Who Wrote the Books of the Bible?
An Analysis of the Original Version of the Baraita which Lists the Authors of the Bible (Babylonian Talmud, Bava Batra 14b-15a) 	Comment by Author: A literal translation but somewhat awkward and lengthy in English
Perhaps – Who Wrote the Books of the Bible: Recovering the Original Version of the Famous Baraita

Abstract
The list of biblical writers, appearing in the second half of a baraita in the Babylonian Talmud (Bava Batra 14b-15a), as well as its ensuing Amoraic discussion, has had a profound impact on Jewish tradition and the rabbinic study of the Bible. Scholars who wished to address questions of biblical authorship felt beholden to this baraita, with only few being willing to deviate and present views of their own. The baraita has been the focus of several methodical studies, and some of its details have been discussed at length by dozens – if not hundreds – of scholars. But, however surprising, none of these previous studies have addressed questions of the baraita’s text – i.e., they did not entertain the possibility that the text as it appears in the Babylonian Talmud may differ in several respects from the baraita’s original form. In this article, I try to fill this lacuna by comparing partial and complete textual witnesses of the baraita. As will be demonstrated, the original text of the baraita was much shorter than its talmudic version. Reconstructing the earlier version of the baraita allows us to properly evaluate the considerations which drove particular biblical books to be identified with particular writers, as well as to resolve some puzzling choices that have yet to be clarified in scholarship. 	Comment by Author: I have used this to refer to the version of the baraita which is in the Talmud. I assume that other versions reflect the baraita’s evolution independent of the Talmud.
***
1. Preface
The famous baraita in the Babylonian Talmud (Bava Batra 14b-15a) is comprised of two parts – both of which are accompanied by extensive Amoraic discussion. The first establishes the proper order of the books of the Hebrew Bible: (“the order of the Prophets”, “the order of the Writings”). It seems that the practice of including the five scrolls in two larger collections – the first the Prophets, the second the Writings – was what prompted the discussion.[footnoteRef:1] The second half of the baraita discusses who “wrote” each one of these books. In the standard printed editions of the Talmud, the text reads as follows:	Comment by Author: I  think this may be good to put into a note.  [1:  Cf. “Our Rabbis taught: It is permissible to fasten the Torah, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa together…” (Bava Batra 13b) and see...  who provides a detailed list of parallels... For the view that the backdrop to the discussion is the order in which scrolls should be placed next to each other on a shelf, see ...] 

[bookmark: _Hlk69129671]Moses wrote his own book and the Portion of Balaam [parshat bil‘am] and Job. Joshua wrote his book and eight verses that are in Pentateuch. Samuel wrote his book and the Book of Judges and Ruth. David wrote the Book of Psalms, by means of [al-yedei] 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. Jeremiah wrote his book, the Book of Kings, and Lamentations. Hezekiah and his colleagues [si‘ato] wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, the Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. The Men of the Great Assembly wrote Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther. Ezra wrote his book and the genealogy [yahas] of Chronicles until his [lo] [period]. 	Comment by Author: The translation is my own (based on your discussions in the article) the translation of the soncino was too loose to serve the purposes of this article	Comment by Author: Alternatively: pericope, or passage.
This detailed list – as well as the Amoraic discussion of it in the Talmud – has had an enduring impact on Jewish tradition for generations – especially in the Middle Ages. Scholars who wished to address questions of biblical authorship felt beholden to this baraita with only few deviating to present views of their own.[footnoteRef:2] To a large extent, the development of a critical biblical scholarship during the Haskala and throughout the twentieth century can be viewed as the gradual liberation from the teachings of these two talmudic pages. 	Comment by Author: Or Enlightenment depending on whether you are referring just to Jews or to non-jewish critical approaches as well [2:  For a summary and list of bibliographical sources, see ... who includes a list of medieval exegetes and scholars who pursued approaches contrary to that of the baraita.] 

Though this list has had such a pivotal and foundational influence on Jewish tradition and the study of the Hebrew Bible, few scholars have discussed its details methodically. Those who have addressed the contents of the baraita were primarily interested in clarifying some of its more puzzling details, especially: the attribution of Job to Moses; the treatment of Balaam’s prophecy in the Pentateuch as a full-fledged book of the Bible; the notion of Psalms being composed by King David “by means of ten elders,” and the attribution of certain books to groups of writers such as Hezekiah and his “colleagues” and the Men of the Great Assembly.[footnoteRef:3] While surprising, most of these studies have failed to take into account questions of the baraita’s text – of the possibility that the version attested in the Talmud may be different in several substantial respects from the baraita’s original form. In what follows, I intend to fill this lacuna by comparing textual witnesses – complete and incomplete – of the baraita. As will become clear, restoring the original version of the baraita will allow us to more precisely evaluate the considerations which drove its author to identify particular biblical books with particular writers, as well as to resolve some puzzling choices that have yet to be addressed in scholarship. 	Comment by Author: If I’ve understood you correctly the textual witnesses in question are witnesses of the baraita independent of its talmudic context. Thus, the version of the baraita recorded in the Talmud is just one witness among many. This is as opposed to an assumption that the witnesses attest to different versions of the Talmud itself (which just happens to contain the baraita). [3:  The baraita is mentioned hundreds of times in rabbinic literature and in dozens of rabbinic commentaries on the Bible. For methodical discussions, see..., as well as in each volume of the modern Da’at Miqra commentary.] 

2. Textual Witnesses of the Baraita
Hachi Garsinan, an electronic database of textual witnesses of the Babylonian Talmud, includes nine witnesses of Bava Batra 14b-15a. Their readings are identical – or near identical – to the familiar textus receptus.[footnoteRef:4] There are, however, some additional complete witnesses of the baraita: Five of these belong to the collection of Masoretic fragments amassed by David Christian Guenzburg; a sixth witness (Ms. Leningrad, dated to 1008) was published by Samuel E. Loewenstamm and Yehoshua Blau; a seventh witness was published by David Suleiman Sassoon (Ms. Damascus, tenth century); and an eighth witness was published by Meir Nehmad (Aleppo Codex, c. 930). [footnoteRef:5] As can be seen from the following table, these witnesses differ from the talmudic version of the baraita in several important respects: 	Comment by Author: yes? [4:  ... That being said, these witnesses do include some important variants, which will be discussed below in the notes.]  [5:  ... Some of these versions were printed elsewhere... For a combination of different versions (apparently 1A, 1B, 4, 5B, and 8C), see ...] 
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A ninth version of the baraita is cited in the work Seder Olam which was incorporated into the Chronicles of Yerahmiel. 	Comment by Author: Was the whole seder olam incorporated into the Chronicles of Jerahmeel or just the baraita?
...[footnoteRef:6] [6:  ...] 

A tenth version is cited in Gedaliah ibn Yahya’s Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah (1526-c. 1587). It should, however, be noted that in this case, we cannot be certain if Ibn Yahya copied the text ad verbatim, or if he incorporated additions and emendations of his own.	Comment by Author: loose translation
...[footnoteRef:7] [7:   ...] 

These witnesses not only differ from the standard text of the baraita, but also from each other. A comparative examination shows that the five witnesses published by Guenzburg can be subdivided into two textual traditions: versions 1, 2 and 3 belonging to one group, and versions 4 and 5 to another. I have labelled these witnesses accordingly: 1A, 2A, 3A, 4B, and 5B. The witness published by Loewenstamm and Blau is very similar to 5B and I will refer to it as 6B. The witnesses published by Sassoon and Nehmad share textual features with both Group A and Group B, and I will refer to them as 7C and 8C.[footnoteRef:8] The versions of the baraita attested in Seder Olam and Shalshelet ha-Qabbala, though both fairly similar to 2A, are not identical to it nor are they identical to each other. 	Comment by Author: this is how I understood your system, but perhaps you intended a1, a2, a3 etc. if so, happy to change throughout.  [8:  In terms of their opening sentences, as well as their treatment of Psalms, 7C and 8C are more similar to Group B. However, inasmuch as they attribute certain books to the Men of the Great Assembly, they are closer to Group A. 7C and 8C differ from each other in respect to the attribution of Chronicles – 7C’s text reflects that of Group A; and 8C that of Group B. ] 

In general, the version of the baraita attested in the Talmud, Seder Olam, and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah is longer than other versions, providing details absent from other witnesses. Naturally, that these versions are longer does not mean they are later; i.e., we need not necessarily conclude that their “extra” details reflect emendations or interpolations. Textual traditions do not consistently evolve from the shorter to the longer – just as details can be added, so they can be omitted. In order then to determine the direction of development, each variant must be judged on its own merits: In each case we must ask, whether a specific detail reflects the textual evolution of the baraita or an original feature that was later omitted or excised.
Some of the assertions included in the baraita have parallels in classical rabbinic literature some of which are of paramount importance for reconstructing the baraita’s original version. Thus, the sentence which opens the baraita parallels a discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud with slight variations in wording: “Moses wrote the five books of the Pentateuch and then went back [hazar] and wrote the portion of Balak and Balaam, and wrote the Book of Job.”[footnoteRef:9] Some statements from Shir ha-Shirim Rabba, Qohelet Rabba, and Midrash Tehillim are also pertinent in this context: In their discussions of the writers of Psalms they reveal a familiarity with yet another version of the baraita.	Comment by Author: כך תרגמתי ספרות חז”ל לאורך המאמר	Comment by Author: Alternatively: “literature of the Sages” thoughout	Comment by Author: Or Ecclesiastes Rabba etc. throughout	Comment by Author: Loose translation [9:  ...] 

As stated above, the baraita’s influence is well attested from the Middle Ages onwards; many sages and commentators quoted from it and discussed its details. These quotations and discussions are based on the text of the baraita as it was established in the Talmud and cannot be used to assist in a textual reconstruction.[footnoteRef:10] An exception to this is an interesting comment made by Yerahmiel about the version of the baraita taken from Seder Olam. Also relevant to our discussion are the lists of biblical authors published by Shabbetai ben Joseph Bass (1641–1718) and Yehiel Shlomo Halperin (1660–1746) which also reflect familiarity with a different version of the baraita.  [10:  I have, however, found some remarks that reflect slight variations from the text of the baraita as it appears in the Talmud. It is, however, not possible to determine whether these reflect a different textual version; many scholars and exegetes were not meticulous about quoting classical rabbinic literature ad verbatim (see below n. 000).] 

Our discussion of textual variants will follow the order of baraita itself – beginning with the opening line which attributes biblical books to Moses and ending with the final sentence which attributes books to Ezra. I will discuss each case on its own, bringing considerations for establishing the original version of the baraita, and suggesting the impulses which drove the baraita’s textual evolution.
3. Determining the Original Text of the Baraita
A. “Moses Wrote his Book”
The simple formulation “Moses wrote his book” appears only in the talmudic version of the baraita. In six witnesses additional information is added: “Moses our teacher, peace be upon him (3A); “Moses the man of God” (4B, C7); “Moses the man of God, his memory for a blessing” (5B and 6B); “Moses, father of prophets” (C8). These additional details seem to deviate from the overall structure of the baraita: in most versions the biblical writers are simply listed without any honorifics.[footnoteRef:11] 	Comment by Author: added [11:  Additional deviations of this type include: 4B – “Samuel the prophet”; 5B and 6B – “Samuel the prophet, his memory for a blessing”; “David, his memory for a blessing” and in versions 4B, 5B and 6B: “Ezra the scribe.”] 

As to the name of the book written by Moses, the following variants are extant: “his book, the fives humashim of Torah” (1A and 2A); “the book of Torah” (3A); “the fives humashim of Torah” (4B, 7C); “the five books of (the) Torah (5B, 6B and Seder Olam); “the five books of Torah (8C and Jerusalem Talmud).[footnoteRef:12] Here, as well, these variations appear to deviate from the methodical scheme of the baraita. The formula “his book” is repeated five more times throughout the baraita, as follows: “Joshua wrote his book”; “Samuel wrote his book”; “Jeremiah wrote his book”; “Isaiah wrote his book”; “Ezra wrote his book.” A systematic approach is evident: When the composition of a book is attributed to its main protagonist, the book is referred to as “his.” Thus, Joshua wrote the Book of Joshua, Samuel the Book of Samuel, Jeremiah the Book of Jeremiah, Isaiah the Book of Isaiah and Ezra the Book of Ezra-Nehemiah (a single book in Jewish tradition). This systematic approach suggests that the simpler reading attested in the Talmud – “Moses wrote his book” – represents the original. Supporting evidence of this can be adduced from 1A and 2A which retain the term “his book.” In these two textual witnesses, the words “Five humashim of Torah” represent a change [תמורה?] and explanation of Moses’s book. It should be added that these considerable variations in wording indicate significant textual fluidity – we may conclude that when it came to such details, the copyists did not feel bound to reproduce the text of the baraita ad verbatim.	Comment by Author: this I think can be omitted as it is implied by the previous sentence. 	Comment by Author: don’t know what you mean by this:
בשני עדי נוסח אלו המילים ‘חמשה חומשי תורה’ הם בבחינת תמורה והסבר ל’ספרו’ של משה [12:  See also the talmudic version of the baraita attested in Ms. Paris 1337: “Moses wrote five books.”] 

It is probable that the mention of Moses’ status as a “man of God,” “our teacher,” and “the father of the prophets” and the addition of the blessing of the dead to his name were the product of habit. Alternatively, it is possible that at the root of these additions is the desire to differentiate Moses from the other writers mentioned in baraita. The expansions upon the simple formula “his book” may be explained similarly – due to the great honor accorded to the divine Pentateuch, the copyists were loath to present it simply as yet one book among many.	Comment by Author: [שגרת לשון]  
B. The Portion of Balaam
The talmudic version of the baraita claims that Moses wrote the “Portion of Balaam.” In the Jerusalem Talmud the text reads: “Moses wrote the five books of the Pentateuch and then went back and wrote the portion of Balak and Balaam.” In the version recorded in Seder Olam Moses is said to have written “the Book of Balaam.” In the version recorded in Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah the Portion of Balaam is mentioned after the Book of Job: “Moses wrote his book, the Book of Job, and the Portion of Balaam.”[footnoteRef:13] The Portion of Balaam is, however, omitted from all other textual witnesses. [13:  This order is attested in Ms. Hamburg 165. See also the version of the Talmud in Ms. Escorial G-I-3 which seems to reflect a corruption: “Moses wrote his book, and the Book of Job, Balaam, and Job.”] 

In rabbinic texts, the word parsha (translated here as portion) denotes a specific biblical passage, especially one in the Pentateuch. Quite often the portion is named after a word appearing in its first verse or after the passage’s main theme.[footnoteRef:14] The Portion of Balaam likely refers to the narrative segment of the Pentateuch which discusses the story of Balaam son of Beor. A lengthy section, with clear literary boundaries, it appears after the war with Bashan (Numbers 21:33-35) and before the sin of Baal Peor (25:1-9). However, a later verse – “Look, these women caused the children of Israel, through the counsel of Balaam, to trespass against the Lord in the incident of Peor, and there was a plague among the congregation of the Lord” (Num 31:16) – clearly ties the sin at Baal Peor to Balaam himself. For this reason, already in antiquity and later in classical rabbinic literature, it was assumed that Balaam played some role in Israel’s sin. If so, it is not unreasonable to assume that the Portion of Balaam may encompass the sin of Baal Peor as well, essentially making its boundaries identical to those of the Torah portion of Balak (Num 22:1-25:9). This point is confirmed from the reading of the Jerusalem Talmud: “the portion of Balak and Balaam.” While the “Portion of Balaam” refers to a thematic literary unit, the “portion of Balak” refers to one of the weekly readings from the Pentateuch.[footnoteRef:15] The cumbersome reading of the Jerusalem Talmud seems to be based on the version incorporated into the Babylonian Talmud – the former is offering a gloss on the latter, explaining that it is a portion of the Pentateuch that is being referred to. [14:  For several examples, see ...]  [15:  The expression parshat (vayar) Balak is used both in the Babylonian and the Tiberian traditions to designate a weekly Torah reading...] 

As the Portion of Balaam is part of “Moses’s book,” its seemingly redundant mention in the baraita must be addressed. Over the course of history, hundreds of scholars have sought to contend with this question, proposing various solutions.[footnoteRef:16] Ignoring some midrashic and kabbalistic approaches, we can count three major lines of thought:  [16:  For a detailed discussion, see recently...] 

1. The “book” of Moses refers only to Deuteronomy and not to the entire Pentateuch; there is thus no overlap between Moses’ book and the Portion of Balaam.[footnoteRef:17] However, as mentioned above, the baraita’s approach is largely systematic: The phrase “his book” consistently indicates the attribution of an entire book to the protagonist at its center. Moreover, if it is assumed that Moses’ book refers only to Deuteronomy, then this would mean that the baraita has provided no information about who wrote the books of Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers. Finally, as stated above, all the witnesses of the text – with the exception of the talmudic version – state explicitly that Moses’s book is indeed the Pentateuch. [17:  To the best of my knowledge, this suggestion was first raised by..., and it has been reiterated by more than a few rabbinic writers in the modern era. Some variations on this theme include the solution of Eliezer ben Eliyahu Ashkenazi (1513–1586) who suggested that Moses’ book refers only to the Song of Haazinu...  Chaim Hirschenzon (Israel, 1857–1935) by contrast has suggested that Moses’ book refers to other writings of Moses (chief among them the Book of Travels), only parts of which were incorporated into the Pentateuch.] 

2. The portion Balaam refers to a separate, lost book – not to the biblical passage.[footnoteRef:18] This suggestion is conceivably supported by the version of the baraita appearing in Seder Olam: “The Book of Balaam.” But this proposal is not convincing either. Had the baraita’s author wished to include lost books in his list, we would have expected other lost works quoted in the Bible – for instance, “The Book of the Wars of the Lord” (Num 21:14) or “Sefer ha-Yashar” (Joshua 10:13; 2 Samuel 1:18). [footnoteRef:19] Moreover, while some of these lost books are mentioned in various contexts within classical rabbinic literature, an external book dedicated entirely to the story of Balaam is unknown to the Jewish tradition. The variant “Book of Balaam” in Seder Olam, if it is not an early attempt to deal with the present question, may simply be the outcome of a scribal error, the result of the similarly shaped letters peh and samekh being transposed (פ' בלעם ← ס' בלעם).[footnoteRef:20]  [18:  This suggestion was first raised by Ritva (R. Yom Tov Asevilli) in his commentary on the Talmud ...  The way Ritva proposes the solution suggests that he did not regard it as his own innovation, but it is unclear from whom he derived it. This approach has had its supporters in the Middle Ages, the Early Modern Era, and today.]  [19:  For a comprehensive list of seemingly “lost books” based on biblical verses, see ‘חקירה ודרישה על דבר הספרים שאבדו לנו מהספרות העברית אשר רשומם נכר בכתבי הקדש... [the official English title of this article? Should be used]]  [20: ... Some scholars have, however, suggested that the variant “Book of Balaam” is indeed the original reading of the baraita. See the detailed discussion of ... ] 

3. The Portion of Balaam is mentioned in order to emphasize that it – just like the rest of the Pentateuch – was written by Moses.[footnoteRef:21] Although for now only indirect evidence can be adduced to support it, this proposal seems to be the most convincing, In the Pentateuch Balaam is presented as “[he] who hears the words of God, And has the knowledge of the Most High, who sees the vision of the Almighty, who falls down, with eyes wide open” (Num 24:15-16). Accordingly, he was traditionally characterized as a gentile prophet. Similarly, the verse “there has not arisen in Israel a prophet like Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face” (Deut 34:10) was understood to allude to gentile prophets, primarily Balaam: “No prophet arose [in Israel like Moses] but among the nations of the world one did arise Who is it? This is Balaam son of Beor.”[footnoteRef:22] The Portion of Balaam is unique in its length, patently independent in its literary format, and makes no mention of Moses whatsoever. Given Balaam’s characterization as a prophet and the contents of the passage, it would not be unreasonable to surmise that Balaam himself wrote his own story or, at the very least, the contents of his own prophecies. Therefore, the need to specifically emphasize Moses’ role in writing the passage understandable.	Comment by Author: loose translation [21:  This proposal was first raised in the commentary to Bava Batra attributed to R. Gershom... On the question of the commentary’s attribution to R. Gershom, see there in the introduction ... ; This proposal is well-known and widely accepted, and we find it in several variations in the writings of hundreds of sages, from the Middle Ages to the present day. ]  [22: ... and in parallels. ] 

I have yet to find any additional indications in the literature from the late Second Temple period or in classical rabbinic literature that there was some concern of Balaam’s prophecies being attributed to Balaam himself.[footnoteRef:23] If indeed the mention of the Portion of Balaam is meant to emphasize Mosaic writing, this may suggest that fueling the assertion is a more concrete discussion of the issue, the details of which have been lost. And if so, it is clear why the Portion of Balaam is not mentioned in most witnesses. The reverse order of evolution – that the Portion of Balaam appears in an earlier version of the baraita and was later omitted – would be more difficult to explain. 	Comment by Author: loose translation	Comment by Author: לא בטוח שהבנתי את ההיגיון כאן.

אתה מציע שהיה דיון קונקרטי שגרם למישהו להוסיף את פרשת בלעם לנוסח המקורי של הברייתא? [23:  Levy (Lewis) Guenzburg linked the mention of the passage of Balaam in the baraita with the tradition that “They wanted to include the portion of Balak in the Shema” (BT Berakhot 12b and parallels) and suggested that this reflects a polemic against pagans...  who “specifically denied the authenticity of stories such as the passages of Balak and Balaam, arguing that Moses had not been present [when these events took place].” It is, however, difficult to assume that someone actually suggested including the passage of Balak into the Shema [why?] and we lack any evidence that the portion of Balaam was at the center of an ancient polemical exchange.] 

The variant recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud: “went back and wrote the portion of Balak and Balaam” has inspired many interesting proposals, the purpose of which were to resolve the overlap between “Moses’s book” and the Portion of Balaam. As mentioned, the strange formulation “the portion of Balak and Balaam” suggests that this variant represents an early attempt to deal with the need to mention the passage in the first place. It seems that the addition of the auxiliary verb “went back [hazar]” was intended to distinguish the writing of the Pentateuch from a later writing of the Portion of Balaam which was included in the former.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  The version of the Jerusalem Talmud is opaque and can be interpreted in various ways. For several attempts, see ….] 

C. Joshua Wrote Eight Verses of the Pentateuch
The talmudic version of the baraita reads as follow: “Joshua wrote his book and eight verses that are in the Pentateuch.” Similarly, Version 6B reads: “Joshua wrote his book and eight verses from the Pentateuch.” C8, Seder Olam, and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah, as well as versions belonging to Group A – all specify the verses in question. A1 mentions the first of the eight verses “from And there Moses died.” One of the lines in C8 is erased but likely reflects the version attested in A1: “Joshua wrote his book from [And there] Moses the servant of the Lord [died].’” In A2 and A3 both the first and last of the eight verses are mentioned: “From And Moses died there until in the sight of all of Israel.” The reading in Seder Olam is similar: “From And Moses died there until the end of the Pentateuch.” Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah offers the following reading: “Joshua wrote his book and eight verses at the end of the Pentateuch; and some say that the Lord, may He be blessed, read them while Moses wrote with his tears.” It may, however, be assumed that the words following “some say” do not belong to the original baraita, as known to Ibn Yahya, but rather represent the latter’s own parenthetical comment. In version 7C the verses written by Joshua are mentioned twice – once in the opening sentence of the baraita, between the Pentateuch and the Book of Job (“except the eight verses from And Moses died there until the end of the Pentateuch”) and once again after mentioning Joshua’s book: (“Joshua wrote his book and eight verses of the Pentateuch.”) By contrast, in witnesses 4B and 5B, Joshua’s role in writing parts of the Pentateuch is omitted entirely.	Comment by Author: בכוונה?
The attribution of the Pentateuch to Moses is well attested, appearing in various compositions from the late Second Temple period and with roots already in the Bible itself.[footnoteRef:25] That the baraita attributes the composition of the Pentateuch to Moses thus comes as no surprise. On the other hand, the attribution of parts of the Pentateuch to Joshua is more difficult to explain. I believe that ultimately it originates in a verse from Joshua: “Then Joshua wrote these words in the Book of the Law of God” (24:26). An echo of this origin has been preserved in a Tannaitic dispute presented in BT Makkot 11a:  [25:  On meaning of the term “Torah” in the Bible and the meaning of the phrases “(sefer) torat Moshe,” see  ..., As Schwartz points out, even if such terms did not originally refer to the Pentateuch, ultimately this is how they were understood by later generations; ...] 

And Joshua wrote these words in the book of the Law of God. R. Judah and R. Nehemiah are divided on the interpretation thereof, one says eight [verses of the Pentateuch] while the other says the [section on the] cities of refuge. 
The first opinion reflects the talmudic version of the baraita. The second opinion, however, maintains that Joshua wrote a passage in the Book of Joshua itself, a discussion of the cities of refuge (Chapter 20).[footnoteRef:26] The unqualified statement “eight verses” indicates that these verses were well known and required no explanation, presumably the eight verses from the death of Moses onwards (Deuteronomy 34:5-12). These final verses discuss Joshua’s succession: “Now Joshua the son of Nun was full of the spirit of wisdom, for Moses had laid his hands on him” (Deut 34:9). Nevertheless, it is conceivable that it was the explicit assertion in the Book of Joshua – that Joshua wrote some part of “the book of the Law of God” – that ultimately prompted the Sages to attribute certain verses in the Pentateuch to him. The conclusion, in other words, does not naturally arise from the very mention of Moses’ death in the Pentateuch itself. After all, several of the books mentioned in the baraita are attributed to a figure whose death is explicitly mentioned within it; yet in these cases, there is no suggestion that other figures took part in the act of writing.[footnoteRef:27] Such concerns are only part of the Amoraic discussions of the baraita which may have been influenced in turn by the existing tradition that Joshua wrote the concluding verses of the Pentateuch.[footnoteRef:28] [26:  This second opinion prompts the Talmud to raise a question: “If they are taken to refer to the  section on the cities of refuge, how do you explain the wording, wrote these words in the book of  the Law of God?” It proposes the following solution: “We take them in this way: And Joshua wrote, in his own book, these words [that are prescribed] in the book of the Law of God.” In other words, the discussion of the cities of refuge in the Book of Joshua reiterates the verses dealing with the same topic in the Pentateuch. It is possible that this understanding is reflected in Midrash Tanhuma, Tetzaveh, 9. Some scholars have suggested that the discussion in BT Makkot is referring to verses in that deal with the cities of refuge in the Pentateuch itself and not to the passage in Joshua: “One of the Tannaim says that Joshua wrote the last eight verses of the Pentateuch; the other says that he wrote the [passage] of the cities of refuge in the Pentateuch,”... This position is inconsistent with the ensuing discussion in BT Makkot and seems to reflect a desire to impute critical dispositions to traditional texts. On such approaches, see in detail...]  [27:  Thus, Joshua’s death is mentioned in Joshua: “Now it came to pass after these things that Joshua the son of Nun, the servant of the Lord, died” (24:29) and Samuel’s death twice in 1 Samuel: “Then Samuel died” (25:1) and later “Now Samuel had died, and all Israel had lamented for him and buried him in Ramah” (28:3).]  [28:  As to Joshua’s book, the Talmudic discussion reads as follows: “Joshua wrote his book. But is it not written, And Joshua son of Nun the servant of the Lord died?  — It was completed by Eleazar. But it is also written in it, And Eleazar the son of Aaron died!? [Joshua 24:33]  — Phineas finished it. In other words, the final parts of the book, from the death of Joshua onwards, was the work of Eleazar. And likewise, the final verse, which mentions Eleazar’s death was written by Phineas. Similarly in regards to Samuel, the Talmud asks: “Samuel wrote his book. But is it not written in it, Now Samuel was dead? It was completed by Gad the seer and Nathan the prophet.” A similar formula is used to discuss Chronicles: “Who then finished it? — Nehemiah the son of Hachaliah.” Here, however, the issue at hand is not the mention of Ezra’s death; see below. It should, however, be mentioned that attempts to account for the final verses of the Pentateuch may date to antiquity, and may be reflected in Josephus’s emphatic insistence that “[Moses] wrote about himself that he died” ..., See likewise Philo who writes: “While he was still alive, he accurately predicted the affair of his death.” [if there are existing translations these should be used for Philo and Josephus]] 

All of these lines of evidence suggest that the discussion of the eight final verses of the Pentateuch written by Joshua represents a later stage in the baraita’s textual evolution. The assertion is omitted from two versions belonging to Group B, and the versions in which it does appear – the Talmud and 6B on the one hand, and C8, Seder Olam, Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah, and Group A on the other – are marked by significant differences that indicate textual fluidity. This fluidity is particularly patent in version 7C which mentions the eight verses twice, once in the baraita’s opening sentence and again in conjunction with the books written by Joshua. 	Comment by Author: loose translation
It is likely that the view that Joshua wrote certain verses in the Pentateuch was added to the baraita under the influence of the tannaitic discussion in BT Makkot. In the versions belonging to Group A, C7 and in the version recorded in Seder Olam, the first and final of the eight verses are quoted. This explicit mention is included in the Amoraic discussion accompanying the baraita, and this can perhaps serve as indirect evidence for its lateness. 
To these textual considerations I wish to add some considerations of content. As will become clear below, the baraita’s tendency is to attribute each book to one writer or to a group of writers. If particular verses are taken away from Moses and instead attributed to Joshua, the Pentateuch would represent an exception to this trend: it would be the only book attributed to two writers, even if the scope of the second writer’s contribution would be quite modest. If we assume (and, at this stage, this is nothing more than working assumption) that the baraita originally adhered to a rigid and systematic structure, then this deviation reinforces our conclusion – the claim that Joshua composed certain verses of the Pentateuch represents a later textual development.	Comment by Author: loose translation
D. Isaiah or Hezekiah and his Colleagues
In the talmudic version of the baraita, Hezekiah and his colleagues are credited with writing the Book of Isaiah as well as the three Solomonic books: Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. All other extant witnesses of the text attribute these four books to the prophet Isaiah.[footnoteRef:29] The backdrop to these two versions is Isaiah’s activity during the reign of Hezekiah (2 Kings 18-21; Isaiah 36-39) as well the verse “These also are proverbs of Solomon which the men of Hezekiah king of Judah copied” (Proverbs 25:1). Each version of the baraita, however, uses a different context as its starting point. [29:  The variant attested in 6B “Isaiah wrote his book and the Book of Kings” is a corruption. See below.  ] 

The starting point of the talmudic version of the baraita is the verse from Proverbs. The words “these also” suggest that Hezekiah and his colleagues were also responsible for writing the other collections that comprise the Book of Proverbs.[footnoteRef:30] The attribution of Proverbs to Hezekiah and his colleagues was then further extended to the other two books traditionally connected to Solomon. Finally, due to Isaiah’s connections with King Hezekiah, the prophet was identified as belonging to the “king’s colleagues,” and thus the Book of Isaiah was attributed to this group of writers as well. By contrast, the starting point of other textual witnesses is the simple assumption that Isaiah wrote his own book. The identification of Isaiah as one of the “men of Hezekiah king of Judah” then leads to the assumption that the prophet was also responsible for writing Proverbs as well as other Solomonic books.  [30:  Some scholars have suggested that the use of the verb “copy” in Proverbs (“which the men of Hezekiah… copied [he‘etiqu]”) indicates a literary action distinct from “writing,” ...; Even if this is true, it is not reflected in the baraita itself which uses the word “wrote” in all its versions. On this, see below in the conclusion.] 

The attribution of these books to Hezekiah and his colleagues, in accordance with the text of the baraita in the Talmud, can therefore be explained. And yet, this attribution raises a simple question: why does Isaiah not write his book himself?[footnoteRef:31] Indeed, as will be seen below, other prophetic books are attributed to their main protagonist (or protagonists) and are never regarded as the work of a homogeneous group. Moreover, as will be discussed below, it was not only the prophetic books that were written by prophets; most – and perhaps even all of the books of the Bible – are attributed to prophetic figures, be it those with a clear prophetic character, or those connected to prophecy through tradition. The attribution of the Book of Isaiah and the Solomonic books to King Hezekiah and his colleagues (probably “Eliakim the son of Hilkiah, who was over the household, Shebna the scribe, and Joah the son of Asaph, the recorder”) differs in this respect from other attributions recorded in the baraita. In this regard a difference between Proverbs 25:1 and the baraita should be noted: whereas the former attributes a literary role to the “men of Hezekiah king of Judah” the latter mentions “Hezekiah and his colleagues,” i.e., the king himself also took part in writing these books.[footnoteRef:32] Although the baraita originally identified most – and perhaps all – of the authors of the Bible as prophets, the transition from “the men of Hezekiah” to “King Hezekiah and his colleagues” indicates a gap between the baraita’s current formulation and the original considerations which informed its attributions.	Comment by Author: loose translation [31:  See Rashi’s explanation in his commentary to Bava Batra: He explains that the the prophet Isaiah had planned to write his book himself, but did not have the chance, “for Manasseh killed him, and thus [Isaiah] did not write his book, for the prophets only wrote their books [shortly] before their deaths.” ]  [32:  The talmudic version of the baraita can be interpreted in one of two fashions: either King Hezekiah actually wrote books in cooperation with his colleagues, or the king commanded his men to write, and thus composition was connected to his name. Cf. .... (Friedman does not mention the baraita in his remarks).] 

It is possible that underlying the choice to transfer a literary role from Isaiah to Hezekiah and his colleagues are various traditions which discuss the activity of this homogeneous group and of Hezekiah and his contemporaries.[footnoteRef:33] Proverbs 25:1 is quoted in several of these traditions.[footnoteRef:34] Special mention should also be made of a tradition, recurring in various sources, that some considered “hiding” (genizah, i.e. excluding from the canon) the three Solomonic books and the Book of Ezekiel.[footnoteRef:35] In some classical rabbinic sources, this tradition is accompanied by a quote from Proverbs 25:1 and a discussion of the activities of Hezekiah and his colleagues; it is even claimed that Hezekiah and his colleagues were the ones responsible for hiding the books of Solomon.[footnoteRef:36] Including not just the king’s men but the king himself in this activity of hiding books may have been influenced in turn by a tradition that the Hezekiah hid a non-biblical book – the “Book of Cures.”[footnoteRef:37] Also influential in this regard may have been the tradition which attributes the composition of Megillat Ta‘anit to “Hanania ben Hezekiah and his colleagues.”[footnoteRef:38] The man in question was a tannaitic sage, a contemporary of Shammai and Hillel who lived hundreds of years after King Hezekiah. Nevertheless, the name Hezekiah and the use of the word “his colleagues” may have been connected to the composition of books, by way of association, to Proverbs 25:1. Indeed, it is no coincidence that Hananiah son of Hezekiah plays a key role in traditions associated with attempts to hide books. 	Comment by Author: added (yes?) [33: ... For the identification of the men of Hezekiah ..., and for various hypotheses about the literary activities of this group ...]  [34:  ...]  [35:  For a detailed discussion ...]  [36:  “The men of Hezekiah king of Judah arose and hid them [i.e., Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes] until the Men of the Great Assembly came and interpreted them.” ]  [37:  ...]  [38:  ...] 

Thus, it is possible that all – or some – of these traditions eventually led to the attribution of certain biblical books to Hezekiah and his colleagues. In any case, it is likely that the transition from “Isaiah wrote” to “Hezekiah and his colleagues wrote” was perceived as only a slight change; after all, Isaiah was one of Hezekiah’s colleagues. 
Attesting to this transition may be the comment of Yerahmiel ben Solomon (late eleventh or early twelfth century, southern Italy) who writes the following comment in his discussion of the version of the baraita copied from Seder Olam: 
[bookmark: _Hlk61851108]And I Yerachmiel found in the Book of Josiphon that Samuel wrote the books of Judges; and some say that Ezra wrote the Book of Judges, and Hezekiah, Proverbs and the Book of Kings.[footnoteRef:39]  [39: ... For the time and place of Yerahmiel, see there, in the introduction ... I am uncertain as to which Book of Josiphon Yerahmiel is referring to.] 

Yerahmiel mentions King Hezekiah but not his colleagues. Moreover, he only mentions Proverbs as opposed to all three of the Solomonic books. It may be that Yerahmiel merely wrote concisely; perhaps he meant to include Hezekiah’s colleagues as well as Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs. Nevertheless, the version of the baraita underlying his comment is different from that which was included in the Talmud. In this lost version of the baraita, it is the Book of Kings – not the Book of Isaiah – which is linked to the name of Hezekiah. Moreover, the Book of Judges is attributed to Ezra.[footnoteRef:40] There is reason to surmise that this attribution of Kings to Hezekiah evolved in stages. Version 6B of the baraita reads as follows: “Isaiah wrote his book and the Book of Kings”; the literary activities of Jeremiah are, however, omitted. This strange, truncated variant is the result of a homoioteleuton: the eyes of the copyist skipped from the “his book” of Isaiah to the “his book” of Jeremiah and the sentence between these two identical words was thus omitted. It seems that the version with which Yerahmiel was familiar reflects an attempt to overcome the lacuna evident in 6B. In this theoretical version, the books attributed to Isaiah have already been transferred to Hezekiah; Isaiah however continues to retain the Book of Kings. And if so, one can see in the words of Yerahmiel indirect evidence of the gradual development of a textual tradition – one which attributes the writing of certain biblical books to Hezekiah or to Hezekiah and his colleagues.[footnoteRef:41] [40:  I will note that I am unaware of any further evidence suggesting that the writer of Judges was a matter of dispute.  Presumably, the attribution to Ezra evolved from traditions that state that he wrote most – if not all – of the biblical books which were burnt during the temple’s destruction. These traditions derive from the seventh vision of 4 Esdras... . They are widely attested in Christian exegesis; see below, n. …. ]  [41:  The gradual transition from Isaiah to Hezekiah and his colleagues is also evident from the comments of Shabbetai Bass who presents a combination of the two opinions: “The Latter Prophets were written by Hezekiah, his colleagues, and his contemporaries; (Isaiah) wrote his book and the Book of Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes” (parentheses in original); ...] 

E. David and the Ten Elders/Prophets
The talmudic version of the baraita reads as follows: “David wrote the Book of Psalms by means of [al-yedei] ten elders.” The names of these ten elders are then enumerated. In other textual witnesses Psalms is attributed simply to “David and ten elders” or to “David and ten prophets” without any further explication. The names of the elders are listed in versions recorded by Seder Olam and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah with significant variants. 
The connection between David and the composition of religious poetry is well known; it is based on the explicit titles of seventy-three of the chapters in the Book of Psalms, thirteen of which link the psalm in question to specific events in David’s life as recorded in Samuel. The connection between David and religious poetry is further buttressed by other biblical sources. David is described as skillful at playing (1 Samuel 16:18; 19:9).[footnoteRef:42] He is mentioned at the beginning of two extensive poetic passages which conclude the Book of Samuel (2 Samuel 22-23), one of which has a parallel in Psalms itself. In the Book of Ezra-Nehemiah and in the Book of Chronicles, the sacred song in Israel as a whole is attributed to David in all its aspects – he is credited with writing hymns, preparing instruments, and organizing a system of psalmists/singers.[footnoteRef:43]At the same time, however, the Book of Psalms includes poems attributed to other figures and many are attributed to no one in particular. [42:  On the possible meanings of the phrase “the sweet psalmist of Israel,” (2 Samuel 23:1), see ....]  [43:  ...] 

This complex state of affairs is exemplified by the final verse of Psalms 72 which states “The prayers of David the son of Jesse are ended.” The verse marks the end of an extensive collection of psalms attributed to David, but which also includes untitled psalms and psalms attributed to other figures – including Psalms 72 itself which is attributed not to David but to his son Solomon. And while untitled psalms can be attributed to David by default, it is more difficult to credit him with writing those explicitly attributed to others.
At the end of the Second Temple period the notion that Psalms included the work of other poets besides David, and that other figures were engaged in writing sacred poetry, was still attested.[footnoteRef:44] And yet, during this same period, we also find various statements, some more explicit than others, indicating that David was thought to have composed the Book of Psalms in its entirety.[footnoteRef:45] Those subscribing to this approach may have attributed all the religious poetry of Israel to David even those poems that were not included in Psalms: “And [David] wrote three thousand six hundred [...] and it was in all four thousand and fifty” as one source puts it.[footnoteRef:46] This trend is perpetuated in classic rabbinic literature where Psalms continues to be attributed to David in its entirety.[footnoteRef:47]  [44:  The practice of attributing chapters in Psalms to other figures is evident in the Septuagint, which mentions authors unattested in the Masoretic text: “David of the sons of Ionadab and the first of those taken captive” (Ps. 70:1); “Hallelouia of Haggai and Zechariah” (146:1; 147:1; 148:1). The notion that other figures wrote religious poetry in the biblical period (which were not included in the Book of Psalms) is primarily attested to by the Odes of Solomon [yes? ספר מזמורי שלמה]. See also the attribution of certain psalms to Obadiah and Manasseh in  the Dead Sea Scrolls (4Q38 and 4Q3810).]  [45:  This is implied by the sentence “in the book of Moses and in the book[s] of the [p]rophets and Davi[d]” – i.e., the Pentateuch, Prophets, and Psalms... It is also implied by Acts 4:25 which attributes an anonymous chapter of Psalms to David.]  [46:  Such a large numbers of psalms indicates that the entire corpus of Israelite sacred poetry was attributed to David.]  [47:  For instance: “Moses gave the five books of the Pentateuch to Israel”; “David gave the five books of Psalms to Israel”; “David wrote the books of Psalms”... similarly in Christian exegesis... ] 

There thus seems to be a clear trend towards expanding David’s literary oeuvre to encompass the entire Book of Psalms. And yet, these traditions that emphasize David’s literary activities fail to account for the simple fact that Psalms includes chapters which are explicitly attributed to other figures. The talmudic version of the baraita, which does not simply attribute Psalms to David but rather qualifies this by listing “ten elders” may represent an attempt to contend with this complex situation. 
The baraita seems to imply that David was the only one who engaged in the act of “writing”; the role played by the elders is unclear. The use of the phrase al-yedei may mean something akin to “relying upon” or “based upon” or “by means of” (as I have translated above). If so the baraita may be suggesting the following scenario: David transcribed psalms or parts of psalms associated with ten elders. These elders, however, did not contribute to the “writing” of Psalms directly. The repetition of the words al-yedei before each of the ten elders (by means of ten elders, by means of Adam, by means of Melchizedek, and by means of Abraham’, etc.) indicates the baraita’s author regarded precision on this matter important. It may even represent a polemic against a different approach which distributed the act of writing more liberally among the elders. As mentioned, this reading appears in all other textual witnesses.	Comment by Author: loose translation
The text of the talmudic version of the baraita seems to be influenced by the verse: “and the Levites, the sons of Asaph, with cymbals, to praise the Lord, according to [al-yedei] David king of Israel” (Ezra 3:10). In this case also, the choice of words implies emphasis. The verse is stressing the object of the action: the songs performed by the Levites were the songs of David himself. [footnoteRef:48] By contrast, the baraita is emphasizing the subject of the action: David is the author of Psalms even if his literary activity encompasses the songs of others.[footnoteRef:49] [48:  As suggested by scholars and exegetes, the verse seems to be suggesting that the Levites sang a song (or several songs) from Psalms, a book which the author of Ezra attributed to David.]  [49:  A midrash expresses a similar sentiment which explains that while these elders all wished to praise God, David alone was chosen to actually recite psalms due to his pleasant voice: “You are all pleasant, you are all singers, you are all praiseworthy, you are all worthy to say words of praise before the king, but a certain man will recite with your help [al yedeikhem] for his voice is sweeter than yours. This is that which is written: And the sweet psalmist of Israel [2 Samuel 23:1].” The editor cites parallels there. Like the baraita, the midrash dubs David the active writer, whose oeuvre includes the psalms of others.] 

The baraita’s list of elders is far from intuitive – further indicating the desire to emphasize David’s role as the book’s primary writer. The elders appear in the following order: Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, Heman, Yeduthun, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah. Some of these elders are explicitly mentioned in the titles of psalms: Moses (90:1), Heman (88:1), Yeduthun (39:1; 62:1; 77:1); Asaph (e.g., 50:1), and the three sons of Korah (e.g., 42:1). The three elders at the beginning of the list are different in this regard. Adam is not mentioned in Psalms at all – though his name is likely associated with Psalms 139 which has been interpreted as alluding to the act of Creation.[footnoteRef:50] Abraham is also not mentioned in the Psalms, but has been identified in various midrashic sources with the Ethan the Ezrahite, mentioned in the title of Psalms 89:1.[footnoteRef:51] Though Melchizedek is mentioned in Psalms 110:4, the poem as a whole is attributed to David explicitly, and the attribution to Melchizedek seems unnecessary. In order to arrive at the important number of ten, Korah’s sons are counted as three, although in each of their eleven appearances in the Book of Psalms they appear as a homogeneous group, with no indication as to their number.[footnoteRef:52] Omitted from the list is Solomon, despite being mentioned explicitly in the titles of two psalms (72:1; 127:1), and this is clearly no coincidence.  [50:  ...]  [51:  On this identification, see... In these midrashic sources, along with the identification of Abraham with Ethan, Moses was identified Heman. In the Amoraic discussion of the baraita, the Sages even ask why Moses and Heman are mentioned as separate figures, and it is suggested that Heman in this context refers to someone else. For some reason, the identification of Abraham with Ethan was more firmly established than the identification of Moses with Heman (and perhaps this has to do with the mention of Heman the singer in 1 Chronicles 6:18). On the other hand, in some textual witnesses of the Talmud, the list of elders has been expanded to include both Abraham and Asaph. See e.g., Ms. Hamburg 165; Ms. Florence II.I.8-9.]  [52:  They may have relied here on the verse: “And the sons of Korah were Assir, Elkanah, and Abiasaph. These are the families of the Korahites” (Ex 6:24).] 

That David wrote the Book of Psalms “by means of” ten elders implies that Psalms includes songs deriving from two distinct stages of composition: an early stage associated with the elders and a later stage associated with David. It is likely that in an attempt to reinforce this distinction between the two stages, Solomon was omitted from the list; only David’s predecessors or contemporaries were allowed to remain. This sensitivity to chronology is very much lacking in the baraita inasmuch as other books are concerned. For example, the narratives included in the Book of Samuel continue long after the death of its purported writer (in fact such events comprise the majority of the book).[footnoteRef:53] This suggests that the catalyst for the detailed discussion of Psalm’s authorship was a divergent tradition or a series of traditions that attributed to the elders a more prominent literary contribution.	Comment by Author: loose translation [53:  For an explicit Amoraic response to this point, see...] 

The list of elders associated with Psalms is echoed, with some fascinating differences, in certain classical rabbinic sources. In Shir ha-Shirim Rabba and Qohelet Rabba the list of elders is presented as follows: Adam, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, Heman, Yeduthun, the three sons of Korah, and Ezra.[footnoteRef:54] This alternative list includes Solomon and Ezra,[footnoteRef:55] as well as David himself – who is counted as one among ten, with no particular emphasis on his specific contribution. Melchizedek, on the other hand, is missing. As mentioned, Melchizedek is mentioned in Psalms 110 which opens with a title that attributes the psalm to David. If so, the inclusion Melchizedek among the elders in the talmudic version of the baraita may be somewhat forced, part of an attempt to keep the round number of ten after Solomon has been removed from the list. [54: ... these versions are confirmed  by the Synoptic Editions published by the Schechter Institute. ]  [55:  Ezra is not mentioned in Psalms at all, and his inclusion in the list may be related to a general tradition which accords him a role in writing all the books of the Bible. See above, note .... ] 

The alternative list in Midrash Rabba is accompanied by a debate revolving around the correct manner to count the ten elders. According to one opinion, Asaph, Heiman, and Yeduthun should be treated as a homogenous group and counted as one; the sons of Korah, however, should be treated as three distinct poets; the other opinion claims the opposite. This second opinion is reflected in the baraita which indeed groups the sons of Korah together. 	Comment by Author: loose translation
Yet another version of the list appears in Midrash Tehillim. There it is not ten elders but ten “ten people” [asara bnei adam] who are listed: Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph and three sons of Korah. Here again, David and Solomon are included among the ten. Unlike the list in Midrash Rabba, Ezra is omitted; like the baraita, Melchizedek is included. Asaph, Heman, and Yedutun are treated as a homogeneous group and thus only Asaph is mentioned.[footnoteRef:56] [56:   ...] 

The text of the baraita attested in Seder Olam differs in its details from the other versions: “David and twenty [=ten] elders: Adam, Melchizedek, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah wrote the Book of Psalms.”[footnoteRef:57] This version seems to represent an intermediate stage between the reading “David and ten elders/prophets wrote the Book of Psalms” and the reading “David wrote Psalms by means of ten elders” as attested in the Talmud. The opening words “David and twenty [= ten] elders,” and the concluding words “wrote the Book of Psalms,” constitute a single complete sentence. This sentence is identical to the readings attested in Group A and it seems that the actual list of the ten elders was incorporated into this early version at a later stage. The lateness of the interpolation would explain why David is mentioned in this version twice – once at the beginning of the list, and once again when he is counted as one of the ten. [57:  The variant “twenty elders” is certainly nothing more than a scribal error, perhaps an incorrect attempt to spell out the contraction עשר'. The fact that only ten elders are listed in this version is evidence that at no point were twenty elders enumerated.] 

The list of elders brought in Seder Olam, though rather similar to other lists, is not identical to any of them. Unlike the lists in Midrah Rabba, it does not include Ezra. Like the list in Midrash Tehillim, Asaph, Heiman and Yedutun are treated as a homogeneous group and thus only Asaph is mentioned. Like the list in the talmudic version of the baraita as well as that in Midrash Tehillim, Melchizedek has been added. And like all other lists, except the one appearing in the Talmud, Solomon is included.
Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah has yet another reading: “David and the ten elders wrote Psalms. The elders were Adam, Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, Asaph, Heman, Yedutun, the three sons of Korah, and Ezra.” While the opening words of this version are identical to versions belonging to Group A, the actual list of elders is identical to that attested in Shir-hashirim and Qohelet Rabba. Strangely, Ibn Yahya adds a note, stating that the list in Shir-hashirim Rabba is actually different: “And there is another opinion in the Midrash Shir ha-Shirim.”[footnoteRef:58]	Comment by Author: added
yes? [58:  Shabbetai Bass copied this passage from Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah and added the version of the list which appears in the Talmud... he was followed in this by...] 

The differences between the different versions of this list attest to textual fluidity. Although the number of elders is always fixed, the details are certainly not. It is further evident that the authors of these variant lists did not participate in the talmudic baraita’s efforts to emphasize the literary activity of David at the expense of the contributions of the ten elders. It thus seems that the variants attested in the talmudic version of the baraita represent secondary developments. It remains, however, to be determined whether the earlier version of the baraita described ten elders (zeqenim), as attested in the witnesses belonging to Group A, or ten prophets (nevi’im) as in the witnesses belonging to Groups B and C. The word “elders” was what eventually prevailed – it is used in the talmudic version of the baraita, as well as in the versions quoted by Seder Olam, Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah and in parallels recorded in Midrash Rabba. As mentioned, Midrash Tehillim discusses “ten people.” 
I would surmise that the original wording of the baraita was “prophets.” In some later biblical books, poetry and songs are regarded as a form of prophecy and for this reason the poets mentioned in the Psalms are assumed to be prophets. Chronicles clearly reflects this view: “the sons of Asaph, of Heman, and of Jeduthun, who prophesy with harps, stringed instruments, and cymbals” (1 Chronicles 25:1-2); “to sing praise to the Lord with the words of David and of Asaph the seer” (2 Chronicles 29:30).[footnoteRef:59] David was also perceived already in antiquity as a prophet. One of his hymns even has a distinctly prophetic character: “Thus says David the son of Jesse... The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me, And His word was on my tongue” (2 Samuel 23:1-2); and he is even called in some instances “David the man of God” (Nehemiah 12:24; 2 Chronicles 8:14). David’s prophetic character was perpetuated in the literature of the late Second Temple period, and that he composed psalms using prophecy is explicitly asserted: “all of these are the word [of David] with prophecy given to him from upon the Exalted One.”[footnoteRef:60] [59:  ...]  [60:   ...] 

In classical rabbinic literature, David’s character is multifaceted including, among other things, the notion of him as a prophet. Thus it is claimed that “as a child” David prophesized that he was destined to fight the Philistines and Goliath and that he “foresaw through the holy spirit” the future destruction of the Temple.[footnoteRef:61] I have, however, not found any evidence in classical rabbinic literature to suggest that the others figures mentioned in the titles of Psalms were prophets or that their poetic activity was regarded as prophetic in nature.[footnoteRef:62]  [61:  ... For a discussion of David’s characterization in classical rabbinic literature, see... ]  [62:  Most relevant sources emphasize that the poets belonged to the Levites, to the families of the Heman, Asaph and Yeduthun, and in this context it is stated that “Hygros the son of Levi was appointed over the singing.”] 

The fading of this notion – that the sacred songs in the temple were prophetic – supports the direction of evolution from “ten prophets” to “ten elders.” The opposite direction of evolution would be more difficult to explain. Thus, it is probable that originally the baraita mentioned “prophets.” This accords well with its general tendency to attribute the books of the Bible, or at least most of them, to prophetic figures. The transition from “prophets” to “elders” or to the even more neutral “people” does not reflect a principled opposition to the prophetic character of sacred poetry, but simply reflection as to how the title prophet could be applied to Asaph, Hayman, Yeduthun, and the three sons of Korah. The choice to use the general epithet “elders” is joined by statements from Second-Temple literature that attribute ancient traditions to elders – testifying to the antiquity of the traditions and that they were passed down from one generation to the next.[footnoteRef:63] By contrast, the variant reflected in Midrash Tehillim – “ten people” – is meant to further reduce the importance of the people involved.  [63:  ... The attribution to elders is consistent with the common assumption that “that which is ancient is good and that which is older is better”; for the reflection of this assumption in Jewish literature in the late Second Temple period, see ..., on Philo and Josephus’s approach (the latter’s Contra Apionem is an intensified polemical version of this assumption), see ... ] 

F. Men of the Great Assembly or Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi 
In the talmudic version of the baraita, in 7C, and in the versions cited in Seder Olam and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah, Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel and Esther are all attributed to the Men of the Great Assembly. In the three textual witnesses belonging to Group A, while the other books are mentioned, the scroll of Esther is omitted. It is likely, however, that this is a scribal error: The baraita enumerates all the books of the Hebrew Bible and if the omission of Esther was intentional, it would be reasonable to expect be attributed to someone else. Against these traditions is one attested in Group B: in these witnesses the composition of Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and Esther is attributed to the three prophets, Haggai, Zachariah, and Malachi. C8 combines the two variants: “The Men of the Great Assembly – they are Haggai and Zechariah who wrote the Book of Ezekiel, the Minor Prophets, the Book of Daniel and the Scroll [of Esther].”
	It is probable that in the original version of the baraita the books were attributed to Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi and not to the Men of the Great Assembly. Two considerations support this hypothesis:
1. The Men of the Great Assembly are mentioned in various sources, but the precise identities of its members are never enumerated in classical rabbinic literature. In the chain of transmission recorded at the beginning of Ethics of the Fathers, the Men of the Great Assembly receive the Torah from “the prophets” and Simon the Righteous is mentioned as “one of the last of the Men of the Great Assembly.” The activity of the Great Assembly thus overlaps with the period of Ezra – the most central figure in the Return to Zion.[footnoteRef:64] It should be further noted that there are affinities between the activity of Ezra and that of Men of the Great Assembly, implying that Ezra was not only considered part of this group, but was also perceived as its chief member.[footnoteRef:65] If it is true that Ezra was considered part of the Great Assembly, it is unclear why the baraita would draw a distinction between books written by former and those written by the latter.[footnoteRef:66]As we have seen, the baraita’s tendency is to decrease the number of biblical authors and it has no qualms about attributing several books to one writer. Separating between books written by the Men of the Great Assembly and those written by Ezra would represent a departure from this trend. [64:  For a different tradition of the Torah’s transmission, cf. “the prophets to the Great Assembly, and the Men of the Great Assembly to Ezra the scribe, and Ezra the scribe to Hillel the Elder,” ... BT Pesahim (50b) writes the following: “The men of the Great Assembly observed twenty-four fasts so  that those who write Scrolls, tefillin and mezuzoth should not become wealthy for if they became  wealthy they would not write.” This has led some to distinguish between the Men of the Great Assembly and “the scribes,” the latter group including Ezra the scribe (e.g., Ezra 7:6 “this Ezra came up from Babylon; and he was a skilled scribe in the Law of Moses”). It would, however, be difficult to reconcile Ezra’s role as a leader of a generation with those who write tefillin and mezuzot, who, unlike the members of the Sanhedrin and courts “received their wages out of the appropriation from the chamber.”]  [65:  Ezra ascended from Babylon and “reestablished” the “forgotten” Torah (BT Sukkah 20a) and likewise, the Men of the Great Assembly are said to have “returned to the crown to its former state.” Likewise, after publicly reading the Torah (BT Yoma 69b), Ezra is said to have “issued ten decrees” (BT Bava Kamma 82a; BT Megilla 31b) very much like the Men of the Great Assembly who also “decreed blessing and prayers for Israel (Berakhot 33a; Megilla 2a) and made a fence for Scripture” (Avot 1:1)... On the distinction between an innovative decree (taqanah) to redress existing problems as opposed to a fence or injunction to preserve an existing situation through prevention, see … In the Middle Ages, this notion was made explicit: “Ezra’s court – they are called the Men of the Great Assembly”... “And the prophets transmitted the Torah to the Men of the Great Assembly. And they are: Azariah – he is Ezra who ascended from Babylon with the exiles...” ...]  [66:  The distinction between books written by the Men of the Great Assembly and those written by Ezra has inspired various chronological conclusions among later writers and exegetes. The Maharal of Prague (Judah Loew), for instance, suggested that towards the end of Ezra’s life, most of the Men of the Great Assembly had already died; this is why Ezra was forced to write certain books by himself.  In similar fashion, it has been suggested that the history of the Great Assembly should be split into two distinct eras – an early period before Ezra, during which the books of Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther were composed, and a later period during Ezra’s life; ..., and see also the conclusions of ... ] 

2. As is becoming clear, one of the main considerations for identifying a biblical figure as a writer is his status as a prophet. Though the Great Assembly included prophets, it seems that most of its members were elders or leaders with no association with prophecy – “one hundred and twenty elders including some prophets”; “one hundred and twenty elders and among them a little more than eighty prophets”; “eighty-five elders and among them a little more than thirty prophets.”[footnoteRef:67] [67:  ...] 

By contrast, the attribution of the Twelve Minor Prophets to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi is only natural – the prophecies of these three figures are what conclude the book; the book as a whole is thus considered “theirs.” In this context it should be noted that Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi were also linked to the Aramaic translation of the Prophets: “The Targum on the Pentateuch, Onkelus the Convert said it in the name of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Joshua. The Targum of the Prophets – Yonatan ben Uziel said it from the mouths of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.” This statement links the Targum on the Prophets to an ancient prophetic source – as opposed to the Targum on the Pentateuch which is no earlier than the second generation of Tannaim. As this assertion poses something of a difficulty, a tradition is cited in the name of Rav which claims that the Targum on the Pentateuch was already formulated earlier during the public reading of the Torah described in Nehemiah 8:8.[footnoteRef:68] Regardless, the very existence of this difficulty indicates a well-entrenched tradition which attributed various literary acts to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.  [68:   ...] 

The attribution of Daniel and the Book of Esther to these three prophets also has its rationales: 
1. From the discussion so far it is clear that the baraita tends to attribute books of prophecy to the prophets themselves. Whether or not Daniel was a prophet is left unresolved in classical rabbinic literature and there are some who stated explicitly that he was not.[footnoteRef:69] Mordecai and Esther are the main figures in the Scroll of Esther and there is even an explicit verse which describes Mordechai’s literary activity: “And Mordecai wrote these things and sent letters to all the Jews” (Esther 9:20). [footnoteRef:70]But, for the most part, the two figures were not considered prophets and therefore it was difficult to attribute the writing of Esther to either one of them.[footnoteRef:71]  [69:  Thus, for instance, the men mentioned in the verse “And I, Daniel, alone saw the vision, for the men who were with me did not see the vision” have been identified as Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi “for they are prophets and [Daniel] is not a prophet.”... For an overview and detailed study, see ...]  [70:  Cf. for example, Rashi's commentary on Esther 9:20: “And Mordecai wrote – [this refers] to the present scroll as it is” and Ibn Ezra (first commentary) in his introduction to Esther “this scroll was composed by Mordechai.”]  [71:  Seder Olam Rabba counts Mordechai along with several of his contemporaries, including Daniel, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, who “all prophesied in the second year of Darius,” ...; And yet for the most part Mordechai was not associated with prophecy.] 

2. Another key consideration in identifying the biblical writers is a tendency to attribute books to major prophets who were active during or shortly after the events described. Thus, the Book of Job was attributed to Moses, since the figures mentioned in this book were identified with the figures mentioned in Genesis.[footnoteRef:72] Likewise, the Book of Judges and the Book of Ruth were attributed to Samuel, as the events they describe took place shortly before his own time.[footnoteRef:73] And in similar fashion, the Book of Kings was attributed to Jeremiah, who was active at the end of the First Temple period.[footnoteRef:74] Thus, Daniel and Esther were attributed to the main prophetic figures active during – or shortly after – the events they describe. The only possible candidates were the final biblical prophets, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.  [72:  The identification of Job and his colleagues with figures mentioned in Genesis is based on graphic and tonal similarity: 1.  Job (=Iyov) is tonally similar to Yovav the second King of Edom (Genesis 36:33-3; this identification is actually made explicit in the colophon of the Septuagint of Job as well as at its beginning). 2.  Eliphaz the Temanite shares his name with the son of Esau and Adah (Gen 36:4, 10) and Teman is identified there as Eliphaz’s son (ibid., 11, 15). 3.  Zophar’s name is tonally similar to Zepho, the son of Eliphaz and brother of Teman (ibid.; in the Septuagint, both in Genesis and 1 Chronicles 1:36 Zophar is called Sophar) [what’s the difference?] 4.  The name of Bildad the Shuhite’s name is tonally similar to Hadad ben Badad (Gen. 36:35 and likewise in the colophon of Job in the Septuagint), and was reinforced by Hadad’s connection to the Shuhite family (Gen 25:2). 5.   Uz, Job’s dwelling place, is also the name of one of Seir’s grandsons (Gen. 36:28). 6.  Uz is also mentioned among the descendants of Abraham’s brother Nahor, alongside Buz his brother and his nephew Aram (Gen 22:20-21; [on the relationship between Uz and Buz, see Jeremiah 25:20, 23]), and thus we also find affinities to the genealogy of Elihu (Job 22:2).]  [73:  Samuel's affinities to the judges are alluded to in explicit verses; see especially 1 Samuel 12:11; and 7:6, 15-17. That the events of Ruth took place during the period of the Judges is based on the book’s opening verse: “Now it came to pass, in the days when the judges ruled.”]  [74:  This attribution is also supported by the clear parallels between the end of the Book of Jeremiah and the Book of Kings. For a synoptic presentation of the parallel chapters, see ...] 

The transition from the reading “Haggai Zechariah, and Malachi wrote” to “Men of the Great Assembly wrote” is perhaps reflected in 8C which combines both readings. This transition can be explained as follows: The Men of the Great Assembly included prophets and it is reasonable to assume that Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, the last prophets of the Bible, were among them.[footnoteRef:75] This transition from individuals to a broader group is thus similar to one mentioned above: books attributed to Isaiah being transferred to Hezekiah and his colleagues – just as Isaiah was included among Hezekiah’s men, so too Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi may have been included among the Men of the Great Assembly. Mordechai has been identified in several sources with the Mordechai mentioned in the list of returnees from exile: “Those who came with Zerubbabel were Jeshua, Nehemiah, Seraiah, Reelaiah, Mordecai...” (Ezra 2:2; Nehemiah 7:7).[footnoteRef:76] This group includes a number of key figures, including Zerubbabel and Nehemiah. It is only natural that these figures, including Mordechai, would be considered Men of the Great Assembly. Moreover, Mordechai was said to have been one of those who “presided in the chamber of hewn stones” in the temple.[footnoteRef:77] Daniel is also mentioned in some sources as having returned from exile, and it is possible that he too was perceived as belonging to the leadership of the returnees.[footnoteRef:78] The reading “Men of the Great Assembly wrote” thus reflects the literary activities of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (who belonged to this group) but also accommodates the inclusion of Mordechai and perhaps even Daniel as those who took an active part in writing their own books. This variant thus strengthens the affinities that unite the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and Esther. Conversely, it is difficult to conceive of a rationale for the opposite direction of development – from the more inclusive “Men of the Great Assembly” to the more specific “Haggai, Zacharia, and Malachi.”	Comment by Author: added [75:  “After the later prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi had died, the Holy Spirit departed from Israel,” (BT Yoma 9b). Consequently, in the Middle Ages Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi were included in every attempt to enumerate the central members of the Great Assembly. It should, however, be noted that the chain of transmission which prefaces Ethics of the Fathers explicitly distinguishes Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi from the Men of the Great Assembly: ...]  [76:  For a summary of the sources that identify the Mordechai from the Scroll of Esther with the Mordechai mentioned in Ezra-Nehemiah, see ..., and see there on the difficulties that this view entails. As for difficulties connected to the return of Mordechai, see the solution of offered by Abraham ibn Ezra...]  [77:  Megillah 13b. Medieval exegetes commonly asserted that Mordechai was one of the Men of the Great Assembly. See e.g., Rashi Bava Batra 15a: who includes “Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Zerubbabel, and Mordechai”; and Ibn Ezra (Esther 2:10, second commentary): “Mordechai was of the Men of the Great Assembly.” See also Maimonides’ introduction to the Mishneh Torah. ]  [78:   ... On Daniel’s belonging to the Men of the Great Assembly, see e.g.,... However, among medieval sages, there was no consensus on this issue.] 

While the attribution of the books of Daniel and Esther to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (and later to Men of the Great Assembly) makes sense, the connection to the Book of Ezekiel is not clear at all. In this case, and in this case only, I would like to propose an emendation, one with no basis in any extant textual witness. I propose that the original version of the baraita simply stated that Ezekiel wrote his book. Two indirect lines of evidence can be adduced in favor of this hypothesis. 
1. The baraita reflects the notion that the classical prophets wrote their own books. There are, as has been seen, no other exceptions to this rule – the prophet Isaiah wrote his book, the prophet Jeremiah wrote his book, and the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi wrote the Twelve Minor Prophets (i.e., their own books). This trend is echoed in the cases of Moses, Joshua, Samuel, and Ezra who also each wrote their own book. That this rule is not applied to Ezekiel as well is difficult to explain.[footnoteRef:79]  [79:  Cf. Rashi’s solution in Bava Batra: “I do not know why Ezekiel did not write [his own book] himself, unless it was because no permission was given to write prophecy outside of the Land of Israel and thus [the Men of the Great Assembly] wrote [the prophecies] after they came to the land” (this is based on the principle “know that the Shekhinah does not reveal itself outside of the land”...). The Tosafists, however, challenge Rashi’s assertion, noting that Jeremiah, at the end of his life wrote his own book even though he was no longer residing in the Land of Israel. I also think it worth noting that the title of the Book of Ezekiel (1:2-3) was identified in the Middle Ages with the work of a “scribe” who committed the prophet’s words to writing. (See the commentary of Eliezer of Belganzi on Ezekiel 1:1). This opinion (or similar opinions regarding other books of prophecy) is not reflected in classical rabbinic literature, and it is safe to assume that such a consideration was not what prompted the baraita to attribute the book to other writers besides Ezekiel himself. Rather, if anything, the reverse occurred: the attribution of Ezekiel to the Men of the Great Assembly is what inspired Belganzi’s own interpretation.] 

2. That the Book of Ezekiel is the first of the book written by Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi to be mentioned – even before the Twelve Minor Prophets – suggests that it was added at a later stage. In the first half of the baraita the Prophets and Writing are presented in the following order: Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, Twelve Minor Prophets, Ruth, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Psalms, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles. In the second half of the baraita a different order is used: Pentateuch, Job, Joshua, Samuel, Judges, Ruth, Psalms, Jeremiah, Kings, Lamentations, Isaiah, Proverbs, Psalms, Ecclesiastes, Ezekiel, Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, Esther, Ezra, Chronicles. The order of the books in the first part of the baraita reflects the accepted order of the Bible in the Babylonian tradition which differs in some respects from the order established later in history.[footnoteRef:80] On the other hand, the order of the books in the second part of the baraita is based on a number of principles that complement each other. The most basic principle of arrangement is the accepted order of the biblical books, – i.e., the order presented in the first part of the baraita. This is why the list begins with the Pentateuch and concludes with the books of Daniel, Esther, Ezra and Chronicles. Another principle is chronological – earlier books are mentioned before later ones. Accordingly, the Book of Psalms, attributed to David is mentioned before the books of Jeremiah, Kings, and Lamentations (all of which are attributed to Jeremiah). It is possible that this same principle led to the shift in the placement of the scrolls of Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes (in accordance with tradition that the Book of Ecclesiastes was the last of Solomon’s books).[footnoteRef:81]A third organizational principle is to group together all books attributed to a single writer or group of writers. Thus, Job is mentioned alongside the Pentateuch (“Moses’s book”); Judges and Ruth alongside “Samuel’s book,” Kings and Lamentations alongside “Jeremiah’s book”; the three books of Solomon alongside the Book of Isaiah, and finally Chronicles alongside Ezra’s book. For this same reason the books written by Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi – the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel and the Book of Esther – are listed together. In all these cases, the book that includes the writer’s own words and a description of his own activity is referred to as “his book” and is placed before other books attributed to him. Accordingly, the Book of Moses is placed before the Book of Job; the Book of Jeremiah before Kings and Lamentations; the Book of Isaiah before Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes; and the Book of Ezra before Chronicles. This basic principle is accorded the greatest weight. According to this principle, the Twelve Minor Prophets, attributed to the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, ought to precede the others book attributed to them – i.e., the Twelve Minor Prophets ought to be considered “their books.” Placing the Twelve Minor Prophets after Ezekiel represents a deviation from this principle. Assuming the original version of the baraita followed a rigid and systematic approach, the odd placement of Ezekiel may attest to its addition by a later scribe or author who was unaware of the organizational principles underlying it. 	Comment by Author: I omitted: [who was active at the end of the first temple period and after the destruction [80:  On the Babylonian versus Tiberian ordering of the biblical books, see ... For different opinions regarding the different orders...]  [81:  The order of the books of Solomon has sparked arguments over “which was written first” – Proverbs or Song of Songs. In regard to Ecclesiastes there seems to have been a broader consensus: “All agree that Ecclesiastes was said at the end [of his life].” That being said, this assertion may not have been accepted by all. Cf. Rashi, Bava Batra 14b: “Song of Songs – it seems to me that [Solomon] said it in his old age.”] 

In light of the two considerations mentioned above, I would like to suggest that the original version of the baraita simply stated that Ezekiel wrote “his book.” This lost sentence was likely situated between the books written by Jeremiah and the books written by Isaiah – in accordance with the main principle of organization. From extant textual witnesses we see that the omission of a detail or even a complete sentence from the baraita is not beyond the realm of possibility; as mentioned, the Scroll of Esther is omitted from the three textual witnesses which comprise Group A, the books written by Jeremiah are left unmentioned in 6B, and in 2A the concluding sentence of the baraita is missing entirely.[footnoteRef:82]  [82:  In 2A and in the versions of  the baraita from Seder Olam and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah, Psalms appears between the books of Samuel and the books of Isaiah, as opposed to after the books of Jeremiah. By contrast in 7C and 8C, Psalms is mentioned between the books written by the Men of the Great Assembly and those written by Ezra. These shifts, which certainly reflect errors, reinforce the possibility of a sentence being omitted in its entirety.] 

If there is any truth to this hypothesis, then the sentence “Ezekiel wrote his book” was omitted at a very early stage of the baraita’s textual development. The choice to attribute the Book of Ezekiel to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (and later to the Men of the Great Assembly) came to fill this lacuna; this supplementation was also made at an early stage and therefore it is replicated in all extant witnesses of the text. It should be noted that attributing Ezekiel to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi does have some rationale behind it. It is certainly easier to insert a single word into a textual tradition (“Ezekiel”) than to add to an entire sentence that stands on its own (“Ezekiel wrote his book”). And if Ezekiel did not write his own book, it was necessary to ascribe it to one or several of his contemporaries. The most reasonable candidates among the writers listed in the baraita were Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi or Ezra. Since the three prophets wrote the Twelve Minor Prophets, which includes prophecies from other figures, it was relatively easy to simply add another book of prophecy – Ezekiel – to the list.[footnoteRef:83] [83:  It is interesting to note that Shabbetai Bass initially attributes the Scroll of Esther to Ezekiel but then goes on to copy the version attested in the Talmud: “The Men of the Great Assembly wrote the books of Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and the scroll of Esther”... Following this, Yechiel Shlomo Heilperin noted that Ezekiel wrote Esther, though he sought to soften the clear contradiction between this assertion and that of the baraita by adding Ezekiel’s name alongside the Men of the Great Assembly: “Ezekiel and the Men of the Great Assembly wrote Ezekiel, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and Esther,”…] 

G. Chronicles	Comment by Author: Instead of quoting the awkward language of the baraita I think, for the title at least, just the name of the book should be mentioned.
The talmudic version of the baraita states that Ezra wrote “the yahas of Chronicles until his” (yahas divrei ha-yamim ‘ad lo). 7C states that Ezra wrote “The Book of yihus of Chronicles until And he had [velo] brothers, the sons Jehoshaphat.” In versions 1A, 3A, and Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah, Ezra is said to have written “yihus divrei ha-yamim” or “yihus de-divrei ha-yamim” with no further explanation. In 2A the sentence is entirely missing, presumably omitted in error. The version of the baraita attested in Seder Olam reads: “yahas divrei ha-yamim.” In witnesses belonging to Group B and in 8C, Ezra is simply said to have written “Chronicles.”[footnoteRef:84]  [84:  At the beginning of Midrash Divrei ha-Yamim, Ms. Vatican 32, 76a, we find the following assertion: “Moses wrote his book, the portion of Balaam, and Job. Jeremiah wrote his book, Chronicles, and Lamentations (see facsimile edition..., and see the variants recorded in Finkelstein’s edition of Midrash Sifrei/sifri?, p. 1).  The significance of joining books written by Moses to those written by Jeremiah is unclear and the attribution of Chronicles to Jeremiah seems to be a mistake. It should, however, be noted that such an attribution was known in medieval Christian exegesis. Cf. Stephen Langton’s commentary on Chronicles,... and see in the introduction to the edition...] 

The root y.h.s refers to a connection, affinity, or establishment of provenance.[footnoteRef:85] In the context of written works, be it separately or in conjunction with the words “book” or “scroll,” it denotes a work containing genealogical material.[footnoteRef:86] The phrase yihus (or yahas) divrei ha-yamim can thus be interpreted as referring the book’s first nine chapters which are genealogical in nature. But this interpretation has its difficulties. If it is true, then this would leave no indication as to who wrote the rest of Chronicles – i.e., who wrote most of the book. Another possibility is that the phrase yihus (or yahas) divrei ha-yamim is a way of referring to Chronicles as a whole – i.e., the entire book is called yahas by virtue of its initial genealogical chapters. Such a title may be based on a combination of two verses from Nechemia: “And I found a register of the genealogy [sefer ha-yahas] of those who had come up in the first return, and found written in.” (7:5) and “were written in the Book of Chronicles” (12:23). While this is a reasonable possibility, we lack any further examples from classical rabbinic literature in which the root y.h.s. is used to refer to the entire Book of Chronicles; all such uses derive from the Middle Ages, and may be influenced by the text of the baraita itself.[footnoteRef:87] Given the phrase’s rarity, as well as the fact that the baraita does not offer alternate titles for any of the other books of the Bible,[footnoteRef:88] we may surmise that the original version of the baraita simply stated that Ezra wrote Chronicles with no further qualifications. [85:  See e.g., “These are the heads of their fathers’ houses, and this is their genealogy [hityahsam]” (Ezra 8:1); “The tribes now began abusing him... Therefore, Scripture detailed his ancestry [yihso]: Phinehas, the son of Eleazar, the son of Aaron the Priest” (Sanhedrin 82b). By association the verb y.h.s. can refer also to counting [yes?] (similar in meaning to the verb p.k.d.). ]  [86:  And I found a register of the genealogy [sefer ha-yahas] of those who had come up in the first return, and found written in it” (Nehemiah 7:5); “they were sitting and checking the genealogy [yihsei] of the priesthood and of the Levites”... “book of genealogy [sefer yuhasin],”...]  [87:  Cf. “sefer yuhasin which is called Chronicles,”... “sefer ha-yahas of Judah”... “they recited this hymn before him, as it is written in sefer yuhasin”; “and it is the practice of sefer ha-yahas throughout to repeat its words”... anonymous commentary. (Omitted from the parallel in Ms. Munich...).]  [88:  As stated above, Moses’ book is given various qualifiers in different versions of the baraita, but these should be considered secondary interpolations.] 

It is possible that the extant witnesses reflect a process of gradual textual development. Originally the baraita stated that Ezra wrote “his book” and Chronicles – as we find in the three witnesses belonging to Group B. The root y.h.s. was appended to this original version – as we find in 1A, 7C, Seder Olam, and Shalshelet ha-qabbalah: “yihus divrei ha-yamim”; “yahas divrei ha-yamim.”[footnoteRef:89] However, what the author of this addition may have considered an intuitive appellation for the entire book, turned out to be perplexing for later readers and copyists. The term yihus/yahas was regarded as a reference only to a small part of the Chronicles – the genealogical chapters – not to the entire book. In accordance with this understanding, slight variations were introduced into the text to make it more comprehensible: “yihus de-divrei ha-yamim” (3A); “yahas shel divrei ha-yamim” (the talmudic version of the baraita).[footnoteRef:90] 	Comment by Author: loose translation [89:  The phrase sefer yihus divrei ha-yamim (the book of genealogy, Chronicles) attested in version 7C ostensibly reflects an early stage in which the book as a whole was given the appelation yihus. In this witness, however, the word book has been systematically added to every biblical work – even before Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes and Lamentations which are commonly referred to as “scrolls.”]  [90:  In respect to this point there are variants between different versions of the Talmud.] 

While modern biblical scholars have dealt at length with the precise relationship between Chronicles’ genealogical chapters and its historiographical chapters,[footnoteRef:91] such discussions have no parallels in rabbinic literature; Chronicles was traditionally understood as a complete, homogenous book.[footnoteRef:92] The assertion that Ezra wrote only the “genealogy of Chronicles,” i.e. only a certain part of the book, would have been perceived as perplexing and inexplicable. The words “until his,” which appear only in the talmudic version of the baraita, are likely an attempt to deal with this problem. 7C represents another attempt: “The Book of yihus of Chronicles until And he had [velo] brothers, the sons Jehoshaphat.”  [91:  In addition to the scholarly overviews of Chronicles in encyclopedias, introductions to the Hebrew Bible, and in the introductions to commentaries on the book, see the bibliographical list provided by ...]  [92:  The Targum on Chronicles opens as follows..., it has been suggested that this title represents an attempt to distinguish the book’s genealogical chapters from its historiographical ones, ..., on this point, however, see ... ] 

I have previously mentioned the recurring line of thought that informs Amoraic discussions of the baraita: that the mention of a writer’s death within a book represents a milestone, the point at which another figure takes over the act of writing. I further suggested that this line of thought was influenced by an assertion – one that does not belong to the original text of the baraita – that Joshua wrote the final eight verses of the Pentateuch. It is this line of thought that underlies the addition of “until his [period]” – i.e., that Ezra wrote the Book of Chronicles down to his own time. Unlike Moses, Joshua, and Samuel whose deaths are explicitly mentioned in their respective books, Ezra’s death is not mentioned in Chronicles. In fact, Ezra is not mentioned at all. Nevertheless, he was certainly identified with the genealogy of the priesthood (1 Chronicles, 5:29-40). This list has a parallel in the Book of Ezra which reaches as far as Ezra himself. The following is shared by both lists:
...
The words ad lo (“until his”) which as mentioned refers to Ezra, likely denotes the point in Chronicles in which Ezra’s father, Seraiah, is named. Moreover, Chronicles writes the following about Jehozadak son of Seraiah: “[he] went into captivity when the Lord carried Judah and Jerusalem into captivity by the hand of Nebuchadnezzar” (1 Chronicles 5:41). It is not impossible that Jehozadak was identified with Ezra himself, as mentioned explicitly mentioned in medieval exegesis.[footnoteRef:93]  [93:  Thus, in the commentary attributed to Saadia Gaon (1 Chronicles 3:24) we find the claim “Jehozadak is Ezra as indicated by its parallel,” that is, as we learn from Ezra 7:1-5. The commentary goes on to explain “he is called here Jehozadak, for the Holy One Blessed is He did kindness [tzedaqah] with him by exiling him before the temple’s destruction, and he renewed the Torah”..., Cf. however, the commentary attributed to Rashi on 1 Chronicles 5:41 which implies that Jehozadak was Ezra’s brother. See also Radak’s commentary on 1 Samuel 2:35.] 

Of course, the very identification of Ezra’s genealogy within Chronicles does not necessarily require one to conclude that he wrote only up to this point in the book.[footnoteRef:94] This assertion seems to be forced, its purpose, as explained, to justify the reading “the yahas/yihus of Chronicles” – an interpolation which was perceived as referring only to a certain part of the book. [94:  It should be noted that the mention of Seriah and Jehozadak does not represent the latest genealogical information provided; figures who lived after Ezra are listed before 5:40. See especially the list of Zerubbabel’s descendants in 1 Chronicles 3:19-24...] 

7C’s reading “And he had [velo] brothers, the son Jehoshaphat” seems to be an attempt to elaborate upon the reading “ad lo”. This would have been the work of someone who did not identify the point of transition with the list of priests in 1 Chronicles 5, and instead interpreted lo not as a pronoun referring to Ezra but rather as a Scriptural reference (in the spirit of the variants in 2A and 3A which state the Joshua wrote “until in the sight of all of Israel”). The verse in question is 2 Chronicles 21:2 “He [Joram] had [ve-lo] brothers, the sons of Jehoshaphat: Azariah, Jehiel, Zechariah, Azaryahu, Michael, and Shephatiah; all these were the sons of Jehoshaphat king of Israel.” This is, however, a completely arbitrary point of transition, and despite the similarity between the name Ezra and that of Azariah son of Jehoshaphat, a rationale for why Ezra would cease writing the book at this specific point is hard to conceive.[footnoteRef:95]	Comment by Author: perhaps put in footnote.  [95:  The readings of 7C are further reflected in the version of the baraita attested in the Pesaro Edition and Hamburg 165 as well as in the version copied in Shalshelet ha-Qabbalah. Ibn Yahya specifies: “until he had brothers in chapter 28.” By contrast, see the challenge raised by the Tosafists. As for the similarity between Ezra and Azariah, cf. “Azariah is Ezra who ascended from Babylon,” ...] 

The choice to mark the point at which Ezra’s role as a writer ceases distinguishes Chronicles from the other books of the Bible mentioned in baraita – this is the only book in which we find no information as to who wrote a book from beginning to end.[footnoteRef:96] Apparently, the redactor of the talmudic discussion was sensitive to this discrepancy, and thus appended the following to the end of the baraita:	Comment by Author: loose translation [96:  Samuel Masnut cites the concluding lines of the baraita in his commentary on Ezra-Nehemiah as follows: “Ezra wrote his book and yihes be-divrei ha-yamim ‘ad lo.” If this is an exact quotation of the text that was available to Samuel Masnut, and if the word yihes is to be understood as a verb (i.e., “he wrote genealogical information in Chronicles”) then it is likely meant to emphasize Ezra’s distinct and limited literary contribution to the book.] 

This confirms the opinion of Rab, since Rab Judah has said in the name of Rab: Ezra did not leave Babylon to go up to Eretz Yisrael until he had written his own genealogy. Who then finished it [the Book of Chronicles]? — Nehemiah the son of Hachaliah.
It is probable that this statement was originally placed later-on in the Amoraic discussion of this baraita (which follows the order of the books, and often raises the question “who finished it?”).[footnoteRef:97] The redactor however chose to detach this comment from its natural place and append it directly to the end of the baraita, perhaps thinking that the missing information regarding the details of the book’s composition needed to be addressed immediately. [97:  Twice in regard to Joshua, and likewise in regard to Samuel,...] 

Summary and Conclusions
A comparison of all the witnesses of the baraita, complete and partial, yields significant variation. We have suggested in our discussion that the original version of the baraita was extremely concise, offering very little in the way of detail. Based on our discussion, the original text can be reconstructed as follows:
	Moses wrote his own book and Job
	משה כתב ספרו ואיוב

	Joshua wrote his book
	יהושע כתב ספרו

	Samuel wrote his book, Judges, and Ruth
	שמואל כתב ספרו ושופטים ורות

	David and ten prophets wrote Psalms
	דוד ועשרה נביאים כתבו תהלים

	Jeremiah wrote his book, Kings, and Lamentations
	ירמיה כתב ספרו ומלכים וקינות

	Ezekiel wrote his book
	יחזקאל כתב ספרו

	Isaiah wrote his book, Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes
	ישעיה כתב ספרו משלי שיר השירים וקהלת

	Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi wrote the Twelve Minor Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther
	חגי זכריה ומלאכי כתבו תרי עשר דניאל ומגילת אסתר

	Ezra wrote his book and Chronicles.[footnoteRef:98] [98:  In this reconstruction I have ignored instances of the words “book” and “scroll” which appear in various places in different textual witnesses with little regularity. Likewise, I have ignored divergent spelling choices..., In 4B the verb h.b.r. (he composed) is used once instead of k.t.v (he wrote).] 

	עזרא כתב ספרו ודברי הימים 



The version of the baraita that was incorporated into the Talmud includes interpolations and changes. As suggested above, these additions and modifications represent attempts to contend with specific questions or to offer more precise information about particular points. Apparently, none of these expansions were able to provide a complete or unanimous solution; some edits even introduced new problems and concerns. The fact is that a significant portion of scholarship dedicated to the baraita – in the Middle Ages, the early modern era, and today – has revolved around what I have identified as late interpolations: the Portion of Balaam, Joshua’s composition of the final eight verses of the Pentateuch, the composition of Psalms by David “by means of ten elders,” and the literary activities of Hezekiah and his colleagues as well as those of the Men of the Great Assembly. 
The additions related to the composition of Chronicles differ in this respect: they have left little imprint on Jewish tradition. Nehemiah’s contribution to Chronicles is almost never mentioned; that Ezra wrote the book as a whole was accepted as fact.[footnoteRef:99] Furthermore, in the Middle Ages, a tradition developed that Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi and not Nehemiah had had some involvement in writing Chronicles.[footnoteRef:100] It has also been suggested that the Amoraic query “who completed it?” does not refer Chronicles at all but rather to Ezra-Nehemiah which was completed by Nehemiah.[footnoteRef:101] There is reason to believe that this disregard for Nehemiah’s ostensible contribution to Chronicles was the result of a lack of plausible explanation as to why Ezra could not have written the entire book himself, as well as general vagueness associated with the cryptic words ad lo.	Comment by Author: added [99:  Gedaliah Ibn Yahya (later in the baraita) explicitly states that “Nehemiah wrote from there until the end of the Book of Chronicles,” he is followed in this by ..., Nehemiah’s contribution to the writing of the Chronicles was mostly discussed in the modern era, ...; among those who attributed the entirety of Chronicles to Ezra are...,]  [100:  ..., for further details about this tradition and the polemical motives that underlie it, see... ]  [101:  ..., and see note below ...] 

It seems that this detailed list of biblical writers is not grounded on a concrete tradition, but rather reflects the Sages’ concentrated and innovative effort to match each book with a writer. Restoring the original text of the baraita allows us to more precisely evaluate the trends and considerations that underlie these identifications, some of which we have discussed above. These can be summarized as five points:
1. The book’s main protagonist: A book is written by the figure whose actions and words are situated at its center. This is true of Moses who wrote the Pentateuch, of Joshua who wrote the Book of Joshua, of Samuel who wrote the Book of Samuel, of the prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel who wrote their respective books, and of Ezra who wrote the Book of Ezra-Nehemiah. This assumption implies that the baraita draws no distinction between the time during which events transpired and the time at which they were committed to writing. 
2. A tendency to reduce the number of writers: With the exception of Psalms written by David and ten prophets and the books written by Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, other biblical books are each assumed to be the work of a single writer. Joshua and Ezekiel wrote one book each and one book is attributed to David and the ten prophets. But other writers wrote two, three, or even four books each. This trend indicates a desire to present a short and concise list of biblical writers. Moreover, this is consistent with a common tendency in various ancient cultures to attribute vast corpora to a single writer.[footnoteRef:102] Nevertheless, the baraita does slightly limit this overwhelming trend. The literature of the late Second Temple period attests to a general perception that Moses wrote all the legal literature in Israel. Accordingly, Moses is called the “legislator” and the Pentateuch is named after him. As stated above, during this period one can find evidence of an analogous conception regarding David: the king was thought to have composed all of the sacred poetry in Israel – “four thousand and fifty” psalms. Likewise, at an early stage, all of Israelite Wisdom Literature was attributed to King Solomon, as implied by his characterization in Kings “He spoke three thousand proverbs” (1 Kings 5:12), as well as by the titles of the books Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes and also the beginning of the Wisdom of Solomon.[footnoteRef:103] In the baraita, however, while the Pentateuch continues to be attributed to Moses, Psalms is no longer the work of David alone – nor are the books of Solomon which are now attributed to Isaiah. [102:  Thus, for instance, Homer wrote the Iliad and the Odyssey, Lycurgus and Solon wrote the laws and institutions of Sparta and Athens, Vyasa composed the Mahabharata, and Valmiki composed the Ramayana, and so on; ....]  [103:  See also the reconstruction proposed for the opening line of Scroll 4Q525; …] 

3. Prophets: The list of authors indicates a clear preference for matching books with prophetic figures. This is expressed in the attribution of the Book of Job to Moses as opposed to one of the book’s protagonists. Likewise are the attribution of Judges and Ruth to Samuel (as opposed to specific judges or protagonists from those books); the attribution of Solomon’s books to Isaiah (as opposed to Solomon himself); and the attribution of Esther to the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (as opposed to Daniel or Mordechai). The choice to refer to the figures mentioned in the titles of various psalms as “ten prophets” also reflects this trend. And yet, a certain degree of flexibility is evident here. Certain statements associated with Joshua, David, and Ezra have been used to characterize them as prophets.[footnoteRef:104] Nevertheless their prophetic status is far less pronounced than that of Moses, Samuel, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.[footnoteRef:105] [104:  For an analysis of the multivariant characterization of Joshua in the Bible, including his pronounced prophetic characterization and distinct layers and strata of his prophetic vocation, see ..., and see there on the status of Joshua as a prophet in late Second-Temple literature, ...; As for David’s characterization as a prophet, see above note ...; The prophetic status of Ezra is clearly evident from 4 Esdras whose influence on Christian exegesis is well known, and see relevant references and sources cited by ...]  [105:  Suffice it to say in this context that Joshua, David, and Ezra are not called prophets, ...] 

4. Chronology: In attempts to match books with their writers, the relative chronology of events taking place in the book was also taken into account. Thus, a writer who lived at the same time as – or shortly after – the events described in the book took place was preferred. The names of the main characters in Job bear similarities to those of figures mentioned in Genesis. Therefore, the authors of the baraita concluded that the events of Job transpired prior to the life of Moses, and thus Moses was credited as its author.[footnoteRef:106] Samuel was credited with writing Judges and Ruth (based on the opening verse: “Now it came to pass, in the days when the judges ruled”) since he was active shortly after the period of the Judges and his name is associated with jurisprudence. Jeremiah was active at the end of the First Temple period and after its destruction and therefore was credited as the writer of Kings. Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi were active during the Return to Zion and therefore books which describe events taking place during Exile – Daniel and Esther, and later also Ezekiel – were attributed to them. Chronicles concludes with the declaration of King Cyrus and is therefore attributed to Ezra.  [106:  ...; It is worth noting that in the Peshitta, the Book of Job is usually placed after the Pentateuch, and it is clear that this placement assumes Mosaic authorship.  ] 

5. Explicit verses: Lamentations was attributed to Jeremiah based on a verse in 2 Chronicles 35:25: “Jeremiah also lamented for Josiah [...] and indeed they are written in the Laments.” Likewise, Psalms was attributed to David and the “ten prophets” due to the opening titles of various psalms. And yet, the weight given to such explicit verses seems to have been rather limited. The attribution of Solomonic books to Isaiah is based on Proverbs 25:1 and the subsequent identification of the prophet as one of the king’s “men.” This attribution ignores, however, the opening verses of Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes which explicitly attribute these books to Solomon himself. Likewise, the attribution of the Twelve Minor Prophets to Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi does not take into account the recurring titles throughout these books which attribute them to other prophets – from Hosea to Zephaniah. Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi are also credited with writing Esther despite the verse “And Mordecai wrote these things” (Esther 9:20) which could be understood to suggest that it was he who was responsible for writing the scroll. The attribution of Ezra-Nehemiah to Ezra does not take into account the title of Nehemiah: “The words of Nehemiah son of Hachaliah” (Nehemiah 1:1) nor does it account for the transition into first person speech by Nehemiah himself.[footnoteRef:107] [107:  Cf. in particular the commentary attributed to Rashi on Nehemiah 1:1: “The words of Nehemiah – from here on forward Nehemiah wrote this book.” Likewise, BT Sanhedrin 93b asserts that “The whole subject matter of [the Book of] Ezra was narrated by Nehemiah the son of Hachalia.” It then asks, “why was the book not called by his name?” and answers by citing some of his moral failings.] 

A number of discussions and studies devoted to this baraita have revolved around the verb k.t.b. (“write”) which recurs in each and every sentence.[footnoteRef:108] Scholars have sought distinguish different meanings implied by the verb, some emphasizing the difference between books “written” by a single writer and those “written” by a group. Sentences such as “David wrote the Book of Psalms by means of ten elders,” “Hezekiah and his colleagues wrote,” and “the Men of the Great Assembly wrote” have received the most attention in this regard. Based on these sentences, scholars have cast these “writers” as collectors, editors, or copyists of earlier materials. However, a comparison of the baraita’s various textual versions indicates that these three sentences in question reflect secondary developments and thus cannot be used as a consideration in determining the precise meaning of the verb k.t.b. in the baraita’s original form.  [108:  ...] 

Unlike suggestions offered by previous scholars, and basing myself on the reconstructed text of the baraita, I would like to propose that the different instances of the verb k.t.b. in the baraita are indistinguishable and there is no room to discuss sub-categories of “writing.” In rabbinic Hebrew, both in antiquity and the Middle Ages, a number of verbs are used to describe literary activity.[footnoteRef:109] Clear trends can be discerned in relation to some of these verbs. Thus, both in ancient and medieval rabbinic Hebrew, while the verb a.m.r (“said”) is used in the context of oral material, is it is also prevalent in written contexts (e.g she-ne’emar, to introduce Scriptural citations).[footnoteRef:110] By contrast the verb k.t.b. is mainly used to describe written materials. In medieval Hebrew, the verb a.t.q. is usually used to describe the act of translation and the verb y.s.d. to describe the composition of poetry or parables. And yet, there are many examples in which the verbs a.t.q and s.d.r. are used as generic terms for the act of writing as well.[footnoteRef:111] These examples illustrate the rule. Until the invention of print, and in fact up to the modern era, the connotations of verbs pertaining to literary activities were extremely fluid.[footnoteRef:112]  [109:  The most common verbs are ..., and some others.]  [110:  Phrases such as “Scripture [ha-katuv] says,” and “the verses [ha-ketuvim] spoke” and so forth demonstrate the fluid boundaries between writing and saying...,]  [111:  For examples of the diverse connotations of the verbs, a.t.q. and y.s.d, see... ]  [112:  Even the verb t.r.g.m, which seems to be quite distinct, may refer to diverse literary activities. See the examples mentioned by ... ] 

Flexibility in the meaning of verbs indicating literary activity is an expression of an oral culture centered on traditions passed down from one generation to the next. In antiquity, traditions were associated with the name of God and the names of exemplary figures, prophets, and sages; this was used to accord books authoritative status and to distinguish them from other literary traditions. This link between a tradition or a book on the one hand and a figure on the other, is generally unconnected to a concrete literary act.[footnoteRef:113] Writing was perceived as a technical skill, and questions about who actually authored (or wrote) a given book, or speculation as to the provenance of the particular copy the reader was holding in his hand at any given time, had no bearing on the book’s status.[footnoteRef:114] Classical rabbinic literature does not reflect a profound change when it comes to the issue of writing books and attributing books to a particular writer. In this case as well, attributing a book to a specific figure means that the traditions contained in the book are linked to the name of that figure. This however does not imply any specific commitment as to the precise way in which these traditions evolved into their written form. Statements that reflect a concrete picture of literary activity are extremely rare, and it is no coincidence that the most significant statements of this kind are part of the subsequent Amoraic discussions of the baraita.[footnoteRef:115] In fact, until the invention of print, the distinctions between narrator, writer, editor and copyist was often blurred and sometimes did not exist at all.[footnoteRef:116] The distinction between the composition of an original work, the redaction of earlier materials, or the simple act of copying were beyond the interests of the Sages. Such sharp distinctions are also not reflected in the original version of the baraita.	Comment by Author: yes? [113:  Proverbs 1 is certainly an exception in this regard.]  [114:  ... ]  [115:  I am referring to the writing of the eight verses that conclude the Pentateuch – whether Joshua or Moses wrote them through divine dictation. For a detailed analysis and discussion of the dozens of references that this issue has provoked in the tradition, see ...]  [116:  For the beginning of semantic precision on this point, see Joseph Ibn Yahya’s principled distinction between “poet,” “writer,” and “author” at the beginning of his commentary on Psalms 42; ...; Ibn Yahya wrote his commentary on Psalms in 1526... And in his commentary on Job 19:23 he alludes to the fundamental changes caused by the invention of print on the world of books…  ] 

We may suffice with the following general statement: The recurring verb k.t.b. in the baraita expresses a profound connection between a particular book and a particular named biblical figure. Since k.t.b. is mostly used in the context of written material, it is fair to say that the writers of the books mentioned in baraita played some role as writers. However, it would be misguided to try and reach more precise conclusions as to the scope of their activities; there is simply no latitude for understanding the verb k.t.b, as denoting a concrete or well-defined literary act. 
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