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A fellow student sauntered over. She perched herself precariously on the xerox machine that I was sedulously operating and checked my progress.  It was my third week in law school and I was feverishly xeroxing a blizzard of her notes for classes that I had missed as a consequence of Rosh Hashana, and then of course Yom Kippur . . . and the first days of Succot . . . and Shmini Azeret . . . and . . . 


“So, um,” she remarked, apparently concluding (with that uncanny perception for which law students are famous) that I was an observant Jew.  “What,” she tried again, as she helpfully retrieved her notebooks from the innards of the copier and flipped me my copy-card, “What do you make of the source-critical parallelism in the Genesis genealogies?”


I confess that, alas, my scintillating response consisted mostly of catching the copy-card (a two-handed feat requiring my full attention at the best of times, as anyone who has ever tossed me anything can ruefully attest) and of blinking somewhat owlishly.  In defense, I might note that 2 a.m. is not, strictly speaking, the most propitious of times to launch into a discussion on comparative exegesis.  But none of this is really the point.  The point is that I hadn’t thought about the question before and that I was not at all certain I knew how to begin.


This was hardly the first question that had come my way, nor was it to be the last.  As one of the two orthodox Jews in the law school and one of a mere further handful in the university at large, I was an obvious target for a good deal of curiosity.  About halakha, about Jewish philosophy, but mostly about Tanakh, probably because in its guise as the Old Testament it is a text both accessible and familiar to many.  My Jewish education stood me in good stead and what I did not already know, I looked up.  Still, questions we had never thought of asking in high school were posed for my reflective delection.  


Nor was the problem a purely passive one.  As a reasonably well-read thinking person, I myself happened across assorted literature on biblical criticism, including comparative linguistics, archaeological findings, source critical theory.  To the uninitiated, let alone the credulous, a scholarly article can look convincing indeed. I was, in short, a product of the twentieth century revisiting texts learned in yeshiva for their hashqafic, halakhic, and bikyut significance, but not learned with an eye to the text as text.  Because we had asked different questions, I found that I had now to find new answers, and I was disconcerted to discover that I had not the tools to do so.


Something seems wrong if a good Jewish education today does not readily guarantee the capability of its communicants to wend their way in this Aladdin’s cave.  Something seems wrong if a good Jewish education instead leaves too many at a loss for adequate tools with which to find answers, at a loss even for guidance in knowing where to begin looking.   Emuna temima is a wonderful thing and serves a fine purpose, but it does not answer for all circumstances.  There is sometimes merely a fine line between emuna to be lauded and ignorance to be deplored.  Da ma lehashiv is a mandate addressed also to one’s inner questing self, more so even than to the queries of others. Should revisiting a text, however justifiably tendentiously learned, expose it as pallid, anemic, untenable because no tools have been acquired wherewith to approach that text too with the understanding it richly deserves?  How can one know where to seek in order to understand, how to see strengths as well as weaknesses?  
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I. Introduction: The Conflict in a Nutshell


Biblical criticism cuts at the heart of what Orthodox Judaism stands for.  That is, the 8th  ikar of emuna
 is branded on our psyches at an early age; Torah miSinai is the core of Yiddishkeit.
  The rejoinder to the secular world’s “לא בשמים היא” 
, the validation of the entire code of halacha as enshrined by the Torah sheb’al peh, is that there is a “בשמים היא”, there is a Word, there is a Source Who has granted both authority to human beings to shape halakhah and a method and a structure for applying that authority.
  Therefore, the very notion of higher criticism (source criticism, the documentary hypothesis) or even lower criticism (textual criticism) is anathema by virtue of its apparent
 utter incompatibility. 


Given this direct clash between biblical criticism and Torah miSinai,
 introducing biblical criticism in any form in a Jewish education
 triggers ambivalent, even vehemently dissonant, reactions among educators.  I mean biblical criticism within the rubric of a ma’amin’s weltanschauung:
 a dialectic both on the issues biblical criticism confronts (inter alia: authorship, historicity, chronology, redactive interpolation) and on the methods it uses to reach its conclusions (inter alia: modern literary theory, archaeological evidence, anthropology, comparative linguistics) without automatically thereby also validating all the answers biblical criticism provides.
  Even so, the term “bible criticism” patently covers a lot of ground
 and opens up a sweeping gamut of variant, textured possibilities as to appropriate tools, perspectives, approaches.   In a nutshell, the ambivalence among educators in choosing between options is one more facet of the constant challenge the ma’amin faces in being mikadesh the yesh
 in a way that doesn’t compromise himself or his beliefs but effects and implements the Divine Plan.  

On the one hand, given the way biblical criticism smashes head-on into the central tenet of Divine Revelation,
 many view introducing biblical criticism into a Jewish education as letting the proverbial fox into the hen-house.
  

Yet, on the other hand, this is a world where we subject all the important, and many unimportant, aspects of reality to rigorous scrutiny.  For a believing Jew to relegate so central a pillar of his universe to a kind of dusty, locked, mental black box,
 in distinction to the way he himself relates to every other discipline
 (leaving aside the difficulty of purblindly ignoring the way academics scrutinize the Torah), is largely unrealistic
 and, arguably, not even ideal.
   As one author who is of this school plaintively queries regarding grammar and masoretic problems, noting that already in the Middle Ages they concerned mainly apostates and polemicists: “Must one have polemical interests to be a student of the Bible, or isn’t the mitzvah reason enough?”

In this paper I advance the thesis that the problems and methods with which biblical criticism deals should neither be formally incorporated nor be overlooked and excluded from the years of a formal Jewish education.  Rather, a clearer understanding of the issues pro and con lead to a more nuanced, textured approach, to be implemented late in high school, that is sensitive both to the problems posed by formally including biblical criticism, discussed in Part II, and to the problems posed by utterly excluding biblical criticism, discussed in Part III.

 In Part II, I explain that I do not think biblical criticism qua biblical criticism, even in the light of a ma’amin’s understanding, should be formally taught in high school.  I explain why this is a good thing not only from a religious perspective but also from an individual perspective and a societal perspective. I point out that these arguments begin to lose their validity toward the close of secondary school education.  In Part III, I argue that biblical criticism should not be entirely ignored for the danger that students will pick it up elsewhere and possibly by themselves, and also for the positive, instrumentalist value it has in furthering both emuna and exegesis.  

In Part IV, I suggest parameters for incorporating biblical criticism: laying a groundwork that will enable students to confront biblical criticism whether it is raised by their own minds or by others, whether the issue is reactive or proactive.  The informality of this groundwork is meant to preserve the proscriptive approach I laud in Part II in a way that is sensitive to the arguments raised by Part III.  I do not discuss at length how practically to use bible criticism to augment the text, which is the topic of other Fellows’ papers. 

In Part V, I conclude by charting my own journey in writing this paper.

She was a good deal frightened by this very sudden change, but she felt that there was no time to be lost, as she was shrinking rapidly: so she set to work at once to eat some of the other bit. . . .






Caroll, Alice, supra at 54

II. Biblical Criticism in Jewish Education Is a Deleterious Enterprise

There are good reasons why biblical criticism qua biblical criticism, even set out in the light of a ma’amin’s understanding, should not be taught.   This is so not only from the religious perspective, touched on supra in Part I and expanded in Part II.A below, but also from a narrower perspective of the individual student and from the broader perspective of the broader democratic society in which the Jewish community lives.  The religious basis alone is what would be compelling for a Jewish educator planning a curriculum.  Nevertheless, the latter two perspectives are interesting both because they are counter-intuitive and because they obviate any scent of prophylactic, pitfall avoidance, lauding as they do this kind of education from the start, as an ideal.   Another reason the societal perspective is important is because it will prove to be the key to finding the appropriate place of bible criticism in Jewish education.

A. Religious Perspective

From the religious perspective, the argument against teaching was mentioned in the introduction, Part I supra, and it is a straightforward, accessible argument.  Once you open the door you don’t know where it might lead.  Obliviousness to biblical criticism in schools is rooted in simple fear, in pitfall avoidance. 


When viewing Torah against the backdrop of ancient Near-Eastern culture, there is always the danger that the more impatient student may not make the effort to appreciate the subtle differences which allow one to view the unique world-view and message of Torah. In its stead, he may be left with a diminished belief in the uniqueness of Torah and lessened sense of yirat shamayim.

Jewish schools are afraid to introduce a stumbling block, whatever the ultimate goods. This Pandora syndrome is not restricted to the Jewish community; the backbone of the half-century bible-belt rebellion documented by the “creationism cases”
 was the contention that introducing certain scientific theories of the origin of the universe would be harmful to religious students’ souls and commitment to their religious education.


Another variation on the religious perspective toward teaching biblical criticism is not fear but rather a belief in the supreme irrelevance of bible criticism to the life of a Jew generally and to Jewish students in particular. 
   As one writer elucidates, “[E]ven when scholarship does not contradict Torah, it seems preoccupied by subject matter that is preparatory or  trivial from the viewpoint of traditional Talmud Torah: prolonging secondary concerns with textual variants and background information . . . .”
   Such a view is based on what Barry Levy calls “pretext” approach to text, that is, the “search for relevance” that “stimulates the Bible’s use as a pretext for what is not clearly stated in it.”
  It is the experiential, religious meaning of the text that is significant for Orthodox Jewry.

As we shall see, both fear and scorn need to be tempered by concerns raised by Part III infra.

B. Individual Perspective

A less obvious support than the religious perspective comes from the individual’s perspective.  This, unlike prophylactic aspects of the religious perspective, is an argument from strength, a proactive, positive reason to teach parochially, not one reactive to the shoals of Bible criticism.  

John Holt, after studying individual children in classrooms, wrote a thoughtful and classic work about a phenomenon he called the “answer grabber”.   This work recognized a fundamental divide in the way individuals think. 

He found that some individuals assumed that the universe was ordered and so approached problems confidently; the others did not and so did not: 

Intelligent children act as if they thought the universe made some sense. They check their answers and their thoughts against common sense, while other children, not expecting answers to make sense, see no point in checking, no way of  checking.  Yet the difference may go deeper than this.  It seems as if what we call intelligent children feel that the universe can be trusted even when it does to seem to make any sense, that even when you don’t understand it you can be fairly sure that it is not going to play dirty tricks on you.  How close this is in spirit to the remark of Einstein’s, “I cannot believe that God plays dice with the universe.’ 

. . . 

How often have we seen our answer grabbers get into trouble.  The fact is that problems and answers are simply different ways of looking at a relationship, a structure, an order.  . . . The ones who get in trouble are the ones who see a problem as an order to start running a top speed from a given starting point, in an unknown direction, to an unknown destination.  They dash after the answer before they have considered the problem. 

But it was more than a methodology or technique that could be taught to the answer grabber, the poorer student, because it was an inborn ability to tolerate uncertainty:

Is the difference merely a matter of a skill in though, a technique which, with ingenuity and luck, we might teach and train into children? I’m afraid not.  The good thinker can take his time because he can tolerate uncertainty, he can stand not knowing.  The poor thinker can’t stand not knowing; it drives him crazy.

This cannot be completely explained by the fear of being wrong. . . . What is involved here is another insecurity, the insecurity of not having any answer to a problem.  Monica wants the right answer, yes; but what she wants, first of all, is an answer, any old answer, and she will do almost anything to get some kind of answer.  Once she gets it, a larger part of the pressure is off. . . . They can’t stand a problem without a solution, even if they know that their solution will probably be wrong.  This panicky search for certainty, this inability to tolerate unanswered questions and unsolved problems seems to lie at the heart of many problems of intelligence.

In short, the  phenomenon he noted was that there is a need some individuals have to have an answer to hand, they cannot bear indeterminateness and they don’t, for the moment, care if the answer is right.  Such people will seek an answer, any answer, in order to have one in hand. Insofar as not teaching different views other than traditional learning is presenting one right answer,
 it is a good thing provisionally.  To couch it crudely, better by far this answer than say, apostasy.

C. Societal Perspective

A counterintuitive support for excluding biblical criticism stems from the perspective of the larger democratic society in which the Jewish community finds itself.  Again, as with the individual perspective, this societal perspective support has no pejorative flavor of the prophylactic about it. 

The heart of this claim is that the key by definition in a democracy is self-government, political awareness, activism, and discourse, and to do that, citizens need to be educated to some kind of viewpoint, some launching point from which to intelligently enter and contribute to the conversation.
  Though, a priori, it would have appeared preferable to have a more informed, multifaceted approach than a traditionalist, inherently parochial one, this educational theory asserts the positive value in a student having a particular basis from which to confront the universe.  As this school of thought has it: 
The greatest threat to children in modern liberal societies is not that they will believe in something too deeply but that they will believe in nothing very deeply at all. . . . Rational deliberation among ways of life is far more meaningful . . . if the deliberator has strong convictions against which competing claims can be withheld.
  

Obliviousness to biblical criticism’s concerns and argument and focusing purely on a traditional approach to the Torah is a valid educational theory from this societal perspective. Citizens committed to a religious stance is a good thing, even in a pluralistic, liberal, democratic society.  

Nay, especially in such a society.  Being trained to one view is not only legitimate, it is essential to voice it.
 As one thoughtful pundit has remarked in a discursive on democratic theory:

[Religion is] crucial to preventing the reduction of democracy to simple and tyrannical majoritarianism, in which every aspect of society is ordered as 51 percent of the citizens prefer.  Like other intermediate institutions, religions that command the devotion of their members actually promote freedom and reduce the likelihood of democratic tyranny by splitting the allegiance of citizens and pressing on their members points of view that are often radically different from the preferences of the state. . . . To try to make religions, in their internal organization, conform to the state’s vision of a properly ordered society is not simply a corruption of the constitutional tradition of  freedom; it is also an assault on the autonomy of religions as bulwarks against state authority.

One might term this the “counterweight argument.”
  It says that making choices based on faith, that is to say, not based on what irreligious citizens would consider adequate rational basis, does not make those choices bad or bad for democracy.
   Or even merely neutral for democracy.  Indeed, they are in fact a bulwark of democracy. 

The idea that a group of people will refuse to bow, either to law or to what some are bold to call reason, is, of course, a very subversive one in organized society.  But religion, properly understood is a very subversive force; subversive, at least in a state [erroneously] committed to the proposition that religious ways of looking at the world do not count.

This relates less to the value of the variegated marketplace of ideas, and more to the importance of actually interacting in order to actively inject those viewpoints.  The latter, resistance to a libertarian majority, is only subversive and parochial, ironically, for the “unenlightened”, for people who have missed the boat about what value religion has.  Consequently:

[W]e must resist the pressure to define what is outside of the mainstream, what is eccentric, as necessarily “subversive of good order.”  For unless one views the purpose of religion as making the mainstream comfortable, there will always be religious people—one hopes lot of them—who are guided more by their faith than by the standards and demand of others, and who will therefore seem eccentric.
  

The point I want to emphasize is that the societal perspective, the democratic community’s support, is rooted in the importance of a kind of individualism. That is, what motivates this support for traditional or biased learning from the societal perspective, ironically, is the individualistic aspect of it, respectful of the religious perspective even though it stands out as different, because it stands out as different, a difference that is made manifest by being in interaction with opposing or shaded views.  This respect for religious beliefs and the anticipation that those beliefs will stand their ground in the context of engaging in discourse with society, provides the key to finding the right place for bible criticism in Jewish education, as we shall see in Part IV infra.

D. Greater Weight in Lower Grades

Therefore, there are a number of good reasons not to have instruction in biblical criticism in a Jewish education.

As a final caveat, all these bases or perspectives, religious, individual, societal, for teaching the traditional way and ignoring the world of biblical criticism gain more and more weight and validity the lower the grade.  The younger that children are, the less equipped they are intellectually to deal with multiplicity; their critical thinking skills are not enough developed and their sophistication and maturity in approaching a sensitive topic is for the most part not yet developed.
 Most Orthodox educators would agree that a wellspring of emuna is the best starting point with which to equip a Jewish child to approach the universe;
 why dilute it or muddle it at a point when students are largely too immature to cope with the consequences. 


“Come, my head’s free at last!” said Alice in a tone of delight, which changed into alarm in another moment, when she found that her shoulders were nowhere to be found: all she could see, when she looked down , was an immense length of neck . . . 

. . . As there seemed to be no chance of getting her hands up to her head, she tried to get her head down to them, and was delighted to find that her neck would bend about easily in any direction . . . .






Caroll, Alice, supra at 54-55
III. Biblical Criticism Has Significant Value


It would be a mistake to ignore biblical criticism for several reasons. 

A. Combating Seepage From Without

For one thing, students will almost certainly be vulnerable in other contexts, non-Orthodox rubrics, where they will be confronted by new theories.
  A primer, visceral faith will not necessarily prevail when other beliefs and knowledge are encouraged to be subject to rigorous intellectual criticism.
 Concerned educators and scholars have not only mentioned college students who, confronted with bible criticism, find their faith threatened,
 but also disillusioned college students giving more credence to bible criticism, feeling cheated, believing that teachers were holding out on them.

A valuable insight, I think, can be gained from the creationism cases mentioned briefly above.
  Ironically, while above
 these cases served to illustrate the problem with including issues of biblical criticism, here they will serve to illustrate why ignoring biblical criticism is also not an option.

The creationism cases represent the long-standing struggle in the United States between religion and liberal democracy concerning the right to teach bible theory in public school courses instead of, or in addition to, Darwin et al, regarding the origin of the universe, of life, and especially of human life,
 a struggle revisited as recently as 1991
.  The argument that parents make in those cases is that religion alone suffices, that there is no need to introduce science or scientific criticism to students (which is what teaching evolution does), that in fact doing so would be harmful to students’ religious beliefs.
  This is essentially the same argument that many make to keep biblical criticism out of Jewish schools, and so presents a parallel situation.  So far, so good.

Yet a careful reader will immediately respond that the situations are inapposite.  That is, the creationism cases, the discerning reader will object, concern public schools, the “public square.”  An Orthodox parent’s wish to keep public thought out of private purview seems intuitively quite different and analytically distinct from that of a parent who is trying to inject personal religious views into the public square.
  Public school is public school, and what goes on there is subject to a public consensus.
  That consensus includes religious parents but mostly other parents who generally have a majority voice.  If parents want to shield their children’s religious growth securely, guaranteed,  then they should provide their own, private, closed forum as Orthodox parents do in yeshiva day schools. 

I wish to contend that this distinction about the locus of shielding the student obscures a basic and educational similarity.  That is, this seeming distinction is in fact another and educational parallel to our case.  There, as here, a student who joins the “public square” is exposed to material to which his parents (and community) do not subscribe. Whether this is in elementary school, as is true for public school children, or after high school, as is true for many Orthodox children, is not really important for the moment.  The point is that the danger of not teaching something that a given community feels is potentially harmful; when the student exits the confines of the community as he ultimately will, and joins the public square, he is exposed to that harm without any prior preparation or context in which to place the incendiary material. 

Consequently, the evolution cases are an excellent highlight both for the dangers of teaching to religious children or teens material that challenges religion, but also, ironically, for the dangers of not doing so---for once these children of ours enter the public square, those are the theories out there.

B. Combating Skepticism From Within

Many questions of biblical criticism are those that students can arrive at themselves, even within the Orthodox arboretum, and those questions need to be addressed.   

Sometimes of course, students and bible critics are merely asking questions that should trouble any reader of the text, in short, question-begging text problems, parshanut questions.
  Take the oft-cited parallel Creation stories, a question biblical critics go to town on, and to which exegetes old and new have their own approaches, most famously perhaps, Rav J.B. Soloveitchik’s Adam I and Adam II.   Take the parallel genealogies of Kayin and Shait.  Or the parallel stories of the spying out of the land of Israel.

Sometimes, however, the questions are of a possible different order of magnitude.  For example, the length of the flood, five full months in a row being tough to swallow.
  For example, the authorship issues spawned by the last 12 verses of Deuteronomy.   For example, historicity questions; there is Pandora lurking in the realization that the historical Par’oh almost surely did not speak in any form of  the Hebrew that he does speak in the text
 (nor for that matter would a motley crew of Bible characters from Lavan to Bil’am).  For example, the eerie parallels among the Sair and Edomite kings, in Genesis 36, to the king-lines of Shaul and David, the problem of Esav’s wives
, and other difficulties with that chapter.  

These are certainly questions that biblical criticism asks, but as it happens, also that students have posed in the past and will continue to ask.  Ignoring difficult questions is not a solution when students will ask willy-nilly.  Teachers need to be aware of these issues, many of them broached on the spot by classical exegetes, and if they don’t think to ask these questions on their own then a quick perusal will supply them and prepare them for hearing the questions raised in class.   The tradition has grappled with many of these questions, answers for many of these puzzles exist.   Some are still puzzles.  But resolved or unresolved, and whether the teacher wishes they will or no, our students, at least curious students, will continue to ask them.  Therefore, it seems to me that to ignore the existence of these kinds of questions out of ignorance or out of the hope that students will miss seeing them, is worse than poor class preparation on the part of the teacher,  it is in some sense disrespectful to students.  

C. Augmenting Understanding of Belief

As opposed to the instrumental, prophylactic approach characterizing Parts III.A and B supra, there is a reason that the issue biblical criticism faces should be explored for their own sake.  

Emuna in a belief that has been examined in the sunlight is, arguably, stronger and more vital than a childhood-level faith, the Maimonidean mandate:לפי הדעה היא האהבה 
  No wonder Warren Harvey characterized the following approach as “profoundly Maimonidean”
:  “the truth affirmed by faith ‘is not given to us for the price of mere assent,’ but is the prize for which we must engage in a fierce intellectual struggle.’. . . It is ‘dangerous and risky’ but . . . ‘of greater vision, scope, and attainment.’”
  

In some superficial sense, the dry historical technicalities of textual transmission might not seem to belong to that category, might not seem to be “a primary arena in which the existential agony of soul-making is to be played out.”
  However:


That the ideal goal of our talmud Torah must be an enhancement of our relationship with the Divine is  a notion to which all should agree is clear.  But no amount of theological posturing, engagement with dvarim h’omdim berumo shel olam, or reflections on issues like tzaddik vera lo can shield us (or our students who will ultimately succeed us) from certain aspects of “objective” study, of which textual transmission is perhaps one. 

In short, faith is at the core but “acceptance of the Torah’s supreme  authority does not, to  be sure, relieve the believer from religious struggle.”

D.  Augmenting Understanding of the Text

The exegetical conundrums that biblical criticism raises,
 are also good reasons to learn it for its own sake, as Part III.C supra also advocates.  It is not insignificant that questions of biblical criticism afford many important loci for exegesis, new and old views of text.
 It is no surprise that classical exegetes deal with many of these questions – they are question begging, which is why bible critics ask them.

It is also no surprise that classical commentaries use many of the same methods held so suspectly at arms length by yeshivot.  As some pundits have pointed out, “[M]any of the greatest religious authorities in earlier generations incorporated external sources in their analysis, and anticipated methods and results that have become prevalent in modern scholarship.”
  Indeed, the fact that these exegetes dealt with the same methods and issues has often been used to validate use of bible criticism: 

Some Orthodox scholars and thinkers have . . . countered the charge of irrelevance both by adducing instances where scholarship contributes to traditional Torah study and by appealing to precedents for interest in such matters by authoritative figures in earlier times. 

Not only what has been used in the past, but other, newer disciplines and methods utilized by bible critics also can enrich understanding of the text.

“But I’m not a serpent, I tell you! . . . I have tasted eggs, certainly,“ said Alice, who was a very truthful child; “but little girls eat eggs quite as much as serpents do, you know.”

“I don’t believe it,“ said the Pigeon; “but if they do, then they’re a kind of serpent: that’s all I can say.”

This was such a new idea to Alice, that she was quite silent for a minute or two, which gave the Pigeon the opportunity of adding, “You’re looking for eggs, I know that well enough; and what does it matter to me whether you’re a little girl or a serpent?”

“It matters a good deal to me,” said Alice hastily; ”but I’m not looking for eggs, as it happens; and, if I was,  I shouldn’t want yours: I don’t like them raw.”






Caroll, Alice, supra at 56

IV. Proposed Parameters of Biblical Criticism in Jewish Education


These parameters must be sensitive both to the problems posed by formally including biblical criticism, discussed in Part II supra, and to the problems posed by utterly excluding biblical criticism, discussed in Part III supra. The following parameters for incorporating biblical criticism call for informally laying a groundwork late in high school, enabling students to confront biblical criticism where it is raised by their own minds or by others, whether reactive or proactive.  The  informality of this groundwork preserves the religiously tendentious approach lauded in Part II in a way that is sensitive to the arguments raised by Part III. 

1st. Part II Doesn’t Trump
What emerges from Part III is that it would be a mistake to close the discussion after Part II, to choose the “nothing” half of the “all-or-nothing” approach.  Bible criticism should be addressed in some way in the course of a Jewish education (see infra Part IV.C-D for suggested approach).  One way of seeing this is from the worst-case-scenario resulting from the “all” approach (incorporating bible criticism wholesale) or the “nothing” approach (not incorporating any).  

On the one hand, the “all” approach raises the specter of apostasy.  What emerges from Part II as the primary evil in incorporating biblical criticism is students losing or weakening in faith, whether by fulfilling the dark prophecy of the Pandora’s box argument
 or by the child grabbing for  the “wrong” answer
.  The other Part II “evils” like engaging in an “irrelevant” discipline (the other prong of the religious argument
) or disappointing society (the societal perspective
) don’t come close for the Orthodox Jew.  

On the other hand, the primary evil that emerges from Part III’s jeremiad against the “nothing” approach, against ignoring biblical criticism, is also students losing or weakening in faith.
  The other problems implied by Part III, such as a lower level of emuna
 or the lack of richness in understanding text
, are certainly secondary to losing faith entirely.  

Consequently, it is not sufficient to say that teaching biblical criticism leads to a worst-case-scenario of apostasy because the same danger lurks in avoiding biblical criticism. A more nuanced approach to dealing with biblical criticism must be taken. 

B. Toward the End of High School

The issue, instead, is when does the good of biblical criticism outweigh the bad in teaching it.  That I believe, is a context sensitive issue and requires examining each of the arguments in Parts II and III in  light of the age of the student in question.

The senior year in high school seems to be the correct time to implement the program delineated later in this section.  First, as mentioned in Part II.D supra, the problems caused by including biblical criticism, raised in Part II, are more knotty the younger the child.   Second, the argument for inclusiveness, Part III, doesn’t become relevant until the student is (1) (Part III.A) exposed to outside sources; (2) (Part III.B) doing his own critical thinking; (3) (Part III.C) prepared to grapple with his faith.  (I shall reserve Part III.D. for the moment.)  Outside sources, the first concern, are an issue primarily after formal Jewish education ends, after high school or seminary; critical thinking is not really an issue developmentally at least until high school, (see Part II.D supra); and tortured grappling with existential epiphanies is surely not relevant for younger grades.  The picture painted is a relevance of Part III’s concerns beginning only during high school, or even toward its end.   

As for Part III.D, enriching text, that is indeed a fine thing but it is not the only thing; it triggers the concerns raised by Part II.  Because of the latter and because enriching text is usually hardly critical for understanding text and certainly not so for getting religious meaning out of it, enriching the text in this way seems to be less important than the potential problems it raises.  At any rate, the problems it raises needn’t be raised quite so early. Although I grant that arguments about incorporating, inter alia, literary criticism as many exegetes do regularly, cast doubt on that conclusion, still, this fits nicely
 with the implementation of the rest of Part III, that is to say, toward the end of high school,.

It seems unsafe to push instruction in biblical criticism after high school because high school is the end of formal Jewish education for many students, such that it seems unreasonable to rely on education after high school to do the trick.   As one pundit pointed out, “The suggestion to ignore [biblical criticism] until college, meaning that those who do not enroll in a particular course at Yeshiva University will probably not even be aware of the problem, strikes me as grossly inadequate . . . .”
  Consequently, the window is limited to somewhere near the end of high school schooling, or  beyond, in seminary, if that is the end of formal Jewish education.

C. Teacher Awareness


The first means that I advocate for effecting the nuanced approach urged in Part IV.A supra is that teachers must be aware of the issues and methods that are basic to biblical criticism.  This section is geared to solve the problems of excluding biblical criticism raised by Parts III.A-B by “invisibly” or indirectly introducing bible criticism to the classroom by teaching it to teachers.  Teachers, as mature, thinking, individuals, are better equipped, incidentally, to handle the problems it raises than are their students
.

The first reason that teachers need to be aware of the questions that concern biblical critical scholars, is because, as R. Aharon Lichtenstein points out, it would not be good for students to feel that they have asked a question never before pondered by anyone in Judaism, a question that will now blow everyone’s faith out of the water.
 

Second, teachers should be aware of these issues because we don’t want teachers to dismiss students out of hand without realizing that the questions being asked might be unusual or unwelcome to the teacher but eminently “legitimate.” 
  Students who are dismissed eventually stop thinking.
  Dismissing students who ask these kind of issues tends to “mitigate against the development of thoughtful, sensitive, and intellectually curious day school graduates, at least with respect to Jewish learning . . . .” 

 Jack Bieler calls for teachers to do more than avoid dismissing students; he wants teachers to encourage such off-center questions and approaches. 

There] is a readiness in Jewish tradition to seriously consider divergent points of view, even if only to ultimately reject them.  This would seem to justify confronting students with not only positions that reinforce traditional assumptions but also with at least some views that take serious issue with what is commonly accepted.

It is critical to teach students that asking questions is acceptable, not the reverse.   Teachers should not be permitted to dismiss hard questions out of ignorance or impatience.

Therefore, teacher awareness in itself is helpful in preventing the skepticism from outside or from within noted, in Parts III.A-B above, that might arise from the exclusion of biblical criticism.

D. Inoculation

Teacher awareness can also be utilized to take the further step of inoculating or immunizing students against some of the central answers biblical criticism provides
 and against failure to employ the valuable tools afforded by bible criticism in understanding the text and our own belief in it. Therefore, this “immunization” is geared to prevent all four problems arising from the exclusion of biblical criticism discussed in Part III.A-D, supra.

1. Putting biblical criticism in its place: heuristic analytics

First, students must be taught principles for finding alternate answers to issues that biblical criticism raises.  In effect, this is learning to put biblical criticism in perspective: enlightening but neither unequivocally pivotal nor decisively dispositive,
 after all, academia is academia and theories are only theories.
 Students should learn that at issue are sometimes simply important exegetical questions and see what the text itself and its classical exegetes have to say.  

For example, a student wants to know which “Dan” was Avraham headed to in Genesis 14:14.  He realizes that an area named after the tribe of Dan, a not unreasonable assumption,
 is intellectually dissonant
 given that Dan is not born for another three generations and more importantly does not settle in “Dan” until considerably after Moshe’s time. The student can be taught that there really is no need to leap to a text-critical “later gloss” as the only alternative to the common traditional approach, prophecy, i.e., Avraham prophetically saw what would happen in a place and perhaps to who
and moreover, at least Moshe prophetically knew the name of that place
.  Instead the student can be taught to approach the question hermeneutically, to look at the text more closely,
 to the keyword, milat manha
,  or to look at at commentators who do, and mine the critical methods and conundrums to discover hidden richness in the text.
  

The way this kind of direction can be learned, is, inter alia, by examining in class certain questions that biblical criticism asks and by providing resolutions that are within the framework of Orthodox belief.  That is to say, teachers oughtn’t rely solely on the verse-centric approach that will leave students ill-equipped to grapple with the layered narratives of, for example, the yam suf and Flood stories, ignorant that one needn’t swallow the answers bible scholarship affords wholesale with the valuable questions it asks. For example, the curriculum can make a conscious point of discussing the meaning of the parallelism in the Adam genealogies, the Sinai accounts, the mitzvot in Deuteronomy. Note that this can be done without discussing what answers biblical criticism provides and even without referring to biblical criticism at all.
 Such heuristic teaching has the merit of being imitated at a later date outside the classroom.

This kind of textual sleuthing evinces the multifaceted aim of the Torah and the secondary nature of its history-telling function.
  

The religious-meaning trump, however, comes with two critical reservations.  One important caveat is that sometimes understanding the socio-historical context is what enables us to understand what it was the author chose to write about, in turn enabling us to understand the religious message of the mesora
.  Another is that the beauty of this suggestion is not the prophylactic, cautioning, cushioning element so much as the embryonic incorporation of the powerful and important questions bible scholars ask as a way of enriching our own approach to the text.

This method bears on the use of biblical criticism in augmenting textual understanding, discussed supra in Part III.D.   As the title of this section, Part IV.D, implies, biblical criticism is being treated as potentially toxic material.   That is because it can be.  Yet this is not to say that the use of biblical criticism methodology cannot fundamentally enhance our view of the Torah.  As that very approach to biblical criticism in the classroom is the heart of some of my fellow Fellow’s papers, I shall be content with my comments in the preceding paragraph and with simply re-underlining my comments in Part III.D supra, discussing the theoretical use of the issues and methodology that biblical criticism raises in order to enhance students’ views of the text.

2. Tradition’s serene circumscription of the 8th ikar

 A second means I suggest for immunizing students against several problems arising from the exclusion of bible criticism: the potential for destabilization from without
 and from internal doubt,
 and the failure to scrutinize faith,
 is to provide a framework constructed of the equanimity of tradition’s acceptance of the limits to the 8th ikar.  The means to this end is very straightforward.  The student is made aware that the tradition was aware of these issues and didn’t seem to think, on the whole, that it was religious TNT.

This is particularly necessary if the first method of immunization proves non-implementable.  It may be non-implementable because of the student’s sloth, e.g., his unwillingness to employ these tools and to seek answers; the student’s cognitive dissonance, e.g., his intellectual unwillingness to accept answers found, much like unto the animadversion of R. Breuer’s methodology
; or the student’s simple ignorance, e.g., his failure to have learned the tools that were meant to inoculate him--or rather the teacher’s failure to teach them in the first place.

Under this second method the student’s later “discovery” of biblical criticism produces no explosion rocking the core of belief because it gives a student models with which to approach transmission variation. 
  Hazal seem to have had a notion of fluidity around a central core of revelation that does not take away from the revelatory aspect.
 The text is still holy, revered, ancient.  But it is תורה אשר קידשו בני ישראל.
  It is for perhaps this reason, that is, because historical truth and metaphysical truth are two separate questions,
 that hahamim did not have a need to iron out the historical wrinkles. And in some sense we have more reason to believe now than our forebears did when Moshe Rabeinu stood before the sneh.
  To use the tired but still potent “shoulder of giants” analogy, if they believed then I have good reason to.

E. Summary: Societal Perspective Provides Key for Incorporation

As we can see, this proposal for addressing biblical criticism accommodates the prophylactic and proactive reasons in Part III to do so.  By its informal, interstitial nature, it also mitigates the problems in incorporating biblical criticism enumerated in Part II. 

 What is curious is that the societal perspective mentioned back in Part II.C, against incorporation, has in some sense become the model for incorporation.  That perspective respected the parochial approach because it taught so powerful a conviction that the latter would have serious and valuable counterweight-value in democratic discourse.   Likewise, a Jewish education ought to entrench and inculcate certain values about Revelation and exegesis because it wants its graduates to hold their own when they ultimately join  the public square, which they ought to do.
  As Rav Kook put it:

And in general, this is an important rule in the struggle of ideas: we should not immediately refute any idea which comes to contradict anything in the Torah, but rather we should build the palace of Torah above it; in so doing we are exalted by the Torah, and through this exaltation the ideas are revealed, and thereafter, when we are not pressured by anything, we can confidently also struggle against it.

R. Kook advocates struggling with new ideas, and fitting our students to join that public square struggle.  Becuase even combating outside sources or internal doubts, which had seemed reactive and prophylactic, is in some respects a form of engaging the universe, interacting with the wider marketplace of ideas, “the struggle of ideas”, it is thus revealed as an important and proactive task.   “The best [models] . . . show how one merges Jewish scholarship and Torah study together within an Orthodox context, and how that scholarship is not just ancillary to, but participates in, our religious beliefs.”
  It is a mandate to interact, not to alloy, but to interact. 

Whether the reader agrees with the suggestions in this Part IV or chooses others,
 the issue should be “how” or “when”, so long as it is not “never”.  The sacredness and simple eminence of Tanakh is too pivotal to Jewish belief to leave solely to the perilous vagaries of self-education and fortuity.  

Alice crouched down among the trees as well as she could, for her neck kept getting entangled among the branches, and every now and then she had to stop and untwist it.  After a while she remembered that she still held the pieces of mushroom in her hands, and she set to work very carefully, nibbling first at one and then at the other, and growing sometimes taller, and sometimes shorter. . . . 
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V. A Personal Reflection


Beyond the mining of a pedagogical philosophy or the gauging of an intellectual discipline, this paper has made me confront some issues I had long unwittingly consigned to my own mental “blackbox”, my list of things I believe in without further examination.  Today, I am certain that I have not yet intellectually resolved the entire basis for my belief that the answers that biblical criticism reaches are on a different plane than the questions it asks, but I am equally certain, ironically, that I am the stronger for the attempt to find that basis.


One of my bugbears concerned the approach of hazal to what latterday scholarship terms lower criticism.  Their equanimity at the fact of at least small changes over time troubles me for numerous reasons,
 some more sweeping than others.  I shall pose two that I am grappling with, one of the more far-reaching ones, and one with less existential ramifications.


The first is a question of validity.  One of the implications of a pedigree potentially riddled with human fingerprints, is that it is harder to see what then makes Judaism so qualitatively different from other ancient religions or philosophies widely exercised, religions and philosophies that are human, mortal, non-compelling.

The second and less existential question concerns parshanut.  I have always had a beef against those who impute more to a given literary text than the human author could ever have possibly intended.  One of the more marvelous aspects of הפך 
בה והפך בה  דכלה בה is that there really was כלה בה—a divine author could mandate that in a way that Tennyson could not.  Given that lots of halakhah rides on the בכתב, the implications of even this issue go considerably further than perhaps I am granting.


Over the course of this project, which perturbed me so much that I actually had to physically shelve it while I gave my mind a chance to digest the possibilities, I gradually felt imbued with a wonderful sense of purpose, of visceral honesty, of religious awakening.  It occurred to me that my very perturbation had provided me, ironically, with one piece of the puzzle:  Because Yiddishkeit sanctions these kinds of questions,
 because it was okay to ask these kinds of core, faith-fundamental questions in Judaism, because Yiddishkeit is a celebration of (inter alia) critical thinking, because it welcomes questions, welcomes doubts----that, in some part, is why I stand by my faith, why Yiddishkeit speaks to me in a way other ancient faiths do not, why I believe that in the long run there are answers even if I never manage to find them.

Moshe was raised in an Egyptian home because it made him essentially rootless, seeking an identity, 
 an ish mitzri,
 who went out to see ehav
, yet was also later a midyannite, and only one such could properly approach the subject of defining a new nation’s identity.
  It was the revelation of a sneh consumed by fire, fire, the antithesis of stability, yet unconsumed, ainenu ukal
, a revelation granted to Am Yisrael’s embryonic Teacher-par-excellence, that allowed him to realize that religion defines some stability in the universe, marshals order from chaos.
  The text of Moshe’s birth is astonishingly universal, some have said because Moshe is in some sense everyman.  And what is the moral for the everyman?  Perhaps that we can only find identity when we know we are seeking it, that we can rely on our religion to provide the anchor that stabilizes that search, and that we can be better teachers of the Word of God for having done so.


I am reminded of a saying that I first heard in the name of the Chofetz Chaim, (and then in the name of other gedolim, but apocryphal or not, the message is worth remembering):  For those who do not believe, there are no real answers, and for those who do, there are no real questions—not that there shouldn’t be, and not to detract from the enterprise of asking, but just to put the question marks in context.
   I do not know whether such a homily would apply to other faiths.   All I know is that it is because Judaism sanctions the asking, indeed sanctions the process, the answers (to philosophical questions at least, as opposed to pragmatic halakha sorts) are in some sense very peripheral.  And in another, eternal.  


Well. 

Life-long challenges are like that.

-----------

the next thing is, to get into that beautiful garden—how is that to be done, I wonder? 
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� I mean here any yeshiva, yeshiva day school, talmud torah up through high school, although I ultimately restrict the discussion as relevant if at all, only to high schools, see infra Part IV.B.





� This is my own frame of reference.





� A very extreme form of this is R. Breuer’s method which is to absorb bible criticism whole with the sole limitation that the redactor, “R”, is God, the ribbono shel olam.  See, e.g., ברויאר, supra note  � NOTEREF _Ref451569667  \* MERGEFORMAT �2�.   Cf. Isaac B. Gottlieb, Modern Scholarship in the Study of Torah: Contributions and Limitations Edited by Shalom Carmy, Jason Aronson Inc., (Northvale, New Jersey-London: 1996)  (manuscript, forthcoming publication) [hereinafter: Gottlieb (manuscript, forthcoming)] (noting that Breuer might be allowing more leeway in terms of affirming the answers of bible critics).





�  See Stephen Prickett & Robert Parnes, The Bible 98-104 (Cambridge 1991) (laying out layman’s review of trends in bible criticism).





� See ר יוסף דוב הלוי סולוביצ'יק, חמש דרשות, מטל השמים ומשמני הארץ, "הברכות" 114 (תשל"ה)





� See, e.g., Jonathon Barth, Inaugural Address Oxford University, The Future of Old Testament Study 10 (1991) (“Such a style of bible study has often been-and quite correctly—seen as a serious challenge to religion and ecclesiastical authority.”); Breuer (Orthodox Forum), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 163 (“The framework of faith specifically includes belief in . . . ‘the divinity of the Torah.’ At first glance it seems that this belief is compromised, if not totally destroyed, by the critical study of bible.”); Shalom Carmy, Preface, in Orthodox Forum: Modern Scholarship at xiii, xiii (“The universities pride themselves on rejecting, ignoring, or adopting methodological agnosticism about the truths taught by revelation.”); Eichler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570430  \* MERGEFORMAT �7�, at 98 (“[The issue is whether] Orthodox Jewry, believing in the divine origin of the Torah and in the eternity of its message, can tolerate the idea that the Bible when studied in the context of the ancient Near East seems to strongly attest to the fact that it bears the cultural imprints of the times in which it was given . . . in its history and historiography . . . its temple architecture, its cultic practices, . . . its modes of divine communication, and even in its divinely given .law.”); Joel B. Wolowelsky, The Importance of Cultural Context: Teaching the Flood Story, 8(1) Ten Da’at 87, 89 (1995) (“After all, Bible critics and secular academics, long intent on seeing the biblical text as just another ancient Near-Eastern document, touted these stories as proof that the Torah had no special sanctity.”); cf. Gershon Scholem, The Science of Judaism---Then and Now, in The Messianic Idea in Judaism and Other Essays on Jewish Spirituality 305 (1972)  (attempting to supersede traditional learning).





�See infra Part II.A; ברויאר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2�, at 97  ("שלומי אמוני ישראל נחרדו מן ההוכחות האלה, שנראו להם סותרות את האמונה בתורה מן השמים.  משום כך טענו שכל ההוכחות של החוקרים אינן כלום."); Yaakov Elman, Progressive Derash and Retrospective Peshat: Nonhalakhic Considerations in Talmud Torah, in Orthodox Forum: Modern Scholarship at 227, 227 (“The bulk of Orthodox Jewry has looked upon academic Jewish studies with suspicion from its inception.”);  cf. Isaac Boaz Gottlieb, Scientific Method and Biblical Study, 11(1) Tradition 44, 45 (1970) (“What little the general reader knows of Biblical criticism he knows it as an opposition to religious beliefs.  . . . The words “criticism” for the religious student has therefore come to means “to be critical of” in a pejorative sense.”). 





� I am not talking about a dearth of critical thinking qua critical thinking.  I have specifically avoided the term “critical thinking” because patently bible criticism is not the only way to employ critical thinking skills in the service of Tanakh, as Nechama Leibovitz was wont to underscore.  I am talking about some fundamental assertions we make before we ever open a Tanakh and assorted mental ruts to which we are prone, engaging in critical thinking, if you will, in some areas but not in others.





�  Others have recognized that there is a fundamental discontinuity between the way academics disciplines are rigorously pursued and the way the Torah text is studied.  See, e.g., הרב מרדכי ברויאר, "לא היה לי משבר אמונה אפילו לרגע" דעות (גליון 1, ניסן תשל"ח)  (April 1998) 12, 15 [hereinafter: "ברויאר (דעות)"] (marveling over R. Dovid Tzvi Hoffman’s brilliant recreation of the Medrash Tana’im and noting his rejection of biblical criticism, concluding: "על-כך אמרתי שזו כבר שערורייה, יש לו חוש ביקורתי -הוא הרי יודע להבחין בתחומים אחרים, רק בתנ"ך לא?!"); Jack Bieler, Open-Mindedness and the Yeshiva High School, Ten Daat 20, 20 ()  (“Some pupils, . . . view general studies . . . as being handled in a more intellectually honest and open-minded fashion . . . some might be tempted to compartmentalize, to treat Judaic studies issue with less depth of thought and searching questions than general studies where thinking skills and critical analysis are openly encouraged.”) (citing Brian Bullivant, Transmission of Tradition in an Orthodox Day School: An Ethnographic Case Study, in Studies in Jewish Education (1983) 68); Gottlieb, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref450467571  \* MERGEFORMAT �14�, at  53 (giving unfavorable reviews to “the level that we last learned Chumash”, noting that “college students are involved in scientific, scholarly and critical studies in all their classes and presenting ideas to them is their notion of relevance”). 





� See Part III.A,B infra.





� See Part III.C. infra.





� See Gottlieb supra note � NOTEREF _Ref450467571  \* MERGEFORMAT �14�, at 53;  supra note � NOTEREF _Ref452495754 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �15�.





� See Eichler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570430  \* MERGEFORMAT �7�, at 98; see supra notes � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�-� NOTEREF _Ref450467571  \* MERGEFORMAT �14�; see also Carmy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at xii-xiii (distinguishing between contradictions bible criticism frequently presents to revelation and between simple divorce academia represents to religious dimension of studying Torah).





� See discussion of these cases infra in Part III.A.





� See infra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570568  \* MERGEFORMAT �23�.





� See Carmy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref450467571 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �14�, at xii (arguing that yeshivot and advanced schools for women confront biblical criticism with an attitude that “ranges from indifference to contempt”).  This is another parallel to the approach of creationsim proponents.  See, e.g., Stephen L. Carter, The Culture of Disbelief: How American Law and Politics Trivialize Religious Devotion 157 (1993) (“[Creationists] reserving particular scorn for the idea that human beings descended from lower forms.”).





� Carmy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at xiii (explaining why some find biblical criticism irrelevant).  But see ברויאר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2� (arguing that use of bible criticism expands knowledge of God’s Aspects and so informs religious meaning).





� B. Barry Levy, The State and Directions of Orthodox Bible Study, in Orthodox Forum: Modern Scholarship, at 39, 45 (contrasting “pretext” with Context, Text, and Textured approaches); see also Shalom Carmy, A Room with a View, but a Room of Our Own, in Orthodox Forum: Modern Scholarship, 1, 11 [hereinafter: Carmy (Room)] (“[I]ndefatigable, almost palpable, striving to come to grips, through vigorous reflection on biblical and rabbinic texts, with the ultimate religious realities of suffering and sanctity and the yearning for spiritual and worldly redemption, although sometimes arbitrary from a textual point of view, can illuminate our perception of those texts no less dramatically (and I daresay more accurately) than the Rambam’s efforts to elucidate Genesis 1 in the light of medieval physics and metaphysics.”).





� John Holt, How Children Fail 71-72  (1964) (emphasis added).





� Id. at 72-73.





� See, e.g., Bieler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021  \* MERGEFORMAT �16�, at 20 (noting that in yeshiva tradition the answer is fixed and only one is presented).





� As it generally does, the “heart of the claim” melodrama facially obscures but does not, of course, eviscerate the importance of other vital organs in our body of assumptions in this argument.  Perhaps it is worthwhile to clarify an important assumption: formal school education is the chief way in which students are educated to their role in joining the democratic discourse, belying any supposition that self-education suffices to that end.  See, e.g., Jerome S. Bruner, The Process of Education 1 (1963) (noting importance of education to civilize children for democratic society);cf. Jerome S. Bruner, Toward a Theory of Instruction (1966) (noting tension between inculcation and free thinking)..


This, incidentally, is really a rather supportable assumption because of the self-evident unreliability of a student’s incentive or ability or both.  This unreliability  makes chancy the prospect that the student will do more than absorb pop culture--by definition, the ultimate in accessible.  Yet the unpopular, obscure ideas that shoot the colors and sparkles through the fabric of society, that transform democratic society into more than a homogenously puling shade of taupe, are the kind that pop culture, by definition, fails to offer.  Therefore, formal education has an important and practical function.





� William Galston, Civic Education in the Liberal State, in Liberalism and the Moral Life 89, 101 (Nancy Rosenblum, ed., 1992); cf. Nomi Maya Stolzenburg, “He Drew A Circle That Shut Me Out: Assimilation, Indoctrination, and The Paradox of a Liberal Education, 106 Harv. L. Rev. 581, 634 (1993) (citing Wisconsin v. Yoder, 1406 U.S. 205 (1972)) (noting that, while the Yoder majority did not dispute that there were ramifications to insulating children and to precluding the gamut of options available to them, the Yoder majority did not share the Yoder dissent’s apprehension that “undermining the conditions for developing the capacity for choice” leads to societal disaster). 


	In distinction to the Galston school, however, there is a school of thought that argues that students in a democracy must be presented  with a far wider gamut of views than their parents’ biased or parochial perspectives.  “A state makes choice possible by teaching its future citizens respect for opposing points of view and ways of life.  It makes choice meaningful by equipping children with the intellectual skill necessary to evaluate ways of life different from that of their parents.”  Amy Gutmann, Democratic Education 30-31 (1987).   Gutmann advocates “civic education,” which requires teaching (1) civil tolerance, that is, “mutual respect among persons”; and (2) civil deliberation, that is, “rational deliberation among ways of life.” She claims that these are things that parents, in seeking to impose their own views and ways of life on their offspring, will not teach.  See Amy Gutmann, Civic Education and Social Diversity, 105 Ethics 557, 572 (1995) (arguing that public school parents who wanted their children taught only religious values exemplified a failure to satisfy both requirements of a “civic education”); cf. Stephen G. Gilles, On Educating Children: A Parentalist Manifesto, 63 U. Chi. L. Rev. 937, 999 (1996) (arguing that it is second prong, “rational deliberation”, that really motivates Gutmann’s analysis). 





� Please note that my argument here is switching from the traditional view of Tanakh versus academic views in bible scholarship, to the more general picture of religion-versus-society.  The latter picture still bears on the bible scholarship question in the sense that it reflects an applicable, positive model, elucidated infra, for the relationship between all religious issues and society: the two ought to interface not only stand out as different from each other.





� Carter, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 37-39; see also David Tracy, Plurality and Ambiguity: Hermeneutics, Religion, Hope 83 (1987).  But cf. Maimonides (arguing that not state but religion flourishes in situations of diversity).


	For example, Carter acknowledges that religious views, say, on the role of women, may be seen as objectively “bad” because they may be non-egalitarian, but he rebuts the “badness” by arguing that the usual terms of critique simply do not apply to religion.  It is a mistake, he says to view religion as susceptible of such critique.  He draws a parallel from illegitimate critiques of “family”, arguing that one’s choosing an opposite-gender spouse in order to procreate is not “sexist” because “the epistemology . . . of the market simply does not fit comfortably into the family, which demands, as the religions do, an epistemology of its own.” Carter, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 40, 284 n.33.  Carter argues that, similarly, critiquing the faith community in terms coined to deal with other communities in a democracy misses the point that “religions provide alternate sources of meaning for their adherents” and are generally “autonomous communities of resistance” and “independent sources of meaning.”  Id. at 40.





� For another rationale besides the counterweight argument advocating inclusion of religion in the public square, see, e.g., Owen M. Fiss,  The Irrepressibility of Reason, 5 Yale J Criticism 213, 218 (1992) (“To devalue passion when it misleads would not only be to neglect its actual place in our lives but more significantly would transform it into something else, something akin to reason.”).  See generally Robert Audi & Nicholas Wolterstoff, Religion in the Public Square: The Place of Religious Conviction in Political Debate (1997). 





� But see Edward A. Purcell Jr., The Crisis of Democratic Theory 242 (1973) (arguing that such choices are “bad” because there can be none of the dialogue that is key to democracy when one of the dialoguers is someone who asserts non-rational belief and is unwilling to adduce rational supports or to rationally weigh arguments to  contrary); Frederick Mark Gedicks, Public Life and Hostility To Religion, 78 Va. L. Rev. 671, 675 (1992) (arguing that in a democracy’s public sphere, the law-making sphere, only rational ideas may be used because reason is accessible to all whereas dogmatic doctrines or religious explanations are accessible only to those who believe them); see also Bruce Ackerman, Social Justice in the Liberal State 10 (1988) (“[N]obody has the right to vindicate political authority by asserting a privileged insight into the moral universe which is denied [to] the rest of us.”); cf. Douglas Adams, The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy 174 (1981)  (harried alien builder assigned to build Earth confesses, “It’s only half completed, I’m afraid---we haven’t even finished burying the artificial dinosaur skeletons in the crust yet.”).





� Carter, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 43 (emphasis added).  For examples where religion is indeed viewed as “subversive”, see Employment Division, Department of Human Resources v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872, 879 (1990) (Scalia, J.) (arguing that religion is subversive because it allows people to disobey the law: “Can a man excuse his practices to the contrary [of law] because of his religious belief? To permit this would be to make the professed doctrines of religious belief superior to the law of the land, and in effect permit every citizen to become a law unto himself.’”) (quoting Reynolds v. United States, 98 U.S. 145, 166-67 (1879) (upholding statute banning polygamy)); Mark V. Tushnet, Red White and Blue: A Critical Analysis of Constitutional Law 269-76 (1988) (arguing that democracy justifiably suspects religion because of possibility that religious citizens might refuse to accept will of state where that will conflicts with religion).





� Carter, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25� at 32; see Gary Wills, Under God: Religion and American Politics 380 (1990) (arguing that being on the “outside” is what makes democracy more than a meaningless blandness).


 


� See, e.g., Bruner, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451791346 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �29�, at 38-48 (discussing Piaget’s stages of intellectual development). Bernstein concludes that this is true even for high school students:  “The sophistication and knowledge of high school students are simply not sufficiently advanced for a proper answer to be meaningful to them.”  See Bernstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 35; see also Shalom Carmy, Teaching About Textual Transmission: How Important? How Necessary? 3(3)  Ten Da’at 44, 44 (1989) [hereinafter: Carmy (Ten Daat)] (“One may appeal to the siyata dishmaya that guides the halakhic corpus, but the fact remains that an error in textual transmission is no cause for rejoicing . . . once the beam of skepticism is out of the bag . . . Of course mature individuals don’t engage in this sort of wild inference.  But the high school teacher must take the realistic maturity of the experience maamin(a) as a goal rather than a given.”).


Note that another approach focuses not on students but on the aims of universities versus lower levels of learning, though the latter is arguably as much a function of student ability as epsistemology. צבי אדר, עיונים בתנ"ך  ובהוראתו  54 (1983) (arguing that biblical criticism should not be taught in high school because high school is not place to teach cutting edge, unstable theories).





� R. Aharon Lichtenstein Q/A ATID session at Hochsteins 1999 (Jeff has tape); Moshe J. Bernstein, The Orthodox Jewish Scholar and Jewish Scholarship: Duties and Dilemmas, 4 The Torah U-Madda J 8, 26 (199?) (underlining that foundation of our scholarship must be our yirat hashem). 





� See also  Carmy (Room), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 26-34 (rejecting host of reasons alleging significance of bible criticism and advocating its study).





� See, e.g., ברויאר (דעות), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �16�, at 12 ("בהתחלה הופמן שיכנע אותי, אבל זה לא חכמה כי לא קראתי את הצד השני."). At my high school, and I think it was a very fine one, I was informed that Wellhausen’s documentary hypothesis was old hat, dismissed, disdained, checked, chucked, rejected, ejected, and spurned by bible scholars themselves.  What I did not know, until I read it to my perturbation in a book one fine spring day, was that his theory has not been dismissed so much as it has been revitalized, refurbished, and refined. See generally Joseph Blenkinsopp, The Documentary Hypothesis in Trouble, 10, in Approaches to the Bible, Vol 1, Composition, Transmission, Language (Harvey Minkoff ,ed. 1994) (discussing lack of real challenge); P. McCarter, Jr., A New Challenge to the Doc\umentary Hypothesis, 23 in Approaches to the Bible, Vol 1, Composition, Transmission, Language (Harvey Minkoff ,ed. 1994) (same); Hermann Gunkel, Legends in Genesis, The Biblical Saga and History (1970) (adding form criticism, sitz em lieben, as reaction to Wellhausen); Alexander Rofe, Mavo le-Hibbur ha-Torah (1994).  This tendentious, or (unintentional) selectivity was not ultimately a wise pedagogical tactic.  A student might well wonder if the teacher herself was aware of what he has discovered and had knowledgeably dismissed it or whether she had been simply speaking from ignorance.  





� See Alvin Radkowsky, The Yeshiva as a Place of Secular Learning, 10 B’Or HaTorah: Science the Arts, and the Problems of Modern Life in the Light of the Torah 168, 172 (1997-1998) (“In the nineteenth century, doctrines such as communism, atheism, evolution, and materialism flourished.  These doctrines were ultimately found to be worthless and in fact ruinous.  We need the greater understanding and enlightenment provided by modern science to prevent the shallow thinking that concludes,  “there is no judgement and no judge”.”); see also supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �16�.





� See Bieler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021  \* MERGEFORMAT �16�, at 21 (“But what about the possibility that one-sidedness can ultimately backfire when the counter position is presented---not in the firendly environs of the day school---but in some hostile context, one that would only allow the most prepare individual to defend his/her position.”);  See also note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �16� supra (pointing out that college students, applying rigorous criticism to other areas of learning, find that excluding Torah from that methodology suspect, troubling, inconsistent).





� See, e.g., Carmy (Ten Da’at), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892  \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at 44 (“As a college professor I find it necessary to acquaint students with the basic data on textual transmission in order to enhance their learning and (as Rebbeim or parents) teaching, and in order to forestall the dismay and revulsion a self-respecting human being feels when s/he suspects that teachers have kept the truth from him/her.”).





� See supra Part II.A. 





� See supra Part II.A.


� See, e.g., Edwards v. Aguillard, 482 U.S. 578 (1987) (holding that equal-time statutes [statutes requiring that scientific creationism be granted equal time with evolution in high school biology] unconstitutional); Epperson v. Arkansas, 393 U.S. 97 (1968) (holding that statute forbidding teaching of evolution was unconstitutional); Scopes v. State (“Scopes Monkey Trial”), 154 Tenn. 105, 289 S.W. 363 (1927) (holding that statute forbidding teaching of evolution could not be prosecuted against teacher John Scopes); cf. Mozert v. Hawkins County Public Schools, 579 F. Supp. 1051 (E.D. Tenn. 1984), rev’d Mozert v. Hawkins Bd. of Educ., 827 F.2d 1058 (11th 1987), cert. den. 484 U.S. 1066 (1988) (holding that secular humanism was not religion and granting religious school children no relief from being subjected to such curriculum because freedom of religion was inapplicable).





� Lily Eng, Anti-Evolution Teacher Sues School District, LA Times, 0ct. 1, 1991 p.A3 col. 1.





� See Carter, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 176 (arguing that these parents do not want to coerce religious beliefs on others, they simply think that their “child is being taught a pack of lies.  The parent wants the school to teach the truth.”); id. at 39 (“[W]e too often forget that the principal purpose of the metaphorical wall of separation between church and state was always to prevent governmental interference with a religion’s decisions about what its own theology requires.”); see also Allan Freeman & Betty Mensch, Religion As Science/ Science  As Religion: Constitutional Laws and the Fundamentalist Challenge, 2 Tikkun 64, 68 (1987) (“[T]hat the schools do convey a pervasive message of extraordinary spiritual shallowness---cannot be ignored, nor can the fact that the message is not simply ‘neutral’ and ‘objective’ but rather, deeply ideological and alienating to those whose perspective is more spiritually based.”).





� But see generally Kent Greenawalt, Religious Convictions and Political Choice (1988) (arguing that there is place for religious-based argument in public square); Frederick Schauer, May Officials Think Religiously?, 27 Wm & Mary L. Rev. 1075 (1985-86) (same, elaborating defense for earlier Greenawalt article).





�  Please note that while I am not pinning this argument on the separation of church and state, it is closely related, because, like separation of church and state, it cuts both ways.  That is, in a democracy, just as religious parents do not wish to have certain views inflicted on them, others might not wish to have other views inflicted on them.   See, e.g., Mozert v. Hawkins County Public Schools, 579 F. Supp. 1051 (E.D. Tenn. 1984), rev’d 827 F.2d 684 (11th Cir. 1987).





� See Part III.D, infra, discussing the use of biblical criticism for the parshanut trigger-value of the questions it asks as opposed to the questions it gives.





� Cf. Genesis:8:3-4 with id:7:11.





� Indeed, the medrash expressly says that it is the one language Par’oh did not speak!





� Compare Genesis 36:2-3 with Genesis 28:9 and 26:34.





�  משנה תורה, ספר המדע, הלכות יסודי התורה  פרק ב:ב





� Warren Zeev Harvey,  Maimonides’ First Commandment, Physics, and Doubt, in חזון נחום (עורכים יעקב אלמן וג'פרי ש. גוראק, תשנ"ח).  At   162.





� Norman Lamm, Faith and Doubt 16 (1971) (cited in Harvey, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451603338  \* MERGEFORMAT �56�, at 161).





� See  Carmy (Ten Da’at), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892  \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at 44; see also infra note � NOTEREF _Ref451760106 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �92� (arguing that main view of text for primary and elementary schools should be one that nurtures religious meaning). 





� See Bernstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 36.





� Breuer (Orthodox Forum), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 178.  





� See supra Part III.A.





�  See, e.g., ברויאר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2�, at 99 (summarizing the hermeneutic yield of his own bible-criticism based “תורת הבחינות”, which recognizes “התורה כוללת בחינות שונות וסותרות” that only a Divine hand could have gathered together, and which all reveal a piece of the Truth , “מבטאות מידות של ה'”); Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 89 (“Moshe David Cassuto . . . soon realized that, far from demonstrating the banality of the Torah text, a study of these documents enhanced our understanding of the holiness of our text.”).


           


� See Carmy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at xiv; see Levy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 66 (arguing that classical exegetes borrowed ideas and methodology from nonJews); Mordechai Z. Cohen, “The Best of Poetry . . .”: Literary Approaches to the Bible in the Spanish Peshat Tradition, 6 Torah U-Madda J. 15 (1996) (noting that literary criticism popular among bible critics underpins exegesis of Moses ben Ibn Ezra, but also Saddia Gaon, Abraham ibn Ezra, Maimonides, and Radak, unlike Ashkenazic exegetes like the Malbim); see also James L. Kugel, In Potiphar’s House 266 (1994) (noting that rabbinic struggles in dealing with problems in text “existed well before the common era” and were “perhaps taught to school children as part of their studies of Scripture in literacy education . . . .”).


One issue in the use of these methods of criticism is whether human (inter alia) literary conventions are appropriate to analyze a Divine text, whether such a method and the results obtained did not weaken faith.  Traditional exegetes who used them apparently felt they were indeed appropriate; using such methods did not imply inferiority to medieval scholars because they employed a style-content or form-function dichotomy, with only the content of the Torah being Divine and unsurpassed.  


What is interesting is that precisely the opposite argument is made by R. Breuer in explaining why modern critical methods yield results that do not weaken one’s faith.  That is, R. Breuer also cites s a style-content or form-function dichotomy, but, by contrast, his position is that bible criticism affects the content, with only the nature of the Torah being Divine!  See ברויאר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2�, at 101. 





� See Carmy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at xiv.  Regarding the example of literary criticism employed by bible critics, not only is it a venerable Jewish method, as Cohen shows, but Cohen also points out that in many respects modern literary criticism, “New Criticism”, is even closer to the traditional omnisignificant medrashic exegesis than it is to the medieval form of literary criticism.  See Cohen, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451581130  \* MERGEFORMAT �63�, at 39-40.   One might conclude that it should be accepted today even more easily. See Cohen, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451581130  \* MERGEFORMAT �63�, at 57 n.134. 





� See generally Eichler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570430  \* MERGEFORMAT �7� (cataloguing uses of comparative Semitics, grammar, history, culture, lexicography in studying Torah).  Some resource texts (some of which Eichler alludes to) include Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament (J.B. Pritchard, ed., 1955);  Yohanan Aharoni, The land of the Bible (Rainey, trans. 1979); John Bright, A History of Israel (3d ed. 1981); Yechezkel Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel (Moshe Greenberg, trans., abridger 1960); M. Malul, The Comparative Method in Ancient Near Eastern and Biblical Legal Studies (1990); Moshe Greenberg, More Reflections on Biblical Criminal Law, 31 Scripta Heirosolymitana 1 (1986); Moshe Greenberg, Some Postulates of Biblical Criminal Law, in Yehezkel Kaufmann Jubilee Volume (M. Haran, ed., 1960).





� See supra Part II.A.





� See supra Part II.B.





� See supra Part II.A.





� See supra Part II.C.





� See supra Part III.A-B; see also Shnayer Z. Leiman, Response to R. Breuer, at 181, 187 in Orthodox Forum (“Not to confront modernity . . . is more than risky for Orthodoxy, it is suicidal”).





� See supra Part III.C.





� See supra Part III.D.





� At any rate, it doesn’t oppose this approach.  The question of how to blend the good in enriching text with Jewish education is really an issue for a separate paper and further desultory rumination would be spurious.





� Levy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 70.





� See supra Part II.D (exploring lessened maturity in students).





� See R. Aharon Lichtenstein, tape from Q/A session at Hochtein’s under ATID rubric, (Jeff has the tape) in April of 1999; אדר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at 55 (taking for granted that teachers must have read extensively in literature to have prepared themselves to deal with wide variety of issues).





� See, e.g., Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 90: 


It should be superfluous to say that the teacher must prepare for this class with the same professionalism that he or she brings to any lesson . . . Understanding Genesis, Cassuto’s commentary, or James Pritchards’ Ancient Near Eastern Texts, are good reference texts for anyone unfamiliar with the subject; the new JPS Commentary on Genesis gives a good orientation on which issues one can focus and would be a good starting point for teachers.





� See Holt, supra  note � NOTEREF _Ref451603386  \* MERGEFORMAT �26�, at � NOTEREF _Ref451716577 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �26�. 





� See Bieler, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021  \* MERGEFORMAT �16�, at 20.





� Id. Also, field experience has shown that raising or encouraging questions is frequently more successful than the “defender of the faith” approach executed in response, perforce.   See Remarks of R.S. Klitsner, on file with the author.





�  See Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 89 (“Some educators in college-preparatory yeshiva high schools felt it important to introduce their Bible students to these texts in order to ‘inoculate’ them , so to speak, against the devastating environment.  There is certainly merit to this approach . . . [further noting that he believes main reason for so doing is to augment understanding of the text]”).





� See צבי אדר, הערכים בחינוכיים של תנ"ך  6-7 (1937):


"חינוך דתי הוא מטרת הוגותו . . . משהם [מדעי מחקר במקרא] תופשים מקום נכבד ביותר אין הם מסייעים להבנת התנ"ך אלא מערפלים אותם משום שהם באים במקום."





� See, e.g., אדר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at  (arguing that high school differs from college in this way—high school is place to build knowledge base, not to air academically controversial theories). 





� Not only reasonable but also textually supported.  Dan first appears as a city in Judges 18, when Dan captured the Canaanite city of Layish, considerably after Moshe’s time.    See also A. Biran, The Collared-Rim Jars and the Settlement of the Tribe of Dan, in Recent Excavations in Israel: Studies in Iron Age Archaeology at 71 (S. Gitin &W.G. Dever, eds. 1989) 49 Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research (providing archaeological support for textual description in Judges 18). 





� See ברויאר (דעות), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451570021 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �16�, at 14 (citing אמונה והשכלה, דעות מ"ז (תשי"א)) ("מי יעיז לזהות את  דן שבמלחמת ארבעת המלכים  - עם דן ההיסטורית המאוחרת?").





� See, e.g., Rashi ad loc; Tractate Sanhedrin 36.





� Cf. Deuteronomy: 33:22.





� For example, in this case the student might elucidate the phenomenon of “אות אחת בסוף תיבה תשמש גם לראש התיבה שאחריה"” (Da’at Mikra ad loc), making "עד דן" actually עד דדן", a place that we know was near the Euphrates at a time that would not require any prophetic mediation  to conjure.  See, e.g., Malbim, Genesis: 30:6(—בלילה הוא is really from בלילה ההוא, and citing other examples of this drop-letter phenomenon). 





� For example, Judy Klitsner notes in an unpublished manuscript (forthcoming, Urim Publications) that there a significant number of linguistic parallels between the war of the kings in Genesis 14 and the ברית בין הבתרים  in the following פרק. This extraordinary parallelism, which includes the term דן used logically in Genesis 15, even if less so in Genesis 14, is the setting for Genesis 14:14, and not as a glaring and anachronistic anomaly.  





� See generally Breuer (Orthodox Forum), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, (arguing that bible criticism yields a wealth of understanding about the various aspects of a given narrative); see also Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 89 (“As important as it is to expose our students to the literature of the ancient Near-East, we have no interest in making it the primary focus of our biblical study.  In a yeshiva, primary focus should be on the words of Hazal and the generations of traditional biblical interpreters.  But just as we often supplement the commentary of Mikraot Gedolot with other sources, we should be devoting some time to this discussion.”).





� Indeed, this is in keeping with a critical caveat noted by R. Carmy for those who have not the depth of scholarship necessary for avoiding skewed selectivity:


In practical terms, I recommend that we refrain from putting weight on hypotheses in these areas, however congenial to our own firmly held beliefs, so long as these hypotheses have not passed muster in the conventional academic literature. . . . Such a policy is . . . inapplicable to the Orthodox scholar whose own attainments in these fields permit him or her to buck the consensus.  But, for most of us, selective theorizing in these areas smacks of propaganda and reinforces haphazard intellectual hygiene.


Carmy (Room), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 36-37; see also supra Part III.A. (selectivity being one of the very aims teaching biblical criticism was meant to obviate).





�  See  אדר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at 60  (arguing that Torah has multiple functions and high school teachers must pick which to emphasize in this field as they do in every other, and they must choose religious-value function because it is clearly more important); Carmy (Room), supra note at � NOTEREF _Ref451571056 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �25� (deploring invasion of peripheral issues like authorship and preferring Torah based approach); Gottlieb, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref450467571  \* MERGEFORMAT �14�, at 50 (“The biblical narratives were not primarily oriented towards realism but towards truth”); Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 88-89 (“The Torah, after all, is not a history book.  In saying this, we are not suggesting that the  Flood story—or any other specific part of the Torah---is necessarily allegory rather than fact.  But we must be aware that the Torah retells selectively . . . We must therefore read its stories as something told with a purpose, and understanding the purpose involves reading the tale and its language in context.”); cf. Rabbi David Eliach, Finding a Methodology in the Teaching of Torah, 2 Ten Da’at 5, 5 (198(noting that though Torah’s “content spans all of humanity’s experiences” and that its “style in the telling of the human story ranges from that narrative to the poetic and to the forensic . . . It is story and it is poetry; it is history and it is law; it is anthropology and it is sociology.  But whatever human experience it is, it is informed by God and by a religious belief.  Therefore, . . . the overriding aim of teaching Torah is to inculcate in our student body the religious and ethical values of our people.”) (emphasis added); Lichtenstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2�, at 133 (“The rapture and the awe, the joy and the trembling of Sinai were not of a moment.  They are all of time . . . This experience of revelation is repeated through responses to the text, be it study . . . “); see supra Part II.A.


	Of course, the religious versus the historical meaning isn’t a balance that once set, is fixed.  High school might require one balance and personal or advanced study, another.  Again, the implications of Part IV.D require their own paper.





� Dr. Assis, Atid class December 1998 (using example of Ai battles in Joshua); Dr. Bryna Levy, ATID class December 1998 (using example of I Kings: 16 and Joshua 10); Breuer (Orthodox Forum), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6� (discussing valuable insight into nature of God that biblical criticism affords); Eichler, supra note� NOTEREF _Ref451570430 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �7� (noting that comparative Near Eastern law reveals religious dimensions of Torah law); see also Blenkinsopp supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451705496 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �40�, at 20-21 (“It is obviously possible to read and appreciate the Flood story without all this critical reconstruction or literary history as people have done for centuries . . . The point, then, is that there are aspects of religion experience and levels of meaning in biblical text that cannot be easily understood without a historical critical approach at of some kind.  This is not the only way to read the Bible but it has an important role to play.”).





� Compare, for example, Gottlieb (manuscript, forthcoming), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451855883 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �10�:


I am not certain that the literary readings based on key-words negate a documentary theory; what is of essence to the religious researcher is that literary approaches, particularly close reading, take attention away from the history and prehistory of the text to refocus on the text itself.  For this reason the literary approach is a method of interpretation which can be construed as a return to talmud torah and which holds great promise for Jewish education.


(citation omitted).





�  See generally Wolowelsky, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595  \* MERGEFORMAT �13� (arguing that introducing texts revealing the setting in which Torah was revealed offers student appreciation of additional dimensions of Torah).  See generally Umberto Cassuto, The Documentary Hypothesis and the Composition of the Pentateuch: 8 Lectures (Israel Abrahams, trans., 1961).





� See Part III.A supra.





� See Part III.B supra.





� See Part III.C. supra.





�See, e.g., Tractate Bava Batra 14a-15b (citing opinion that Joshua wrote last verses in Torah); Tractate Sanhedrin 21b (switch in fonts, textual criticism); Tractate Sanhedrin 99a (limiting who has no portion in the World to Come); Tractate Gittin 60a; Masechet Sofrim: 6:4 (3 variants in the azara); Tosafot, Tractate Shabbat 55b; Gilyon HaShas, Shabbat 55b; Ran, Sanhedrin 4b; Rashbatz, 3 Tashbatz  res. 160; Baal Haturim, Leviticus 1:1; Or haHayyim, Numbers 33:2; ibn Ezra, Deuteronomy 34:1 (“sod hashnaym asar”); צפנת פענח on the ibn Ezra ad loc; Abarbanel, Introduction to Jeremiah (on kri and ktiv) Radaq, introduction to Joshua; Shadal, Deuteronomy 1:2 Symposium on the Condition of Jewish Belief (1966); see Levy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 64 n.83.  See generally Yehoshua Maori, Rabbinic Medrash as Evidence for Textual Variants in the Hebrew Bible: History and Practice, 101, in Orthodox Forum: Modern Scholarship (cataloguing rabbinic-literature adduced variants in masoretic text and reactions thereto beginning with reactionary approach of R. Hai Gaon); Marc B. Shapiro, Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles: The Last Word in Jewish Theology?, 4 Torah U’Madda Journal 187,  197-201 (1993) (discussing limitations of 8th principle of faith based on traditional sources).





� This is a phenomenon he himself notes and deplores, see generally  ברויאר, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667  \* MERGEFORMAT �2�.





� See R. Lichtenstein (tape) supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451603196  \* MERGEFORMAT �76� (suggesting that providing such models help insulate students from  potential crises of faith).





�  This is a view not unsupported by academia.  See, e.g, Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative 21-22 (1981).  Alter dismisses much of the dismissive nature of the documentary hypothesis: 


It is only by imposing a naive and unexamined aesthetic of their own, Todorov proposes, that modern scholars are able to declare so confidently that certain parts of the ancient text could not belong with others:  the supposedly primitive narrative is subjected by scholars to tacit laws like the law of stylistic unity, of noncontradiction, of nondigression ofh nonrepetition, and by these dim but purportedly universal lights is found to be composite, deficient, or incoherent.  (If just these four laws were applied respectively to Ulysses . . . [that] novel[s] would have to be relegated to the dustbin of shoddily “redacted” literary scraps.). . . . Todorov bases his argument on examples from the Odyssey; but . . . could be equally well supported by a consideration of the Hebrew Bible.   


Id. (emphasis added).  


For example, on dealing with repetitions Alter notes that this did not detract from the meaning of the text.  Not only was the written text was largely used for oral presentation with the repetition curing difficulties in making sure the message got across, but the “constantly reiterated pattern . . . of command or prophecy closely followed by its verbatim fulfillment confirms an underlying view of historical causality.”  Id. at 92-93.    “[B]iblical personages and events are caught in a finer web of reiteration in the design of thematic words and phrases constantly recurring. . . . The human figures in the large biblical landscape act as free agents out of the impulses of a memorable and often fiercely assertive individuality, but the actions they perform all ultimately fall into the symmetries and recurrences of God's comprehensive design . . . it is the inescapable tension between human freedom and divine historical plan that is brought forth so luminously through the pervasive repetition of the Bible’s narrative art.”  Id. at 112-113.


       


� See, e.g., Bernstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 35 (“I suggest, rather, that in certain areas like that of Torah shebikhtav, the Mesorah defines its own reality.  Thus the text of Torah shebikhtav produced by the baalei Mesora is, by definition, the correct text, whether or not it is correct in actuality.); מנחם כוהן, "האידיאה בדבר קדושת הנוסך לאותיותין וביקורת הטקסט" 42, 68 המקרא ואנחנו (אוריאל סימון 1987).  But see Breuer (Orthodox Forum), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �6� at 162 (rejecting notion that what obligates us is tradition, making irrelevant whether whole Torah is divine).  Also, compare Maori, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451580705  \* MERGEFORMAT �99�, at 124-26 (providing different reasons why masoretic text is preserved in face of variants).





� See, e.g., Melvin Granatstein, Torah From God: Perspectives From the Maharal of Prague, 18(3) Tradition 272 (1980) (decrying the “idolatry” of the “archaeological record” regarding uniquely religious truths), But see Zvi A. Yehuda, Hazon Ish on Textual criticism and Halakha, 18(2) Tradition, 172 (1980)  (arguing that Hazon Ish believed that a providence guides the mesora such that its integrity is protected).  This view of the Chazon Ish has been modified by Shnayer Z. Leiman, Hazon Ish on Textual Criticism and Halakhah---A Rejoinder, 19(4) Tradition 301 (1981) (modifying Yehuda’s presentation of Hazon Ish’s view).





� See, e.g., Eliezer Berkovitz, Faith After the Holocaust (1973); Exodus: 3:2.





� See Rabbi Aharon Lichtenstein, The Source of Faith is Faith Itself, Jewish Action Fall 1992, at 79, 79-80 (“Regardless of what issues---moral, theological, textual or historical—vexed me, I was confident that they had been raised by masters far sharper and wiser than myself; and if they had remained impregnable steadfast in their commitment, should and could I.”); see also Carmy (Ten Da’at), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451651892  \* MERGEFORMAT �37�, at 44 (“What registered in my mind was that whatever problem existed—the meforshim knew about it and presumably had it under advisement; as Rabbi Spiegelman put it. . . they did not go into panic over discrepancies.’”).





� Cf. Carmy (Room), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25� (discussing adults as opposed to children, and specifically bible scholars, arguing that it is a good thing for Orthodox bible scholars to approach bible criticism from tradition’s normative and dogmatic reading).   


One of two important differences between R. Carmy’s position and mine is that I am dealing with students who have yet to build the basis, the “normative and dogmatic” traditional reading made of centuries of exegetical accretions, the launching point from which R. Carmy would have Orthodoxy  address the hairier issues of academic Bible study.   My aim is both to inculcate that tradition rooted approach in our high school seniors while at the same time, to build the basis for a discourse within the wider academic community.  This discourse, as the reader will  recall,  is necessary or at least valuable for all the reasons in Part III supra.   In consequence, my approach is more interstitial than the one R. Carmy advocates.  


The second difference is that R. Carmy is not only dealing with the products of the education (whose present subjects are those that concern me), but also with those who wish to specifically plunge into the discourse on academic bible scholarship as Orthodox bible scholars.  My concern is more the average Orthodox Jew confronting bible scholarship indirectly, intermittently, inadvertently, as an issue in modern life and in higher education.  In consequence, the more nuanced understanding and the more global approach he advocates are less appropriate for this paper.





� R. Kook, Iggerot Ha-Reeiyah, I no. 134 (trans. Tzvi Feldman in Selected Letters (Ma’aleh Adumim: Ma’aliyot Publications of Yeshivat Berket Moshe, 1986) 14, cited in Carmy (Room) supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 38. 





� Gottlieb, (manuscript, forthcoming) supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451855883 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �10� (no page numbers on manuscript).





� Or as one scholar has put it, it circumvents “skepticism—believing that the truth cannot be found; dogmatism—believing it has been completely found already; cynicism—believing it doesn’t matter either way.”  Barth, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451568595 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �13�, at 19.





�See,e.g., Levy, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451571056  \* MERGEFORMAT �25�, at 71-79 (suggesting far more sweeping program).





� I realize that I seem to be retreating from my suggestion in Part IV.D.2 supra but this is illusory.  Accepting the circumscription as an initial safety vest is not in tension with exploring the ramifications thereto; the ideas was to defuse a potentially explosive notion, not to undergo a lobotomy.  See generally Rabbi Aharon Lichtenstein, Legitimization of Modernity: Classical and Contemporary, in The Orthodox Forum: Enagaging Modernity: Rabbinic Leaders and the Challenge of the Twentieth Century (Moshe Z. Sokol, ed., 1997) at 3.





� Barring, of course, the Hazon Ish’s approach as developed in Yehuda, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451781722 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �104�.





� Ethics of our Fathers: 5: 26 (“Ben Bag-bag says: Delve in it and continue to delve in it for everything is in it.”).





�See Bernstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569580  \* MERGEFORMAT �6�, at 35 (noting that errors “encroach more severely on matters of faith” because “medrashei halakhah seem to derive d’oraita laws from the text.”).  Again, this is a concern barring the Hazon Ish’s approach as developed in Yehuda, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451781722 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �104�.





�See generally Harvey, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451603338  \* MERGEFORMAT �56� (arguing that Maimonides believed in process over result); cf.  R. Aharon Lichtenstein, Commentator (Yeshiva University 1961) at 41 (“Our whole weltanschauung---from eschatology to ethics—is firmly grounded upon the profound condition that the physical, the natural, the secular is not the destroyer but sanctified, . . .The Torah is neither world-accepting nor world-rejecting.  It is world-redeeming.”).


 


�Cf. R. Lichtenstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451603255  \* MERGEFORMAT �106�, at 79 (“[T]he key to confronting life, particularly modern life, in all its complexity: the recognition that it was not so necessary to have all the answers as to learn to live with the questions.”).





� A situation, incidentally, eerily and unfortunately relevant to much of the assimilated American Jewry, struggling to find their own identity.  See, e.g., Alan Dershowitz, The Vanishing Jew (1997).





� Exodus:2:19.





� Exodus:2:11.





� Another explanation is that only the free understand freedom; a troublingly circular proposition unless it is delimited: only the free can be redeemers.  See ibn Ezra ad loc.





� Exodus:3:2.





� Rabbi Danny Tropper, Shabbat Hagadol Drasha,  April, 1999; cf. Marvin Fox, 59, 60 in Symposium on the Condition of Jewish Belief (Eds. of Commentary, eds., 1966) (“The Jew who believes in Torah as divine believes because the order, structure, direction, and meaning of his life are at stake, because the alternative is personal and moral chaos . . . In that trust [in God] the believing Jew find the ground of his own existence and opens himself to unique and exalted possibility.  In that trust he discovers that the truly human is a reflection of the divine, a discovery which has the power to transform and sanctify man and his world.”).





� See also R. Lichtenstein, supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451603255  \* MERGEFORMAT �106�, at 80 (“Intellectual assent is normative and essential;  but at the personal level, it is generally not the key.  In the final analysis, the primary source of human faith is faith itself.”); Bernstein (duties and dilemmas), supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451795585 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �38�, at 29 (“And if there is occasionally a nagging question which scholarship raises, we all know that questions, to borrow the Yiddish proverb, are rarely fatal. . . . And perhaps if enough of us spend enough time thinking about enough questions, some of them and some of us may find their answers.”); ברויאר,  supra note � NOTEREF _Ref451569667 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �2�, at 105 ("לפיכך גם אם נמצא בו דברים שאינם מתקבלים על דעתנו בנקל . . . ואם לא נזכה לעמוד על אמתה של תורה, נתלה את הדבר בקוצר השגתנו, ונמתין באמונת אומן עד שייפתח הלב ונראה נפלאות בתורה.");  cf. Tractate Baba Batra 75a.





