah are one, and Ezra. Rabbi Yochanan said: Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun are one, and the three sons of Korah, and Ezra.[footnoteRef:118] [118:  [...]. According to this version, the opinions of Rav and Rabbi Yochanan are identical even though they are presented in the form of a dispute. It is clear that the text is corrupted and should be emended to be similar to what appears in Ecclesiastes Rabbah.] 

The list of “ten people who said the book of Psalms” is identical to the list of “ten elders and righteous people” in Ecclesiastes Rabbah.
3. The first part of the statement in Ecclesiastes Rabbah appears in Midrash Tehillim with a slightly different wording:
“Wisdom gives strength to the wise” - this is David. “More than ten rulers” - these are the ten people who said the book of Psalms. They are: Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah.[footnoteRef:119] [119:  [...]. This list of ten people is in the version of Ecclesiastes Zuta found in Yalkut Shimoni, [...].] 

In the list of “ten people” in this version, only Asaph is mentioned, and presumably he also represents Jeduthun and Heman, following the opinion of Rabbi Yochanan, that “Asaph, Jeduthun, and Heman are one.” Unlike in Ecclesiastes Rabbah and Song of Songs Rabbah, Ezra is missing from the list and Melchizedek is mentioned instead.
4. In Ecclesiastes Rabbah, Song of Songs Rabbah, and Midrash Tehillim, the following midrash appears after the passages quoted above:
Although you said, “ten [people][footnoteRef:120] said the book of Psalms,” of all of them, only David said it. What is the matter like? It is like a group of young men who wanted to say a song of praise before Me but only one person speaks for all of you. Why? Because his voice is pleasant. So too, when ten righteous people wanted to say the book of Psalms, the Holy One, blessed be He, said to them, “You are all pleasant, you are all pious, you are all praiseworthy to say a song of praise before Me. But David will say it for all of you. Why? His voice is sweet and more pleasant than your voices, as it is said, “the sweet singer of Israel” (2 Sam 23:1).”[footnoteRef:121] [120:  Song of Songs Rabbah, the Schechter Institute’s synoptic edition, [...].]  [121:  [...], and there in the notes on the difficulty of the corrupted text “gansin” and the proposals for emending it.] 

In the Talmudic version of the list of authors, David is not one of the ten elders. In contrast, in the midrashim, David is included among the ten, and since the lists are arranged chronologically, from early to late, he is not even first on the list. In Ecclesiastes Rabbah and Midrash Tehillim, David's special status is noted just by the fact that he was endowed with more wisdom than the others. In Song of Songs Rabbah, David is not distinguished in any way from the other nine elders. In the midrash that accompanies the list in these three collections, David is included in the group of ten, and God is cited as explaining David’s greatness as the relative quality of his voice, which was “ sweet and more pleasant.”
[bookmark: _Hlk130729500]The number ‘ten’ appears in both the list of authors in the Talmud and the midrashim. This point of connection indicates that all the statements, despite their differences, are based on a midrashic tradition on Ecclesiastes 7:19 and the words “a wise man more than ten rulers.” The epithets “elders,” “elders and righteous people,” or “children of Adam”[footnoteRef:122] are all also allusions to Ecclesiastes and are apparently derived from the following verse: “For there is no one (ein adam) who is righteous on earth” (Eccl 7:20). [122:  In the Ecclesiastes Zuta version: “Ten elders,” like the Talmudic version, and in the text of Song of Songs Rabbah and in Yalkut Shimoni: “Ten righteous ones.”] 

Ecclesiastes Rabbah scholars have examined various points of contact between the midrash and the Babylonian Talmud. They conclude that BT reveals familiarity with an ancient Palestinian midrash on Ecclesiastes that was also known to the redactor of Ecclesiastes Rabbah. The two compositions may thus contain a similar tradition, even if they did not directly influence one another.[footnoteRef:123] Accordingly, it is appropriate to presume that the interpretation of “a wise man more than ten rulers” was included in the lost midrash on Ecclesiastes, and this is the starting point for both the list of authors and for Ecclesiastes Rabbah and Song of Songs Rabbah. However, if one midrashic tradition underlies all the versions, how can the apparent differences between the list of authors and the midrashim be explained? [123:  […].] 

As mentioned, Ecclesiastes Rabbah presents a series of interpretations of Ecclesiastes 7:19, each of which identifies “the wise man” with a biblical figure and the “ten rulers” associated with him. In some of these interpretations, the wise man is included in the group of ten rulers, and this is also the pattern for David, who is one of the “elders and righteous ones who spoke in the book of Psalms.”[footnoteRef:124] According to this, the relational letter mem in me-asarah – “more than ten rulers” means ‘from,’ or ‘among’ rather than ‘more than.’ In other interpretations, where the wise man is not included in this group,[footnoteRef:125] it seems that the relational letter mem was understood as ‘more than.’[footnoteRef:126] This alternative understanding is also possible concerning the identification of the wise man with David, as evidenced by alternative textual witnesses of the midrash that state “who said the book of Psalms,” and not “in the book of Psalms.” This slight change, along with the completion of the abbreviation of the word she-amar (who said) so that it is singular rather than plural (she-amru), implies that David is the one who said the book, and because of that, he is considered wiser than the ten and should be distinguished from them. This understanding certainly fits the statements of the Rabbis mentioned above that unequivocally attribute the book of Psalms to David. [124:  I am referring to the homilies on Noah and Abraham, each of which is included in the ten generations from Adam to Noah or from Noah to Abraham.]  [125:  E.g., Jacob is “the wise,” and the “ten rulers” are the ten tribes that went down to Egypt, or Moses is “the wise” and the “ten rulers” are the kings that Moses conquered. ]  [126:  This very reasonable meaning is the mainstream one among the traditional biblical commentators on Ecclesiastes 7:19, for example […].] 

I would like to suggest that the starting point for the evident changes between the list of authors in the Talmud and the midrashim lies in a different understanding of the basic midrashic interpretation of Ecclesiastes 7:19. Once the compilers of the list distinguished David from the ten “elders and righteous ones” and attributed the writing of the book to him, they had to remove David from the list of ten and specify that the ten’s contribution to the composition of the book was only indirect. They achieved this through the formula: “David wrote [...] by means of ten elders.” The meaning of the phrase “by means of” (al yedeiy) here is ‘through,’ ‘with the help of,’ ‘relying on,’ i.e., David wrote psalms or parts of psalms included in the book that are identified with the names of certain elders, and it should not be said that the elders themselves wrote sections of the book. The insistence on the repetition of the words “by means of” (al yedeiy) before each of the ten elders (“by means of ten elders, by means of Adam, by means of Melchizedek, by means of Abraham,” etc.) indicates the importance attached to this distinction. It seems that the compilers of the list of authors phrased the sentence “David wrote... by means of ten elders” under the influence of the verse “…to praise the Lord… the Levites, the sons of Asaph, with cymbals, according to the directions (al yedeiy) of King David of Israel (Ezra 3:10). While the verse emphasizes the object of the verb – the songs performed by the Levites were those of David[footnoteRef:127] – in the list of authors, the emphasis is on the subject, i.e. the author – David is the one who wrote the book, which includes songs by others. [127:  Both traditional commentators and modern scholars have proposed that the verse means that the Levites sang Psalms from the book of Psalms that is attributed to David. […].] 

Alongside the removal of David from the list of ten, Solomon and Ezra were also removed from the list of authors. As mentioned, Ezra's connection to the book of Psalms is unclear, and he was presumably removed from the list for this reason. However, this explanation does not apply to Solomon, who is explicitly mentioned in the headings of two psalms. It seems, then, that the removal of both from the list of elders was the result of the understanding that David wrote the book of Psalms alone based on psalms or parts of psalms by others. According to this picture of its composition, the book was formed in two stages: an early stage associated with the elders and a later stage associated with David. Consequently, the compilers of the list left in it the elders who lived before or during David's time and he included their psalms in his book. The compilers of the list removed Solomon and Ezra, who lived after him and could not have written psalms and given them to him.
The removal of David, Solomon, and Ezra required the compilers of the list to bring the list of elders back to ten. To this end, they combined the opinions of Rav and Rabbi Yoḥanan, counting both Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun and the three sons of Korah as separate elders. They were still missing one an elder to maintain the important number of “ten elders.” The solution was to add Melchizedek, placing him chronologically between Adam and Abraham, based on the verse “according to the order of Melchizedek” (Ps 110:4). This was admittedly somewhat forced, as the psalm’s heading explicitly attributes it to David.[footnoteRef:128] [128:  Note that in some Rabbinic sources, Moses and Heman were identified as one person, and Asaph was included with the sons of Korah. There are discussions on how to count them in the list of ten [...] (these discussions are indirectly reflected in several textual witnesses of the list of authors). It is possible that the compilers of the list of authors saw in these traditions expressions of flexibility in the list and perhaps even as a kind of permission to slightly modify it themselves.] 

As is clear from the discussion up to this point, sensitivity to what is early and what is late is not characteristic of the list’s compilers and we have also not found it in relation to other books. It is possible that the very engagement with the list of elders and their contribution to the writing of the Psalms led the list’s compilers to consider the question of the writer's time and the time of his sources. However, it is possible that this sensitivity is primarily a case of grappling with a different tradition that they knew, according to which the literary contribution of the elders was much more pronounced. This alternative tradition must have also originated with the midrash on Ecclesiastes 7:19, and in it, David was counted among the ten elders. The removal of Solomon and Ezra from the list of ten and the addition of Melchizedek, as well as the pattern “written by means of…” and the recurrence of the phrase “by means of” (al yedeiy) are all moves intended to establish the opinion that David wrote the book alone and to reject an alternative tradition that recognized the book as a joint work of ten elders.
The gap between the list of authors and the versions in the different books of Midrash Rabbah is evident in the list of “ten sons of man” in Midrash Tehillim, which expresses a double influence. This list is clearly based on the lists in Midrash Rabbah, and therefore David and Solomon are counted among the ten. However, the editor of this later midrash, chose to remove Ezra from the list, perhaps due to the difficulty of explaining his connection to the book, and in his place added Melchizedek, presumably under the direct influence of the list of elders in the Talmud. A similar dual influence is also evident in the textual witnesses from the Masoretic lists, which have, “David and ten prophets/elders wrote the book of Psalms.” The distinction of David from the ten reflects familiarity with the list of authors in BT, while the syntactic pattern “David and ten... wrote the book of Psalms” indicates the influence of the different books in Midrash Rabbah: “ten... said the book of Psalms.”[footnoteRef:129] [129:  A more complex and intricate influence is evident in the versions found in Seder Olam and in Shalshelet ha-Kabbalah. In these two sources, David is mentioned twice – once at the head of the list of elders and the other as one of the ten.] 

As mentioned, the length and complexity of the sentence regarding the author of the book of Psalms distinguish it from the other items in the list of authors. However, this sentence is consistent with the principles of the list's compilers as we have understood them so far. Like in other cases, their goal was to build the list based first and foremost on early statements that they knew. In this case, they inserted elements into the early statement, but they were careful to preserve its essence and structure, even though they could have simply stated that David wrote his book without mentioning the list of ten elders or at least without naming the ten.
Hezekiah and his circle wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes
Attributing Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes to King Solomon is a given in the tradition. In Song of Songs Rabbah, the sentence “Solomon wrote the books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs”[footnoteRef:130] is mentioned several times. This midrash also states that “the Holy Spirit rested upon him [Solomon] and he said these three books, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs,” and different opinions are presented regarding the chronological order in which he wrote his books – “Which of them did he write first?”[footnoteRef:131] The attribution of the three books to Solomon is also implied indirectly in dozens of Talmudic and midrashic statements that quote verses from Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes in Solomon's name, and Solomon's character in these statements is based on the combination of direct descriptions of him in the Bible and information derived (so to speak) from the books he wrote.[footnoteRef:132] [130:  Song of Songs Rabbah 1:1, and throughout the midrash. Compare, among other things, the opening verses of the Aramaic translation of Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes.]  [131:  […].]  [132:  […].] 

The book of Proverbs consists of various collections of maxims that begin with titles. Several of them mention names other than Solomon: Agur son of Jakeh, Lemuel king of Massa, and Ithiel.[footnoteRef:133] Nevertheless, the book's titular opening, “The proverbs of Solomon son of David, king of Israel,” was understood in the tradition as referring to the entire book of Proverbs, and accordingly, the names mentioned in the titles were interpreted as allusions to Solomon. The fact that there is an explicit biblical claim Solomon had an alternate name, Jedidiah (2 Sam 12:24–25), and the titular line of Ecclesiastes, “The words of the of the Teacher (Ecclesiastes), the son of David, king in Jerusalem” (Eccl 1:1) which was understood as referring to Solomon, facilitated this understanding: “He had three names: Jedidiah, the Teacher (Ecclesiastes), Solomon … seven: Agur, Jakeh, Lemuel, Ithiel.”[footnoteRef:134] [133:  “These also are saying of the wise” (Prov 24:23), “The words of Agur son of Jakeh. An oracle. [The masa’i? Compare Gen 25:14, 1 Chron 1:30] The man say to Ithiel (Prov 30:1), “The leech” (Prov 30:15; though not all scholars see this word as a title), “The words of Lemuel, king of Massa which his mother taught him” (Prov 31:1), and in the Septuagint for Prov 22:17: “The words of the wise.”]  [134:  […].] 

Among the titles of the sections of the book of Proverbs, the detailed title at the beginning of the collection of proverbs in chapters 25–29 stands out: “Also these are proverbs of Solomon that the men of King Hezekiah of Judah copied” (Prov 25:1). Agur, Jakeh, Lemuel, and Ithiel are otherwise unknown names, rendering it easy to interpret them as referring to Solomon.[footnoteRef:135] It is difficult to similarly interpret the mention of King Hezekiah, especially since Solomon is mentioned in the verse. [135:  Ithiel is mentioned outside of the book of Proverbs as well, see: “And these are the Benjaminites: Sallu son of Meshullam, son of Joed, son of Pedaiah, son of Kolaiah, son of Maaseiah, son of Ithiel, son of Jeshaiah” (Neh 11:7); the person named Ithiel has not been connected to Proverbs.] 

The verb 'to move' (‘-t-k) indicates the transfer of an object from one place to another or to move forward from one point to another.[footnoteRef:136] Accordingly, the words “asher he‘etiku” (that …copied) appear to denote a distinct literary activity – Hezekiah's men transferred Solomon's proverbs from some ancient source (whether written or oral) to another, to the book of Proverbs.[footnoteRef:137] The words “gam ’eleh” (also these) can be interpreted in two ways. One possibility is that the collection in Proverbs 25-29 is to be attributed to Solomon like the other collections of proverbs that make up the book, but unlike the other collections, this one was transcribed by Hezekiah's men. Another possibility is that this collection is no different from the rest of the book's collections, all attributed to Solomon and all transcribed by Hezekiah's men. Either way, it is clear that the formation of the book of Proverbs was complex, and it is possible to discern two stages – Solomon's proverbs and some distinct literary activity carried out on the proverbs by King Hezekiah's men. This verse is the background for the claim by the compilers of the list of authors that Hezekiah and his circle wrote the book of Proverbs. Influenced by the many traditions that attribute all three books to Solomon, the compilers of the list expanded the attribution to Hezekiah and his circle also to the Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes. [136:  “And the rock is removed [ye‘etak] from its place” (Job 14:18); “Why do the wicked live on, reach old age [‘atku], and grow mighty in power?” (Job 21:7).]  [137:  Some scholars have tried to determine the meaning of the verb “he‘etiku” [...]. For various slightly different conjectures about the literary activity of Hezekiah's men, see [...].] 

Only with difficulty can one point to a source in Rabbinic literature that supports the idea that Hezekiah and his party wrote Solomon's books. There is a well-known tradition about the setting aside of biblical books, including Solomon’s three books.[footnoteRef:138] In Avot de-Rabbi Nathan, the setting aside of Solomon’s three books is mentioned after a quote from Proverbs 25:1. It goes on to say that these books were ultimately not set aside due to the Men of the Great Assembly: “until the Men of the Great Assembly came and interpreted them.”[footnoteRef:139] This image is repeated in another place in Avot de-Rabbi Nathan, where the explicit action of Hezekiah's men is presented: “Hezekiah's men, the king of Judah, arose and set them aside [Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes] until the Men of the Great Assembly came and interpreted them.” Although setting aside is not similar to writing, the connection of Solomon’s three books to Hezekiah's men may have underlied the view that this group of people was also known for their contribution to the composition of the books.[footnoteRef:140]	Comment by JA: בהערה. בתרגומים לאנגלית מלכים א ה:יב = 1Kings 4:32 וכך כתבתי בפנים [138:  For a detailed discussion of this tradition, see […].]  [139:  [...]. It has been suggested that the origin of this tradition lies in a lack of distinction between Hezekiah's men and the men of the Great Assembly, or in an accidental error, [...].]  [140:  Indirect support for the idea that Solomon's proverbs were collected by others may perhaps be found in the Amoraic treatment of the apparent discrepancy between 1 Kgs 4:32, “He [Solomon] composed three thousand proverbs,” and the fact that the book of Proverbs contains fewer than a thousand verses; see [...]. One of the two solutions proposed for this discrepancy is to suggest the book of Proverbs includes only a portion of all the proverbs Solomon composed – “It is only written ‘his songs [shiro] were,’ [i.e.,] shiyuro [the remnant] of the proverbs.” Although this is not necessarily the case (and the question of the formation of the book of Proverbs is not central to the discussion), the suggestion that the book of Proverbs includes only a selection of Solomon's thousands of proverbs might fit with the claim that the collection of proverbs was not made by Solomon himself; see in this direction [...].
] 

Well-known midrashic traditions praise King Hezekiah and his contemporaries.[footnoteRef:141] For the compilers of the list of authors, these traditions were certainly a necessary precondition for seeing Hezekiah and his men, mentioned in Proverbs 25:1, as worthy candidates for writing Solomon's books.[footnoteRef:142] In this context, it is perhaps meaningful that in Proverbs 25:1 the people performing the literary activity are “the men of King Hezekiah of Judah” while in the list of authors in the Talmud, the writing was attributed to “Hezekiah and his circle,” that is, also to the righteous king himself.[footnoteRef:143] [141:  Hezekiah's righteousness is explicit in the Bible (2 Kgs 18:3-5; 20:20; 2 Chron 32) and emphasized in Midrashic literature. Even in the matter of his illness there are no clear criticisms as one might expect, [...]. On a similar topic, see the discussion of Hezekiah’s actions that the Rabbis disapproved of […]. In some of these traditions, Prov 25:1 is cited as an expression of the righteousness of the people of that generation, [...].
]  [142:  Following the traditions of praise, it has even been suggested that it would have been more comfortable for the list's compilers to attribute Solomon's books to King Hezekiah rather than to Solomon himself; see [...].
]  [143:  The words “Hezekiah and his circle” can be interpreted in two ways: King Hezekiah actually wrote books together with his circle, or the act of writing is associated with the king's name because he commanded his men to write. Compare [...] ((Friedman does not mention the list of authors). Note that the phrase “Hezekiah and his circle” is known from Megillat Taanit regarding the writing of the scroll by “Hananyah son of Hezekiah and his circle” [...]. This is a Tannaic sage, a contemporary of Shammai and Hillel, centuries after King Hezekiah, but the name Hezekiah and the word “siy‘ato” [his circle] are connected by association, with Prov 25:1. It is not by chance, the name of Hananyah son of Hezekiah is linked to traditions dealing with the setting aside of the biblical books. See Shabbat 30b, and compare the legends from Avot DeRabbi Nathan that I cited above [...].
] 

Attributing the Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes to Hezekiah and his circle does not mean that the compilers of the list questioned the accepted tradition that these were Solomon’s books. What they did, based on the verse, “Also these are proverbs of Solomon that the men of King Hezekiah of Judah copied” (Prov 25:1), was distinguish between Solomon's words and the writing of them.[footnoteRef:144] As we have seen, a two-stage composition process can also be indirectly inferred for the book of Psalms, which David wrote based on psalms or parts of psalms attributed to the ten elders. This sophisticated composition picture is certainly not derived from the book of Samuel, attributed to Samuel even though he was not alive for a significant part of the events described therein, and perhaps not from Jeremiah and Lamentations either, attributed to Jeremiah and not to Baruch. It would therefore be correct to say that the list of authors reveals a refined conceptual understanding of literary activity that differentiates between ancient sources and the stage of their being written in a book. However, these distinctions are the products of specific contexts – regarding Psalms, the complex conception of its composition is derived from the traditions that attribute the book to David but also associate it with the names of other figures. Regarding Solomon's books, it is based on an explicit verse (Prov 25:1).[footnoteRef:145] [144:  It is reasonable to suppose that they had not wanted to preserve a uniform pattern for the list of authors, they would have used the wording “Hezekiah and his circle copied [he‘etiku]” and not “wrote [katvu]”. In the Middle Ages, there were some scholars who distinguished Solomon's words in Proverbs from the titles in the book, and they were probably influenced by the list of authors on this point; compare in particular R' Moshe Kimḥi to Prov 25:1 (who identified the person who inserted the titles as Shebna [according to 2 Kgs 18:18]), and an anonymous commentary on Song of Songs who identified the seven opening verses of Proverbs and titles of Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes with an anonymous writer; [...]. These positions resemble the position of Japheth ben Ali in his commentary on Ecclesiastes, [...].]  [145:  This cautious conclusion stands in contrast to the position of some scholars who, based on the attribution of Solomon's books to Hezekiah and his circle, concluded that the list of authors reflects a complex process of composition of all the biblical books; Among others [...] suggested translating all occurrences of “katav” in the list of authors as “copy”); [...].] 

Unlike Solomon's books, the attribution of the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his circle does not depend on an explicit verse, nor have I found a midrashic tradition that might support this idea.[footnoteRef:146] So why didn't Isaiah write his book, like Moses, Joshua, Samuel, Jeremiah, and Ezra?[footnoteRef:147] [146:  The tradition attributing two verses in the book of Isaiah to Beeri, the father of Hosea, is well known: “Two verses [that] Beeri prophesied and there was not enough for a book and they were added to Isaiah”, [...]; this tradition is not relevant to the question of whether the book of Isaiah was written by Isaiah himself.]  [147:  In the textual witnesses of the list of authors that are found in Masoretic lists, Isaiah is presented as the one who wrote his book and wrote the three books of Solomon and not Hezekiah and his circle. This attribution to Isaiah recurs in the versions of the list of writers in Seder Olam and in Shalshelet ha-Kabalah.] 

A well-known and oft-quoted answer to this question was given by Rashi: “[Hezekiah and his circle] wrote Isaiah – Manasseh killed him, and [Isaiah] did not write his book. For the prophets did not write their books until before their deaths.”[footnoteRef:148] The tradition of the prophet Isaiah's murder by Manasseh is well known.[footnoteRef:149] However, Rashi's assertion that prophets only wrote their books at the ends of their lives does not seem to have a traditional source, and certainly cannot be inferred from the list of authors, which, as mentioned above, attributes the book of Samuel to Samuel even though he died much earlier than most of the events recounted in the book. [148:  […].]  [149:  […].] 

It is reasonable to assume that the basis for attributing the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his circle lies in the assumption of the list's compilers that Isaiah was a member of this circle.[footnoteRef:150] It is worth noting in particular the delegation sent by the mourning King Hezekiah to the prophet Isaiah (2 Kgs 19:2; Isa 37:2), and Isaiah's prophecy to the sick king (2 Kgs 20:1; Isa 38:1). The phrase “the men of King Hezekiah” in Proverbs 25:1 should therefore be understood to refer directly to the prophet himself. As we will see below, a similar principle of identification was used by the compilers of the list for the attribution of the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the book of Esther to the Men of the Great Assembly. [150:  […]. For the identification of the members of the circle, see […].] 

If I am correct, then this is another instance of the tendency of the compilers of the list of authors to minimize the number of authors and prefer to attribute multiple books to a single writer or – as in this case – to a homogeneous group of writers.
The Men of the Great Assembly wrote Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther
The Men of the Great Assembly are mentioned in various contexts in Rabbinic literature, but the identities of its members are not given. From a few statements, it can be inferred that this group consisted of “one hundred and twenty elders, including several prophets,” “one hundred and twenty elders, and among them eighty and more prophets,” and “eighty-five elders, and among them thirty and more prophets.”[footnoteRef:151] In the chain of the transmission of the Torah presented at the beginning of tractate Avot, the Men of the Great Assembly are mentioned after the prophets, and Shimon the Righteous is mentioned as being “from the remnants of the Great Assembly.”[footnoteRef:152] Accordingly, the leadership of the Great Assembly included elders and prophets, and the beginning of this group's activity was during the return to Zion and continued until the second half of the third century BCE.[footnoteRef:153] [151:  […].]  [152:  […].]  [153:  For dating Shimon the Righteous, it is necessary to distinguish between the position taken by modern scholarship and the various traditions associated with his name, including his meeting with Alexander the Great [...]. For the arc of this tradition’s transmission from the end of the Second Temple period to Rabbinic sources, see […].
] 

Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, the last of the Twelve Prophets are traditionally presented as the last biblical prophets: “When the last prophets, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, died, the Holy Spirit departed from Israel.”[footnoteRef:154] Among other details about these three, they are associated with the transition from the era of prophets to the era of the Rabbis.[footnoteRef:155] The era in which Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi lived, their activities, and the traditions that teach that prophets were among the Men of the Great Assembly point to the conclusion that these three were part of this group of leaders.[footnoteRef:156] It is therefore reasonable to assume that according to the compilers of the list of authors, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi are the link between Twelve Prophets and the Men of the Great Assembly.[footnoteRef:157]	Comment by JA: ראה בהערה [154:  [...]. It should be noted that the Minor Prophets is considered a single book in the tradition, and not – as is accepted today – twelve separate books.
]  [155:  “The translation of the Prophets – Jonathan ben Uzziel said it from the mouths of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi,” BT Megillah 3a.
]  [156:  We have a detailed version of the chain of transmission of the Torah, in which Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi are distinguished both from the prophets and from the Men of the Great Assembly: “Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi received [the tradition] from the prophets. The Men of the Great Assembly received [it] from Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi,” [...].
]  [157:  The connection between the Men of the Great Assembly and the three prophets is explicitly presented in one of the later textual witnesses of the list of authors, which states: “The Men of the Great Assembly, who are Haggai, Zechariah, [and Malachi], wrote the book of Ezekiel, Twelve Prophets, the book of Daniel, and the scroll [of Esther]” (G8).אינני יודע מה זה
] 

Some traditions and statements suggest that like Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, Daniel and Mordechai were also counted among the Men of the Great Assembly. Daniel is mentioned in several sources as one who returned from exile, and from various aspects of his actions, it can be learned that he belonged to the leadership of the settlers in the land of Israel.[footnoteRef:158] Various sources, some from the end of the Second Temple period, indicate that Daniel was considered a prophet although there is no consensus on this point in Rabbinic literature. Nowhere is his connection to the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi controverted.[footnoteRef:159] [158:  Among the expressions of Daniel's leadership, he is presented as a halakhic authority, and it is said that his prayer (Dan 9) served as the basis for the high priest's confession on Yom Kippur; [...].
]  [159:  Regarding the verse “I, Daniel, alone saw the vision; the people who were with me did not see the vision.” (Dan 10:7), it was determined that “the people” are Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, who were prophets while Daniel was not a prophet, [...]. It should be noted that the assertion that Daniel was not a prophet is not an organic part of the Talmudic discussion, and see a summary and detailed research by [...]. We have a number of statements (mainly Babylonian) that express a certain amount of criticism of Daniel. In particular, see [...]; for possible reasons for this ambivalent attitude, see Raviv, [...].
] 

Mordechai, the hero of the book of Esther, is identified in some sources with the Mordechai mentioned in the list of returnees from exile: “They came with Zerubbabel, Jeshua, Nehemiah, Seraiah, Reelaiah, Mordecai...” (Ezra 2:2; Neh 7:7).[footnoteRef:160] In tractate Megillah, Mordechai is presented as one of “those who sat in the Chamber of Hewn Stone,” meaning he was a member of the Great Sanhedrin.[footnoteRef:161] In Seder Olam Rabbah, he is mentioned in the same breath as Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, and Daniel, who “prophesied in the second year of Darius;”[footnoteRef:162] this tradition strengthens his affiliation with the leadership of the returning exiles. The verse, “Mordecai recorded these things and sent letters to all the Jews” (Esth 9:20), teaches about Mordechai's literary activity, which can be interpreted as describing the writing of the book of Esther.[footnoteRef:163] [160:  For these sources see [...], on the difficulties that this view raises. Regarding the difficulty of Mordechai's return from exile, see Ibn Ezra's solution commentary on Esther 2:11 [...].]  [161:  […].]  [162:  […].]  [163:  Compare, for example, Rashi's commentary on Esther 9:20: “And Mordechai wrote – this scroll as it is,” and Ibn Ezra, in the introduction to his commentary on Esther [...]: “This scroll was composed by Mordechai.”] 

The sources referred to above shaped the opinion of the Rabbis throughout the generations regarding the composition of the Men of the Great Assembly. This can be learned from various statements, from the Middle Ages onwards, all listing the names of central members of the Men of the Great Assembly, including Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, and Mordecai,[footnoteRef:164] and in some cases, Daniel.[footnoteRef:165] It is reasonable to assume that these sources or similar ones were widespread even before the Middle Ages, and they stand behind the attribution of Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the book of Esther to the Men of the Great Assembly in the list of authors. Their choice to not attribute the books to Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Daniel, and Mordechai is another expression of their aspiration to limit the number of authors on the list and to prefer the attribution of several books to one writer or a homogeneous group of writers. [164:  […].]  [165:  […].] 

While the connections between the Men of the Great Assembly and the books Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and Esther seem reasonable, the attribution of the book of Ezekiel to this group is unclear.[footnoteRef:166] On this matter, Rashi explained: [166:  Shabbetai ben Joseph Bass presents a corrupted version of the list of authors in his book in which Ezekiel wrote Esther; [...]. Following him, Yechiel Shlomo Heilprin offered a compromise version of the text: “Ezekiel and the Men of the Great Assembly wrote Ezekiel, Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther”; [...].
] 

[The Men of the Great Assembly] wrote Ezekiel – for he prophesied in exile. I do not know why Ezekiel did not write it himself unless it is because prophecy was not permitted to be written outside the Land, and they [the Men of the Great Assembly] wrote it after they came to the Land. And so [with] the &&& who was in exile. And so [with] the book of Esther. And the Twelve [Twelve Prophets], since their prophecies were small, the prophets themselves did not write each his own book, and Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi came and saw that the Holy Spirit was departing, for they were the last prophets, and they stood and wrote their prophecies, and added small prophecies with them, and made them a large book, so that they would not be lost due to their smallness.[footnoteRef:167] [167:  […].] 

In the background of Rashi's explanation is the statement: “Know that the Shekhina does not reveal itself outside the Land.”[footnoteRef:168] Rashi learned about the considerations of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, who added “small prophecies” to the “large book” from the discussion accompanying the first part of the list of authors dedicated to the order of the books, which explained Hosea's position at the head of Twelve Prophets.[footnoteRef:169] [168:  […].]  [169:  They ask why the prophecies of Hosea were not placed at the beginning of the prophetic literature and as a separate book – “And let it be written separately and let it precede [the other books]!” And they answer: “Because it is small, it would be lost,” Bava Batra 14b.


] 

The Tosafists objected to Rashi's explanation and rightly pointed out that Jeremiah was also outside the Land in his later years, yet it was said in the list of authors that he wrote his book:
The kontres (literally, the booklet, a term denoting Rashi’s commentary) explained that Ezekiel did not write his book because he was outside the Land – and this is difficult: for Jeremiah was also outside the Land, as he went to Egypt and prophesied several prophecies there, and we do not find that he returned to the Land of Israel.
The argument of the Tosafists is based on the assumption that the prophets wrote their books at the ends of their lives. As mentioned above, Rashi himself made a similar assumption regarding the question of why Isaiah did not write his book, but it cannot be inferred from the list of authors or any other source in Rabbinic literature. Nevertheless, Rashi's suggestion is also difficult. The claim that “prophecy was not given to be written outside the Land [of Israel],” implies that the question of inspiration and divine permission for writing was among the considerations of the compilers of the list of authors. These considerations are not evident in the list of authors, and, in fact, cannot be found in Rabbinic literature and their development and systematic treatment began only in the middle of the Middle Ages.[footnoteRef:170] However, following Rashi's explanation, I cannot find any other point of commonality between the books of Ezekiel, Daniel, and Esther other than the fact that their narratives take place outside the borders of the land of Israel. I believe that the authors' choice to attribute the book of Ezekiel to the Men of the Great Assembly rather than to Ezekiel himself is another expression of their aforementioned aspiration to limit the number of writers and attribute multiple books to each writer or a homogeneous group of writers. [170:  […].] 

If this is correct, then one can derive a principle from it. The tendency of the compilers of the list of authors to minimize the number of authors led them to attribute a book to its central character only if some tradition, explicit verses, or plausible conclusion taught them that this figure wrote another book or some part of another book. This is true for Moses, who, in addition to the Torah, wrote the book of Job; for Joshua, who, in addition to his book, wrote the concluding eight verses of the Torah; for Samuel, who, in addition to his book, wrote the books of Judges and Ruth; and for Jeremiah, who, in addition to his book, wrote the books of Kings and Lamentations.[footnoteRef:171] This rule, if it in fact describes their considerations, led the compilers of the list to place the prophet Isaiah in Hezekiah’s circle and Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Mordecai, and Daniel with the Men of the Great Assembly, rather than presenting each of them as the writer of his book. This rule also explains their stance on the book of Ezekiel: there was no tradition or explicit verse attributing the writing of a book to Ezekiel. Therefore, the authors of the list found it appropriate to link the book of Ezekiel to the group of books associated with the Exile written by the Men of the Great Assembly, rather than attributing its writing to the prophet Ezekiel himself. [171:  As will be seen below, this principle also applies to Ezra.] 

Ezra wrote his book and the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo].
Ezra is the author of the book of Ezra-Nehemiah, which the Masoretic tradition treats as one book. Ezra’s authorship is not obvious. As mentioned, in the background of the claim that the Men of the Great Assembly wrote the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and Esther, there are traditions connecting this group to the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, as well as Daniel and Mordechai. Ezra is depicted in the Bible as the most central figure of his time, a dominance that was reinforced in various Rabbinic traditions,[footnoteRef:172] and it is only natural therefore to include him among the Men of the Great Assembly. His affiliation with the Men of the Great Assembly can also be derived indirectly from Rabbinic traditions that connect his activities with those of the Men of the Great Assembly,[footnoteRef:173] using expressions such as “Ezra and his group” and “Ezra and his circle” that appear to relate to this group.[footnoteRef:174] Moreover, we have a midrashic tradition that resolves the question of the anonymity of the prophet Malachi by stating that “Malachi is Ezra,” and this identification is meant to further strengthen Ezra's connection to the group of scholars that included the three prophets.[footnoteRef:175] Only with difficulty can one find statements that cast doubt on his belonging to the Men of the Great Assembly.[footnoteRef:176] Indeed, from the Middle Ages onwards, Ezra was not only perceived as belonging to the Men of the Great Assembly, but he was also often presented as the most prominent of them.[footnoteRef:177] One must wonder, then, why the compilers of the list of authors did not include the book of Ezra-Nehemiah with the other books of the Men of the Great Assembly. [172:  “ Ezra would have been worthy for the Torah to be given through him if Moses had not preceded him,” [...], and later on where he is compared to Moses, and to Aaron see [...].]  [173:  Ezra “reestablished” the Torah that had been “forgotten” (Sukkah 20a), and the Men of the Great “restored the crown to its former glory.” In the conext of Ezra’s institution of the public reading of the Torah (Yoma 69b);” Ezra enacted ten ordinances” (Bava Kamma 82a; Megillah 31b) and the Men of the Great Assembly “established blessings and prayers for Israel” (Berakhot 33a; Megillah 2a), and “made a fence for Scripture” (Avot 1:1, p. 64) – [...].]  [174: [...]; but there also: “Daniel and his group, Mordechai and his group.” ]  [175:  “Malachi is Ezra,” Megillah 15a, and see the textual witnesses to the Targum Jonathan of Malachi 1:1 [...]. Perhaps the fact that Haggai and Zechariah are mentioned in the book of Ezra (5:1; 6:14) contributed to this identification. ]  [176:  From the statement “The Men of the Great Assembly fasted twenty-four fasts on the writers of books, tefillin, and mezuzot, that they would not become wealthy, for if they became wealthy, they would not write” (Pesaḥim 50b), we learn that there is a distinction between the Men of the Great Assembly and the scribes, and apparently Ezra the Scribe (“Ezra went up from Babylon, and he was a scribe skilled in the Torah of Moses,” Ezra 7:6, and more) was one of the scribes; however, it is difficult to reconcile the activities of Ezra, the leader of the generation, with the writers of tefillin and mezuzot, who, unlike the members of the Sanhedrin and the courts, “take their wages from the that which was separated from the Chamber (where the money collected for sacrifices was kept)” [...]. Another tradition of the transmission of the Torah that distinguishes Ezra from the Men of the Great Assembly is: “and the prophets to the Men of the Great Assembly and the Men of the Great Assembly to Ezra the Scribe, and Ezra the Scribe to Hillel the Elder,” Heichalot literature, [...], but the chronology is unrealistic.]  [177:  For example: “The court of Ezra, they are called the Men of the Great Assembly,” Rambam, [...].] 

This distinction between the books written by the Men of the Great Assembly and the books written by Ezra, who was one of the Men of the Great Assembly, led to a variety of various chronological claims aimed at explaining this puzzling division of authors. It was suggested that by the end of Ezra's life, the Men of the Great Assembly who wrote books had already passed away, and Ezra therefore wrote books on his own.[footnoteRef:178] A reverse chronology was also suggested, with Ezra’s literary activity coming first as he was the most important of the Men of the Great Assembly; after his death, his colleagues in the leadership group wrote Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and Esther.[footnoteRef:179] [178:  […].]  [179:  […].] 

The principle I proposed above, according to which the compilers of the list of authors attributed the writing of a book to the central figure acting in it only if they had a tradition that this figure wrote another book or an additional section of a book, may explain why Ezra is mentioned separately. Unlike the prophets Isaiah, Ezekiel, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, and unlike Daniel and Mordechai, Ezra's name is also linked (as will be discussed shortly) to the writing of the book of Chronicles. Because of this tradition, Ezra was placed in the group of authors mentioned by themselves - Moses, Joshua, Samuel, and Jeremiah.[footnoteRef:180] [180:  Note that various traditions attribute to Ezra diverse literary activity and it is possible that they strengthened the assumption of the list's authors that Ezra wrote the books himself; it is worth mentioning the existence of a Torah scroll which is the “Ezra Scroll” in the Temple courtyard [...], and the traditions that Ezra was the one who changed the script of the Torah from old Hebrew script to “Assyrian” script [...] and added points to some words and doubtful letters [...].] 

The phrase “Ezra wrote [...] the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo]” deviates from the pattern of the list of authors, and its meaning is unclear. The manuscripts of the Talmud preserve different wordings of this sentence, and its deviation from the pattern and the difficulty understanding it are likely the reason for this. We find the following versions: “and a genealogy (yaḥas) in Chronicles,” “and the genealogy (yaḥas) of Chronicles,” “and the genealogy (yiḥus) of Chronicles,” “and in Chronicles,” without the word “genealogy.” Three manuscripts (Pesaro, Paris, and Hamburg) contain the version: “until his [lo].”[footnoteRef:181] [181:  […].] 

The Hebrew root y-ḥ-s means connection, belonging to or denotes origin.[footnoteRef:182] In the context of written material, whether used alone or as the nomen rectum in a construct state with 'book' or 'scroll,' it denotes a composition containing genealogical material.[footnoteRef:183] The expression “a genealogy of Chronicles” and its like may be interpreted as referring to the nine genealogical chapters that open the book. However, it should be noted that the distinction between the genealogical chapters of the book of Chronicles and the historiographical chapters made in modern scholarship[footnoteRef:184] was never expressed in Rabbinic literature, and the book of Chronicles was perceived as a complete, integrated book.[footnoteRef:185] [182:  […].]  [183:  […].]  [184:  For bibliography, see […].]  [185:  […].] 

Another possibility is that the expression “a genealogy of Chronicles” refers to the entire book of Chronicles, called “a genealogy” under the influence of its genealogical chapters.[footnoteRef:186] This option is also unconvincing for three reasons. First, we have no other examples in Rabbinic literature where the root y-ḥ-s in the context of reference to the entire book of Chronicles. This meaning is found only from the Middle Ages onwards, but these examples are already influenced by the Talmud's list of authors.[footnoteRef:187] Second, the list of authors does not add any specific title or the like to the other biblical books.[footnoteRef:188] It is therefore difficult to accept at face value that they chose to mention specifically the unfamiliar term “yaḥas.” Third, this suggestion is only taken into account if we say that the words “until his [lo]” were added to the list of authors at a later stage, to clarify the meaning of the word “genealogy” that was no longer understood as referring to the entire book of Chronicles.[footnoteRef:189] However, these words (or the alternative version “until ve-lo”) appear in all manuscripts. It is difficult to discern their own meaning, making it difficult to see them as a clarifying addition.	Comment by JA: לא הבנתי את ההערה [186:  It is possible that in the background of this title are two verses from Nehemiah: “And I found the book of the genealogy … and I found the following written in it:”; “were recorded in the book of the Chronicles” (7:5; 12:23).]  [187:  […].]  [188:  As stated above, in one of the manuscripts of the Talmud and the later textual witnesses, Moses's “sifro [book]” is interpreted specifically but it is correct to see these as secondary additions.]  [189:  The text “geneology of Chronicles [yaḥas divrei ha-yamim]” is indeed documented in MS Paris and MS Munich. The version one might expect, “Ezra wrote his book and (the book of) Chronicles,” without the word “yaḥas” and the words “ad lo,” is not found in any of the Talmudic manuscripts.] 

The words “until his” indicate the point in the book where Ezra stopped writing, and the meaning of the phrase is apparently until the time of Ezra himself. This meaning is not self-evident since Ezra is not mentioned in the book of Chronicles. The alternative version “until ve-lo” seems to be an attempt to deal with this difficulty by implying that Ezra wrote up to the verse detailing the brothers of King Jehoram, son of Jehoshaphat: “He had [ve-lo] brothers, the sons of Jehoshaphat: Azariah, Jehiel, Zechariah, Azaryahu, Michael, and Shephatiah; all these were the sons of King Jehoshaphat of Israel” (2 Chron 21:2). It is possible that the phonetic resemblance between “Ezra” and “Azariah”/”Azaryahu” mentioned in the verse is the background for this proposal.[footnoteRef:190] However, this verse appears to be a completely arbitrary point and it is difficult to explain why it was chosen. Either way, limiting Ezra's literary work to a certain point in the book is difficult, as it implies that the list of authors does not indicate who finished writing Chronicles, rendering it a not comprehensive of the authors of the books of the Bible. [190:  Compare: “Azariah, he is Ezra who ascended from Babylon and his exile with him,” [...].] 

In light of the discussion so far and the reliance of the list of authors on earlier traditions, we may assume that some tradition also stands in the background of the puzzling sentence, “Ezra wrote … the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo].” In fact, it is even possible to say that it is difficult to think of another reason why Ezra's literary work would be limited to a part of the book of Chronicles without an early tradition that, in the opinion of the list's authors, would lead to this conclusion. This tradition is indeed found in BT Bava Batra immediately following the words “the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo]”:
This supports Rav, for Rav Yehudah said in the name of Rav: Ezra did not go up from Babylon until he traced his lineage and went up.[footnoteRef:191] [191:  The following Amoraic statement relating to the genealogical research done by Ezra before his immigration from Babylon is close to this statement: “Rabbi Elazar said: Ezra did not ascend from Babylon until he made it like sifted flour and ascended,” Kiddushin 69b, and for a similar structure (not relating to genealogy), compare, among others, Rosh Hashanah 3b; Sukkah 20a.] 

Rav's statement opens the discussion accompanying the list of authors, and after it is established that Nehemiah finished writing the book of Chronicles from the point where Ezra stopped – “And who completed it? Nehemiah son of Hacaliah.” Subsequently, the books are discussed in the following order: the Torah, Joshua, Samuel, Psalms, and Job. The order of the discussion thus follows the order of the books, and we would have expected that Rav’s statement and the assertion that Nehemiah finished writing the book of Chronicles to conclude the discussion about the list of authors and not open it.[footnoteRef:192] Apparently, the editors of the sugya assumed that they must first justify the not obvious claim that Ezra did not write the entire book of Chronicles and clarify who in fact completed its composition. The placement of Rav’s statement at the beginning of the discussion is thus a clear product of editing and the fact that it immediately follows “the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo]” does not indicate that Rav’s statement is based on the list of authors. Rather, I believe the opposite is true – that it is Rav’s statement that is in the background of the list. [192:  Indeed, in MS Munich and MS Oxford, Rav’s statement appears after the discussion of the book of Psalms; this is indirect evidence that their current location is difficult.] 

If the statement “and the genealogy of Chronicles until ‘his’ [lo]” is based on Rav’s statement, it becomes possible to determine the meaning of “until ‘his,’” i.e., the point up to which Ezra wrote Chronicles. Rav’s statement, “Ezra did not go up from Babylon until he traced his lineage and went up” refers to the list of the priests’ lineage in Ezra 7:1-5 that presents Ezra’s lineage. The words “Ezra did not go up from Babylon” are based on the verse immediately following the lineage: “This Ezra went up from Babylonia…” (Ibid, verse 6). This lineage has a parallel in 1 Chronicles 5:29-40. Here are the two parallel lineages:	Comment by JA: בכל התרגומים לאנגלית החלוקה לפרקים שונה. פרק ה' מסתיים בפסוק כו וייחוס הכהנים מתחיל בפרק ו' פסו' א. צריך להוסיף הערת שוליים בנידון ולהחליט אם לשנות או לא.
Ezra 7:1-5: Aaron – Eleazar – Phineas – Abishua – Bukki – Uzzi – Zerahiah – Meraioth – Azariah – Amariah – Ahitub – Zadok – Shallum – Hilkiah – Azariah – Seraiah – Ezra.
1 Chronicles 5:29-40: Aaron – Eleazar – Phineas – Abishua – Bukki – Uzzi – Zerahiah – Meraioth... – Azariah... – Amariah – Ahitub – Zadok – Shallum – Hilkiah – Azariah – Seraiah – Jehozadak.
The words “the genealogy of Chronicles until his [lo]” refer to this genealogy in Chronicles. One possibility is that the words “until his [lo]” refer to Seraiah, Ezra's father, i.e. up to 1 Chronicles 5:40, and the meaning of “ until his [lo]” is up to the time of Ezra. Alternatively, it is possible that the compilers of the list of authors identified Ezra with Jehozadak, son of Seraiah, who concludes the genealogy and about whom it is said, “And Jehozadak went into exile when the Lord sent Judah and Jerusalem into exile by the hand of Nebuchadnezzar” (1 Chron 5:41).[footnoteRef:193] According to this, the meaning of the words “up to him” is up to Ezra himself, and they precisely parallel Moses' words “until he traced himself.”[footnoteRef:194] It should be noted that the mention of Seraiah and Jehozadak is not the latest point in the genealogical chapters, and there are individuals who lived after Ezra and are mentioned before 1 Chronicles 6:40-41.[footnoteRef:195] That Ezra wrote “until his [lo]” does not, therefore, concern chronological questions, but is entirely dependent on a previous tradition that the compilers of the list of authors regarded themselves obligated to follow. [193:  This identification is explicitly mentioned in the Middle Ages; [...].]  [194:  Shmuel of Sanote (אני לא מכיר ולא מצאתי באנגלית???), [...], quotes: “Ezra wrote his book and traced the genealogy [yiḥes] of Chronicles until ‘his [lo]’.” If it is correct to read “yiḥes” as a verb, then this version is even closer to the words of Rav.]  [195:  Compare especially the list of Zerubbabel's descendants in 1 Chronicles 3:19–24, and see the commentary attributed to a student of Rav Saadya Gaon on 1 Chronicles 3:24 (pp. 16–17), and the commentary of Ibn Ezra on Isaiah 40:1.] 

The understanding that the compilers of the list of authors did not say who wrote Chronicles from the point where Ezra ceased to write is uncomfortable for the reader seeking systematic structure and content. Indeed, throughout the generations, most Rabbis attributed the entire book of Chronicles to Ezra.[footnoteRef:196] More than once, the Rabbis referenced or alluded to the list of authors as support for the opinion that Ezra wrote the book from beginning to end. A few even explained how this can be understood from “the genealogy of Chronicles until his [lo].”[footnoteRef:197] However, despite this discomfort, I believe that there is no alternative but to accept that adopting Rav’s statement sufficed for the compilers of the list of authors and did not think it was necessary to clarify who completed the book. This decision offers strong support for the idea that they sought to construct the list based on earlier sources. [196:  […].]  [197:  It has been suggested that the words “And who questioned him? Nehemiah ben Hacaliah” refer to the book of Nehemiah, and hence that Ezra wrote the entire book of Chronicles. See, among others, the commentaries on Bava Batra of [...]. In contrast, it has been suggested that the words “until his [lo]” mean up to the place where Ezra is mentioned in the book of Ezra, that is, up to Ezra 7:6; [...] 138 לא יודע מה זה המספר הזה (but this solution implies that the order of the list of authors does not match the order of the biblical books). It was further suggested that the words “until his [lo]” mean up to the declaration of Cyrus that ends the book of Chronicles; [...], and see his proposals for textual corrections there, [...] (it is difficult to accept that “lo” refers to the declaration of Cyrus).] 

Summary and conclusions.
At the beginning of this paper, I pointed out that the list of authors reflects a concerted effort by its compilers to attribute each book to an agreed-upon author. Examining the details of the list teaches us about the nature of this effort and allows us to refine the principles and considerations that guided the compilers of the list.
First, they sought to take into account earlier traditions available to them. Sometimes these were traditions and statements that we can identify or reconstruct. The opening sentence of the list, which lists the books that Moses wrote, is likely taken from a collection of Amoraic teachings dedicated to midrashim and statements relating to Job. The eight verses in the Torah written by Joshua are based on Tannaitic traditions whose focus is on the question of the reading of these concluding verses of the Torah in the synagogue. David writing the Psalms by means of ten elders is based on a midrashic statement that probably was included in a collection of midrashim on Ecclesiastes. Ezra writing the Chronicles up to the point where he himself is mentioned is based on an Amoraic statement about a genealogical list in the book of Ezra. In several cases, the compilers of the list apparently based it on traditions and accepted opinions, rather than a single specific statement. The attributions of the book of Ruth to Samuel and the book of Lamentations to Jeremiah are supported by various Rabbinic statements that link the books to the prophets. Similarly, the attribution of Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and Esther to the Men of the Great Assembly is supported by midrashic statements that teach about Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Daniel, and Mordechai’s belonging to this leadership group. It should be noted that only a few of the traditions and statements that form the background of the list originally addressed the question of the authorship of biblical books. Furthermore, some of these traditions undermined the structure and unity of the list, and one of them – the tradition about the author of Psalms – even required the list's authors to make various adjustments. These points emphasize the depth of the list's compilers’ aspiration to construct it based on earlier traditions.
Secondly, compilers of the list of authors sought to present a concise list and therefore preferred to attribute multiple books to a single author or a homogeneous group of authors. In this respect, the Torah is an outlier, as the list claims that a portion of it was written by Joshua. Chronicles is also an outlier, as according to the list, only a small part of it was written by Ezra, and it must be inferred that it was completed by another person. From this, we can learn about the significance of Tannaitic and Amoraic traditions for the list’s compilers, that, in some cases, prevailed over their aspiration to minimize the number of authors.
Thirdly, and subject to the two previous points, the list's compilers attributed the writing of books to the central figure operating in them only if there was a tradition attributing an additional book or passage to that figure. Thus, Joshua, who wrote eight verses in the Torah, wrote his book; Samuel, who wrote Ruth, wrote his book; Jeremiah, who wrote Lamentations, wrote his book; and Ezra, who wrote five chapters of genealogy in Chronicles, wrote his book. Other central figures (including Isaiah and Ezekiel) did not write their books, as there was no tradition connecting them to the writing of an additional book or passage.
Fourthly, the authors apparently also made use of verses that might help identify the writer, even if indirectly, and took into account the time of the events described in the book. Accordingly, and following their tendency to minimize the number of authors, the setting of the book of Ruth in the era of the Judges led to the attribution of the book of Judges to Samuel. Similarly, the time of the events described in the book of Kings and perhaps also its parallel passages to the book of Jeremiah led to its attribution to the prophet Jeremiah.
Taking an explicit verse and the time of the events described in the book into consideration is most clearly expressed in the attribution of Solomon's books and Isaiah to Hezekiah and his circle. This attribution is based on the verse, “Also these are proverbs of Solomon that the men of King Hezekiah of Judah copied” (Proverbs 25:1), and the identification of the prophet Isaiah with King Hezekiah's men.
Which items in the list puzzled the Rabbis of later generations and became the main focus of scholarship are a function of the considerations and principles mentioned. Thus, the aspiration to compile the list primarily based on Tannaitic and Amoraic traditions and statements explains the mention of the Balaam episode in the list. It also clarifies the interpretation of the complex, puzzling sentences concerning the writing of Psalms and Chronicles. The tendency to minimize the number of authors led the list's compilers not to attribute the books of Isaiah and Ezekiel to them and not to attribute the book of Esther to Mordechai or Daniel to Daniel. At the same time, it should be noted that the list's authors did not see themselves as uncompromisingly committed to these considerations. Accordingly, they found it appropriate to attribute Solomon's books to Hezekiah and his circle, prioritizing a single explicit verse over a deeply rooted and accepted tradition. This relative flexibility is also evident in the treatment of the sources of the list. Thus, on the one hand, the compilers of the list chose to preserve the phrase “the portion of Balaam” and the structure of interpretations concerning the books of Psalms and Chronicles, even though they undermine the structure of the list. On the other hand, they occasionally found it appropriate to gently adapt these sources to the recurring pattern and their considerations. PT’s parallel to the sentence that opens the list leads to the conclusion that in the early statement that lists the books Moses wrote, a common name was used for the Torah (“five books of Torah”) rather than the term used in the list, 'his book' [sifro]. Similarly, the list’s compilers amended the list of the ten elders who “said” the book of Psalms to fit their conception that David wrote the book alone. This flexibility should be taken into account when investigating the meaning of the recurring verb 'wrote' [katav] in the list.
The compilers of the list based themselves on an Amoraic midrash concerning Ecclesiastes 7:19, which they understood to teach that David wrote the book of Psalms alone. This understanding obliged them to address alternative midrashic interpretations that the book was written by ten elders and righteous individuals, with David among the ten. The solution proposed in the list suggests that in this case, the list’s compilers distinguished between early sources of psalms associated with different figures and a later stage in which David wrote these sources in the book of Psalms. It is worth considering that a similar sophisticated literary conception is indirectly implied by the attribution of the books of Solomon to Hezekiah and his circle. Moreover, it is possible to suggest that the compilers of the list distinguished between early sources and their being put into writing in a book also in the attribution of the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his circle and the books attributed to the Men of the Great Assembly.[footnoteRef:198] [198:  This conclusion regarding the books written by the Men of the Great Assembly is very widespread, for example: “What is written in the baraita about the Men of the Great Assembly: they wrote [...] The meaning of what they said “wrote” seems clear that they arranged these books in the correct order, corrected them and included them in the number of sacred writings,” [...]; “and the writing mentioned [...] regarding the Men of the Great Assembly is necessarily nothing but collection and arrangement,” [...]; “[The Men of the Great Assembly] arranged or included within the Scriptures the books: Ezekiel and Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and Esther,” [...].] 

However, these attributions are clearly more complex, since – as noted above – Isaiah was indeed part of Hezekiah's circle, and Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Mordechai, and Daniel were included in the Men of the Great Assembly. Either way, this distinction between early sources and a later stage of writing is not evident regarding the book of Samuel, which is attributed to Samuel even though he died in the first half of the book, or the books of Jeremiah and Lamentations, where both explicit verses and various traditions might have led to the conclusion that they were written by Baruch. Furthermore, in contrast to the concrete theory that the composition of the book of Psalms was based on psalms or parts of psalms written by “ten elders,” the attribution of the Torah to Moses and its last eight verses to Joshua is unclear, even though it is difficult to assume that the compilers of the list did not take the Torah’s divine origin for granted.	Comment by JA: לא כל כך הבנתי את ההבחנה בין הקונקרטיות של ייחוס ספר תהילים לבין אי הבהירות של ייחוס התורה למשה ויהושע
It should be concluded, then, that the verb “wrote” [katav] that recurs the list does not refer to a distinct and uniform literary activity in all its appearances. This is not surprising. As mentioned above, distinctions between writing original material, editing earlier materials, and mere copying were not of interest to the Rabbis. The list of authors of the books is no exception. I have suggested that the compilers of the list demonstrated sophisticated thinking regarding the writing of the Psalms, and perhaps regarding Solomon's books, but these were expressions of local conclusions regarding those topics rather than a general methodology. Nevertheless, it is possible to wonder whether they grasped the full meaning of the different literary activities underlying the writing of the book of Psalms and Solomon's books and whether they accurately distinguished the actions of David and Hezekiah and his circle from those of the other authors mentioned in the list.	Comment by JA: הוספתי להבהרה
As I mentioned at the beginning of this essay, it is widely accepted, both in Jewish tradition since the Middle Ages and in modern scholarship, that the list of authors is a Tannaitic baraita. However, the analysis above makes it difficult to accept this. The list of authors is based on Tannaitic and Amoraic traditions, but it was compiled late in the Amoraic period. Talmudic scholarship often questions the provenance of passages that appear to be baraitot, particularly when they lack a parallel in a Tannaitic text from the Land of Israel and are inserted into the Stammaic layer of the Talmud.[footnoteRef:199] As we have seen, the list of authors has no Tannaitic parallel, nor is there any text that is its complete parallel. [199:  [...], and see there in note 24 many sources, and among others see also [...].] 

Evidence for the late dating of the list of authors can be found in the order of the books of the Prophets and Writings that precedes it. In this list, the book of Isaiah is after the book of Ezekiel, and the order of Writings is as follows: Ruth, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra, and Chronicles. This order of books is known from various Babylonian sources and represents a tradition that was accepted in Babylon. It differs from the order of the books in the Tiberian tradition that has become the accepted one.[footnoteRef:200] [200:  [...]. In the Middle Ages, there was still some fluidity in the order of the books, [...].] 

The reliance on Tannaitic and Amoraic traditions, the fact that the list of biblical authors has no Tannaitic parallels, and the different order of books identified as the Babylonian order all bring us closer to the conclusion that it is incorrect to identify the list of authors as a baraita. It is a reasonable conclusion that this list is Babylonian and late.
This new conclusion regarding the dating and source of the list is interesting in itself. From a methodological standpoint, it teaches us the importance of diachronic reading in Rabbinic literature and highlights the possibility that sources that appear to be Tannaitic may not actually be so. This new chronology should not affect the work of scholars who seek to trace the opinion of Rabbis from the Middle Ages onwards on the question of the composition and writing of the biblical books. As mentioned, the scholars of later generations viewed the list of authors as an authoritative and ancient source, and they formed their positions accordingly. In contrast, modern scholarship that addresses the question of the formation of the biblical collection, canonization, the history of the tripartite division into the Torah, Prophets, and Writings, and the roles and statuses of the figures mentioned in the list of authors would do well to consider the late dating of the list and the likelihood that its origin is Babylonian.
I have dedicated my remarks here to clarifying the sources of the list of authors, its principles, and its dating. Other questions remain: why did the Rabbis formulate this list? What is the purpose of this list, which has no parallels in all Rabbinic literature?[footnoteRef:201] These questions require a separate study. [201:  In this context, Kalman's emphasis on the interpretive contribution that accompanies the attribution of a book to an author is important. See how he explicates the interpretive contribution of attributing Job to Moses. […].
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