Who Wrote the Torah?  

An intellectual defense of unitary authorship for high school students

1. Introduction

Who wrote the Torah?  Believing Jews (and Christians) generally gave a simple and straightforward answer to this question for at least a millennium – Moses wrote the Torah, at G-d’s dictation.  The Jewish philosopher Benedict Spinoza, however, argued in the seventeenth century that the Torah includes editorial insertions that were not part of the original Mosaic text, and in the nineteenth century a group of German Protestant scholars developed the thesis that the Torah is actually a composite of documents written by four authors.  You are probably aware that one or another version of their thesis, known as the Documentary Hypothesis, is currently the standard answer to “Who wrote the Torah?” in university Bible departments.  
You may be asking yourself, then, whether you can be a reasonable and modern person and still believe that Moses wrote the Torah.  I’m writing in the hope of persuading you that you can, that a reasonable person looking fairly at the evidence can reasonably conclude that the Torah is a unified document with a single author.

It is important at the outset to separate three issues: 
a. unified authorship (whether the Torah was written as one document, or rather is a combination of several different documents edited together into a single book), 
b. historicity (whether what the Torah tells us about the past is true)
c. sanctity (whether the Torah was written, inspired, or ratified by G-d, or whatever term one uses to describe the source of value in this world).  
What I mean by “separate” is that it is possible to believe
a. in unified authorship, even in Mosaic authorship, and not believe that the Torah is sacred; one can, for example, believe that Moses was deluded, or

b. that the Torah was written by four or more unknown people, but that each of them was a prophet inspired by G-d, and that the Torah is therefore sacred
, and/or. 
c. that the Torah is sacred but has no interest in accurately conveying history, or that the Torah is not sacred but nonetheless a meticulously accurate historical account.  
This article addresses only the issue of unified authorship – it does not discuss whether the Torah is historically accurate, or whether it is sacred.


It is also important to recognize that scholars may bring three different types of evidence when seeking to divide the Torah by author – 

a. historical/archaeological, 
b. linguistic, and 
c. literary.  
In other words, they may argue that 
a. different sections of Torah reflect historical circumstances from different time periods;

b. that the language of different sections of Torah show that they come from different regions and/or times; or 
c. that some sections of Torah simply cannot fit with other sections because of contradictions, redundancies, or other incompatibilities.

The body of this article addresses and makes only literary arguments.  This is largely because I see myself as much more competent in the area of literary analysis than in either linguistics or history.  You should understand, however, that the historical and linguistic arguments generally depend on the literary argument.   For example, if we assume the unified authorship of the Torah, it would by itself be our largest and oldest repository of Ancient Hebrew, in light of which all other linguistic data would be dated.  Similarly, those who claim that sections of Torah represent one or another political faction in First Temple Israel generally acknowledge that other sections represent the claims of conflicting factions; if one assumes unified Mosaic authorship, the Torah of course ends up presenting a nuanced and complex position on the issue that is debated later in Jewish history.


 Finally, it is necessary to clarify at the outset the rules of the game.  What constitutes literary evidence for or against multiple or unified authorship?  We cannot say that any single unsolved contradiction or redundancy demonstrates multiple authorship – if that were the case, no story or book would ever be seen as the product of one author, and I would have to cover every sentence of Torah with absolute thoroughness to usefully make my point.  At the same time, showing that the parts of one section of Torah fit together better if we assume unified authorship doesn’t prove that other parts aren’t composite.

One tack that has been tried by proponents of unified authorship is to find cross-documentary thematic patterns for example, showing that aspects of a story or set of laws found only in “E” make sense only if they serve as rewards and punishments for actions taken in a story found only in “J”.  For example, the rule that one may not distinguish between sacrificial animals that are “tov” and those that are ”ra”  in Leviticus 37, generally assigned to “P” or “H”, may indicate that the purpose of animal sacrifice is to undo the sin of eating the fruit in Eden which enabled human beings to distinguish “tov: and ra”, a narrative assigned to “J”.  

This type of argument, though, even when done extremely well, does not necessarily accomplish its goal.  
a. Firstly, proponents of multiple authorship can always argue that R, the final editor, combined his materials so skillfully that the texts relate to each other now, when they did not relate to each other originally.  
b. Secondly, they can argue that the alluded-to text originally existed in both documents, but that we only have fragments of each document.  
c. Finally, they can argue that the argument simply shows that we have not previously divided the documents correctly, not that the principle of division is incorrect.

These responses highlight two issues that make the task of this article highly challenging.  
a. First, the Documentary Hypothesis, like any living academic theory, exists in many forms and changes constantly; thus the reaction to any argument can be to adapt the theory, or adopt a different version of the theory, and present it anew as unchallenged.  For example, the original Hypothesis found four sources, of which P (the hypothetical Priestly writer, of Vayikra and much else) was the latest, and which the final redactor had no license to change in any way.  But one can find significant contemporary versions with anywhere from five to tens of sources, which see P as earlier than at least Devarim, and which give the redactor(s) the capacity to alter his/her/their sources at will.  
b. Second, belief in multiple authorship goes together with belief in unified editing, or redaction, and it is always possible to dismiss evidence of unity as the product of redaction rather than authorship.  Scholars call this “the vanishing redactor problem” – in other words, at what point does one have to make such strong claims about what the redactor did with/to her sources that one might as well say that s/he wrote the book her/himself?  


My approach in this article will therefore be as follows: I will take several examples of narratives that I think historically have and still are seen as primary evidence for the Hypothesis, and seek to show that each of them is as well or better explained if we assume unified authorship.  It seems to me reasonable that this should shift the burden of proof back to those who endorse multiple authorship.  After all, many books, for example business advice books and Maimonides’ Mishneh Torah
, contain numerous apparent contradictions
, and yet we do not presume that such books were written by committees!  

Additionally, I will show you that the literary questions raised by expositors of the Hypothesis have often been addressed directly by traditional Jewish commentary, especially rabbinic midrash.  It seems to me that if many, many brilliant people who studied the Torah intensely for many years were capable of believing it the work of a single author, the burden of proof is on those who see that position as unreasonable.  Of course, one may find the propositions and arguments of multiple authorship more compelling than the older approach, but to my mind, if the questions are not new, the old answers remain at least plausible, unless something has happened to make the assumptions that they were based on untenable.

Finally, before we address the Documentary Hypothesis directly, I think it will be worthwhile to discuss the granddaddy of them all, the question that made Benedict Spinoza first argue that parts of the Torah were post-Mosaic.  This is an example of Lower rather than of Higher Biblical criticism; it argues that the Torah contains a post-Mosaic editorial insertion, not that the Torah is fundamentally a composite work.  But I want to address it because of its historical importance, and because it offers a useful window onto differences between classical and some contemporary modes of reading. 

2.  “The Canaanites were then in the land”

So here is Genesis 12:1-7:
בראשית פרק יב 
(א) ויאמר יקוק אל אברם לך לך מארצך וממולדתך ומבית אביך אל הארץ אשר אראך:

(ב) ואעשך לגוי גדול ואברכך ואגדלה שמך והיה ברכה:

(ג) ואברכה מברכיך ומקללך אאר ונברכו בך כל משפחת האדמה:

(ד) וילך אברם כאשר דבר אליו יקוק וילך אתו לוט ואברם בן חמש שנים ושבעים שנה בצאתו מחרן:

(ה) ויקח אברם את שרי אשתו ואת לוט בן אחיו ואת כל רכושם אשר רכשו ואת הנפש אשר עשו בחרן ויצאו ללכת ארצה כנען ויבאו ארצה כנען:

(ו) ויעבר אברם בארץ עד מקום שכם עד אלון מורה והכנעני אז בארץ:
(ז) וירא יקוק אל אברם ויאמר לזרעך אתן את הארץ הזאת ויבן שם מזבח ליקוק הנראה אליו:

JPS Translation
1. The Lord said to Abram, “Go forth from your native land and from your father’s house to the land that I will show you.
2. I will make of you a great nation,

And I will bless you;

I will make your name great,

And you will be a blessing.

     3.
I will bless those who curse you

And curse him that curses you;

And all the families of the earth 

Shall bless themselves by you.

4. Abram went forth as the Lord had commanded him, and Lot went with him.  

5. Abram took his wife Sarai and his brother’s son Lot, and all the wealth they had amassed, and the persons they had acquire in Haran; and they set out for the land of Canaan.  When they arrived in the land of Canaan,

6. Abram passed through the land as far as the site of Shekhem, at the terebinth of Moreh.  The Canaanites were then in the land.

7. The L-rd appeared to Abram and said: ‘I will assign this land to your offspring’.  And he built an altar there to the L-rd who had appeared to him.”

Spinoza argued that the last sentence, “The Canaanites were then in the land”, meaning “then as opposed to now”, could not have been written at the time of Moses, as the Canaanites were still in the land.  The sentence could only have been written at a time when the Canaanites were no longer in the land, so as to convey needed historical/ethnographic context to contemporary readers.  

Spinoza did not see himself as having discovered this; he believed that he was following in the footsteps of the thirteenth century Spanish commentator Rabbi Avraham ibn Ezra.  Let’s take a look then at Ibn Ezra’s comments to Genesis 12:6: 
"והכנעני אז בארץ" - יתכן שארץ כנען תפשה כנען מיד אחר. ואם איננו כן יש לו סוד. והמשכיל ידום:

“The Canaanites were then in the land” – plausibly the Land of Canaan was grabbed by Canaan from the hands of another.  But if this is not so, it has a secret, and the one who comprehends it will fall silent.

The “secret” Ibn Ezra alludes to here is probably the “secret of the twelve” that he refers to elsewhere in his commentary, and the other verses he mentions in those contexts also seem to raise the possibility of post-Mosaic editorial insertions.  It therefore seems fair to cite Ibn Ezra as someone who was theologically okay with there being post-Mosaic insertions in the Torah.


However, Ibn Ezra first offers an alternative reading, which he may prefer.  Perhaps the verse teaches us that the Canaanites had taken the land by force from someone else.  In other words, the verse is best translated as “The Canaanites were then in the land”, meaning “then as opposed to previously”.  That translation allows the verse to be written at the time of Moses.

Why might Ibn Ezra think this reading more likely?  I suggest that the answer can be found one chapter later, in Genesis 13:1-7.

בראשית פרק יג 
(א) ויעל אברם ממצרים הוא ואשתו וכל אשר לו ולוט עמו הנגבה:

(ב) ואברם כבד מאד במקנה בכסף ובזהב:

(ג) וילך למסעיו מנגב ועד בית אל עד המקום אשר היה שם אהלה בתחלה בין בית אל ובין העי:

(ד) אל מקום המזבח אשר עשה שם בראשנה ויקרא שם אברם בשם יקוק:

(ה) וגם ללוט ההלך את אברם היה צאן ובקר ואהלים:

(ו) ולא נשא אתם הארץ לשבת יחדו כי היה רכושם רב ולא יכלו לשבת יחדו:

(ז) ויהי ריב בין רעי מקנה אברם ובין רעי מקנה לוט והכנעני והפרזי אז ישב בארץ:

JPS Translation
1. From Egypt, Abram went up into the Negeb, with his wife and all that he possessed, together with Lot.  

2. Now Abram was very rich in cattle, silver, and gold.

3. And he proceeded by stages from the Negev as far as Bethel, to the place where his tent had been formerly, between Bethel and Ai,

4. the site of the altar that he had built there at first; and there Abram invoked the L-rd by name.

5. Lot, who went with Abram, also had flocks and herds and tents,

6. so that the land could not support them staying together; for their possessions were so great that they could not remain together.

7. And there was quarreling between the herdsmen of Abram’s cattle and those of Lot’s cattle – the Canaanites and Perizzites were then dwelling in the land.

Here are Ibn Ezra’s comments to 13:7: 
וטעם הכנעני והפריזי כרעו. ויתכן היות הפריזי מבני כנען והוא אחד מהנזכרים, ויש לו שני שמות כאשר מצאנו שני שמות לבן שמואל, וגם לאבי אביו:

The meaning of “The Canaanites and the Perizzites” is like its peer.  It is plausible that the Perizzites were among the Sons of Canaan and that he was one of the sons mentioned, but that he has to names, as we found two names for Shmuel’s son, and also for his grandfather.

Ibn Ezra recognizes that this verse raises the same interpretive issue as its peer, 12:6.  In other words, one can either translate “then, as opposed to now”, or “then, as opposed to earlier”.

But here a new issue intrudes.  Granted that each verse on its own can stand either translation, the new issue is how either translation accounts for the existence of both verses.  Should not readers of 12:6 have been aware by now that the Canaanites were then in the land?  Why is it necessary to inform them of this twice?


Furthermore, it is reasonably clear why 12:6 is a good place to inform an otherwise ignorant reader of the Canaanite presence; Avram has just entered the land.  But what purpose does the information serve in 13:7?

Finally, the two verses are not identical: 12:6 refers only to Canaanites, whereas 13:7 refers to both Canaanites and Perizzites, and 12:6 mentions Canaanite presence, whereas 13:7 refers to Canaanites and Perizzites as dwelling in the land.  Are these differences significant?

To these questions, Ibn Ezra has no evident response.  Rashi, however, who shares Ibn Ezra’s preferred reading, addresses some of them directly and others implicitly.  Here are Rashi’s comments to 12:6 and 13:7.  
והכנעני אז בארץ - היה הולך וכובש את ארץ ישראל מזרעו של שם, שבחלקו של שם נפלה כשחלק נח את הארץ לבניו, שנאמר (בראשית יד יח) ומלכי צדק מלך שלם. לפיכך (פסוק ז) ויאמר ה' אל אברהם לזרעך אתן את הארץ הזאת, עתיד אני להחזירה לבניך שהם מזרעו של שם:

ויהי ריב - לפי שהיו רועים של לוט רשעים ומרעים בהמתם בשדות אחרים, ורועי אברם מוכיחים אותם על הגזל, והם אומרים נתנה הארץ לאברם, ולו אין יורש, ולוט יורשו, ואין זה גזל, והכתוב אומר והכנעני והפרזי אז יושב בארץ ולא זכה בה אברם עדיין:

“The Canaanites were then in the land” – he was in the process of conquering the Land of Israel from the descendants of Shem, as it fell into the portion of Shem when Noah divided the land among his sons, as Scripture says ‘And MalkiTzedek King of Shalem’
 (Genesis 14:18).  Therefore Hashem said to Avraham: “I will assign this land to your descendants” – I will ultimately return it to your children, who are from the descendants of Shem. 
“And there was quarreling” – because Lot’s herdsmen were wicked and would graze their cattle on other people’s land, and Avram’s herdsmen would rebuke them about this robbery, and they would reply: “The land is given to Avram, and as he has no heir, Lot will be his heir, so this is not robbery”.  So Scripture says “the Canaanites and Perizzites were then dwelling in the land”, and Avram had not yet acquired it.

Rashi takes these two verses as together making a complex point: promising the land to Avraham did not deprive the Canaanites as a class of their patrimony, but rather reversed an illegitimate conquest that occurred at just about the same time as his arrival (12:6), but that nonetheless the individual property rights of the Canaanites were valid so long as the conquest had not been reversed (13:7).  Thus the shift from “Canaanites” in 12:6 to “Canaanite and Perizzites” is intended to show that the conquest was ongoing and developing.  The same is true of the shift from present to “dwelling”.  

It should be clear that Rashi’s interpretation of these phrases does not depend on the accuracy of his reconstruction of the argument between the shepherds.  I might argue, for instance, that the point of 13:7 in its specific context is to provide an ironic counterpoint: the land could not sustain both individuals, Avraham and Lot, and yet it could sustain two entire nations, the Canaanites and the Perizzites!  Nor is it necessary to believe that MalkiTzedek was in fact Shem, or that the original inhabitants of Canaan were Shemites.  The key point is that it was necessary for the text to provide two separated snapshots of the Canaanite presence so as to show that it was developing, and therefore that at the time Hashem promised it to Avraham, He was not taking it away from anyone.  Avraham’s claim is therefore morally legitimate.

On these grounds it seems to me that Ibn Ezra would have been correct to prefer the first reading in 12:6, that “the land of Canaan was grabbed by Canaan from another”.


We can now point out that the first reading brilliantly situates this story within the overall context of the book of Genesis.  
a. In 15:16, as part of The Covenant among the Torn Pieces, G-d tells Avraham that His promise will not be fulfilled until the fourth generation because “the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet complete”. In other words, Avraham cannot receive the land until his claim is just.  

b. Nachmanides compellingly reads the pre-Abrahamic narrative in Genesis as an extended demonstration that the consequence of sin is exile.  Thus Adam sins and is exiled from the Garden of Eden; Cain sins and is sentenced to wander; the Flood Generation sins and is wiped off the land; and the Tower generation sins and is scattered from Babel.  
In the second reading, there is no thematic content to the editorial insertions, and the story of Avraham’s arrival is largely isolated from anything that happens before or after.  

It thus turns out that the second reading leaves room for seeing these stories as stemming from separate authors, whereas the first reading ties them all together tightly.      
If the first reading is correct, then, we must acknowledge that acceptance of any version of the Hypothesis that sees any of the Garden story, the murder of Hevel, the Babel story
, 12:6, 13:7, and 15:16 as stemming from separate authors requires sacrificing a powerful reading of the book as a whole.  I am unaware of any version which allows them to remain together.
  
One last point before we move on.  The claim that 12:6 is an editorial interpolation is a historical claim, not a literary one.  Even if we accept the reading “then, as opposed to now”, a single author would also provide necessary background for the reader.  What grounded Spinoza’s claim of editorial insertion, ironically, was the belief that the rest of Torah was written at a time when there were still Canaanites in the land, specifically the time of Moses.
     
We turn now to the issue that lent the Hypothesis its trademark initials, the use of the Divine Names in the various Creation stories.
3.  The Names of G-d and the Creation Narratives

Every reader of Genesis notices that it contains two introductions to narratives of Creation: 1:1-2 and 2:4-5.  Furthermore, each of those introductions is followed by an account of human creation, and a third account of human creation is introduced and told in 5:1-2.  Thus:
בראשית פרק א 
(א) בראשית ברא אל-הים את השמים ואת הארץ:

(ב) והארץ היתה תהו ובהו וחשך על פני תהום ורוח אלהים מרחפת על פני המים:

בראשית פרק ב 
(ד) אלה תולדות השמים והארץ בהבראם ביום עשות יקוק אל-הים ארץ ושמים:

(ה) וכל שיח השדה טרם יהיה בארץ וכל עשב השדה טרם יצמח כי לא המטיר יקוק אל-הים על הארץ ואדם אין לעבד את האדמה:

(ו) ואד יעלה מן הארץ והשקה את כל פני האדמה:

בראשית פרק ה 
(א) זה ספר תולדת אדם ביום ברא אל-הים אדם בדמות אל-הים עשה אתו:

(ב) זכר ונקבה בראם ויברך אתם ויקרא את שמם אדם ביום הבראם: ס
It is also evident that the two general creation narratives (for our purpose now 1:1-2:3 and 2:4-25) seem to contradict one another in detail, and it is easy to argue that they contradict one another thematically as well.  Thus the first narrative has male and female created together, whereas the second has the female created from the male, and the first leads up to Shabbat and Divine rest and restoration, whereas the second leads up to sin and human banishment.

Finally, the first narrative (and the third) identifies G-d as E-lohim, which is a generic term for divinity, whereas the second identifies him as J-H-W-H E-lohim, with J-H-W-H apparently being a unique name.  

The Documentary Hypothesis as originally formulated said that the first and second narratives came from separate documents and reflected radically divergent religious traditions.  It further argued that each of these documents had originally been complete narratives of pre-Sinai Israelite history, although each of them had suffered significant losses.  A redactor (R) had taken the fragments that survived from both traditions, perhaps along with elements of two other traditions as well, and combined them to create a Book of Genesis roughly equivalent to the book that begins the Torah today. 
How was one to tell which segment came from which document?  The simplest way was to see which name of G-d the segment used – continuations of the first narrative (E) would use only E-lohim, whereas continuations of the second narrative (J) would use J-H-W-H.  The reason E would never use J-H-W-H was spelled out in Exodus 6:2-3.
שמות פרק ו 
(ב) וידבר אל-הים אל משה ויאמר אליו אני יקוק:

(ג) וארא אל אברהם אל יצחק ואל יעקב בא-ל ש-די ושמי יקוק לא נודעתי להם:

This was understood as a claim that the name J-H-W-H could not be used to describe the G-d Who communicated with or was experienced by human beings at any prior point.  Therefore any text that used that name in Genesis clearly came from a different tradition.


In the years since, many elements of this argument have been modified.  For example, 
a.  the first narrative has been ascribed to P (the proposed author of most of Leviticus), or to H (the proposed author of specific elements of Leviticus),

b.  J and E are said to have been combined (by RJE) before their combined text was interwoven with P, D et al by R; and 
c.  the Israeli scholar Yechezkel Kaufman argued that J and E (and P and D for that matter) did not reflect radically divergent religious traditions, but rather were just different literary crystallizations of the same basic religious tradition.  
What has remained constant, however, is the assertion that the two creation narratives come from separate authors whose works continue to be interwoven throughout Genesis, and that the use of the name J-H-W-H is a good marker as to which document is the source of any particular unit.


Traditional interpreters of course noticed the same phenomena.  Rashi to 1:1 cites a midrash that beautifully captures an elegant solution to the questions of why there are two creation narratives, and why the two narratives use different identifiers for the Divinity.
ברא אל-הים - ולא אמר ברא ה', שבתחלה עלה במחשבה לבראתו במדת הדין, ראה שאין העולם מתקיים, הקדים מדת רחמים ושתפה למדת הדין.  היינו דכתיב: (להלן ב ד) “ביום עשות ה' אלהים ארץ ושמים”.
This midrash contends that the first narrative reflects a Divine fantasy of the world as it might have been, whereas the second narrative reflects the world as actually created
.  Using the standard rabbinic equivalence E-lohim = justice whereas J-H-W-H = mercy, it suggests that the first narrative is what the world would have been like absent Divine Mercy.  In fact, though, the world was created with both justice and mercy, and therefore the second narrative refers to G-d as J-H-W-H E-lohim.


It is important to realize that the midrash does not in any way seek to harmonize the two narratives, or to argue that they reflect a common vision of the world, or even a common vision of G-d.  If anything, it emphasizes the incompatibility of the two narratives.  This approach, albeit often with entirely different substance, is shared by almost all modern advocates of unified authorship as well.  It therefore appears that the issue of multiple versus unified authorship cannot be decided simply by pointing out that there are two very different creation narratives.  
How, then, can we decide which position better explains the text?

There might seem to be a simple answer: The proponents of multiple authorship do not rest their argument on the Creation narratives alone, but rather argue that each narrative is part of a separate originally independent document that can be traced through the rest of Genesis.  The dispute should then rest on whether the Creation narratives are the only example of double narratives, and the existence of such narratives with consistent use of different Divine names should be conclusive proof for the multiple authorship position.


This analysis has some power with regard to a very narrow understanding of the specific midrash that Rashi cites.  One can argue that according to that midrash, once the world has in fact been created with both mercy and justice, there is no point to a continuing narrative of the fantasy world of complete justice.  On the other hand, an obvious counterargument is that telling the alternative story serves to clarify the role of mercy in our world.  With regard to approaches such as Rav Joseph B Soloveitchik’s, which assume that the two stories provide complementary perspectives on the world as it is, the argument has no force at all.

So we need to think more deeply about what the real issues are.  It is useful to remember here that the question of historicity is not relevant to our issue.  Neither position is compelled to take one or both narratives as conveying, or even trying to convey, actual historical events.
It is also important to recognize that proponents of unified authorship need not believe that Genesis was written in a vacuum.  They may believe that the author of Genesis had access to a rich, diverse, and contradictory array of Israelite Creation and origin narratives, and that the original audience of Genesis was aware of all these traditions.  They may argue that Genesis is written against a background of competing narratives, and that it seeks to incorporate elements from multiple perspectives.  Think of someone writing a popular history of the United States who wants readers to understand both that the US is the fountain of freedom and that it was founded on chattel slavery, and so incorporates the perspectives of both John Calhoun and Frederick Douglas.
   
What, then, is the difference between their position and that of the Hypothesis?  Proponents of the Hypothesis argue that the redactor was at least generally bound by not only the substance but the specific language of previous sources; whereas proponents of unified authorship see the author as having complete linguistic freedom.  
How can we test which position better explains the evidence?  Evidence for multiple authorship would be elements of the text, especially contradictions, redundancies, or inconsistencies, that so clearly detract from the book’s effect that it seems unlikely that a competent writer would have included them by choice.  Evidence for unified authorship would include places where texts apparently reflecting differing perspectives nonetheless refer to each others’ specific language, or places where terms, phrases, or styles from one stream cross over into another.
How do these criteria would play out with regard to the Divine name question?  The multiple authorship perspective would be strengthened if 
a. we could show that there are redundant stories that serve no apparent purpose, except that the two versions use different Divine names; or 
b. we can show that one or the other Name is used in places where the alternative would be more appropriate contextually.  
The unified authorship perspective would be strengthened if 
a. we could show Divine Names occasionally appearing on occasion in texts reflecting the other perspective, or 
b. we could find texts from one perspective that are significantly more meaningful if one is aware of the language used to convey the other perspective.
Let’s move to the text, and see what emerges.
The first thing to consider is that the double Divine Name used in Genesis 2:3 does not appear again in Genesis.  Later apparent doublets in Genesis, as we will see in our discussion of the Flood, use either E-lohim or J-H-W-H, never J-H-W-H E-lohim.  This suggests that Genesis seeks to make the second Creation narrative foundational for later narratives using either Divine Name, rather than maintaining it as the fountainhead of one perspective.  One can argue that the double name reflects an editorial interposition in an original document which had only J-H-W-H, but if the redactor could change the Divine Names at will, how can they serve as markers of documentary boundaries?  Furthermore, if the redactor could make such radical changes, in what sense was s/he bound by the original sources?  How does s/he differ from an author?
The second thing to consider is that the Divine Names are not used consistently in the very next narrative unit, chapters 4-5, which traces the descendants of Adam.  Let’s look at that unit; it’s long, but the structure should be clearly visible.  
בראשית פרק ד 
(א) והאדם ידע את חוה אשתו ותהר ותלד את קין ותאמר קניתי איש את יקוק:

(ב) ותסף ללדת את אחיו את הבל ויהי הבל רעה צאן וקין היה עבד אדמה:

(ג) ויהי מקץ ימים ויבא קין מפרי האדמה מנחה ליקוק:

(ד) והבל הביא גם הוא מבכרות צאנו ומחלבהן וישע יקוק אל הבל ואל מנחתו:

(ה) ואל קין ואל מנחתו לא שעה ויחר לקין מאד ויפלו פניו:

(ו) ויאמר יקוק אל קין למה חרה לך ולמה נפלו פניך:

(ז) הלוא אם תיטיב שאת ואם לא תיטיב לפתח חטאת רבץ ואליך תשוקתו ואתה תמשל בו:

(ח) ויאמר קין אל הבל אחיו ויהי בהיותם בשדה ויקם קין אל הבל אחיו ויהרגהו:

(ט) ויאמר יקוק אל קין אי הבל אחיך ויאמר לא ידעתי השמר אחי אנכי:

(י) ויאמר מה עשית קול דמי אחיך צעקים אלי מן האדמה:

(יא) ועתה ארור אתה מן האדמה אשר פצתה את פיה לקחת את דמי אחיך מידך:

(יב) כי תעבד את האדמה לא תסף תת כחה לך נע ונד תהיה בארץ:

(יג) ויאמר קין אל יקוק גדול עוני מנשא:

(יד) הן גרשת אתי היום מעל פני האדמה ומפניך אסתר והייתי נע ונד בארץ והיה כל מצאי יהרגני:

(טו) ויאמר לו יקוק לכן כל הרג קין שבעתים יקם וישם יקוק לקין אות לבלתי הכות אתו כל מצאו:

(טז) ויצא קין מלפני יקוק וישב בארץ נוד קדמת עדן:

(יז) וידע קין את אשתו ותהר ותלד את חנוך ויהי בנה עיר ויקרא שם העיר כשם בנו חנוך:

(יח) ויולד לחנוך את עירד ועירד ילד את מחויאל ומחייאל ילד את מתושאל ומתושאל ילד את למך:

(יט) ויקח לו למך שתי נשים שם האחת עדה ושם השנית צלה:

(כ) ותלד עדה את יבל הוא היה אבי ישב אהל ומקנה:

(כא) ושם אחיו יובל הוא היה אבי כל תפש כנור ועוגב:

(כב) וצלה גם הוא ילדה את תובל קין לטש כל חרש נחשת וברזל ואחות תובל קין נעמה:

(כג) ויאמר למך לנשיו עדה וצלה שמען קולי נשי למך האזנה אמרתי כי איש הרגתי לפצעי וילד לחברתי:

(כד) כי שבעתים יקם קין ולמך שבעים ושבעה:

(כה) וידע אדם עוד את אשתו ותלד בן ותקרא את שמו שת כי שת לי אל-הים זרע אחר תחת הבל כי הרגו קין:

(כו) ולשת גם הוא ילד בן ויקרא את שמו אנוש אז הוחל לקרא בשם יקוק: פ
בראשית פרק ה 
(א) זה ספר תולדת אדם ביום ברא אל-הים אדם בדמות אל-הים עשה אתו:

(ב) זכר ונקבה בראם ויברך אתם ויקרא את שמם אדם ביום הבראם: ס
(ג) ויחי אדם שלשים ומאת שנה ויולד בדמותו כצלמו ויקרא את שמו שת:

(ד) ויהיו ימי אדם אחרי הולידו את שת שמנה מאת שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(ה) ויהיו כל ימי אדם אשר חי תשע מאות שנה ושלשים שנה וימת: ס
(ו) ויחי שת חמש שנים ומאת שנה ויולד את אנוש:

(ז) ויחי שת אחרי הולידו את אנוש שבע שנים ושמנה מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(ח) ויהיו כל ימי שת שתים עשרה שנה ותשע מאות שנה וימת: ס
(ט) ויחי אנוש תשעים שנה ויולד את קינן:

(י) ויחי אנוש אחרי הולידו את קינן חמש עשרה שנה ושמנה מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(יא) ויהיו כל ימי אנוש חמש שנים ותשע מאות שנה וימת: ס
(יב) ויחי קינן שבעים שנה ויולד את מהללאל:

(יג) ויחי קינן אחרי הולידו את מהללאל ארבעים שנה ושמנה מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(יד) ויהיו כל ימי קינן עשר שנים ותשע מאות שנה וימת: ס
(טו) ויחי מהללאל חמש שנים וששים שנה ויולד את ירד:

(טז) ויחי מהללאל אחרי הולידו את ירד שלשים שנה ושמנה מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(יז) ויהיו כל ימי מהללאל חמש ותשעים שנה ושמנה מאות שנה וימת: ס
(יח) ויחי ירד שתים וששים שנה ומאת שנה ויולד את חנוך:

(יט) ויחי ירד אחרי הולידו את חנוך שמנה מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(כ) ויהיו כל ימי ירד שתים וששים שנה ותשע מאות שנה וימת: פ
(כא) ויחי חנוך חמש וששים שנה ויולד את מתושלח:

(כב) ויתהלך חנוך את האל-הים אחרי הולידו את מתושלח שלש מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(כג) ויהי כל ימי חנוך חמש וששים שנה ושלש מאות שנה:

(כד) ויתהלך חנוך את האל-הים ואיננו כי לקח אתו אל-הים: פ
(כה) ויחי מתושלח שבע ושמנים שנה ומאת שנה ויולד את למך:

(כו) ויחי מתושלח אחרי הולידו את למך שתים ושמונים שנה ושבע מאות שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(כז) ויהיו כל ימי מתושלח תשע וששים שנה ותשע מאות שנה וימת: פ
(כח) ויחי למך שתים ושמנים שנה ומאת שנה ויולד בן:

(כט) ויקרא את שמו נח לאמר זה ינחמנו ממעשנו ומעצבון ידינו מן האדמה אשר אררה יקוק:

(ל) ויחי למך אחרי הולידו את נח חמש ותשעים שנה וחמש מאת שנה ויולד בנים ובנות:

(לא) ויהי כל ימי למך שבע ושבעים שנה ושבע מאות שנה וימת:

(לב) ויהי נח בן חמש מאות שנה ויולד נח את שם את חם ואת יפת:

Chapter 4 tells us of the birth of Kayin and Hevel, Kayin’s life story, and provides a list of Kayin’s descendants.  It then tells of the birth of Shait, but lists only one of his descendants.  Both the first and last verses contain the Name J-H-W-H, which appears seven other times in the chapter.

Chapter 5 gives a multigenerational list of Shait’s descendants.  The Name E-lohim appears twice in the opening verse, and five times overall.


What should interest us here is that each chapter contains one instance of the “wrong” Name.  In 4:25, Chavah uses E-lohim when naming Shait, which seems especially significant when we notice that in the opening verse Chavah used J-H-W-H when naming Kayin.  And in 5:29, Lemekh uses J-H-W-H when naming Noach.  Furthermore, he uses it while naming Noach as one who will relieve the land cursed by the Divinity, and the land is cursed by the Divinity in the second Creation narrative, not the first!

These phenomena can be explained by proponents of multiple authorship, but not without either conceding that the Divine Names as we have them in the text do not observe the supposed documentary boundaries, but instead reflect either scribal errors or redactional decisions, or else granting the redactor the right to cut individual phrases and sentences from one document and insert them in the other.  


A third thing to consider is the relationship between the names of Kayin’s male descendants in Chapter 4 and those of Shait’s in Chapter 5.  I list them below, not in order of appearance but rather arranged to show the relationship.
1. Chapter 4

2. קין
3. חנוך
4. עירד
5. מחויאל
6. מתושאל
7. למך
8. נעמה
9. יבל יובל תובל קין
Chapter 5

1. קינן
2. חנוך
3. ירד
4. מהללאל
5. מתושלח
6. למך
7. נח
8. שם חם יפת
There are many ways in which the clear confluence of names can be explained,
 but it seems to me very difficult to argue that it results from pure coincidence.  At least one of the chapters must have been written in the expectation that readers would know the other, in other words, most plausibly in the expectation that they would appear in the same book

In summary: 
We began by saying that 

a. “evidence for multiple authorship would be elements of the text, especially contradictions, redundancies, or inconsistencies that so clearly detract from the book’s effect that it seems unlikely that a competent writer would have included them by choice.”

b. “Evidence for unified authorship would include places where texts reflecting differing perspectives refer to each others’ specific language, or places where terms, phrases, or styles from one stream cross over into another.”  
We conclude that:

a.  In Genesis 1-5, as we have seen, the names of the descendants of Adam, while appearing in texts that use different Divine Names, refer to each other’s specific language.  Therefore the Divine Names themselves are terms that cross over from one stream into another.  
b. We have not, by contrast, seen contradictions, redundancies, or inconsistencies that cannot be well explained as authorial choice.  
Accordingly, it seems to me that unified authorship is at least as plausible, and more likely a superior, explanation of the data in this text than multiple authorship.
We move on to two texts that are generally regarded as tours de force of the Hypothesis: the narratives of the Flood and of Korach’s Revolt.
4.  Noah and the Flood


Up to now we have largely dealt with discrete units of narrative, in which the Divine Names generally played prominent parts.  The issues were whether the differences among those discrete units were evidence of multiple authorship, or conversely, whether the crossing over of Divine Names and the literary interrelationships of the stories were evidence of unitary authorship.  But there was almost no question as to the boundaries of literary units. 

The Noach story is very different.  Here the Divine Names appear together twice – once in the same verse, and once in consecutive verses within a unit – and significant blocks of text do not mention the Divine Names at all.  In other words, the use of Divine Names is at best an insufficient guide to literary boundaries.  Furthermore, if the Divine Names are to be taken as significant for documentary boundaries, parts of the text must be a pastiche of scraps, half-sentences pasted together, rather than the sequence of coherent units earlier in Bereishit and even earlier in this narrative.  Proponents of multiple authorship need to explain this radical shift in redactional style.

Nonetheless, the Noah story is seen as a parade case by advocates of the Documentary Hypothesis.  They note that the story contains apparent redundancies and contradictions, and more importantly claim that the text can be divided in such a way that two narrationally sufficient stories (stories that are complete by themselves) appear, which generally use different Divine Names and are free of redundancies and contradictions.  Their argument is that the capacity to be divided in this manner is so unusual as to make it evident that the text was originally two separate narratives.

However, these advocates often disagree among themselves as to which verses belong to which narrative, making it difficult to evaluate their claims.  What I will do here, then, is take as a sample the extremely popular, and yet academically respected, work of Richard Eliot Friedman.  Indeed, it is Friedman’s presentation of the two flood stories that students and teachers alike often cite as first convincing them of the multiple authorship perspective.  

Here is Friedman’s translation of the “J” story.

And it was when humankind began to multiply on the face of the ground and daughters were born to them: and the sons of God saw the daughters of humankind, that they were attractive, and they took women, from all they chose.  And Hashem said: ‘My spirit won’t stay in humankind forever, since they’re also flesh: and their days shall be a hundred twenty years.”  The Nephilim were on the earth in those days, and after that as well, when the sons of G-d came to the daughters of humankind, and they gave birth to them.  They were the heroes who were of old, people of renown.

And Hashem saw that human bad was multiplied in the earth, and every inclination of their heart’s thoughts was only bad all the day.  And Hashem regretted that He had made humankind in the earth.

And He was grieved to His heart.

And Hashem said: “I’ll wipe out the human whom I’ve created from the face of the earth, from human to animal to creeping thing, and to the birds of the skies, because I regret that I made them.  But Noah found favor in Hashem’s eyes.

And Hashem said to Noah: “Come, you and all your household, into an ark, for I’ve seen you as virtuous in front of me in this generation.  Of all the pure animals, take seven pairs, man and his woman; and of the animals that are not pure, two, man and his woman.  Also of the birds of the skies seven pairs, male and female, to keep seed alive on the face of the earth.  Because in seven more days I’ll rain on the earth, forty days and forty nights, and I’ll wipe out all the substance that I’ve made from on the face of the earth.

And Noah did according to all that Hashem commanded him.

And Noah and his sons and his wife and his sons’ wives with him came to the ark from before the waters of the flood.

And seven days later the waters of the flood were on the earth.  

And there was rain on the earth, forty days and forty nights.

And Hashem closed it for him.  And the flood was on the earth for forty days, and the waters multiplied and raised the ark, and it was lifted from the earth.  And the waters grew strong, and multiplied very much on the earth, and the ark went on the face of the waters.  And the waters had grown very, very, strong on the earth, so they covered all the high mountains that are under all the skies.  Fifteen cubits above, the waters grew stronger, and they covered the mountains.

Everything that had the breathing spirit of life in its nostrils, everything that was on the ground, died.  And He wiped out all the substance that was on the face of the earth, from human to animal to creeping thing and to bird of the skies, and they were wiped out from the earth and just Noah and who were with him in the ark were left.

And the rain was restrained from the skies.  And the waters went back from the earth, going back continually.

And it was at the end of forty days, and Noah opened the window of the ark that he had made. 

And he let a dove go from him to see whether the waters had eased from the face of the earth.  And the dove did not find a resting place for its foot, and it came back to him to the ark, for waters were on the face of the earth, and he put out his hand and took it and brought it to him to the ark.  And he waited still another seven days, and he let a dove go, and it did not come back to him again.

And Noah turned back the covering of the ark and looked, and here the face of the earth had dried.

And Noah built an altar to Hashem, and he took some of each of the pure animals and of each of the pure birds, and he offered sacrifices on the altar.  And Hashem smelled the pleasant smell, and Hashem said to his heart: “I won’t curse the ground on account of humankind again, because the inclination of the human heart is bad from their youth, and I won’t strike all the living again as I have done.  All the rest of the earth’s days, seed and harvest, and cold and heat, and summer and winter, and day and night will not cease.”

And Noah’s sons who went out from the ark were Shem and Ham and Yaphet.  And Ham: He was the father of Canaan.  These three were Noah’s sons, and all the earth exploded from these.  And Noah began to be a man of the ground, and he planted a vineyard.  And he drank from the wine and was drunk.  And he was exposed inside his tent.  And Ham, the father of Canaan, saw his father’s nakedness and told his two brothers outside.  And Shem and Yaphet took a garment and put it on both their shoulders and went backwards and covered their father’s nakedness.  And they faced backwards and did not see their father’s nakedness.  And Noah woke up from his wine, and he knew what is youngest son had done to him.  And he said: “Blessed is Hashem, God of Shem, and may Canaan be a servant to them.” “May God enlarge Yaphet, and may he dwell in the tents of Shem, and may Canaan be a servant to them.”


As careful readers, you have doubtless noted that J still contains one major gap – there is no antecedent for “and God closed it for him.”  You may also have noted that Noah’s family apparently enters the ark a week before the rains begin, and that apparently the “waters of the flood are on the earth” before the rains begin.  Finally, you noticed that the waters’ strength is mentioned in three consecutive verses, and the mountains are covered in two of them, with the second providing less detail than the first.  Overall, then, the separation of J from the narrative as a whole does not fully resolve the issues of redundancy or contradiction, and introduces a new gap.


What about the second narrative, which Friedman identifies with P?  Here a simple demonstration suffices to demonstrate its failure to eliminate redundancy - this narrative can itself be divided into two (unlike “J”) genuinely complete narratives!  Here they are:

I.

Noah was a virtuous man.  He was unblemished in his generations.  And Noah fathered three sons: Shem, Cham, and Yafet.  

And the earth was corrupted before God, and the earth was filled with violence.    

And God said to Noah
:  “The end of all flesh has come before me, because the earth is filled with violence because of them.  And here: I’m destroying them with the earth.

Of the birds by their kind and of the domestic animals by their kind, of all the creeping things of the ground by their kind: two of each will come to you to keep alive.  And you, take some of every food that will be eaten and gather it to you, and it will be for you and for them as food.”  

And Noah did it.

In this very day Noah came, and Shem and Ham and Yaphet, Noah’s sons, and Noah’s wife and his sons’ three wives with them to an
 ark, they and all the wild animals by their kind and all the domestic animals by their kind and all the creeping animals that creep on the earth by their kind and all the birds by their kind, all fowl, all winged things.  And they came to Noah, to the ark, by twos of all flesh in which was the breath of life, and those who that came were male and female; some from all flesh came, as God had commanded him.  

And the waters grew strong on the earth a hundred fifty days.

And God remembered Noah and all the wild animals and all the domestic animals that were with him in the ark.  And the water receded at the end of a hundred fifty days.  And the ark rested on the mountains of Ararat.

And God blessed Noah and his sons and said to them: “Be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth,  and fear of you and dread of you will be on every living thing of the earth and on every bird of the skies, in every one that will creep on the earth and in all the fish of the sea . . .”

And children were born to them after the flood.

II.
Noah walked with God.  

And God saw the earth, and here, it was corrupted, because all flesh had corrupted its way on the earth.  

And God said to Noah:  “Make yourself an ark of gopher wood (insert architectural directions) . . .  And I, here: I’m bringing the flood, water on the earth, to destroy all flesh in which is the breath of life from under the skies.  Everything that is in the earth will expire.  And I shall establish my covenant with you.  And you’ll come to the ark, you and your sons and your wife and your sons’ wives with you.  And of all the living, of all flesh, you shall bring two of each to the ark to keep alive with you.  They shall be male and female."    
According to everything that God commanded him, he did so.

Of the animals that were pure, and of the animals that were not pure, and of the birds and everyone that creeps on the ground, they came by twos to Noah, to the ark, male and female, as God had commanded Noah.  

In the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the second month, in the seventeenth day of the month, on this day all the fountains of the great deep were split open, and the apertures of the skies were opened.  

And all flesh that creep on the earth – of the birds and of the domestic animals and of all the wild animals and of all the swarming creatures that swarm on the earth, and all the humans – expired.  

and God passed a wind over the earth, and the water decreased.  And the fountains of the deep and the apertures of the skies were shut, in the seventh month, in the seventeenth day of the month.  
And the water went on receding until the tenth month.  In the tenth month, in the first of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.

And he let a raven go, and it went back and forth until the water dried up from upon the earth.

And it was in the six hundred and first year, in the first month, in the first of the month; the water dried from on the earth.  
And in the second month, in the twenty-seventh day of the month, the earth dried up.

And God spoke to Noah, saying: Go out from the ark, you and your wife and your sons, and you sons’ wives with you.  Bring out with you all the living things that are with you, of all flesh, of the birds and of the domestic animals and of all the creeping animals that creep on the earth, and they will swarm in the earth and be fruitful and multiply on the earth.

And Noah went out, and his sons and his wife and his sons’ wives with him.  All the living things, all the creeping animals and all the birds, all that creep on the earth went out from the ark by their families.

And God said to Noah and to his sons with him, saying: “And I: here, I’m establishing my covenant with you and with your seed after you . . .”


Now you might say – very well and good – why should we not accept your argument as a useful continuation to the critical discussion, and believe that there are three “flood narratives” rather than two as Friedman suggested, and one as I contend?  One can – but in that case one loses a major claim of the DH advocates, namely that documents can be traced throughout Chumash, as these have no analogues elsewhere.  Furthermore, these have no unique linguistic markers at all.  It follows, therefore, that the capacity to be divided into independent narratives is no evidence of composite composition.

One might argue, however, that while Friedman at least fails to live up to his claim of producing independent and coherent narratives out of the whole narrative, and presents as unified a subnarrative that can in fact be divided, we still need to explain the redundancies and inconsistencies in the text overall, specifically - 
A.  Just how many “pure” animals did Noach bring aboard the ark?

B.  Did the water come from the skies, or from underground? 
C   Aren’t the mentions of periods of 150, 40, and 7 days contradictory?  How do they relate to the dates given in the text?

These are good questions all.  But these kinds of questions occur in almost every text, and as we’ve noted, occur within the hypothetical documents as well.  So if you don’t what I say here compelling, that should have little effect on your position on the overall issue of composite vs. unitary authorship.  But just for the sake of Torah, in reverse order, here is my current best thinking about these questions::
A.  Just how many “pure” animals did Noach bring aboard the ark?

In (7:2-3), Hashem tells to take seven pairs of “pure” animals, and either one or two pairs of “not pure” animals.
  In 9:20 he brings sacrifices of “pure” birds as well, and he clearly had the “impure” raven in the ark as well.  In 6:19-20, and 7:9 and 7:15, only twos are mentioned.  Two approaches (there have been many) seem to me most likely: 
1. 6:19-20, 7:9, and 7:15 mean that they came by twos, and make no reference to how many pairs came.

2.  6:19-20, 7:9, and 7:15 refer to taking for the sake of preserving the species, whereas 7:2-3 refer to taking for personal use, including sacrifices - thus תקח לך"”.  
B.  Did the water come from the skies, or from underground?  

It is clear that in at least one version of the story the water came from both the “windows of Heaven” and the “springs of the deep”.  I see no reason not to identify the water that falls when the windows of the heavens are opened with rain, and thus the text before us consistently says that the water came from both above and below.
  

C.   mentions of periods of 150, 40, and 7 days all occur?  

The entire flood, according to the dates provided within the story, takes a solar year (12 lunar months plus 10 or 11 days).  The dates in the text are as follows (month/day/year)

2/17/1– the windows of heaven and springs of the deep open

7/17/1– ark comes to rest in the hills of Ararat (5 months = 150 days
 since previous date)
10/1/1 – the tops of the mountains become visible (2 months and 14 days
)
1/1/2 - Noach removes the ark’s cover and sees that the “face of the land has become חרבה” (3 months)
2/27/2 – the land becomes יבשה.(1 month plus 27 days).
In addition, we are told that:

a. It rained for forty days

b. the waters were “stronger than the land”, or “strong on the land”, for 150 days

c. the waters had receded from the land after 150 days (so the ark came to rest on 7/17/1)

d. Noah sent the raven at the end of a forty day period
e.  Noah sent the dove out three times, and the third time he is described as waiting “yet another seven days”.. 

Now since the 150 day period after which the waters had receded, and the ark lands, end five months after the flood begins, it seems clear that it and the 150 days in which the waters were stronger than the land are identical; in other words, that 150 days is the point at which the waters stopped overpowering the land.  Now as the waters at their highest rose 15 cubits above the ground, they must have started receding well before that mark.  Accordingly, it must have rained (and the fountains of the deep remained open) for forty days, so that the waters reached their maximum heights soon thereafter, and then receded for the next approximately 110 days, after which the ark came to rest. 

It seems reasonable from the order of the text to assume that all the bird-sending activity happened between 10/1/1 and 1/1/2, which works out well if we say that Yonah sent the raven out on day 40, the dove for the first time on day 47, and the second time on day 54, and the last time on day 61, after which he removed the ark’s cover.

What emerges, then, is a clear account of every time period mentioned in the text that corresponds to the dates mentioned in the text.  
Now Friedman of course will argue that the dates are inserted by a redactor seeking to unify the time period mentioned in the text, but one wonders in that case why we have gaps in the dates mentioned that do not correspond to any of the periods (7/17/1-10/1/1 and 1/1/2 – 2/27/2)!  Furthermore, if that were true, why is it necessary to even mention stages in the flood’s decline that are not in any way required by the “earlier” narratives, such as the date the tops of the mountains appeared, and the date that the waters had dried but the earth had not yet dried up? 

One can ask more deeply why the Torah chooses to tell this particular story with so much apparent redundancy, and why events during the flood occurred at such apparently random intervals of days.  It seems likely, for instance, that forty days can refer to the forty days Moses spend on Sinai receiving the Torah, and that seven days Noach waits refer to Shabbat, but why one hundred fifty, or one month plus 27 days, or two months plus fourteen days?  I encourage you to seek answers, or develop your own.
What I hope to have shown is that these questions, and others like them, cannot be effectively evaded by denying the unity of the text, and are more likely answerable if one takes one’s interpretive stance within rather than without Jewish tradition.

5.  The Rebellion(s) of Korach, Datan, Aviram, and On
This is the last unit we will study together, and we’ll do it very briefly.  Multiple authorship advocates contend that there are actually two rebellion stories intertwined here – one about Korach, which relates to Aaron’s assumption of the High Priesthood, and the other about Datan and Aviram, which relates to Moses’ leadership.  As evidence, we are shown several paragraphs at the outset that refer, respectively, only to Korach or only to Datan and Aviram.

I am puzzled by this argument.  Every real-life rebellion involves bringing together people with divergent grievances so as to overthrow the power structure, and intelligent leaders respond to such challenges by seeking to break apart the coalition and show each constituent that they will gain nothing if another constituent triumphs – why, then, should Korach not build a coalition with Datan and Aviram, and why should Moshe not seek to address them separately?
The truth is – and I hope that by now you’ve seen enough to be asking these questions on your own, before you read the next few sentences – that the multiple authorship contention here is worse than utterly unjustified – it requires ignoring and manipulating evidence.  Because in our text, not only do Korach and Datan and Aviram approach Moshe together, Moshe speaks to them together twice, and their fates are intertwined in the final paragraph!  Friedman, whom we will once again take as typical, treats the mention of Datan and Aviram in the first paragraph as an interjection of J into P, the mention of Korach in the last paragraph as an interjection of P into J, and the appearances of Datan and Aviram together with Korach in both the second and the third to last paragraphs as insertions of the redactor!   In sum: Korach and Datan and Aviram appear together in the text more often than they do apart, and Friedman essentially erases all their joint appearances in order to support his thesis.
We should note as well that:

a.  There is no reason at all that these stories should have been combined, if they were originally separate; after all, as Friedman helpfully points out, the two rebels have very different issues, and certainly the Torah contains more than one story of rebellion against Mosheh!

b.  On, son of Pelet, appears in the opening verse of the story but never again – why is this not at least as significant as the later separate appearance of Korach and Datan and Aviram?  Shall we now posit yet another lost story interwoven here, of which only the name of one character survives?!

c.  Bamidbar 26:9-11 speaks of Datan and Aviram being swallowed up by the earth as part of “adat Korach”.  The integration of the stories must then have happened deliberately in that text as well, but why is it necessary?


In summary, I do not see how any fair-minded person could cite the Korach story as evidence for multiple authorship, and it is not clear to me that the argument for splitting the story up is even plausible
.

E.  Conclusion
We’ve now read four narrative sections together, and I hope you’ve been convinced that in each of these sections unitary authorship is at least plausible intellectually, and perhaps significantly more probable than multiple authorship.  


This does not, of course, respond to every issue raised by advocates of multiple authorship.  We have not addressed the same types of questions as they occur in legal texts; why, for instance, the Torah presents so many, and so divergent, accounts of the laws of Jewish avadim,.  We have also not addressed newer models of the Hypothesis which see each document as explicitly incorporating its predecessors.  But I hope that you will be able to see how the arguments made here can be applied to other cases, and that you will understand if I choose to move on to learning Torah on my own terms rather than feeling the need to be continually responding to someone else’s claims.  Ultimately, it makes more sense to choose an interpretative stance and work within it, than to continually defend it against other stances.  My stance is within Jewish tradition – which does not inhibit creativity or the search for personal meaning – and I hope you will join me there.
Bivrakhah,

Rav Aryeh
� Serious scholars have also argued that G-d deliberately dictated to Moses a Torah so that it would seem to be written by four different people, or that each of the four documents represents a different inspired reconstruction of a lost original Mosaic Torah.


� As Michael Pershan noted (private communication), the meaning of a text can be altered by knowledge of its historical circumstances in various ways.  For example, one text cannot be a parody of another text unless the other text was written first.  Nonetheless, it seems to me that in the absence of compelling evidence of a text’s historical situation, one is entitled to adopt the most likely meaning on purely semantic grounds.


� Here is an example of such contradictions.


Maimonides Laws of Character Traits 1:4 


The straight path is the intermediate measure within each and every trait among all the traits that a human being possesses, meaning the trait that is equidistant form the two extremes and not closer to one than the other.  Therefore the First Sages ordered that a person should constantly evaluate his traits and measure them and direct them to the middle path so as to be complete in his body.  How should this be done?  He should not be hot-tempered, easy to anger, nor like a corpse that has no feeling, but rather intermediate .


Maimonides Laws of Character Traits 2:3


There are traits which it is forbidden for a person to adopt regarding them an intermediate position, but rather he should distance himself from one extreme all the way toward the other extreme . . . so too anger is a most negative trait and it is fitting for a person to distance himself from it to the other extreme and to teach himself not to get angry, even about things that it is fitting to be angry about.


Yet to my knowledge no one has ever questioned that Maimonides wrote both passages!


� perhaps because life is complex and can best be dealt with by navigating between coherent but extreme positions


� According to Rabbinic tradition MalkiTzedek was another name for Shem, and Shalem for Yerushalayim (Jerusalem)


� I have two additional grounds for preferring the first reading.


a.  The second reading assumes that the editorial insertion was necessary for readers who were unaware that Canaanites had ever lived in the land of Israel.  This requires a quite astonishing feat of historical amnesia on the part of an Israelite of any time, as every cultural history of Israel mentions the Canaanites.


b.  Genesis 11:31 already refers to Israel as the Land of Canaan.  If the hypothetical editor’s intent was simply to provide background information for ignorant readers, s/he could have provided the information there rather than waiting for 12:6.


� I leave the Flood off this list because Higher Critics universally see it as existing in each document, albeit in different versions.


� This claim is of course not by itself evidence that the second Creation narrative could not have been written by the author of Exodus 6:2-3.  There are many, many traditional solutions to that problem.


� For an interesting literary parallel see Alan Lightman, Einstein’s Dreams, which describes Albert Einstein asleep in a rowboat dreaming of universes in which time functions differently than in our own.  It should be evident that seeing the second narrative as describing the world we experience does not require treating that narrative as literal history rather than as metaphor.


� Most of which turn on the interpretation of the wonderfully multivalent phrase "אז הוחל לקרא בשם ה'" at the close of  Chapter 4.


� If this argument is accepted, the centrality of the word טוב in both Creation narratives, apparently meaning very different things in each, becomes highly significant.  I did not cite this as evidence, as one could plausibly contend that the two texts coincidentally but independently evolved around the same word.  Along the same line, it becomes clear that both narratives build toward the declaration that human beings are like Elo-him, but that they differ dramatically as to how that comes about.


� The introduction “and God said to Noah” appears only once, but I have used it in both narratives, as by the rules of the DH advocates it may simply have been elided when the texts are combined, and in any case there are other cases in Tankah which switch from narrator to character speech without notice.


�"התיבה" might be better translated “the ark”, but the instruction to build the ark is given only once, and so I have borrowed Friedman’s translation of the initial התיבה in “J”.


� but apparently seven pairs of birds regardless of their “purity” – this is a problem for all approaches, and therefore will not be addressed here but apparently seven pairs of birds regardless of their “purity” – this is a problem for all approaches, and therefore will not be addressed here.


� It seems possible that the opening of windows and springs sets the Flood up as the undoing of the division of upper and lower waters on the second day of Creation, whereas the rain is the antithesis of the אד in Genesis 7:6.


� This assumes that each of the months was 30 days long.  However, if that is assumed for all 12 months, the flood overall takes 370 days, rather than a solar year.)


� See previous note


� The analysis here does not address Devarim 11:6 and Tehillim 106:17, both of which mention Datan and Aviram but not Korach.  Devarim refers to the being swallowed up by the earth; Tehillim refers to that but also to their being consumed by fire.  I anticipate integrating discussion of those verses into the next draft.





