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Introduction

The Oral-Written Model and the Formation
of the Hebrew Bible

This book attempts to offer new orientation points for the history of the devel-
opment of the Hebrew Bible. Some of these orientation points are methodological,
answering the following question: How can scholars achieve methodological con-
trol and repeatable results in reconstruction of the prehistory of the Hebrew Bible?
Most orientation points in this book are chronological, answering the question:
What were the major phases in the development of the Hebrew Bible and which
texts now in that Bible can be linked with those phases?

The mid- to late-twentieth-century consensus that formerly held about the his-
tory of the development of the Hebrew Bible—for example, various tradition-cen-
ters and institutional contexts for the formation of early traditions, early ] and E
source documents for the Pentateuch, an exilic context for the formation of
Deuteronomistic history, the assignment of the bulk of early prophetic writings to
the prophets themselves (e.g., Amos, Hosea), etc.—no longer holds. Where once
there were debates between Albrightian and European-Continental positions on
the historicity of texts in the Hebrew Bible, there now are equally large chasms
between basic understandings of the setting and purpose of those texts them-
selves. Some continue to defend more traditional theories about sources, dating,
etc.! Others have argued for dating an ever increasing amount of the Hebrew Bible
to the Persian or even Hellenistic periods.> Meanwhile, a significant block of
studies identify the late pre-exilic, Neo-Assyrian period as a crucial, if not the
most crucial, period in the basic shaping of Hebrew biblical traditions.” Few
offer a comprehensive look at how new perspectives on archaeology, Near Eastern

1. A popular example with a comprehensive picture is Richard E. Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible?
(New York: Summit, 1987). Within continental scholarship, Werner H. Schmidt has been among the
more prominent defenders of a more conventional picture of the development of the Hebrew Bible. See
his Einfiihrung in das Alte Testament, 5th expanded ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995).

2. For the Persian period, see, for example, Philip R. Davies, In Search of “Ancient Israel,” JSOTSup
148 (Sheftield: JSOT Press, 1992), 92: “Cumulatively, an impressive case can be made for the fifth
century BCE as the time and [Persian period] Yehud as the place for formation of what biblical scholars
call the ‘biblical tradition, and what can more simply and accurately be called the biblical literature”
For a Hasmonean dating, see Thomas L. Thompson, The Mythic Past: Biblical Archaeology and the Myth
of Israel (New York: Basic Books, 1999), 199: “It was in this context of “Talibanism, reflected in the
formation of the traditions in the Books of Maccabees, that the major collections of the Hebrew Bible
took their definitive shape” This trend is manifest in European scholarship as well, though mostly with
widespread dating of individual biblical texts to the Persian and Hellenistic periods.

3. One example is Israel Finkelstein and Neil Silverman, The Bible Unearthed: Archaeology’s
New Vision of Ancient Israel and the Origin of Its Sacred Texts (New York and London: Free Press,
2001), 14: “Archaeology has provided enough evidence to support a new contention that the histor-
ical core of the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic History was substantially shaped in the seventh
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literature, and dating of biblical traditions might lead to a new picture of the
whole. This book is an initial attempt at that kind of comprehensive picture.

A central goal in this otherwise ambitious project is aiming for more methodo-
logical modesty than has characterized many prior reconstructions of the
development of texts in the Hebrew Bible. All too often, biblical studies have
attempted to trace in detail every step in the growth of a biblical text to its present
form. Some have found evidence of eight to fifteen (or more) layers of sources and
redactional expansions in a single chapter or set of verses. Yet I suggest that these
more complicated reconstructions of textual prehistory have not stood and will not
stand the test of time. Certain theories achieve a small, temporary consensus within
a mutually reinforcing school of scholarship (often attached to a particular mentor
or PhD-producing university department), but only a few basic schemes—such as
the distinction between Priestly and non-Priestly portions of the Tetrateuch (among
others)—have achieved acceptance beyond the narrow circles that originated them.

In the face of these problems, this book begins with methodological reflections
aimed at producing more cautious, less detailed results that may be more useful to
colleagues outside a particular school of thought or context. That these texts
underwent an often complicated prehistory often is evident. Since that prehistory
generally is not documented, however, we often cannot know precisely how these
texts grew to their present form. There is a gap here between ontology and episte-
mology that must be kept in mind. Biblical scholars are often tempted to try to
answer every possible question about the development of biblical texts. Yet I will
provide evidence from documented cases of transmission history to show that
texts that are the result of textual growth do not consistently preserve enough
traces of that growth in their final form for scholars to reconstruct each and every
stage of that growth.

One reason that ancient texts like the Bible do not preserve many traces of
growth is that their authors often worked from memory in incorporating earlier
texts. As I argued in a prior book, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of
Scripture and Literature, the texts of the Hebrew Bible, like those of many better-
documented cultures surrounding it, were formed in an oral-written context
where the masters of literary tradition used texts to memorize certain traditions
seen as particularly ancient, holy, and divinely inspired.* Ancient Mesopotamian

century BCE” Another is William Schniedewind, How the Bible Became a Book (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2004), 191: “This ideology of one kingdom of the twelve tribes of Israel was
embodied in literature of the late eighth century. This literature both preserved and created the golden
age of David and Solomon. This great literary flourishing, albeit short-lived, was the beginning of
biblical literature as we know it.... The second major phase in the literary formation of the Bible came
in the days of King Josiah in the late seventh century B.C.E” Both quotes come in the context of
broader pictures of the development of Hebrew literature.

4. Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2005). In the meantime, one study of particular note that adduces considerable addi-
tional evidence for the role of memory in transmission of literary traditions is Paul Delnero, “Variation
in Sumerian Literary Compositions: A Case Study Based on the Decad,” PhD diss. (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania, 2006), especially pp. 105-106 and 145.
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scholars used musical notations and text to learn to sing the Atrahasis creation and
flood epic. Egyptian scribes prided themselves on being able to recite the sayings
of much earlier sages. Well-educated Greeks prepared to perform classical texts at
a symposium meal. So also, Israelite sages urged their students to “write this
Torah/commandment on the tablet of your heart”” This writing-supported process
of memorization was how ancient cultures passed on to the next generation their
most treasured written traditions, what might be termed “long-duration” or
“literary” (in a broad sense of that word) texts.

The argument of Writing on the Tablet of the Heart was primarily comparative,
using the better-documented literary cultures of Mesopotamia, Egypt, and Greece
to provide new models of authorship and reception that might illuminate data in
the Hebrew Bible itself. In addition, that book focused particularly on ancient edu-
cation as a primary locus for the use of literary texts and their development. This
book likewise will include some focus on education, but its emphasis lies less on
textual reception and more on textual production. In particular, I will gather clues,
found within the documented growth and revision of ancient long-duration/
literary texts, that these texts were written by authors who typically accessed pre-
cursor texts by means of memory.

This stress on the role of memory in the formation of written texts involves
overcoming a dichotomy, all too common in studies of the ancient world, between
orality/memorization and writing/literacy. Though scholars decades ago decon-
structed the idea that there was a “great divide” between orality and literacy,
a remarkable number of high-quality publications still work with a strong distinc-
tion between the two, or at least a “continuum” with orality at one end—often
connected with memorization—and literacy and writing at the other. As soon as
“memorization” is discussed, many presuppose that one is in the realm of “orality;”
or “performance” often seems to exclude a focus on writing and textuality. Scholars
of antiquity are just at the beginning of exploring the interface between writing,
performance, memorization, and the aural dimension of literary texts.

Such insights are important for the conceptualization of the development of the
sorts of texts now found in the Hebrew Bible. For many years, biblical scholars
worked with a paradigm of writing, book circulation, and silent reading that was
modeled on contemporary print cultures. More recent studies have suggested that
ancient literary cultures, despite their substantial differences from one another,
were similarly distant from this paradigm. Students in a culture such as Israel’s
learned the written tradition in an oral-performative and communal context.
Whether this took the form of a beginning student singing the alphabet or a scribal
master orally presenting the written Torah to a broader audience, the writing-
reading process for literary texts was supported by and oriented toward a process
of memorization of tradition by the individual and performance of the tradition
and adaptation of it for a community or sub-community.

These literary texts in turn, were memorized and performed not because they
appealed to consumers, but because those in the community or sub-community
judged such texts—often on the basis of the judgments of leaders in that
community—to preserve divinely inspired, often obscure words from a distant
time. Most of the learned tradition in Mesopotamia was preserved in Sumerian
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and Old Babylonian Akkadian and eventually attributed to semi-divine sages, the
Apkallus. The most central long-duration texts in New Kingdom Egypt were writ-
ten in Middle Egyptian and attributed to sages from the Middle Kingdom period
or earlier. Hellenistic-period Greek education focused on pre-Hellenistic classic or
earlier texts, again attributing divine inspiration to them. In each case, those who
learned such literary texts in these cultures struggled with their archaic language,
and student exercises often show a lack of understanding of the texts being copied.
Yet the archaic dialect/language and themes of such texts also marked them as
special, worth the special effort to learn and preserve them.

Another insight that has emerged from the study of literary cultures in Israel
and elsewhere is the idea that not all ancient authors were created equal. Not only
were certain scribal scholars more able to write elegantly, but they also enjoyed a
distinctive prestige that allowed them to promote new texts and new versions of
older texts. Such ancient cultures did not have a book circulation culture like ours
where any author with enough talent and the right agent might succeed in gaining
buyers for his or her book. Instead, literary texts circulated and were reproduced
in traditional contexts organized by hierarchies of authority. Those scribes/priests/
scholars who stood at the top of a given social group had the power to dictate
which texts were worthwhile to teach, copy, and revise within that group. To be
sure, there was not just one such pyramid of learning in each culture. We have doc-
umentation of diversity in the sorts of texts that were taught and performed in
Mesopotamia and Egypt, depending on the learning and preferences of the local
scribes. Moreover, there is a significant distinction between literary complexes
that spanned a broader culture—for example, the cultivation of learning and
performing Homeric Epic in ancient Greece—and complexes specific to a local
subgroup (such as the teachings collected by the local sage Amennacht in Deir
El-Medina Egypt). Nevertheless, in ancient cultures like Israel, there were certain
individuals who were recognized—at least in their subgroup—as qualified pur-
veyors of the sacred written tradition, while the majority of people were either
illiterate or passive copyist/performers of the literary tradition.’

These sorts of reflections on memory and the social structures of textual
(re)production are important for conceptualization of the growth of the Hebrew
Bible. For example, the clearer it becomes that scribes referred to and adapted ear-
lier written traditions in memorized form, the more qualified our claims must
become for being able to reconstruct the precise contours of the written texts on
which they depended. Furthermore, in so far as master scribes were the primary
teachers and guardians of the memorized literary tradition in ancient cultures,
they possessed the power—at least at certain junctures—to adapt or revise the tra-
dition for the broader community as well as to conserve it. A key goal to be pur-
sued in this book is ascertaining how, when, and why scribes in ancient Israel
innovated in their written performance of the sacred tradition for their commu-
nities, and when and why they moved toward more strict conservation. For the

5. The comments in this and the preceding paragraphs are, in large part, a synthesis of major
points argued for in my Writing on the Tablet of the Heart.



Introduction m 7

impetus to adapt an older text or add a new one to the sacred corpus often stood
at odds with the impetus toward preservation of the integrity of the received cor-
pus: “not to add anything...or to take away...” (Deut 4:2; with parallels).

This book has three parts, starting with several methodological essays that elab-
orate and provide additional support for points made above about the role of
memory in transmission of written texts and the methodology for reconstructing
textual prehistory. The first essay is an overview of scholarship outside biblical
studies that can inform our search for indicators of the transmission of ancient
biblical texts—at least in part—by means of memory. In it I show how indicators
of memory variation can be found in the divergences between parallel proverbs,
both in the MT text and in various manuscript versions. The second and third
essays then look at a broader array of dynamics in documented cases of transmis-
sion history, first in two well-studied cases (Gilgamesh and the Temple Scroll in
Chapter 2) and then more broadly in a number of other cases (Chapter 3).
Together, these essays document the fact that ancient scribes significantly revised
the texts they transmitted and the reality that this process of revision—often by
way of memory—often was too fluid to reconstruct in detail. The methodological
implications of these three essays are developed in the final chapter (Chapter 5) of
this first section, engaging with several recent trends in the study of the formation
of the Hebrew Bible, especially the study of the Pentateuch.

The second survey part of the book builds on these insights, moving backward
through the history of formation of the Hebrew Bible in search of markers of
dating for texts from the Hasmonean through Neo-Assyrian periods. One
characteristic of recent scholarship has been increased claims to be able to identify
late texts, often through evidence of their dependence on other (supposedly) late
texts and/or evidence that such texts reflect late developments in Israelite religion.
And indeed, one absolute datum on which most scholars are agreed is that the
Hebrew Bible as we have it, even just the consonantal text, is—at the earliest—a
product of the Hellenistic (and Roman) periods. Thus we start with what is, quite
obviously, a set of Hellenistic (at the earliest) copies of texts and must seek data
within them to reconstruct earlier pre-stages to them. Moreover, the clearer we
become on the fluid character of the transmission of many ancient texts (a topic
for the methodological portion of this book), the more difficult it becomes to insist
on an early date of biblical texts—centuries before the Hellenistic period—at least
in something like their present form. In many cases, the most we can do is try to
detect the traces of Judah and Israel’s earliest literature behind wave upon wave of
transformations of that literature by later tradents.

These chapters discuss what sorts of features characterized texts written in suc-
cessive periods of Israel’s history, starting with those closest to our existing manu-
scripts and moving earlier. Each period requires the use of different strategies:
from the use of manuscript evidence to attempt recovery of Hasmonean-period
changes that led to the proto-MT, to the use of trauma studies to help in the
identification of texts written in the wake of Jerusalem’s destruction and Judean
exile, to the focus on inversion of Neo-Assyrian motifs in the chapter on late pre-
exilic texts. In addition, by the end of this survey in reverse, I uncover some
broader trends toward different sorts of scribal operations characteristic of later
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stages in the growth of the Hebrew Bible, as opposed to the sorts of scribal activity
characteristic of earlier ones. The aim throughout is not to provide a comprehen-
sive dating of most texts in the Hebrew Bible (there are major gaps), but to develop
profiles for these different periods and give illustrative examples of how they could
be used to date some texts in the Hebrew Bible that otherwise might be more diffi-
cult to date (e.g., in the Hexateuch).

This move backward in time takes us to the most controversial period for the
history of the formation of the Hebrew Bible, the time before Neo-Assyrian dom-
ination of Judah and Israel. Scholars now disagree about whether there were the
necessary preconditions in this period—such as state structures—to sustain the
development of the sorts of texts found in the Bible, and many texts once believed
to date from this time are now thought to be later creations. The third part of this
book starts by reviewing the data for tenth- and ninth-century states in Palestine,
along with addressing the question of the extent to which such state structures are
a prerequisite for the development of literary textuality. I then review several sets
of biblical texts, from royal psalms to laws and love poetry, which may reflect—in
some distant form—early-tenth- or ninth-century precursors. An overall distinc-
tive element of this last section is the extent to which many of the books in the
Hebrew Bible that I believe show the most potential for containing early pre-exilic
material are now placed in the relative margins (the “Writings portion”) of the
Torah- and Prophets-centered Tanach corpus: for example, Proverbs (indeed,
much more of Proverbs than commonly supposed), Song of Songs (difficult to
know how much), and Psalms (select royal psalms and probably some other
undatable psalms as well). The placement of these potentially early texts in the
relatively marginal “Writings” portion of the Tanach reflects, I propose, develop-
ments in the Neo-Assyrian and later periods, particularly toward increased focus
on prophets and Hexateuch/Pentateuch in Judah and Judaism, developments
which are discussed in the second part of this book.

It is important to note at this point that readers should not deduce too much
about my authorial intentions from the extra attention devoted to potentially early
biblical material in these final chapters. Astute biblical exegetes could easily con-
clude that both the volume of pages and final focus on these materials indicate a
primary aim on my part to assign a greater bulk of biblical materials to an earlier
period than many previous studies have done. In truth, at least on a conscious
level, T have very little invested in proving that any biblical writing is early.
Moreover, I am not working under the (mis)impression that earlier biblical mate-
rials are somehow better or more inspired (a problematic assumption that has
characterized much biblical scholarship). The reason I spend so much time on
such a discussion in this book is precisely because I think it so difficult to recon-
struct such early pre-exilic materials in the Hellenistic-period (and later) Hebrew
Bible recensions at our disposal, especially given significant questions that have
been raised about the existence of any sophisticated scribal operation in tenth-
and ninth-century BCE Judah and Israel. These difficulties become abundantly
clear in my discussions themselves, especially at loci where I myself probably
transgress the dictates of methodological modesty for which I argued in the first
part of this book. That said, I still find it interesting to explore if and where we
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might discern at least the faint outlines of early pre-exilic material in the (much
later) Hebrew Bible and what sorts of guidelines might help us do so. Whether this
last section on early materials ends up being useful, even with my extra attention
and various cautionary measures, can be the judgment of my readers.

The result of these three major sections (which are cumulative) will not and
cannot be a precise history of how the present Hebrew Bible was formed, however
tempting it is to seek ever greater precision in scholarship such as this. Instead,
I offer a set of guidelines and orientation points for a methodologically modest
reconstruction of the literary prehistory of the Hebrew Bible we now have.
Certainty cannot be achieved in any such reconstruction. This book, though rather
long, makes no pretenses to erect a definitive historical structure that requires
tearing down by others. It does not offer anything like a final “history of the
formation of the Hebrew Bible.” Instead, it is titled The Formation of the Hebrew
Bible because of its focus on providing a number of proposals that might prove
helpful in such study, a sketch of potential directions with no pretense of compre-
hensive engagement of texts or secondary perspectives on them. My hope is that
at least some of these reflections and discussions may point the way toward
progress on central questions around which much of the academic study of the
Bible revolves.
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PART ONE

Methodological Prologue: Textual
Transmission in the Ancient World
and How to Reconstruct It
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1 Variants and Evidence
of Oral-Written Transmission
of Israelite Literature

In a seminal article published in 1930, Milman Parry touched on an often over-
looked kind of data that can provide confirmation that many ancient texts were
transmitted, at least in part, through memorization: the sorts of variants found in
many early manuscripts. He was responding to those in classics who believed that
the Homeric epics had been created and transmitted through a purely literary pro-
cess of writing and copying texts. One central aim of prior classics scholarship was
reconstruction of the earliest written text of Homer and the elimination of various
errors that occurred through careless copying by ancient scribes. In response,
Parry objected:

How have they explained the unique number of good variant readings in our text of
Homer, and the need for laborious editions of Aristarchus and of the other grammar-
ians, and the extra lines, which grow in number as new papyri are found?!

Here in brief, Parry articulated a principle that is elaborated in studies to be
discussed in this chapter: the idea that traditions transmitted via memorization
manifest a different sort of variation from traditions transmitted in a purely
literary context. The latter sort of traditions will show variations that are often
the result of visual errors of the copyist—graphic variants: a skipped line, misin-
terpreted letters, etc. The lists of such errors are prominent in any text-critical
handbook.? Typically, the result of such a copying error is a text that is garbled,
where at least one or the other variant does not make sense. But Parry noticed
that the earliest manuscripts of Homer are characterized by another sort of var-
iation, one where both variants make sense: good variants. Moreover, he noted
how dynamic the tradition was, again pointing to a process of free updating and
adaptation rather than copying. These indicators—preserved in the written
records of Homeric verse—pointed to an earlier or concomitant process of
memorization and recitation.

1. Emphasis is in Parry’s original: Milman Parry, “Studies in the Epic Technique of Oral Verse-
Making. I. Homer and Homeric Style,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 41 (1930): 75-76;
reprinted on p. 268 of Milman Parry and Adam Parry, The Making of Homeric Verse: The Collected
Papers of Milman Parry (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971). See also his discussion of some such variants
on pp. 112-14 (297-98 of the reprint) of the essay and his comments on pp. 46-47 of his “Studies in the
Epic Technique of Oral Verse-Making. II. The Homeric Language as the Language of an Oral Poetry,’
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 43 (1932): 46-47 (p. 361 of the collected papers).

2. See, for example, the discussion in Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, rev. ed.
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 236-55.
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B SCIENTIFIC STUDY OF MEMORIZATION OF TEXTS

Parry’s comments were preliminary. He was working from hunches about what
might constitute markers of orally transmitted texts. Yet his suggestions coincide
in a remarkable way with an equally seminal study in another discipline published
just two years after his article (based on studies done years prior): Frederic Bartlett’s
experimental psychological study Remembering.® This book proved to be one of
the most influential early scientific studies of memory. Though others (e.g.,
Ebbinghaus, 1885) had used various methods to attempt to quantify memory,
Bartlett’s approach was distinguished by its attempt to reproduce and measure the
sorts of processes involved in real-life recall. In the process of observing his sub-
jects’ results in reproducing texts, Bartlett observed some of the sorts of variation
that Parry intuitively saw as characteristic of orally transmitted traditions.

One set of Bartlett’s experiments focused on changes introduced by a single
individual as he or she attempted repeated recall of a text over ever greater periods
of time. Bartlett gave his subjects a text to read and then asked them to write out a
“reproduction” of it after fifteen minutes. He then asked them to produce another
reproduction days or even years later and compared the multiple versions with
each other. For example, in the main example presented in the book, he has his
students read and reproduce a story called “The War of the Ghosts,” a North
American folktale. His students’ reproductions of this story showed consistent
trends: abbreviation, replacement of less familiar terms by more familiar ones, and
rationalization of supernatural and other unfamiliar parts of the story. In general,
proper names and numbers were the first things to be lost in such reproductions,
while the general outline and those themes of the text which appeared most
important to his students were the most clearly remembered. Though the variation
was greater than in the Homeric manuscripts studied by Bartlett, one thing was in
common: Bartlett’s students produced variant versions of the tradition that made
sense to them. As they tried to reproduce the story from fragments that they
remembered, they reconfigured those fragments into some kind of meaningful
whole. Rather than just reproducing their bits of memory as such, they created a
new story out of remembered elements. Bartlett termed this reprocessing of tradi-
tion in memorization the “effort after meaning Such “effort after meaning” was
particularly prominent in the case of the “War of the Ghosts” story because this
story was foreign and unfamiliar to Bartlett’s students, thus requiring radical
processing in order to be reproduced.

In another series of experiments, Bartlett studied “serial reproduction,” that is,
reproduction of a variety of sorts of texts down a chain of different persons. Here,

3. Frederic C. Bartlett, Remembering: A Study in Experimental and Social Psychology (Cambridge;
New York: Cambridge University Press, 1932 original [1995 reprint]).

4. Bartlett, Remembering, 63-94 Notably, in one section characterized by somewhat patronizing
comments about non-English cultures and classes (pp. 138-46), Bartlett tried to test his results
cross-culturally (he termed it “cross-racially”) by comparing reproductions of the story by Indian
students with those of his English students. He found that the Indian students more readily elabo-
rated new elements out of partially recalled parts of the story, thus balancing the tendency toward
abbreviation with the addition of new material.
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one person would read the story and produce his best recalled production of it,
the next person would read that recalled version and then produce her
reproduction, and so on. In some ways, the changes were similar to those seen in
repeated reproduction of a text by the same individual: abbreviation, loss of
specific names and numbers, rationalization. Nevertheless, depending on their
genre, many such texts underwent massive transformations, at least initially in
the process. They were radically abbreviated and sometimes completely reversed.
Certain kinds of texts or parts of texts often survived. For example, one story fea-
tured the striking statement: “Lawn tennis has often been described as a mutual
cocktail” This statement often found its way into student reproductions of the
text that otherwise varied widely from one another. Often, a pair of proper names
or striking series of nouns would survive in later versions. In one experiment, the
textual form of a joke story was preserved fairly well until one subject did not
understand the joke element. From his reproduction onward the story was radi-
cally abbreviated and transformed. Meanwhile, other texts or parts of texts did
not fare well in this process. Lengthy non-fiction reports tended to be truncated
and transformed. The substance of textual arguments was lost, and the major
points even reversed.

Building on these experiments, Bartlett argued for the essentially reconstructive
character of memory. The recall seen in Bartlett’s subjects was not a sort of blurry
reflection of an exact image of a text. It was not as if each person remembered
10-100% of the exact words of a given text. Rather, the sort of variation seen in
both repeated and serial reproduction reflected how each person built his or her
recalled version of a text out of what that person understood of a text. The result of
this “effort after meaning,;” especially when multiple people engaged in this sense-
making process, was radical transformation. Yet Bartlett also found that this trans-
formation process had limits, limits often reached within three or four
reproductions of a given story by different subjects. Once a story had reached a
certain form among the tradents, it often did not change much. For example, a fif-
teen-line paragraph presenting an argument about the modification of the species
is abbreviated by the third stage to nine successive versions quite close to the fol-
lowing two-line summary: “Mr. Garlick says isolation is the cause of modification.
This is the reason that snakes and reptiles are not found in Ireland” It was as if the
readers had adapted this and other texts to their expectations and memory struc-
tures so that they reached a relatively fixed form.

Though Bartlett’s experiments produced higher variation than that seen in the
early Homeric manuscripts mentioned by Parry, subsequent memory research has
discovered a number of real-life strategies that social groups use to preserve oral
tradition with less variation. For example, the poetic form of Homer and of many
other traditions assist recall, because someone reciting a poem knows that the
correct text must follow a certain rhyme, meter, and/or other poetic device. Along
these lines, many societies undergird the memorization of texts by linking them to
music, so that a performer can match the correct text (perhaps in poetic form)
with the given music. In addition, oral tradents in many cultures transmit texts of

5. Bartlett, Remembering, 121-85.
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highly familiar genres, made up of familiar formulae and/or other literary ele-
ments. Where Bartlett had his students memorize a Native American story com-
pletely outside their tradition and frame of reference, a Homeric rhapsode or his
contemporary equivalent can guide his reproduction of a given tradition by fol-
lowing the generic and other constraints that he knows through acquaintance with
the tradition.®

Indeed, Parry was one of the earliest and most influential scholars to identify
the importance of these kinds of elements in oral transmission. His study of both
Homeric epic and Yugoslavian reproduction argued that oral tradents recon-
structed their traditions by building on an extensive repertoire of rhythmic for-
mulae and other poetic structures. Furthermore, Parry, Lord, and others argued
that the “accuracy” of their recall was redefined in such situations. Such reciters do
not have electronic means to verify whether or not a given performance matches
another one word-for-word. Most performers do not aim for such reproduction
anyway. Their virtuosity was measured by their mastery of formulae, tropes, and
outlines of the epics, along with an ability to produce a masterful whole out of
them.

Thus, even though they can produce texts with less variation than Bartlett’s stu-
dents, performers in real-life oral situations cannot and do not aim for absolute
verbatim accuracy. Rather, they and their audiences know when a given per-
formance varies excessively from what they consider the key formulaic, generic,
and other constraints of the tradition. In this way Bartlett’s experiments in serial
reproduction failed to reflect the communal dimension of real-life situations of
serial transmission of oral tradition. In Bartlett’s single-line series of student repro-
ductions, there was no way for multiple knowers/hearers of a tradition to correct
mistakes made at a given stage. Once a crucial part of a given story was lost by one
student, that part could not be reconstructed by others later in the chain. But in
actual oral transmission, a given performance is heard by others who share
knowledge of the tradition. Performers can correct each other, and an audience
can respond negatively if a part deemed essential is left out. This network of rein-
forcing processes is not and cannot be focused on verbatim accuracy. Nevertheless,
it can prevent some of the more radical shifts seen in Bartlett’s examples.

Even so, the early manuscript tradition of Homer shows a level of agreement
that surpasses anything that would be achievable through purely oral transmis-
sion—even a process reinforced by poetry, music, and other oral tactics. Empirical
studies of recall—both of supposed examples of “photographic”/eidetic memory
and of societies claiming total recall of their oral traditions—have not been able to
document the human ability to recall extensive tracts of text without the reference
aid of written texts.” In a series of studies done in the 1980s, Ian Hunter argued that
the human brain does not retain the capacity to memorize more than fifty words

6. For an excellent summary of a range of psychological and anthropological studies bearing on
textual recall, see David Rubin, Memory in Oral Traditions: The Cognitive Psychology of Epic, Ballads,
and Counting-Out Rhymes (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995).

7. David Rubin provides a broad synthesis of study on this topic in Memory in Old Traditions,
especially pp. 3-8.
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without the aid of written or other memory aids.® And though anthropologists
have discovered some cases of virtual verbatim recall of ritual and/or musically
accompanied texts, these cases are isolated and feature the memorization of
relatively brief extracts.” The main example of possible verbatim recall of more
extensive tradition is the Hindu Vedic tradition, but unfortunately its early, exclu-
sively oral transmission is not documented.

This has implications in interpreting the data seen in early Homeric manu-
scripts. Though Parry and others documented numerous examples of variation in
lines or words of the Homeric corpus, the bulk of the lines parallel each other
closely in a way that resembles transmission that must be undergirded in some
way by writing. Thus, the variants reflect a probable ongoing process of reproduc-
ing the tradition in memorized (or partially memorized) form, but the process of
memorization is supported by writing-supported training and/or correction.
This supposition is strengthened by the fact that the corpus is far larger than that
which can be transmitted verbatim in exclusively oral form. The few documented
examples of verbatim transmission in exclusively oral contexts focus on short
texts, but the Homeric corpus comprises thousands of lines. Huge swathes of text
in that corpus are verbally parallel, while the areas of variation are limited.
Especially in a corpus this size, such a pattern of limited variation—albeit oral-
cognitive in character—is not the sort of profile seen in the multiple perfor-
mances by Parry and Lord’s Slavic bards. Instead, it is the kind of phenomenon
seen in a corpus that is memorized and performed, but memorized through a
process that involves some use of written records.

Thus, in the case of ancient textual materials such as Homeric epic or the Bible,
we must contend with a mix of oral and written dynamics. To the extent that they
were copied, they will manifest the sorts of verbal agreement and graphic variation
seen in literary transmission. Yet to the extent that exemplars of the tradition or
parts of the tradition were reproduced from memory, we will also see the sorts of
variation typical of memory-reconstructive processes: substitution of synony-
mous terms, radical adaptation of the tradition, etc. In what follows, these phe-
nomena will be referred to as “memory variants” These are not the sorts of “aural
variants” specifically connected with the voicing and hearing of performed or dic-
tated texts (when someone, say, hears “break” when someone says “take”). Nor are
they the kinds of “graphic variants” that occur when a scribe copying a text mis-
reads a letter (e.g., confusing yodh [*] with vav [1] in late Second Temple Hebrew
manuscripts) or skips a line while visually copying a manuscript. Instead, they are
the sorts of variants that happen when a tradent modifies elements of text in the
process of citing or otherwise reproducing it from memory, altering elements of
the text, yet producing a meaningful whole (“good variants”) amidst that complex

8. See Ian M. L. Hunter, “Lengthy Verbatim Recall (LVR) and the Myth and Gift of Tape-Recorder
Memory,” in Psychology in the 1990’%, ed. P. Niemi (Amsterdam: North Holland Publishing Co., 1984),
425-40; idem., “Lengthy Verbatim Recall: The Role of Text,” in Psychology of Language, ed. A. Ellis,
Vol. 1 (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1985), 207-35.

9. Walter J. Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (London: Routledge, 1982),
64-65.
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process that Bartlett termed the “effort after meaning” This tripartite terminol-
ogy—“memory variants,” “aural variants,” and “graphic variants”—can enable us
to avoid exclusively associating these memory variants with “oral tradition.” To be
sure, such substitutions of similar words, shifts in order, etc. are typical of many
orally transmitted texts, because of the prominent role that memory plays in much
oral tradition. This hasled many scholars to term them “oral variants” Nevertheless,

as Parry observed, these variants are found in much written tradition as well.

B UNCOVERING SIGNS OF ORAL-WRITTEN TRANSMISSION
IN LITERARY TEXTS

Parry’s brief observations of signs of oral-written transmission in early Homeric
tradition were followed by other, more extensive investigations in classics, medi-
eval studies, and other areas. Others, such as John Miles Foley, have reviewed the
broader history of approaches to texts highlighting their oral background, so a
comprehensive review will not be attempted here. Instead, I will give a sampling of
some examples of such research, giving a sense of both the range of documenta-
tion of such dynamics and of additional markers of oral-written transmission
beyond those mentioned above.

Classics

Parry’s studies were followed by the yet more influential work by his protégé
Albert Lord, particularly his Singer of Tales (1949 dissertation; published in 1960),
but Lord’s work focused more on formulae and ethnographic documentation
rather than developing Parry’s preliminary observations of manuscript variation
as a sign of oral transmission. Nevertheless, several scholars working on early
Homeric manuscripts confirmed Parry’s hunches regarding the character of their
variation. Two examples will be mentioned here. First, in the introduction to her
edition of Ptolemaic Homeric papyri, Stephanie West observed, like Parry, the
remarkably high amount of variation among these texts. In particular, she
observed an additional phenomenon characteristic of oral-written transmission:
“concordance interpolation” By this she meant the phenomenon of a tradent
expanding a given Homeric scene through interpolating into it lines borrowed
from a similar scene elsewhere in the Homeric or classical corpus. West found
that the proportion of variation often correlated to whether or not a given passage
had such parallels:

Concordance interpolation exercised a powerful attraction: thus a line or group of lines
which follow a particular formula in one place are inserted after it in another passage
where they may be rather less suitable (pp. 12-13). Many of these plus-verses have been
transferred verbatim from other parts of the Homeric poems, or have been created by
the combination of two common formulae; in two cases the source is the Homeric
hymns, in one the Hesiodic Scutum.'

10. Stephanie West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer (Cologne: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1967), 12-13.



Variants and Evidence of Oral-Written Transmission of Israelite Literature m 19

This phenomenon was a form of conflation by tradents who knew the whole cor-
pus by heart. When they reached a scene with parallels elsewhere in Homer, they
were able to enrich their reconstruction of it by importing materials from the
parallel scene. We will see this phenomenon in other materials to be discussed in
the next two chapters.

Meanwhile, we see much more extensive discussion of manuscript variants and
their oral background in Apthorps 1980 study, The Manuscript Evidence for
Interpolation in Homer. He goes back to Parry’s original formulations, confirms
West’s observation of the prominence of plus-verses in eccentric Ptolemaic papyri,
and discusses both micro-variants and examples of apparent additions of larger
episodes to the early Homeric tradition. Perhaps most interesting, he speculates
on the possible processes that would have led to the inclusion of certain oral-
written innovations in the full range of later Homeric manuscripts. Though some
of these dynamics might have been produced by the limitation of authoritative
recitation to a few occasions or a small circle of reciters and their students, he con-
cludes that one of the most likely hypotheses is that a pan- Athenian written version
gained such prestige that it governed the production of other versions, even as
some rhapsodes continued to produce their own eccentric versions from memory.
This would be another example of the interaction of writing with oral transmission
in producing a mix of stabilization and forms of variation typical of texts trans-
mitted through memory."!

Medieval Studies

From a fairly early point, studies of Old English and other medieval literatures
were influenced by the approach inaugurated by Parry and Lord. Initially, such
approaches were heavily influenced by the emphases of Lord’s work and focused
on formulae and other possible internal signs of oral-traditional composition.
Nevertheless, already in 1953, Kenneth Sisam published an article “The Authority
of Old English Poetical Manuscripts” that anticipated later developments in the
study of the oral dimension of manuscript transmission of medieval traditions.
In this article, Sisam put variant versions of several poetic sections in parallel.
The extracts paralleled each other line for line, yet they included or omitted
minor words, varied in use of prepositions, substituted synonyms of words for
each other, inflected words differently, varied in spelling of words in common,
and occasionally featured minor or more significant variation in word order or
larger sections. Sisam concluded—as Parry did earlier for Homeric manuscript
variation—that the sort of variation seen here was not easily explained by
graphic means:

In sum, the number of variants is very large. Though they are of a pedestrian kind,
many of them cannot be accounted for by simple errors of a scribe’s eye or ear. More
often than not they make metre and some sense....But as compared with the variants

11. Michael J. Apthorp, The Manuscript Evidence for Interpolation in Homer (Heidelberg: C.
Winter, 1980).
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in classical texts, they show a laxity in reproduction and an aimlessness in variation
which are more in keeping with the oral transmission of verse.'?

Sisam does not appear to have had studies of memory at his disposal, so he does
not nuance his suggestions further. For him transmission appears to be either
literary or oral. Thus, writing-supported transmission through memory does not
appear to be an option for Sisam. Nevertheless, his work provides an early catalogue
of additional sorts of variation characteristic of memorized texts.

Starting in the 1950s, Albert Baugh wrote a series of articles on Middle English
romances that offered a more reflected oral-written approach to texts, one
informed by Lord’s recent dissertation. A 1957 article “Improvisation in Middle
English Romance” resembled Sisam’s work in discussing extensive, nongraphic
variation, this time in the transmission of Middle English romances. Once again,
the sorts of variation—substitutions of synonyms, small shifts in word order,
etc.—were not easily explained as graphic transcriptional errors. Then, in 1967,
Baugh published a much more extensive and explicit discussion of the “creation,
presentation, and preservation” of Middle English Romances. Contra Lord’s
emergent approach, he argued that the Middle English romances were composed
in writing. They were not oral-formulaic in character.”® Nevertheless, he argued
that the sorts of variation seen in Middle English manuscripts show that these
texts were transmitted orally, at least in part. As he notes, past scholars tended to
explain such variation as the result of conscious alteration of the poetic tradition
by later scribes. Yet he observes that such changes:

involve not just the substitution of a better word, but the rephrasing of a line or several
lines and often the substitution of new rime words. The scribe is no longer a copyist; he
has become a poet.

Baugh traces older testimony that these poetic romances were sung by minstrels,
often in ostensibly educational contexts. Though there are a few references to
“reading from a book,” he argues that most such performances were done from
memory. Furthermore, he suggests that the variation is greatest for the most popular
romances. The more loved the tradition, the greater the variation in its transmission!
Baugh speculates that the romances were written down for a variety of reasons: as an
aid to recitation, insurance against forgetfulness, for reading aloud in certain cir-
cumstances, sharing of the tradition with other minstrels, or as a gift to a patron.*
In a 1976 article, “The Role of Formulas in the Dissemination of a Middle
English Alliterative Romance,” Hoyt Duggan built on and beyond Baugh’s work on
Middle English Romances, documenting the sorts of variation characteristic of
transmission of textual tradition transmitted through oral and/or memory means.
He argued that the bulk of variants in such Middle English Romances could not be
explained as the result of graphic miscopying or conscious alteration. Similar to

12. Kenneth Sisam, “Notes on Old English Poetry: The Authority of Old English Poetical
Manuscripts,” Review of English Studies 257-68 (1953): 261.

13. Albert C. Baugh, “The Middle English Romance: Some Questions of Creation, Presentation,
and Preservation,” Speculum 42 (1967): 2-3.

14. Baugh, “Middle English Romance,” 31.
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Sisam, Duggan lists numerous examples of other sorts of change: where a verb is
in the present tense in one manuscript and preterite in another, verbs vary bet-
ween active and passive voice in the same location, there are shifts in mood and
number, different (but synonymous) words appear, etc. Though some such vari-
ants can be explained as the result of dialectal or other shifts, Duggan suggests that
many other variations are the result of unconscious substitution. In either case, in
these manuscripts we see a predominance of “good variants” in Parry’s sense—
with the variant versions all making sense.*

Other medieval scholars have explored these and similar themes. In a 1984
study, Alexandra Olsen wrote a monograph on Middle English romances that built
particularly on Baugh’s work, including an additional survey of the phenomenon
of lexical variants.’® Also in 1984, Rosamund Allen published an edition of King
Horn that included lists of variants that may have been produced through uncon-
scious variation in memorized texts: insignificant substitution of formulaic equiva-
lents, shifts in word order, omission of small words, confusion over homonyms,
etc.'” In a series of studies, Alger Doane has stressed the oral-written character of
Old English literature, surveying what he calls “indifferent variation” and devel-
oping a concept of “the scribe as performer” to account for such variation.'
Meanwhile, in 1972, a musicologist, Hendrik van der Werf, summarized the results
of his earlier research on chansons, arguing that the manuscript tradition for these
chansons features the sorts of variation characteristic of oral transmission:
substitution of equivalent wording, omission of words, lines and stanzas, variation
in spelling, word order, and even stanza order.”® Since van der Werf’s work focused
on the transmission of musical traditions, it had the advantage of tracing such var-
iations in a form of text that had a crystal-clear oral-aural component.

Some other medieval studies touched on the issue of oral-written transmission
more briefly. In 1972, Duggan briefly noted the prominence of oral sorts of varia-
tion in the medieval romance manuscript corpus which he was surveying. The
same year Zumthor argued against the usefulness of manuscript stemmata for
medieval poetry because they are so characterized by orally based mouvance®
Richard Payne posited a combined oral-written process for the transmission of
Old English literature in a 1977 article.”!

15. Hoyt N. Duggan, “The Role of Formulas in the Dissemination of a Middle English Alliterative
Romance;” Studies in Bibliography. Papers of the Bibliographical Society of the University of Virginia 29
(1976): 265-88.

16. See Alexandra Hennessey Olsen, Speech, Song, and Poetic Craft: The Artistry of the Cynewulf
Canon (New York: P. Lang, 1984), especially pp. 31-37.

17. See Rosamund Allen, King Horn: An Edition Based on Cambridge University Library Ms. Gg.
4.27(2), in Garland Medieval Texts 7 (New York: Garland, 1984), especially pp. 68-71.

18. See, for examples, Alger N. Doane, “Oral Texts, Intertexts, and Intratexts: Editing Old English,
in Influence and Intertextuality in Literary History, ed. ]. Clayton and E. Rothstein (Madison,: University
of Wisconsin Press, 1991), 75-113 and idem., “The Ethnography of Scribal Writing and Anglo-Saxon
Poetry: Scribe as Performer,” Oral Tradition 9 (1994): 420-39.

19. Hendrik van der Werf, The Chansons of the Troubadours and Trouvéres: A Study of the Melodies
and their Relation to the Poems (Utrecht: A. Oosthoek’s Uitgeversmaatschappij, 1972), 26-31.

20. Paul Zumthor, Essai de poétique médiévale (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1972), particularly pp. 70-74.

21. Richard C. Payne, “Formulaic Poetry in Old English and Its Backgrounds,” Studies in Medieval
Culture 11 (1977): 41-49.
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The above represents a necessarily limited survey. Nevertheless, certain pat-
terns recur. The above studies have confirmed and expanded the sorts of variants
that are not best explained as the result of transcriptional error or conscious alter-
ation. Moreover, they have developed models for the interaction of memory and
written text. Largely because the oral-traditional approach of Parry and Lord has
been most influential in the study of Old and Middle English literature, most of
the studies touched on here focus on that area. Nevertheless, the important studies
of Zumthor are but one indicator that such an approach can be productive in a
survey of other medieval traditions. I turn now, however, to conclude this survey
of text-critically oriented studies of oral-written transmission by noting a few
examples of such study of pre-medieval, Semitic traditions.

Studies of Oral-Written Transmission of Ancient Near Eastern
Traditions

Another area of humanities that has been particularly influenced by studies of
orality is scholarship on the written traditions of the Ancient Near East. Given this
chapter’s focus on issues of memory and manuscript transmission, I will not
attempt a complete review of oral-traditional studies of the Ancient Near East or
of the Bible in particular. Some such reviews have been done in the past, and
another one here would not take us further.”> Nevertheless, I will discuss a
scattering of studies of the Ancient Near East that have attended to signs of orality
and memorization in biblical narrative, whether studies building primarily on the
sorts of text-critical research inaugurated by Parry or studies building in some way
on the memory research summarized earlier.

One thing that emerges in any such survey is how isolated the different studies
are. There is not much of a connected history of research, with later studies
building on and citing earlier ones. Discussion is usually confined to a given sub-
discipline. For example, already in 1937, Axel Volten published a study of the
Instruction of Anii that surveyed a series of errors typical of transmission of mem-
orized texts, for example, synonyms, unexplained loss of suffixes, and substitution
of similar sentences. Though he does not appear aware of Parry’s early article on
the transmission of Homeric epic, Volten argued that a process of memorization
would explain both these errors and some rearrangements of sections that happen
in the textual tradition.” Forty years later Glinter Burkhard published a book that
was, in some ways, a response to Volten’s work, but no more conscious of the
broader range of research on forms of transmission over previous decades in clas-
sics and literary studies. Burkhard argued that memory errors were more
characteristic of the earliest stage of tradition, such as in the early Instruction of

22. For studies up through the early 1980s, see Robert Culley, “Oral Tradition and Biblical Studies,”
Oral Tradition 1 (1986): 30-65. More recently, see in particular Susan Niditch, Oral World and Written
Word: Ancient Israelite Literature, Library of Ancient Israel (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox,
1996).

23. Aksel Volten, Studien zum Weisheitsbuch des Anii, Det Kgl. Danske Videnskabernes Selskab,
Historisk-filologiske Meddelelser (Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1937).
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Ptah-hotep, rather than being predominant in later instructions, such as Anii. Still,
he found many short-term memory errors in the later transmission of Old and
Middle Kingdom instructions, many of which manifested New Kingdom students
attempting the sort of “effort after meaning” in older texts that was seen in Bartlett’s
experiments. Most significantly, Burkhard was not arguing against the role of
memory in transmission of traditions, but against an exclusively oral model.
According to Burkhard, students used written exemplars to memorize the texts,
but sometimes produced copies or portions of copies from memory. This oral-
written model, so Burkhard, would explain the mix of graphic and memory errors
in the manuscripts he studied.*

Assyriology does not have, as far as I know, extensive studies of oral-written
variants. Nevertheless, particularly because the transmission history of many texts
is unusually well documented because tablets preserved well, the phenomenon is
well known. Many authors have commented in passing on manuscript variants
that probably result from oral transmission, by which they often mean transmis-
sion of texts through memory. For example, in dialogue with Scandinavian school
scholars who posited an exclusively oral transmission history of biblical texts up to
the post-exilic period, Widengren noted in a 1959 article how Mesopotamian su-
ila prayers preserved variants that indicated interaction between orality and
textuality.*® Louis Levine notes in passing some synonymous and other variants
that show Assyrian scribes treating inscriptions with striking freedom.?® Bendt
Alster briefly comments on how variants of the Lugalbanda tradition reflect an
oral background.” Niek Veldhuis drew directly on Rubins and others” work on
memory to theorize about cognitive dynamics surrounding the early transmission
of early Mesopotamian lexical lists.”® And a recent University of Pennsylvania dis-
sertation by Paul Delnero found extensive evidence of memory variants among
the witnesses for Sumerian literary compositions.?

The above is just a sampling of observations of a much broader phenomenon.
The Mesopotamian tradition contains a number of examples of multiply trans-
mitted traditions. Virtually any time one compares parallel versions of cunei-
form texts, as in—for example—Tigay’s parallel comparisons of verbally parallel
portions of the Gilgamesh epic, one finds plentiful examples of the sorts of memory

24. Gunter Burkard, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu dgyptischen Weisheitslehren des alten und
mittleren Reiches, Agyptologische Abhandlungen (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1977).

25. Geo Widengren, “Oral Tradition and Written Literature among the Hebrews in the Light of
Arabic Evidence, with Special Regard to Prose Narratives,” Acta Orientalia 23 (1959): 219. Note also his
discussion of Volten’s study (mentioned above) and Ringgren’s study (discussed below) on pp. 213-14.

26. Louis D. Levine, “Inscriptions of Sennacherib,” in History, Historiography and Interpretation:
Studies in Biblical and Cuneiform Languages, ed. Hayim Tadmor and Moshe Weinfeld (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1983), 72.

27. Bendt Alster, “Lugalbanda and the Early Epic Tradition in Mesopotamia,” in Lingering over
Words: Studies in Ancient Near Eastern Literature in Honor of William L. Moran, ed. Tzvi Abusch, et al.
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 63-64.

28. Niek Veldhuis, Elementary Education at Nippur: The Lists of Trees and Wooden Objects
(Groningen: Styx, 1997), 131-41.

29. Paul Delnero, “Variation in Sumerian Literary Compositions: A Case Study Based on the
Decad,” PhD diss. (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 2006); see especially pp. 606-52.
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variants discussed above: word order shifts, substitutions of lexical equivalents,
minor shifts in grammar or prepositions, rearrangement of lines, etc.*® Also, in
Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, I myself surveyed and discussed a set of such
variants in the Descent of Ishtar tradition.**

Ancient Israel did not have as extensive a scribal apparatus as either Egypt or
the Mesopotamian kingdoms, and aside from the Bible, little literature from
Israel or surrounding areas has survived. Scribes wrote on more perishable mate-
rials than their Mesopotamian counterparts, and the climate of Israel meant that
extremely few papyri from the ancient Israelite period survived (cf. Egypt).
Nevertheless, as we will see, there is some data with which one can work, and this
has been explored by a few scholars. A key early example is Helmer Ringgren’s
classic 1949 study of parallel versions of biblical poems. In this study he com-
pared the parallel versions of several psalms and prophetic poems, classifying the
variants by whether they were likely graphic errors, conscious alterations or
updating, dictation, or other errors.> Another example, this time focusing on
later Jewish materials, is Ed Greenstein’s 1992 article, “Misquotation of Scripture
in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” which found several examples of memory variants in
Qumran literature and set these within a broader phenomenon of (occasional)
misquotation of Scripture from memory that is documented in Judaism and
Christianity.*® Still another, more recent example would be Raymond Person’s
1998 article, “The Ancient Israelite Scribe as Performer,” where he examined sev-
eral examples of synonymous variants in the various versions of the Isaiah-
Hezekiah narrative and built on Doane’s work on the “scribe as performer” (see
above) to argue that such variants show the “oral mindset” of ancient Israelite
scribes. He also suggested that the sort of variation seen in the Qumran 1QIsa®
scroll may reflect the same sort of oral mindset.** Ringgren’s, Greenstein’s, and
Person’s works are predecessors to the sort of work with biblical texts that will be
done in the following chapters of this book.

Meanwhile, a handful of scholars have attempted to use the insights of Bartlett
and his heirs to identify the remains of cognitive transmission of New Testament
gospel texts. Already in 1959, V. Taylor used Bartlett’s already famous study to
inform his own study of variation in the synoptic tradition, and he has been fol-
lowed in this by Dominic Crossan’s much more recent (1998) study of early
Christian traditions. In 1971, Ernest Abel drew on both Bartlett and a more recent

30. Jeftrey Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1982), 58-68 and 218-22.

31. David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 42-45.

32. Helmer Ringgren, “Oral and Written Transmission in the Old Testament: Some Observations,”
Studia Theologica 3 (1949): 34-59.

33. “Misquotation of Scripture in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Frank Talmage Memorial Volume,
ed. Barry Walfish (Haifa: Haifa University Press, 1993), 71-83.

34. See Raymond E Person, “The Ancient Israelite Scribe as Performer;” JBL 117 (1998): 603-608;
republished in revised form in idem., The Deuteronomic School: History, Social Setting, and Literature,
Studies in Biblical Literature (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002), 89-95.
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article on rumor theory to analyze the transmission of early Christian traditions.
Based on these studies, he concluded that oral transmission is characterized by
abbreviation, while written transmission is characterized by elaboration, and he
critiqued the standard two-document approach to the synoptic problem from this
perspective. Finally, in 2002 Mclver and Carroll did a series of Bartlett style of
experiments themselves, comparing their students’ ability to reproduce a text
exactly with a text in front of them, with the text removed, and with the text
returned to them. These experiments suggested to Mclver and Carroll that oral
texts were characterized by the following phenomena: “The common vocabulary
is found in short sequences of words; there are changes of mood, tense, and
grammatical construction; synonyms are common; and the passages are of differ-
ent length”® Meanwhile, the passages transmitted through graphic copying
showed a level of verbatim agreement that surpassed all but a handful of synoptic
traditions. This led them, like Abel, to question the traditional documentary
approaches to the synoptic problem.

Notably, most studies that have applied cognitive psychology to analyzing the
transmission of biblical texts have not taken account of David Rubin’s and others’
recent work on how social groups reinforce the memory of oral traditions through
use of music, movement, poetic structures, and (especially) written texts. As a
result, Mclver and Carroll’s experiments have a faint other-worldly quality that
resembles Bartlett’s similarly artificial exercises. They work with student subjects
untrained in the use of text or other methods to facilitate memorization, and nei-
ther the context nor the mode of presentation of the material (graphic sectioning,
musical or rhythmic setting, etc.) lends itself to accurate recall. Consequently, the
results of such studies are only partially relevant to a study of highly developed
forms of oral-written transmission in the ancient Near East, Mediterranean, and
elsewhere. They are useful in documenting overall contrasts between the shape of
exclusively oral transmission (fluid, tendency toward streamlining) and writing-
supported textual transmission (stable with cognitive variants, tendency toward
expansion). They are not so useful, however, in adding precision to the dynamics
of each form of transmission in societies where such capabilities are cultivated.

B PROVERBS AS A POTENTIAL ILLUSTRATION OF THE
DYNAMICS OF WRITING-SUPPORTED TRANSMISSION
OF TRADITION

Proverbs stands as a promising initial locus to illustrate in the Bible the way writ-
ten materials can show the sorts of memory variation discussed above in other
literary corpora. The book itself is written, but it thematizes the importance of
transmission through memory (Prov 3:1, 3; 7:1, 3; 22:18). Moreover, it contains a
wide range of materials that almost certainly were transmitted through a
combination of oral and written means in the context of some form of ancient
Israelite/Judean education. The extent to which writing played a role in the
early transmission of any of these individual cases is not material to the discussion,

35. Mclver and Caroll, JBL 121 (2002): 687.



26 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

only the extent to which our present written text (containing parallel proverbs)
contains materials that show evidence of memorization of textual material. In
particular, I will focus here on cases of transmission of proverbs that are both
parallel to each other and yet different in ways that might suggest some sort of
memory variation, albeit in either direction.*

Consider, to start, the one case in Proverbs where two couplets in one locus
(Prov 6:10-11) are parallel to two couplets in another (Prov 24:33-34; notable var-
iations are underlined in the Hebrew). Here and in other cases, I begin by focusing
on differences in the MT version of both sayings (though textual variants are dis-
cussed, as relevant, in some other instances):

Prov 6:10-11 Prov 24:33-34

NN VYD NIY VYN = NN VYN NIY VYN

a little sleeping, a little slumber a little sleeping, a little slumber

WY 27 pan vy = W% o7 pan byn

a little folding of hands to lie down a little folding of hands to lie down
WX 120K ivanlnphial ey

and your poverty will come like a vagabond and your poverty will come, a vagabond
T3 LRI TI0MN) T LRI 00

and your need like an armed man and your needs like an armed man

This pair of couplets is unusual, both because it is the only case (in Proverbs)
where parallels extend across two couplets together and because these parallels
occur in a section, Prov 6:1-19, which is unusually characterized by parallels to
other parts of Proverbs. Nevertheless, this unusual case provides a useful illustra-
tion of three more broadly attested features of transmission of written texts by
way of memory. First, the closeness of verbatim parallel found across these cou-
plets is not typical of exclusively oral transmission. Though Bartlett’s early study
already found that pithy sayings such as these are more easily remembered than
prose extracts, exclusively oral transmission of such sayings is not characterized
by the sort of extended verbatim parallel seen here. Second, Rubin’s work on
memorized extracts of classic works showed that verbatim memory usually is
most accurate in recalling the outset of a given text. For example, people often
recall the outset of Lincoln’s Gettysburg address (“Four score and seven years
ago”), but far less often the end.” Given this, it is striking that this one case of a
two-couplet parallel in Proverbs is identical in the first couplet, while diverging

36. In this respect, Daniel C. Snell, Twice-Told Proverbs and the Composition of the Book of Proverbs
(Winona Lake, IN.: Eisenbrauns, 1993) has proven an invaluable resource for collection of the initial
database of parallel proverbs. I intend to publish a fuller analysis of this data in another context, but it
proved too unwieldy and digressive for the present work. On this, cf. Michael Fox’s discussion of Snell’s
work under the heading of Proverb “templates” (Proverbs 10-31: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary, AB [New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009], 487-89). With Fox, I have no
investment here in establishing the chronological priority of certain versions of these sayings over
others, only in investigating the sort of variation characteristic between them.

37. Rubin, Memory in Old Traditions, 179-83.
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slightly in the second. Third, when we look at the variation in the second couplet,
it is of the sort seen in transmission of memorized texts: presence/absence of an
optional preposition (2 in 6:10), use of different stems to describe the “vagabond”
(piel 7771 6:11 versus hithpael 77701 24:34), different renderings of “your poverty”
(TwR1 6:11//7w1 24:34), and a meaningless variation between the singular and
plural forms of “your need” (770mn 6:11; 710mn 24:34).

As suggested above, we cannot be sure about the reasons for such variation in
each individual case. It may be that some of these changes, for example, an addition
of the preposition 3 (“like”) in 6:11, may be the result of a tradent in 6:10-11 clari-
fying obscure elements of his source in 24:33-34.® Yet even if we were to decide
that this model was the most plausible one, it is still not clear on what level such
modifications occurred. Was this writer of 6:10-11 actually reading and copying
the material in Prov 24:33-34, intentionally altering his original at the above-
indicated points? Or had he memorized that saying, probably through the help of a
written text, and (in the case of Prov 6:11) made the sort of slight, usually uncon-
scious adjustments seen when people reconstruct memorized texts in the process of
reproducing them? The latter model—reconstruction of a memorized text—would
explain both the clarifications of the saying in 6:11a, and the less clearly meaningful
orthographic variation of w>7/wX" along with the singular/plural variation for omm».

These memory variants are attested in several other examples of parallel prov-
erbs, as well, often more concentrated in the second line than the first. As one can
see from the following comparison, the first lines of proverbs in Prov 16:2; 21:2,
and 12:15 are virtually identical, except for the slight variation in number (°277
Prov 16:2//777 21:2; 12:15) and word for goodness (77 Prov 16:2//7w° 21:2; 12:15)
typical of transmission through memory. The most substantial deviation is bet-
ween the focus of Prov 12:15 on the way of the fool (5X) versus the focus of the
other two proverbs on the way(s) of a man (¥°R):

Prov 16:2a PIYI T WIRTTIT all the ways of a man are pure in his eyes
Prov 21:2a PIYI W WR T every way of a man is right in his eyes
Prov 12:15a PIYI W IR T the way of the fool is right in his eyes

Notably, the second lines of Prov 16:2 and 21:2 are likewise parallel (12:15
diverges), varying only in whether they see Yhwh as weighing spirits (mmn; 16:2b)
or hearts (MaY; 21:2b):

Prov 16:2b M MmA Pm but Yhwh weighs spirits
Prov 21:2b M M2 pm but Yhwh weighs hearts

Though one might argue in this last case for conscious alteration on a given
point—for example, M2%/mma—most of these changes involve quite slight shifts

38. For argumentation on this point, see Michael V. Fox, Proverbs 1-9: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary, AB (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 225-27 and (with reference
to 6:11), 217.
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in meaning. They are as likely or more likely to be the results of shifts in memory
as the product of conscious alteration.

We see several other examples of such slight changes in repetitions across
Proverbs. For example, Prov 12:11 and 28:19 are identical in their first halves (72
an yaw? 1nnx; “the one who works the land will be satisfied with food”), and the
second halves of both focus on the lack that comes from “chasing empty things”
(2°p™ 771), but diverge regarding how they specify that lack:

Prov 12:11b 22mon a1 7MY one who chases frivolity is lacking in heart
Prov28:19b  wmyaw» op1 77w one who chases frivolity will be sated with poverty

Similarly, Prov 19:24 and 26:15 are identical in their first halves (n72¥2 17 23y 1au;
“the sluggard slips his hand into the dish”), but their latter halves diverge with
regard to how they describe the inability of a lazy person to return a hand to his
mouth:

Prov 19:24b 7120w X2 199"HR-0) Also to his mouth he does not return it
Prov 26:15b POHR J2°wah OR7 He is unable to return it to his mouth

Sometimes variation occurs in couplets quite close to each other, as in the case of
Prov 19:5//19:9. As in the previous two examples, the first halves of these couplets
are identical to each other (7p2* &7 o™ pw 7¥; “a false witness will not go unpun-
ished”), but their latter portions diverge in the words used to describe the destruc-
tion of lying witnesses:

Prov 19:5 021> X2 02215 17°97 and one who testifies lies will not escape
Prov 19:9 TR 02215 157 and one who testifies lies will perish

The divergent word found in Prov 19:9 (“will perish”; 728°), agrees in its formula-
tion with another description of the destruction of a lying witness in Prov 21:28a
(728> 0"21377Y; cf. also Ipw TV 07213 "9 in 6:19a//14:5b). One might argue that an
author or collector of Prov 19:5 and/or 19:9 introduced such a variation for literary
or other reasons, but the semantic impact of the variation is so slight that it is likely
the result of memory shifts. Such shifts would have produced slightly variant ver-
sions of the same saying that were later collected almost alongside each other in
19:5and 9.

Proverbs 1-9 provides a number of distinctive cases of parallel proverbs, this
time possibly illustrating the sorts of memory dynamics characteristic of a single
author repeating material across different parts of a composition. Notably several
of the examples that fall under this category (Prov 1:8//6:20; 2:1//7:1; 2:3//8:1;
3:15//8:11; cf. 2:2//4:20//5:1; 2:15//6:24//7:5; 5:7//7:24; 9:4//9:16) have an equal
number of divergences in the first half of the saying to the divergences displayed in
the second half. All display the sorts of variation typical of memory, but these may
reflect some slightly different memory dynamics from the previously discussed
parallel proverbs. Whereas tradents memorizing the proverbs of others often seem
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to have had a more precise sense of their beginnings than their endings, the author
of the bulk of Proverbs 1-9 seems to have recalled both halves of his sayings to a
more equal extent.

This provides an initial sampling of cases conveying a range of non-graphic
memory variants in the transmission of biblical proverbs that are parallel
across both of their halves. We see similar semantic exchanges, shifts in order, and
other memory variants in thirteen other cases where the Proverbs are similar,
but not as closely parallel as those surveyed above: Prov 3:31//24:1; 10:1//
15:20; 10:2//11:4; 11:2//13:10; 11:14//15:22//24:6; 15:13//17:22; 16:18//18:12 (also
cf. 16:18a//18:12a); 19:1//19:22//28:6; 22:2//29:13; 22:13//26:13; 23:3//23:6;
23:18//24:14; 3:3//6:21//7:3. And then there are a number of more instances where
proverbs are particularly parallel in one line. In eleven cases, the lines are identical
or virtually identical:10:16b//10:11b; 10:8b//10:10b; 6:15b//29:1b; 6:19a//14:5b;
10:15a//18:11a; 10:29a//21:15b; 13:9b//24:20b; 16:12b//25:5b//29:14b (cf. 20:28b);
17:3a//27:21a; 17:15b//20:10b. But in some twenty-six other cases, we see subtle
variationacross singlelines: Prov 1:7a//9:10a//Ps 111:10a; 3:7b//16:6b; 3:21a//4:21a;
6:8a//30:25b; 6:15a//24:22a; 9:1a//14:1a//24:3a; 10:13a//19:29b//26:3b; 11:6a//
12:6b; 11:13a//20:19a; 11:21a//16:5b; 12:14a//13:2a//18:20a; 13:2a//18:20a; 13:1b//
13:8b; 14:17a//14:29b; 15:8a//21:27a; 15:14a//18:15a; 15:18a//29:22a; 17:15aa//
24:24a; 18:4a//20:5a; 18:9b//28:24b; 19:12a//20:2a; 20:11b//21:8b; 22:14a//23:27a;
24:12b//24:29b; 24:23b//28:21a; 28:12b//28:28a. This range of instances of prov-
erbs with parallels concentrated in one line may testify to how the tissue of prover-
bial sayings were not just transmitted as wholes, but that their parts almost served
like lexemes in an internalized wisdom vocabulary, one composed of sayings, lines
and phrases—along with words particularly attached to learning. Those who had
memorized this vocabulary could recombine elements from it in the process of
forming new sayings.

This approach is reinforced in several cases by another sort of evidence for
memorization of written texts: manuscript evidence of the harmonization of var-
iant versions of similar sayings or episodes to one another. Several studies sur-
veyed above saw such leveling of texts—for example, interpolation variants—as a
characteristic of oral and oral-written transmission. Tradents of such texts often
reconstructed a memorized episode or stanza in ways that assimilate it with a
parallel one. In the case of Proverbs, the written (ketib) form of several sayings
diverges in ways characteristic of memorized texts, while the orally read (qere)
form of the tradition often appears to harmonize one saying to the other. Thus, we
move from one reflection of memorized tradition—memory variants between the
ketib-written forms of the proverbs—to another reflection of memorized tradi-
tion—harmonization—in the qere-performed form of the text. For example, Prov
20:16b is virtually identical to Prov 27:13b.* Nevertheless, the written form (ketib)
of 20:16 mentions “foreigners” (2°721), while Prov 27:13 (both written and read)
reads “foreign woman” (7°123). Significantly, the oral form (qere) of 20:16 resolves
this difference and reads “foreign woman” in agreement with its parallel in Prov

39. The first cola of each couplet, 20:16a//27:13a, is identical, except for a typical oral-cognitive
variation in the formulation of the qal imperative: np? 20:16//np 27:13; “take”



30 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

27:13. Similarly, Prov 22:3 and 27:12 are almost the same, with the exception of the
presence of two conjunctions in 22:3 and a divergence in how each describes the
“hiding” that a smart person does upon seeing evil: 1no" (22:3 ketib)//2no1 (27:12
ketib and qere). Again, the oral form (qere) of Prov 22:3 resolves this difference
and has 1001 in agreement with the parallel in 27:12. A slightly more complex case
is found in the latter half of sayings found in Prov 21:9//21:19//25:24.*° The written
form of Prov 21:19; 25:24 spells “contention” in “woman of contention” 2’1172 in
contrast to 0°>Tn in both oral and written forms of Prov 21:9. The oral form of
Prov 21:19; 25:24, however, resolves this difference and agrees with 21:9 in spelling
this word o171,

Of course, one could argue that the qere-performed form of the above-dis-
cussed verses is earlier, while the written forms represent later divergences from
the parallels. One possible example of this is an orthographic divergence found in
a parallel listed above: Prov 3:15a//8:11a. The written form of Prov 3:15a has 0>19n,
a reading that is probably a graphic error for the gere reading in 3:15a of 0°1191
(“than rubies”).* This qere reading, in turn, could be a later harmonization of the
difficult (ketib) orthography of 3:15a to that found in 8:11a, but it also could reflect
an earlier reading for this verse before the ketib of 3:15a was corrupted.

In general, given the well-documented propensity of tradents to harmonize
verses with each other, the presence of potential harmonizing readings in the oral
versions of Prov 20:16; 22:3; 21:19; and 25:24 may reflect the differing impact of
memory on oral versus written textual transmission. To be sure, there is much evi-
dence for the impact of memory variation in written texts, but the relative fluidity
of oral transmission allows for memory dynamics to play a bigger role in pro-
ducing harmonized and otherwise modified versions of texts. Furthermore, this
harmonization appears to have been characteristic of the oral transmission of
unusually close parallels, showing a tendency of the oral tradents of Proverbs to
make almost identical couplets more similar. The three best cases of harmoniza-
tion discussed above (20:16; 22:3; and 21:19 with 25:24) also happen to be half the
members of a group of six pairs of sayings in Proverbs that Snell, in his compre-
hensive survey of parallel proverbs, collects in his grouping: (3.1) “whole verses
repeated with spelling variations”*? Aside from the two pairs of proverbs that are
identical, these verses are the most parallel of any found in Proverbs.

The ancient versions of Proverbs can provide additional data regarding the
transmission of sayings in Proverbs, data that show similar harmonizing ten-
dencies to those seen in the above-discussed examples of ketib-qere differences.*

40. All three sayings begin with a quite similar description of how “it is better to sit on a corner of
aroof;” only diverging in whether a preposition is used before the infinitive for sit (n2w; 21:9a; 25:24a)
or not (Naw; 21:19a).

41. See Crawford H. Toy, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Proverbs, ICC (New
York: Scribner’s, 1899), 72.

42. Snell, Twice-Told Proverbs, 35. Notably, Snell does not discuss the ketib-qere issue in these
cases, but they are noted in Abba Bendavid, N7222 792372 [Parallels in the Bible] (Jerusalem: Carta,
1972), 215 (though with 21:9 mis-cited as 20:9).

43. Qumran fragments of the book of Proverbs (as published in Patrick W. Skehan, Eugene Ulrich,
and Peter Flint, Qumran Cave 4.XI: Psalms to Chronicles, DJD 16 [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000],
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For example, the MT of Prov 4:20D tells the son to incline his ears to his father’s
“words” ("R), while the MT of Prov 5:1b tells him to incline his ears to his father’s
“wisdom” (7om). The LXX rendering of Prov 5:1b, however, has the son inclining
his ears to his father’s “words” as in 4:20b (both MT and LXX), and most Syriac
versions of 5:1b have “word” at the same locus. Whether these versional readings
for 5:1b reflect harmonization (to 4:20b) in the Hebrew traditions used by these
versions or harmonization by the Greek translator is difficult to know, since the
Syriac appears dependent in some cases on the Greek and thus may not represent
independent testimony in this case to a Hebrew reading of 5:1 as “word” or
“words”** Another example may be found in Prov 2:3//8:1, where the MT of 2:3a
has the student calling for “comprehension” (711°2) and the MT of 8:1a speaks of
“wisdom” (7mdn) calling to the student. In this case, the LXX of 2:3a agrees with
8:1a (MT and LXX) in speaking of cogia (“wisdom”), conforming somewhat to
the latter text.*> One more example of possible versional witness to harmonization
is found in Prov 3:15//8:11. The MT of Prov 3:15b reads “your desires” versus just
“desirable things” in (the MT of) 8:11b, but the Hexaplaric Greek tradition and
Peshitta have readings that appear to independently attest 2°¥511 in 3:15b, a reading
which conforms to that seen in 8:11b.** One might maintain that the reading
“desirable things” in 3:15b reflected in the Hexapla and Peshitta is original. Fox
suggests that the reading reflected in the Greek and Syriac traditions “has the
advantage of not introducing a lone second sg. address into a unit otherwise lack-
ing it”¥ Yet, given above-discussed tendencies, I think it more likely that the tra-
dents of 3:15b themselves eliminated such an anomaly from the poem, probably
helped by the influence of the parallel of 2°x5r in 8:11b.

Of course, the versions do not always witness to harmonization. Instead,
they are part of a broader mix of witnesses to various phenomena surrounding
sayings that appear multiple times in one or more textual traditions. For
example, the LXX of Prov 19:9b concludes with vr’ avtiig ([perish] “by it”),
which might reflect a tradition for 19:9b that diverges yet more from its parallel
in 19:5b than the one seen in the MT. In this case, the divergent rendering of
19:9b seen in the LXX appears to be a clarification of the reading seen in the
MT. Therefore, it is not likely that this is a case of the LXX reflecting an earlier
divergent reading for 19:9b that was harmonized in the MT version with its
parallel in 19:5b.

181-86) do not preserve many clear variants. Prov* is dated to the 1st century BCE or early 1st century
ckt and has one possible graphic variant in 1:32 (see DJD, 181 and 182). Prov® is dated to the same time
and has an orthographic variant in 15:19 79710 for MT 71990, a probably correct reading of 7om in 14:34
for MT 70m), and one error in 15:28: absence of 31 of MT and presence of may».

44. For a discussion of tendencies in the Syriac, see Fox, Prov 1-9, 365. Here and throughout this
discussion of versions, I have benefited greatly from the detailed presentation and discussion of textual
evidence provided in Michael Fox’s commentary.

45. For a discussion of the usual LXX equivalents of 71123, see Fox, Prov 1-9, 373.

46. See Fox, Prov 1-9, 379-80 for a discussion of the variants and the substantially different ren-
dering of 3:15 in the LXX.

47. Fox, Prov 1-9, 157.
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So far I have not considered explanations for variation nor argued for the pri-
ority of one version of a saying over another. Nevertheless, there are some cases
where such explanation is more likely than others. Take, for example, the following
case of a parallel couplet, whose second line is identical (nn *wpnn 2102 “in order
to turn away from the traps of death”), but where the first line of Prov 14:27 is often
taken to be a pious modification of the line seen in Prov 13:14:*

Prov 13:14a 0° 1 PR 0oN NN the teaching of the wise is a well of life
Prov 14:27a %0 MPn M DR the fear of Yhwh is a well of life

Interestingly, the LXX of Prov 14:27a mentions npdotaypa (“‘commandment”),
where the MT has k™ (“fear”) possibly assimilating to the 717n (“teaching”) in
Prov 13:14a. In either case, one could debate the extent to which the author of Prov
14:27a was consciously modifying the version seen in Prov 13:14a to create a focus
on Yhwh or whether he unconsciously made such a substitution. In the latter case,
even if it was a memory variant, it was one shaped by the author’s semantic associ-
ations that made the 0on n7n (“teaching of the wise”) semantically equivalent to
1 DR (“fear of Yhwh?).

Another probable example of modification is one where Prov 8:35 appears to
apply to wisdom a saying seen in Prov 18:22 about how a good woman brings life
and desire from Yhwh. Both sayings conclude identically with a line 7 1127 po™
(“he obtains favor from Yhwh”), a line that in turn varies in only minor ways from
the first line of Prov 12:2: min N¥ 22> 21w (“a good one obtains favor from
Yhwh”). The key change is seen in the first line of both sayings:

Prov 8:35 0™ OR¥A OR¥A for the one who has found me [wisdom] has found life
Prov18:22 211 R¥n WK K¥»1 for he has found a woman; he has found good

In this case, wisdom speaking in the first person in Prov 8:35 claims for herself
some of the goods that are attributed to a good wife in Prov 18:22. This could be a
later adaptation.

The above examples point to the likelihood that these sorts of sayings in
Proverbs were produced in a tight web of intertextual connections and revisions.
Though many of the variations surveyed here probably were accidental, others
were part of a process of revision and debate. Ancient intellectuals were not just
interested in exact reproduction of the tradition, but intervened in it and offered
points and counterpoints. This is illustrated by a parallel between Prov 26:5 (men-
tioned above) and the immediately contiguous, verbally parallel, and yet contra-
dictory version of the saying in Prov 26:4:

48. Cf., however, Raymond Van Leuwen’s rejection of this idea, “Proverbs,” in NIB 5 (Nashville,
TN: Abingdon, 1997), 143.
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Prov 26:4 1n?®0 2°00 wn™9k  don’t answer afool anR DA 12-mMwnT  lest you be equal

according to his to him also you
foolishness,

Prov 26:5 1n2IX> 2°00 M1y answer a fool Y20 e lest he be wise in
according to his his own eyes
foolishness,

There are other examples of potentially contradictory sayings in Proverbs, but this
one is a particularly clear case where the student is required to reflect on and adju-
dicate between competing claims. It may be that a few of the above-surveyed cases
of probable modification were conscious revisions of earlier sayings to prod sim-
ilar reflection.

That said, I maintain that it would be a mistake to try to explain most or all of
the above variations as part of a conscious process. There is a temptation to attempt
this, particularly because so many biblical scholars work in religious contexts
where the goal is to find meaning in every aspect of the text no matter how seem-
ingly insignificant. Indeed, there is a certain magic attached in scriptural contexts
to finding meaning in every non-understood variation of a line or saying. That is
part of what biblical scholars, particularly those working in traditions that view
the Bible as Scripture, do: find new meanings in initially obscure ancient texts,
often under the (ancient) preconception that every aspect of the canonical text is
significant.* Set enough such scholars loose on variations such as those discussed
above, and it is only a matter of time before many are explained as the result of
either error or specific sorts of exegetical/theological modification.

The aim of the above broad survey, however, has been to show the plausibility in
the Hebrew Bible of another model: the model of transmission of texts by way of
memory. Though some variations in parallel lines or sayings may be the result of
error or intertextual dialogue, we have seen a preponderance of exactly the sorts of
variation that scholars in non-religious disciplines have explained as the result of
recall of memorized texts: exchange of synonymous words, word order variation,
presence and absence of conjunctions and minor modifiers, etc. In some instances,
one may find places where a tradent inserts a demonstrably later grammatical
expression or theological concept into an earlier saying, thus allowing us to be able
to guess the direction of dependence. In many instances, however, this sort of vari-
ation does not allow for analysis of direction of dependence. Indeed, there is always
the possibility that certain sayings existed in yet more forms than those reflected in
Proverbs. In these cases, the parallel sayings may not be related to each other in a
unilinear sort of development. Instead, they may be reproductions of earlier forms
of such sayings that were also different. In sum, in so far as the sayings in Proverbs
were reproduced—in whole or in part—through memory, the search for an Ur-text
and clear lines of dependence and revision often will be fruitless.

49. For a broader argument on this point, see David M. Carr, “For the Love of Christ: Generic and
Unique Elements in Christian Theological Readings of the Song of Songs,” in The Multivalence of
Biblical Texts and Theological Meanings, ed. Christine Helmer (Atlanta: Scholars, 2006), 11-35, partic-
ularly pp. 28-29.
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One might still inquire, of course, on the extent to which the above examples
testify to transmission of proverbs through pure memory (and orality) or through
some kind of writing-supported process of memorization and performance.
Certainly the anthropological and psychological studies surveyed above would
suggest that ever greater amounts of verbatim agreement increase the odds that
some sort of writing support is involved. Generally speaking, exclusively oral
transmission produces changes far greater than an exchange of a synonym here or
there, minor shifts in word order, etc. To some extent, Bartlett’s early studies found
pithy and memorable sayings to be an exception to this general rule, with distinc-
tive sayings such as “Lawn tennis has often been described as a mutual cocktail”
being preserved more faithfully than prose extracts. Nevertheless, the breadth and
depth of agreement in many of these sayings from Proverbs—some more memo-
rable than others—suggest that something more is at work in Proverbs.
Furthermore, both the oral gere reading tradition preserved by the Masoretes and
the LXX and Syriac versions testify to the impact of memory dynamics in the
transmission of written forms of these sayings. Although all are written manu-
script traditions, we see reflections in them of the sorts of harmonization typical of
oral recollection of memorized material, harmonization produced by readers of
the tradition (gere), by Hebrew tradents who passed on the versions of the sayings
reflected in the LXX and Syriac versions, and by the translators who produced
those versions. Though these tradents left their marks in written forms of the say-
ings, many of these are marks of transmission of texts in memorized form. Once
again, this time in a book from the Hebrew Bible, we see the limits of sharp dis-
tinctions between writing and memory, with the clear influence of the latter on the
former.

B CONCLUSION ON MEMORY AND OTHER FORMS
OF TRANSMISSION

The above-surveyed studies have illustrated the phenomenon of oral-written,
cognitive transmission across a broad variety of ancient literatures. As I have
argued, this sort of transmission is marked by a set of distinctive variants, “memory
variants,” which show the transformations typical of texts, transmitted, at least in
part, through memory. So far I have been concerned with showing the widespread
existence of such variants and summarizing cognitive psychological and other
studies that help us recognize them as signs of writing-supported cognitive trans-
mission of texts (as distinct from exclusively oral-cognitive textual transmission).

It should be stressed at this point that such writing-supported memorization
was not characteristic of all ancient texts. Ancient scribes did not memorize
every receipt or letter they wrote, and there are numerous other sorts of records,
display texts, and other genres that were not typically internalized through the
use of writing. Instead, the texts that have emerged at the forefront of this
discussion—Homeric Epic, biblical texts, Gilgamesh, lexical lists, Egyptian
instructions, etc.—tend to be what I have termed in another context “long-dura-
tion literature,” that is, literature that is deemed by a certain group to be a heri-
tage to be transmitted from one generation to another by performance and
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memory.*® Cultures and groups within them diverge in their idea of what sorts
of texts should be so transmitted to subsequent generations, and the specific
means by which they were passed on and the target groups for such transmission
certainly diverged as well. The claim made here is simply that the texts of the
Hebrew Bible, whatever their often diverse original uses, came down to us
through the sorts of transmission processes characteristic of oral-written long-
duration literature.

Though much of this chapter has discussed commonalities in how memory
played a role in the transmission of a variety of literatures, it is important to recog-
nize that such writing-supported transmission took quite different forms, not only
between cultures, but within cultures. For example, in his analysis of the development
of the classic Mesopotamian lexical list tradition, Veldhuis found quite different
ways that earlier and later tradents worked with existing lexical traditions. Early
scribes appear to have been freer in their reproduction of the tradition, introducing
anumber of the sorts of memory variants discussed in this chapter, while later tra-
dents appear to have been more precise in graphically copying and carefully pre-
serving the tradition.” Memory variants decrease, graphic variants become more
common, and colophons increasingly emphasize that the scribe saw and precisely
copied earlier tablets.*? So also, in Jewish tradition, recent studies in the history of
the development of the biblical text have highlighted an increasing trend toward
precision of copying. Largely thanks to the Dead Sea Scrolls and new analysis of the
LXX tradition, we now know that early biblical textual traditions tended to be more
fluid, manifesting more of the kinds of semantic shifts surveyed in this chapter
(among other sorts of changes). Later, however, there was an increasing emphasis
on precise copying of the consonantal text, still later, a codifying and standardiza-
tion of textual vocalization, and finally the accentuation of the text was fixed. Thus,
both the Mesopotamian and Jewish cases show an increasing emphasis on preci-
sion in reproduction of the tradition, an emphasis which means that there are fewer
memory variants in later stages than in earlier ones.

This does not mean that the tradition was not being memorized at late stages
(note the gere and versional variants in parallel proverbs), but it does suggest that
even memorization probably was affected by the increasing emphasis on precise
preservation of the tradition. Within traditional Judaism there is still an emphasis
on memorization of biblical texts, but there has been a trend over time in Judaism
toward writing-supported memorization of ever more precise elements of the text:
not just meanings, not just consonants, not just vowels, but—in certain quarters—
accentuation and other textual elements. Thus, the emphasis on precise preserva-
tion of the tradition is not just manifest in how manuscripts are produced, but also
in how such manuscripts are used to aid ever more precise memorization of the

50. Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 5.

51. Niek Veldhuis, “Mesopotamian Canons,” in Homer, the Bible and Beyond: Literary and Religious
Canons in the Ancient World, ed. Margarit Finkelberg and Guy G. Strousma (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 9-28.

52. The best diachronic study of these sorts of developments in a particular Mesopotamian scribal
tradition is Veldhuis, Elementary Education; see also his “Mesopotamian Canons” on the different
treatment of the lexical tradition in earlier and later periods.
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Bible. The same was probably true in Mesopotamia as well. Though graphic and
other means were used increasingly to ensure precise reproduction of classic
Mesopotamian texts, we also know that students were still required to memorize
these traditions.” It is likely that the emphasis on precision in copying also
extended to emphasis on precision in memorization, so that students more pre-
cisely memorized these ever more precisely preserved texts.

Finally, we should recognize the complex ways in which memory interacts with
authorial intention and target audience in the alteration of texts over time. On one
level, audience expectations play a significant role in determining what counts as
sufficient precision in the transmission of textual traditions. For example, the pre-
ceding paragraphs have discussed how both Mesopotamian and Jewish traditions
seem to manifest an increasing expectation over time for ever more precise trans-
mission of certain long duration texts. What would have counted as the “same” in
early stages of Mesopotamian and Jewish transmission of textual tradition was
looser than what counted as the “same” in later stages. In addition, it often is
impossible to separate intentional alteration from unintentional memory shifts in
textual transmission, and there are mixed cases, such as places where an exchange
of a word or phrase by a scribe might manifest that scribe’s unconscious wish to
have the text address his or her audience in a particular way. From our perspective
in a later period, it often is difficult to distinguish these cases. Contemporary exe-
getes may be a bit too inclined to find authorial intention in every shift, yet it is also
likely that scribes did intervene in subtle ways (whether consciously or uncon-
sciously) to update and shape their texts for their audiences.

All this situates the study of the formation of the Hebrew Bible within the
broader context of a variety of studies of pre-print literatures of the Near East,
Mediterranean region, and Europe. Enriched by such studies, we can approach the
study of the formation of the Bible ever more attuned to the complex relationships
that can be discerned between written text, performance, and memory. The his-
tory of much biblical scholarship done in isolation from such considerations has
shown how prone biblical scholars can be to presuming that the biblical texts
known to them—with attention often given almost exclusively to print editions of
the MT—form stable data on the basis of which they can reconstruct highly pre-
cise differentiations of potential precursor literary strata, relationships of literary
dependence of various texts on one another, and the presence of more or fewer
groups of secondary additions. On the contrary, building on studies of ancient lit-
eratures near and far, we would be on much firmer ground to see in our various
editions of Hebrew Scriptural texts the distillate of a transmission-historical pro-
cess, shaped to varying extents by the exigencies of memory and performance. To
exaggerate somewhat, it is as if past scholars presupposed that earlier layers of bib-
lical texts were written in stone, when in fact it is more likely they were written in
(or at least accessed and reproduced by means of) the shifting sands of memory.
As a result, we have far less data in our present text(s) for the hypothetical recon-
struction of the Bible’s prehistory than we might presuppose or wish.

53. Petra Gesche, Schulunterricht in Babylonien im ersten Jahrtausend v. Chr., AOAT 275 (Miinster:
Ugarit-Verlag, 2001), 72.
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Two Cases

We turn now from the survey of evidence for oral-written transmission of couplets
in Proverbs to examination of both memory variants and other dynamics in the
revision of ancient oral-written texts. Already the studies surveyed in Chapter 1
suggest an overall pattern: Whereas texts transmitted in an exclusively oral-
cognitive mode are often abbreviated and leveled, oral-written texts are more
stable and expanded. Nevertheless, the most extensive documentation of these
trends was in contemporary psychological experiments with textual transmission.
In this and the next chapter, I look at the dynamics of revision as they can be
traced through the comparison of variant editions of ancient texts.

This type of study has come to be called the “empirical study” of textual trans-
mission, though it is a far cry from repeatable experiments of the sort that are
usually labeled “empirical” The term “empirical” is applied mainly because these
studies work with material evidence of textual transmission—different editions of
texts—rather than trying to deduce a text’s sources and layers on the basis of clues
in a later edition of it. Another designation would be “study of documented cases
of ancient textual revision,” but “empirical study” is more compact, widely under-
stood, and will be adequate for the purposes of this study.

The challenge for such empirical study of ancient revision is finding multiple
cases where we have not one, but two or more editions of the same ancient text.
Given the problems of preservation of ancient texts, this is not easy. The vast bulk
of copies of ancient texts have been lost, and the few that were copied into later
times—for example, the Bible—generally were copied in only one basic version (or
a family of highly similar editions). As a result, we are limited in this study to a few
places where the evidence has been unusually well preserved.

Despite these hazards, scholars have found many examples of such documented
growth in ancient texts. Early studies, such as a classic essay by Moore (and a later
essay by Donner), focused on the example of Tatian’s Diatessaron, an early Christian
interweaving of the canonical Christian gospels.! This, and some yet later materials
analyzed by Longstaft, were seen to be empirical examples of the kind of conflation-
ary interweaving that scholars had posited for sources of the Pentateuch and the
synoptic gospels.? Jeffrey Tigay’s dissertation on the documented transmission

1. George E Moore, “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” JBL 9 (1890): 201-15,
republished as “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” in Empirical Models for Biblical
Criticism, ed. Jeffrey Tigay (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 243-56; Herbert Donner,
“Der Redaktor: Uberlegungen zum vorkritischen Umgang mit der Heiligen Schrift,” Hennoch 2 (1980): 1-30.

2. Thomas R. W. Longstaff, Evidence of Conflation in Mark? A Study in the Synoptic Problem, SBLDS
28 (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1977).
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history of the Gilgamesh epic built on and expanded earlier work on documented
examples of growth in Mesopotamia, showing how Assyriology could significantly
inform models in biblical studies.’ In addition, a book he edited, Empirical Models
for Biblical Criticism, brought biblical scholars’ attention to ways that some biblical
manuscript traditions (the LXX, Samaritan Pentateuch, and/or Qumran) provided
evidence for the transmission history of biblical traditions.* As this research has
continued, scholars have analyzed substantial differences in the traditions of virtu-
ally every book in the Hebrew Bible, and such scholarship has been increasingly
inclined to explain such substantial differences as testimonies to different editions
of such biblical books, rather than isolated copyist and/or translator revisions.®
Meanwhile, other scholars have used this perspective to reanalyze long-known
divergences within biblical traditions themselves, such as differences between
Samuel-Kings and Chronicles or between legal traditions in the Pentateuch.® And
finally, the Dead Sea Scrolls have turned out to be a particularly rich area for this
kind of research. First, the Dead Sea Scrolls preserve a number of divergent manu-
script versions of biblical traditions, including substantially different renditions of
the Pentateuch in 4QRP and the Temple Scroll.” Second, recent work by Metso,

3. Jeftrey Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1982). See also a previously mentioned (and as yet unpublished) dissertation completed under the supervi-
sion of Steve Tinney on the Sumerican decad: Paul Delnero, “Variation in Sumerian Literary Compositions:
A Case Study Based on the Decad,” PhD diss. (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 2006), as well as a
study of variants in Mesopotamian tradition (completed under the supervision of Ian Young) by Russell
Hobson: “The Exact Transmission of Texts in the First Millenjum BCE: An Examination of the Cuneiform
Evidence from Mesopotamia and the Torah Scrolls from the Western Shore of the Dead Sea,” PhD diss.
(Sydney: University of Sydney, 2009), to be published by Equinox Press as Written and Checked According
to Its Original: Six Studies on the Transmission of Authoritative Texts in the Ancient Near East.

4. Jeffrey Tigay, ed., Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1985).

5. For a survey of scholarship on this, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, rev.
ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 313-50.

6. For historical traditions, see, for example, Eugene C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and
Josephus, Harvard Semitic Monographs (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1978); Steven McKenzie, The
Chroniclers Use of the Deuteronomistic History, HSM 33 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1984); A. Graeme
Auld, Kings Without Privilege: David and Moses in the Story of the Bible’s Kings (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1994) and (with a quite different approach) Hans Jiirgen Tertel, Text and Transmission: An Empirical
Model for the Literary Development of Old Testament Narratives (Berlin; New York: de Gruyter, 1994),
56-67. For legal traditions, see particularly David M. Carr, “Method in Determination of Direction of
Dependence: An Empirical Test of Criteria Applied to Exodus 34,11-26 and Its Parallels,” in Gottes
Volk am Sinai: Untersuchungen zu Ex 32-34 und Dtn 9-10, ed. Matthias Kockert and Erhard Blum,
Veroffentlichungen der wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft fiir Theologie 18 (Giitersloh: Kaiser,
Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2001), 107-40; Molly M. Zahn, “Reexamining Empirical Models: The Case of
Exodus 13,” in Das Deuteronomium zwischen Pentateuch und deuteronomistischem Geschichtswerk, ed.
Eckart Otto and Reinhard Achenbach, FRLANT 206 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004),
36-55; Jeffrey Stackert, Rewriting the Torah: Literary Revision in Deuteronomy and the Holiness
Legislation, FAT 52 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007); Bernard Levinson, “The Right Chorale”: Studies in
Biblical Law and Interpretation, FAT 54 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), among others.

7. Note also recent studies of this phenomenon in Hobson, “Exact Transmission,” and Molly Zahn,
“The Forms and Methods of Early Jewish Reworkings of the Pentateuch in Light of 4Q158,” PhD diss.
(South Bend, IN: Notre Dame University, 2009), now published as Rethinking Rewritten Scripture:
Composition and Exegesis in the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts (STD]J 95; Leiden: Brill, 2011).
The major early treatment along these lines was Steven A. Kaufman, “The Temple Scroll and Higher
Criticism,” HUCA 53 (1982): 29-43.



Documented Cases of Transmission History, Part 1 m 39

Harkin, and others has shown how the Dead Sea Scrolls contain divergent editions
of nonbiblical documents, including the Community Rule, the Damascus Covenant
(which also preserves divergent versions of laws found in the Community Rule),
and the Hodayot hymns.?

As is evident from the above survey, the best documented (empirical) examples
of transmission history range over a wide chronological and geographical
spectrum—from early second millennium Mesopotamia (and before) to the late
Second Temple Jewish repository of scrolls at the Dead Sea, and other biblical and
post-biblical traditions from around that time and later. That said, there are other
examples of documented transmission of texts in addition to these major group-
ings. The dry climate of Egypt has preserved documented examples of the growth
of Egyptian traditions, though these have not been analyzed as comprehensively as
their Mesopotamian counterparts, and the Ugaritic corpus contains a few good
examples of overlapping and divergent textual traditions, especially for ritual
texts.” Conversely, perhaps because of the lack of such a dry climate, Greek culture
has not preserved a comparable number of examples of documented transmission
history. Looking at the whole picture, variations in media (e.g., clay), climate (e.g.,
the dry climate of the Dead Sea), and transmission (the multiple transmission of
biblical traditions in the Christian, Samaritan, and Jewish streams) have meant
that our most numerous and best examples are concentrated in a few areas.
Nevertheless, isolated examples of documented transmission elsewhere show that
textual revision was not confined to those areas where we are lucky enough to have
documentation of it.

Scholars analyzing such documented examples of transmission are well aware
that each case has its own particularities, and it is unwise to presume too much in
developing general rules to encompass highly varied examples. Nevertheless, as
the wealth of studies has grown, certain patterns have begun to emerge, patterns
that can inform biblical scholars’ analysis of evidence of transmission history in
biblical texts where we lack documentation of earlier stages of growth. These pat-
terns should not be taken as hard and fast rules. We see exceptions. Nevertheless,
the ancient cultures that used and preserved many of these texts had similar pre-
suppositions about the sanctity of their literary traditions, and this is reflected in
the similar ways they treated these texts.

In this and the following chapter, I survey documented cases of transmis-
sion history, focusing particularly on cases that have received prior published
treatments, in search of broader patterns in the shape of revision of ancient texts.

8. Sarianna Metso, The Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule, Studies on the Texts
of the Desert of Judah (Leiden: Brill, 1997); Angela Kim [Harkins], “Signs of Editorial Shaping of the
Hodayot Collection: A Redactional Analysis of 1QH*" and 4QH*!” PhD diss. (South Bend, IN:
University of Notre Dame, 2003), published in part as Angela Kim Harkins, “Observations on the
Editorial Shaping of the So-Called Community Hymns from 1QH?* and 4QH* (4Q427), DSD 12
(2005): 233-56. An early essay moving in this direction was Kaufman, “Temple Scroll and Higher
Criticism?” See the next chapter (pp. 82-88) for more discussion of the debate surrounding reconstruc-
tion of the compositional history of the Community Rule.

9. On the latter, note, for example, KTU 1.40 (and parallels 1.84; 1.121; 1.122; 1.154; 1.153) and
KTU 1.41 (//KTU 1.87 discussed in the next chapter, p. 66).
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My starting point in this chapter will be two case studies of documented transmis-
sion where the direction of growth is relatively clear and the documentation of
growth is broad. The first case is that of the Gilgamesh epic, already brilliantly
studied by Tigay (among others) and now available in an excellent edition pro-
duced by A. George. The second case is that of the Temple Scroll, likewise studied
by many before, and providing a wealth of examples of revision and recombina-
tion of biblical texts. Through studying these two cases individually, we will see
how each case illustrates a variety of dynamics of textual change—memory vari-
ants, expansions, conflations, etc. This discussion of two cases will serve as the
groundwork for a survey in the next chapter of four broader trends of revision in
other documented cases of transmission, in Mesopotamia, the Dead Sea Scrolls
and elsewhere.

The ultimate goal is to gain grounding for a “methodologically modest” form of
transmission history. A side effect of the study of many documented cases of trans-
mission history is an ever-greater appreciation for the gap between what actually
happened in ancient textual revision and what one actually could reconstruct of
such textual revision if we lacked documentation of earlier stages. We will see
some places where scholars could reconstruct the major contours of growth in an
oral-written tradition exclusively based on indicators of such growth left in the
later version(s) of such tradition. Nevertheless, such a survey also shows that
certain types of growth and revision are easier to detect in later stages than others.
Even when one knows that “something must have happened” in a given tradition,
there are many instances where the scholar working exclusively on the basis of a
later tradition must realize the limits of what can be achieved with any level of
methodological control and repeatability (among later scholars).

B CASE ONE: THE GROWTH OF THE GILGAMESH EPIC

The first major case to be considered in this light is the documented growth of the
Gilgamesh epic, particularly the move from Old Babylonian (OB) versions of the
epic to the later, Standard Babylonian (SB) edition. There are several reasons for
starting here. First, the chronology of these recensions is clear, established by the
archaeological context of many of the tablets, script and language. Though many
would question whether all OB exemplars of the Gilgamesh tradition stand in a
direct genetic line behind the SB recension, all agree that the OB traditions gener-
ally precede the Standard Babylonian edition. Furthermore, this example is partic-
ularly useful, because it covers such a breadth of material. Though no edition is
preserved in its entirety, there are enough parallel sections to allow for a lot of
analysis of dynamics of change between them. Finally, this case has been the sub-
ject of several high-quality studies up to this point, most recently that of A. George
in the process of preparing his edition of the epic. The following discussion draws
on and builds beyond work on the growth of the Gilgamesh epic done by Cooper,
Tigay, George, and others.*

10. Jerrold Cooper, “Gilgamesh Dreams of Enkidu: The Evolution and Dilution of Narrative,” in
Essays on the Ancient Near East in Memory of Jacob Joel Finkelstein, ed. Maria Ellis (Hamden, CT:
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One thing that emerges from an analysis of Tigay’s work in particular is the
extent to which later versions of the Gilgamesh epic show the sorts of memory
variants typical of traditions transmitted in an oral-written dynamic. For example,
in his survey of “smaller changes” in the late version of the epic, Tigay lists a
number of places where the late version substitutes a word or phrase of equivalent
meaning for a given word or phrase in the Old Babylonian version. He even finds
cases where the late version has a completely new formulation of an Old Babylonian
sentence, again with virtually the same meaning. Sometimes these substitutions
and reformulations represent linguistic updating, but often the words occur in
both early and late Mesopotamian texts, even early and late versions of the
Gilgamesh epic.!! Rather than representing a process of conscious revision, these
shifts—along with other smaller-scale changes (e.g., minor grammatical and
lexical shifts, additions of isolated words, expansion or contraction of parallel
lines)—show the changes that the Gilgamesh epic underwent as it journeyed
through the memory of its most influential tradents.

Shifts in order are also characteristic of texts transmitted by means of memory,
and we see numerous such shifts in the Gilgamesh tradition. For example, in the
OB [Penn] (69-72) and MB [MB Bog,] (6-7) traditions, the harlot dresses Enkidu
in one part of her clothing before dressing herself in the other part. In the late (SB)
version, however, we see a shift in order: She dresses herself before dressing him
(II:34-35). In Gilgamesh’s confrontation with Enkidu, the OB version has a line
about the appointment of a rival for Gilgamesh before one about a bed being laid
out for Ebara (OB [Penn] 194-97), while these lines are reversed in the SB version
(II:109-10). In the same episode, we see similar variation concerning whether a
statement about Gilgamesh and Enkidu confronting one another is placed before
(OB [Penn] 214) or after (SB I1:114) the description of their grappling (OB [Penn]
215-18//SB I1:111-13). Later on, Assyrian MSy, preserves a version of Gilgamesh’s
speech to Enkidu before the Cedar Forest where he asks about the purpose of valor
(6’) after anticipating their great deeds (3°~5’//OB [Penn] 146-49), while the OB
version has this line before that anticipation (145). Later in the same speech, the
standard version places a line about how Enkidu’s deeds vex Gilgamesh’s heart (SB
11:233) earlier than it occurs in the OB and Assyrian MSy, recensions of the tradi-
tion (OB [Penn] 157//Assyrian MSy, 9°). The elders’ response to Gilgamesh’s idea
of going to kill Huwawa likewise has a different order of rhetorical questions and

Archon Books, 1977), 39-44; Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic; Tertel, Text and Transmission; Andrew R. George,
The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic: Introduction, Critical Edition, and Cuneiform Texts (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2003). Note that these studies (along with this one) are focused on a comparison bet-
ween verbal elements held in common (or not) between the versions of the epic, rather than broader
exegesis of the new wholes created in case by the innovations characteristic of each version. For studies
focusing on that characteristic, cf., for example, the exegesis in Tzvi Abusch, “Ishtar’s Proposal and
Gilgameshs Refusal: An Interpretation of the Gilgamesh Epic,” HR 26 (1986): 143-87, especially
pp. 180-84, and idem., “The Development and Meaning of the Epic of Gilgamesh: An Interpretive
Essay, JAOS 121 (2001): 614-22.

11. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 58-68. Note also similar phenomena in the adaptation of the flood story
(Gilgamesh Epic, 218-22).
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statements in the OB version (III [Yale] 194-200) than that in the MB Bog, version
(frg. d, 6-7°).12

As in the case of memory variants surveyed by Tigay, these examples of shifts
in order could be multiplied.”* And as in Tigay’s list of smaller-scale shifts, it is
possible that the tradents of the Gilgamesh epic may have consciously introduced
some changes in order. Nevertheless, such shifts in order often occur in traditions
transmitted in memory. This can be seen in cases where minor variations in order
occur even within one version of the epic. For example, as Tigay points out, the
late version (tablet I) of the narrative of Gilgamesh’s dream gives one set of lines
describing his encounter with a meteor (256-58), a slightly different order of these
lines in his mother’s report of the dream (265-67), and a third order of the lines in
a description of the second dream (283-85)."* Generally, the author of this late
version appears to have made every attempt to conform each of these reports of
the dreams to each other. It is unlikely that this author consciously varied these
lines from one section to the other. Instead, they are probably variations in memory
that were not considered significant enough to matter.

As we move to larger changes in the Gilgamesh epic, the chances of intentional
revision increase. A good example of this are changes in the late version of the epic
that revolve around its treatment of the problem of mortality. The late version
includes a new prologue suggesting that an individual can find a measure of
immortality in the ongoing community that he builds.”” This perspective then
recurs further on in the late version, for example, in new materials added about the
flood, and in a final scene—resuming elements seen in the prologue—where
Gilgamesh refers once more to the enduring reality of Uruk and its walls. This per-
spective on mortality in the late version represents a slight shift from that seen in
the Old Babylonian epic, the latter part of which focuses on Gilgamesh’s search for
immortality in the wake of Enkidu’s death. Early in his search, the OB version of
the epic has a barmaid tell Gilgamesh that his quest for immortality is pointless
and that instead he should embrace life’s day-to-day pleasures:

You, Gilgamesh, let your belly be full,

keep enjoying yourself, day and night!

Every day make merry,

dance and play day and night!

Let your clothes be clean!

Let your head be washed, may you be bathed in water!

12. There are also shifts in order in the SB Gilgamesh adaptation of earlier Atrahasis flood material.
For example, (SB) Gilgamesh places Ea’s exhortation to Enlil to relax (XI 187) after an assertion that the
one who does the crime should be punished for it (Atrahasis OB III vi 25-26//Gilg. XI 185-186), while
OB Atrahasis apparently has this line before that assertion (OB III vi 24).

13. In addition, I have not begun to try to analyze larger-scale shifts in order, as in the example
of the dreams on the way to Cedar Mountain, for example (see George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic,
464-65). They could result partly from memory, but are more likely to involve conscious revision
as well.

14. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 88.

15. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 526-28.
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Gaze on the little one who holds your hand!
Let a wife enjoy your repeated embrace!
Such is the destiny [of mortal men] (OB X, 6-14)'°

Notably, both this speech (OB [Sippar] ii 14’- iii 15; also iii 16-20), and one by
Shamash that anticipates its message (OB [Sippar] i 5°-15), are absent from the
SB version of the epic. Instead, the SB version skips from Gilgamesh’s initial
speech to the barmaid (SB X 55-73//OB [Sippar] ii 1’-13’) to the conclusion of
his second speech to her (SB X 74-76//OB [Sippar] iii 21-24). This skipping
makes the interchange between Gilgamesh and the barmaid more parallel to the
exchanges that Gilgamesh later has with the boatman and Utanapishti. One might
conclude that this is a harmonization of different parts of the epic through elimi-
nation of non-parallel material in the speeches of Shamash and the barmaid.
Nevertheless, another motivation for elimination may have been that the SB ver-
sion of the epic promoted a different view of immortality than that seen in the
eliminated sections of the OB version. Mortality is an issue central to both the OB
and SB versions of the epic. Perhaps it was central enough that a reviser of the
epic—maybe the one who added elements such as the prologue—saw fit to elim-
inate major material on this point in the OB epic that contradicted the new
direction in which he wished to take it.

Such elimination of material occurs occasionally throughout the late version,
but generally that version expands, rather than contracts, those sections of the
Old Babylonian version that it closely parallels. For example, even the above-
discussed late version of the exchange between Gilgamesh and the barmaid
includes a number of expansions vis-a-vis its Old Babylonian parallel (SB X
62-63, 65-71, 74-75, 77)."7 In addition, the exchange with the boatman that
follows the barmaid’s speech in SB is likewise much longer than its OB parallel
(SB X 112-48; cf. OB [Sippar] iv 3-11), with several pluses in parallel sections as
well (SB X 151-52, 154). A number of these late version expansions involve only
a few lines, such as the “expansions through parallelism” that Tigay discusses and
illustrates.’* Some others, however, involve more extensive additions, and I list
them here:

1. The Prologue: This prologue, drawing on a number of literary precursors—
naru literature, temple hymns, and possibly a specific hymn to Gilgamesh—
was mentioned above in relation to the late version’s perspective on
mortality.”

2. The Narrative of Gilgamesh’s Dreams: The SB version contains a number
of expansions of the narrative of Gilgamesh’s dreams of Enkidu (e.g., SB

16. Translation from George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 272.

17. Though cf. OB [Sippar] ii 7-8, 12b’-13 without parallel in the late version.

18. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 61,107, 222-24.

19. See Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 143-60, for exegesis of the prologue and analysis of its literary pre-
cursors. Sara Milstein develops a somewhat more complex picture of the process of development of the
beginning of the Gilgamesh epic in her “Revision Through Introduction in Biblical and Mesopotamian
Literature,” PhD diss. (New York: New York University, 2010).
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1:245-98//0OB [Penn] 1:1-43), many of which harmonize the two dreams
with each other.”

3. Additions Related to Gilgamesh’s Mother Ninsun: Three of the pluses in
the SB version of Gilgamesh’s dreams of Enkidu highlight the wisdom of his
mother, the goddess Ninsun (1:260, 274b, 287). This SB emphasis on Ninsun
appears again in an expansion of her response to being introduced to Enkidu
(SB I1I:165-77; cf. OB [Yale] ii 60-68). We then see expanded emphasis on
Ninsun again, when the SB version contains over a hundred lines describing
Gilgamesh’s gaining ritual protection from her for the journey to Cedar
Mountain (SB III:13-135), a section that apparently replaced OB descrip-
tions of Gilgamesh’s own prayers to Shamash and Lugalbanda (OB III
[Yale]:216-21, 229-35). Notably, this latter set of additions relating to
Ninsun is followed by yet other new material in the SB sections surrounding
Enkidu and Gilgameshs departure (SB III:136-211). Together, this new
material represents several columns of expansion of the earlier epic, a huge
expansion that appears to be integrated into its context through resumptive
repetition (Wiederaufnahme) of the elders’ speech after the addition (SB
I1:212-27; cf. SB 111:1-10//OB (Yale) 11:247-71).2*

4. An Additional Interchange Between Enkidu and Sambat, the Harlot:
Both the OB and SB versions describe Enkidu being invited by Samhat to
Uruk after he has been estranged from the animals by making love with her
(OB [Penn] 51-65//SB I 206-12), and in both versions, these words are
heard favorably by Enkidu (OB [Penn] 66-67//SB 1213-14). The SB version,
however, contains an additional reply by Enkidu and an additional speech
by her, where she reports in detail about Uruk, Gilgamesh’s dreams of
Enkidu, and his mother’s interpretations of them (SB I 215-98), followed by
a renewed description of their lovemaking and her invitation to go to Uruk
(SB I 299-300; II:1-29). This is another documented example of both
(1) harmonization of different parts of the epic with each other and (2) an
expansion integrated into its context through resumptive repetition of
material preceding the expansion.

5. The Expansion of the Narrative Introductions to Gilgamesh’s Dreams on
the Journey: The various versions of Gilgamesh seem to have diverged from
each other significantly in the order and reporting of Gilgamesh’s dreams on
the way to Cedar Mountain, and therefore, a detailed comparison of these
sections with each other is difficult.”? Nevertheless, as George has shown, it
is possible to compare the narrative introductions to these dreams, and this
comparison shows that they were gradually expanded to the point where the
SB version has a full twenty-two-line sequence introducing all of the dreams,

20. Cooper, “Gilgamesh Dreams”; Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 82-90; Tertel, Text and Transmission,
43-50.

21. For alisting of several other potential documented cases of the use of resumptive repetition to
integrate new material, see Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 75-76, note 7.

22. For discussion of the evidence and a helpful table, see George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic,
464-65.
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whereas the OB and earlier versions had more abbreviated introductions to
many dreams.”

6. Expansion of Shamash’s Rebuke of Enkidu: The SB recension includes a
significantly longer version of the interchange with Shamash after Enkidu’s
curse of Samhat and the hunter (VII 132-50) than that seen in the MB Ur
tablet (rev. 41-47). The rebuke is now focused on the curse of Samhat, and
it includes a description of Gilgamesh’s future mourning for Enkidu (SB
VII:141-47) that matches Gilgamesh’s later promise to do the same (SB
VIII 84-91). Again, these expansions have the effect, in part, of binding
together and harmonizing different parts of the Gilgamesh epic with each
other.*

7. Additions to Gilgamesh’s Encounters with the Barmaid and the Boatman:
These were discussed above. As Tigay and Tertel have pointed out, many of
these expansions make these exchanges more parallel to one another.”®

8. The Addition of an Adapted Version of the Atrahasis Flood Narrative:
Both the OB and SB versions of the epic feature Gilgamesh’s journey to see
Utanapishti, the hero of the flood epic, but tablet XI of the SB version also
preserves an inserted version of the Atrahasis flood account. This case does
not completely fall in the category of documented additions to the Gilgamesh
epic, since there are no OB materials extant for this portion of the Gilgamesh
epic. Nevertheless, we do have independent attestation of this flood narra-
tive in the Atrahasis tradition itself, and the secondary character of its use in
the Gilgamesh epic is clearly indicated through ways in which it has only
been incompletely adapted for its new context.”

Notably, the SB adapted version of the Atrahasis flood story features
some expansions vis-a-vis the Atrahasis version of the flood narrative
(e.g., Gilg. SB XI:20-31; cf. OB Atrahasis i, 15-29),” some of which are

23. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 45-47. See as well George’s analysis of both MB and SB
counterparts to other OB dreams on pp. 43-45, sometimes involving loss of OB lines, but mostly
involving expansion.

24. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 128.

25. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 95-100; Tertel, Text and Transmission, 50-54.

26. For discussion, see Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 232-38.

27. Some of these are shared with later versions of the Atrahasis epic as well, and so may represent
changes already introduced into the Atrahasis tradition before its flood tradition was adapted for
Gilgamesh. For example, U rev. 3 of the Atrahasis tradition and Gilg XI 94 (first person) both have a
report of entry into the ark, where it is assumed in OB Atrahasis III ii 51. So too, both Atrahasis U rev.
4 and Gilgamesh XI 97-98 have a description of the onset of the storm without parallel in the OB
Atrahasis, which starts with Adad roaring incessantly.

In a slight variation, Atrahasis OB III ii 53-54 has a very brief description of the onset of the
flood paralleled in Atrahasis U rev. 5-6 and Gilgamesh XI 99 (with no parallel to OB III ii 54//U rev.
6—winds). But Atrahasis U rev. 7-8 has a long section on winds, while Gilgamesh XI 100 has an extra
note on Sullat and Hanis that is taken from the instruction for the flood also seen in OB II iii 50. Just a
bit further on in the description of the onset of the storm, both Atrahasis U rev. 14-15 and SB Gilgamesh
XTI have sections on tearing up mooring poles and making dikes overflow that are parallel to instruc-
tions for flood seen in Atrahasis OB II vii 51-52. Nevertheless, SB Gilgamesh follows the order seen in
the OB Atrahasis, while Atrahasis U rev. reverses it. In contrast, the OB report of the flood just has a
description of Atrahasis severing the hawser of the boat and setting it adrift (IIT ii 55).
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harmonizations that probably preceded the appropriation of the flood nar-
rative into Gilgamesh.?® Yet, it also lacks some elements of the earlier ver-
sions, such as older descriptions in Atrahasis of the distress and hunger of
the gods.? Still other sections of the Gilgamesh flood narrative diverge
from their counterparts in the Atrahasis epic, covering similar topics, but
with different wording.*

9. The Appending of a Translation of the Sumerian Tradition of Gilgamesh,
Enkidu, and the Underworld: Here again, there is no OB material
corresponding to the conclusion of the SB epic. Nevertheless, we do have a
Sumerian version of the tradition translated in tablet XII of the SB
Gilgamesh epic. Moreover, this material is so nonintegrated into the flow of
the epic that it is marked as a later addition to a narrative that once con-
cluded in XI:328.

These are the main examples of larger expansions in the SB Gilgamesh epic, both
documented examples and two cases where the SB Gilgamesh only incompletely
integrates material known elsewhere in Mesopotamian literature. These examples
stand alongside additional smaller-scale expansions, many of which have been
surveyed by Tigay and others.

To be sure, there are some loci where the SB Gilgamesh epic lacks material seen
in parallel sections of earlier editions. Most examples involve the loss of one or two
lines, sometimes through the telescoping of parallel lines in the earlier version.*
More extensive examples of abbreviation involve either harmonization or elimina-
tion of material that contradicts the aims of the later edition. An example of the
latter was discussed above: the elimination of material regarding mortality in

28. For example, both Gilg. XI 100-101 and Atrahasis U rev. add a description of the attacks of
Ninurta and Errakal at the outset of the flood (though note reversed order) that was anticipated in the
orders for the flood in OB Atrahasis II vii 51-52, thus harmonizing the description of the flood with
the order for it (cf. OB Atrahasis III ii 55). Only Gilg. XI 100-101, however, has a fairly precise parallel
in the description of the flood to the order for Sullat and Hani$ to go in front (OB II vii 49-50; cf.
Atrahasis OB IIT ii 54 and U rev. 7-10).

29. For passages and analysis, see Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 222-29. A few other examples of missing
material in Gilgamesh include: parts of Enki’s instructions to Atrahasis (OB iii 17-18, 30-33; but note
pluses in SB Gilg. X125 and 27 as well), Mami/Bel-Iti’s reproach of the gods (OB iii v 44-45), and Enlil’s
angry response at seeing the ark (OB iii vi 7-8).

30. The OB Atrahasis and Gilgamesh flood narratives have different preludes to Atrahasis’s decla-
rations to the elders that he cannot live in their city anymore: OB iii 42-46 is a narration of Atrahasis’s
report to the elders, where Atrahasis tells them that Enki has gotten into an argument with the other
gods and has let Atrahasis know about it, while Gilg. XI 39 is an instruction by Ea on how to talk with
the elders, where Ea tells him to say that Enlil now hates Atrahasis. So too, Gilg. XI 104-107 has a dif-
ferently formulated and expanded description of the storm’s lightning (cf. Atrahasis OB 1T iii 7//U rev.
16), and Gilg. XI 109-10 has an expanded description of the storm’s winds (cf. Atrahasis OB III iii
11//U rev. 18). Notably, some such differences seem to have developed within the Gilgamesh tradition,
as in some slight divergences from OB Atrahasis in the description of the post-flood mourning of the
gods that are present in some versions of the Gilgamesh tradition but not others (e.g. [George’s sigla]
CJ' of XI 126 versus T or J' of XI 129 versus CT?).

31. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 26-27, 105-107.

32. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 62.
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speeches by Shamash and the barmaid toward the end of the OB epic, speeches
that contradicted the perspective on mortality of the new edition. Somewhat sim-
ilar is the apparent elimination in the late version of elements—perhaps consid-
ered impious—that imply hunger in the gods: parts of the mother goddess’s lament
and some portions of the Atrahasis flood narrative.*® Elsewhere, the late version
occasionally eliminates material in the process of harmonizing different parts of
the Gilgamesh epic with each other. For example, the above-discussed elimination
of the barmaid’s second speech falls partially in this category, since it makes her
interchange with Gilgamesh more parallel to his following encounters with the
boatman and Utanapishti.** A clearer example of assimilatory abbreviation is the
late version’s apparent elimination in the SB version of elements, such as the OB
description of the people’s reaction to Gilgamesh (OB [Penn] 11:182-92) so that
the description of their encounter better corresponds to Gilgamesh’s dreams of it.*®

The above examples show a broad tendency in the late version of the Gilgamesh
epic toward harmonization of different parts of the Gilgamesh epic with each
other. Generally this led to expansion, as is seen in additions to the narratives of
Gilgamesh's dreams, the new repetition of these dreams in a speech by Samhat to
Enkidu, the expansion of later introductions to Gilgamesh’s pre-Cedar Mountain
dreams, and various additions to Gilgamesh’s exchanges with the barmaid and
boatman. Occasionally, such harmonization was accomplished through elimina-
tion of material, as we have seen in the cases of the description of Gilgamesh’s
encounter with Enkidu and (later) with the barmaid.

The discussion could continue, but several trends of revision have begun to
emerge. Sometimes the revisers of the Gilgamesh tradition transformed it to the
point where detailed comparison is difficult, as in the case of the dreams of
Gilgamesh on the way to Cedar Mountain. Sometimes the revisers appear to have
eliminated material in their precursor traditions, though usually with a view
toward harmonizing those traditions or redirecting them in a particular way (e.g.,
on mortality). In the vast majority of cases, however, the revisers preserved or
expanded the tradition, with marks sometimes left of their work in the form of
resumptive repetition or lack of integration of material composed for a different
context. Notably, the marks of such expansion were the clearest in cases where the
material being expanded had once existed separately—for example, the flood story

33. For a survey and discussion, see Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 224-29.

34. For discussion of other sorts of harmonization in this section of the late version, see Tigay,
Gilgamesh Epic, 95-100.

35. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 90-93. Under the same heading, Tigay also discusses (pp. 93-95) the
amalgamation, assimilation, and expansion of two speeches by Enkidu in the late version. The OB ver-
sion has two speeches by Enkidu about the plan to to go to the Cedar Forest with an intervening reply
by Gilgamesh (OB [Yale] I11:104-37). The SB version (I1:216-19) omits the speech by Gilgamesh and
builds one speech by Enkidu about the plan, one that is based mostly on the second of the OB speeches
by Enkidu (I1:127-37), though expanded both by new elements and some elements from the first of
Enkidu’s speeches in the OB tradition (II1:104-15). As noted by George (Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic,
567, note 7), this new version of their encounter appears to have been textually variable in the SB tra-
dition itself. Be that as it may, all versions of the SB tradition omit counterparts to OB II1:106-107,
113-16 and the speech of Gilgamesh in III:117-26.
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or (the translated version of) the Sumerian tradition of Enkidu and the under-
world. Whether expanding or (more rarely) contracting older material, one trend
seen across the late version of the epic is a tendency to harmonize different parts
of the Gilgamesh epic with each other.

B CASE TWO: TEXTUAL APPROPRIATION AND REVISION
IN THE TEMPLE SCROLL

The next case to be examined, the Temple Scroll, stands at considerable chrono-
logical and other remove from the later versions of the Gilgamesh epic. Written
sometime in the mid- to late- Second Temple period, it provides an unusually
broad array of examples of early Jewish textual revision, including many examples
of appropriation and revision of biblical texts.*

As in the case of the later versions of the Gilgamesh epic, the overall relatively
later date of the Temple Scroll (vis-a-vis biblical texts) is widely accepted, though
there may be isolated instances where it preserves an earlier reading. For example,
as indicated in table 2.1, 11QT 55:21% lacks some phrases that are found in the MT
of Deut 17:5, but which are variably attested in the versions and may be later
additions. It omits both an awkward additional specification found in the MT of
Deut 17:5—79w=7K 717 ¥77 12777NK WY 1WR—and a resumptive repetition that
(at least in some manuscript traditions) was used to resume the thread of the text
(AWRATNR IR WIRT™DK; cf. X7 AWRITDR IR RIT WORIDK earlier in 17:5).

TABLE 2.1 Deut 17:5 and 11QT 55:20-21

nRm (17:5 anRxIm (55:20

RITT AWRTNR R RITT WORANR N7 WK DR IR R ORI DX (55:21
TEPRTHR AT YT DTN WY WK
(see above) TWRA"NR N WIRTNN

071282 oNYpPOY 0°1282 7N7P0Y

The material in bold in the MT bears the marks of a later addition (also in the
Samaritan Pentateuch [hereafter often SamP], but not in the LXX), while it is likely
that 11QT (along with LXX) witnesses to an earlier form of Deut 17:5. Moreover,
there are other cases where variants in 11QT may reflect variants in the biblical
text used by its authors, not changes introduced by them. For example, in several
cases 11QT parallels other versions in its divergences from the MT version of the
biblical text, possibly reflecting the fact that—in these instances—its biblical text
was similar to those reflected in the LXX and/or the Samaritan version.*®

36. For alucid summary discussion of considerations in dating and citation of some of the earlier
literature, see Sidney White Crawford, The Temple Scroll and Related Texts, Companion to the Qumran
Scrolls 2 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 24-26.

37. Because of the large number of columns in 11QTemple and frequency of citations of it in this
chapter, the less cumbersome Arabic numbering system (plus colon before line number) will be used
to number them here and elsewhere in this book in contrast to the usual SBL style.

38. On this, see especially Emanuel Tov, “The Temple Scroll and Old Testament Textual Criticism
[Heb.],” Erls 16 (1982): 100-11, and George Brooke, “The Temple Scroll and LXX Exodus 35-40,” in
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That said, there are far more cases where 11QT expands, conflates, updates, and
otherwise appears to revise its probable biblical precursor. Some such changes
appear to be conscious ideological shifts. For example, 11QT 60:1-10a diverges
from the base text of Deut 18:1-4, replacing MT Deuteronomy’s denial that the
Levites receive gifts (18:1-2) with a new law, built on a modified form of Num
18:8, 11a, which includes Levites among those who should receive gifts. Similarly,
the reproduction of the Deuteronomic law on witnesses (Deut 19:15-21) in 11QT
61:6-12 adds Levites to those who should hear the witnesses (61:8; cf. Deut 19:17).
The more such similar cases of variation accumulate, the firmer the case is that
these features reflect a pro-Levite perspective in the authors of these portions of
the scroll, a perspective strong enough that it may have led to omission and
replacement of material from the Deuteronomic base text (18:1-2) that related to
a topic treated in the Temple Scroll. Elsewhere, variants in the scroll reflect later
developments in Hebrew language and legal formulation, such as the shift from
original *> in Deuteronomy to oX at several loci in 11QT (e.g., 52:10; 53:12; 55:13,
15; 61:7)* or the replacement of 17 in Deut 21:13 with w7n. Whether or not these
and other shifts represent conscious updatings by the author, they are among the
many indicators that the scroll as a whole represents an altered version of a biblical
text that is more conservatively preserved in the (consonantal text of the) MT and
older versions, such as the Samaritan Pentateuch and LXX. Therefore, previous
scholarship has been right to presume that most divergences of 11QT from such
biblical materials represent alterations (whether conscious or unconscious) made
by the author(s) of 11QT.

Another issue in this analysis is that 11QT itself may derive from multiple
sources. Since the work of Wills and Wilson in the early 1980s, most scholars
recognize that the Temple Scroll was composed of earlier materials.* Though its
earlier stages are not documented (both copies at Qumran appear to be of the
same recension), scholars have concluded that the scroll is composite based on
the multiple ways the different parts of it are distinguished from one another—
being voiced by God or not, substantially different ways of working with
Scripture, and other indicators. Based on this data, Wills and Wilson concluded
that five sources lay behind the Temple Scroll: a description of the temple and
courts (columns 3-13, 30-47), a festival calendar (13:9-30:2), a purity laws
source (48-50), a source focusing on “laws of polity” that reworks parts of
Deuteronomy (51-56, 60-66), and a source giving the laws of the king (57-59).
Subsequent discussions have reinforced Wills and Wilson’s basic findings,
though some dispute exists about whether the laws of purity (48-50) and law of
the king (57-59) originated in separate sources, and there has been a tendency

Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the
Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester 1990), ed. George
J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars, 1992), 81-106.
39. This phenomenon is comprehensively discussed in Bernhard Levinson and Molly Zahn,
“Revelation Regained: The Hermeneutics of *> and o in the Temple Scroll;” DSD 9 (2002): 295-346.
40. Andrew M. Wilson and Lawrence Wills, “Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll,” HTR 75
(1982): 275-88.
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to expand and refine the list of passages seen to be composed by the author of
the Temple Scroll as a whole.*' The main impact of this discussion for our pur-
poses is to be sensitive to, though not determined by, the fact that different parts
of the scroll work quite differently with Scripture. Dynamics found in one part
of the scroll, say, in the description of the temple and its courts, may be quite
different from those found elsewhere, say, in the reworked parts of Deuteronomy.
Insofar as this is the case, this may not mean that one author worked with
Scripture in all these different ways. Instead, different sources of the scroll may
have done quite different things with Scripture.*

The material on purity and impurity in columns 48-51 illustrates dynamics
when an author is drawing selectively on biblical materials, but not precisely re-
presenting them. The author of this material (whether the author of the scroll or of
a source used in it) draws broadly on the phraseology and conceptuality of
Pentateuchal passages (and one passage from Ezekiel), occasionally betraying
through memory variants the memory process by which the passages were
accessed. For example, at the outset of the purity section, the law on unclean ani-
mals in 48:1-7 combines and rearranges biblical passages from various locations
(Deut 14:18; Lev 11:20, 22, 21; Ezek 44:31; Deut 14:21aq, 3, 21af), while also intro-
ducing several minor shifts. The texts are given in Table 2.2, with pluses (vis-a-vis
parallel traditions) indicated by boldface, shifts in placement indicated by italics,
and close variation indicated by an underline.

The shifts seen in the text of 11QTemple 48:1-7 (as given in Table 2.2)
include:

1. Elimination of nX in 48:3-4 at several points where it is present in the MT of
Lev 11:22

2. Adaptation of the MT phrase My yw 290 to 77 yIwn 72X and placement
of the phrase before the permission to eat (11 QT 48:4 formulated as 122X1n)
rather than after (MT Lev 11:21 9280 71NR IX)

3. Use of the preposition 2 before My (“winged thing”) and fnm2 (“animal”)
where the MT of Ezek 44:31 has 1n

4. Placement of 7230 71 before the prohibitive in 48:6 rather than after, as in
the MT of Deut 14:3

41. Hartmut Stegemann, “The Literary Composition of the Temple Scroll and Its Status at
Qumran,” in Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at the International Symposium on the Temple
Scroll, Manchester, December 1987, ed. George Brooke (Shefhield: JSOT Press, 1989), 132-42; Lawrence
H. Schiffman, “The Temple Scroll and the Systems of Jewish Law of the Second Temple Period,” in
Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at the International Symposium on the Temple Scroll, Manchester,
December 1987, ed. George Brooke (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989), 239-41; Michael O. Wise, A Critical
Study of the Temple Scroll from Qumran Cave 11, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 49 (Chicago:
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1990), 21-23, 35-41, 61-64, 101-10, 129-32. For a
summary discussion, see Crawford, Temple Scroll, 22-24, but note the dissenting opinion on source
criticism of the Temple Scroll in Molly M. Zahn, “Schneiderei oder Weberei? Zum Verstindnis der
Diachronie der Tempelrolle,” RevQ 20 (2001): 255-86.

42. This would be the main qualification I would raise against Kaufman’s pathbreaking work on
how the Temple Scroll displays radically different ways of working with preexisting (Scriptural)
material. Kaufman, “Temple Scroll and Higher Criticism.”
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TABLE 2.2 Deut 14:3, 18, 23; Lev 11:21-22; Ezek 44:31; and 11Q Temple 48:1-7
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Some of these shifts may represent conscious or unconscious updating that
occurred in the process of appropriation. Together, however, these differences
show the real, though limited, fluidity of the tradition appropriated here.

Other parts of the purity section vary, but show the same sort of selective and
free appropriation of material in the process of writing law. For example, the law
regarding mourning in 11QT 48:7-10 corresponds more closely with the biblical
material that it conflates (Deut 14:1-2a with Lev 19:28a) than the above-discussed
law about unclean animals (48:1-7), though it lacks the rationale for the laws
found in both biblical passages (Deut 14:2b; Lev 19:28b). At the other end of the
spectrum, the law on cleansing the house in 49:11-19 is largely non-Scriptural
(especially 49:11-13 and 18-19), but shows some memory variants in sections
paralleling the Bible, for example, a reformulation in 49:16 (M7 2pYY 271
rather than pw X M3~ 732 in Lev 11:32) and another in 49:17 (1732 020" 222 717
rather than 012 y171 1732 0251 in Num 19:19). Similarly, the law about a dead fetus
in 11QT 50:10-16 draws selectively on material from the law about death in a tent
in Num 19:14-22 and the law regarding a woman with flow of blood in Lev
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15:19-27. Nevertheless, again in this law there are some shifts in order (e.g.,
placement of &nv> at a different point in 50:11-12//Num 19:14) and reformu-
lations, for example, 50:12 12 ¥211 95//127¥317WwK 25 Num 19:22//03 ya1a773 Lev
15:27 (cf. 50:21 relative clause//participial formulation Lev 11:31). Overall, it is
virtually impossible to identify “pluses” or “minuses” in these columns, because
the material in this portion of the Temple Scroll features such free conflations,
recombinations, and reformulations of biblical passages. Sometimes comparisons
can be made when a line or two of biblical material recurs in the Temple Scroll.
Nevertheless, an analysis of 11QT columns 48-51:11a as a whole shows that the
author(s) of this section does not seem to have attempted sustained reproductions
of biblical passages. Instead, he was producing new legal material through
drawing—likely from memory—on biblical legal passages.

11QT 51:11b begins a law of the courts that shows a significantly different way
of working with Scripture. As indicated in Table 2.3, 51:11b-18 closely reproduces
all of Deut 16:18-20, with the one exception of the theologically oriented relative
clause in Deut 16:18af (702aw% T2 jn1 TR M7 WK).

TABLE 2.3 Deut 16:18-20; 11QTemple 51:11-18

Deuteronomy Temple Scroll
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The boldface material indicates that 11QTemple 51:11-18a also includes a number
of pluses vis-a-vis its parallel in Deuteronomy, including:

1. Addition of vowna of Deut 1:17 into the law about showing preference
(51:12-13//Deut 16:19ap)*

43. See Yigael Yadin, The Temple Scroll: Text and Commentary (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration
Society, 1983 [Hebrew Or. 1977]), 228, which notes that the LXX has a similar conflation.
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2. Addition of several additional problems produced by bribes in 51:13 (7un
vown) and 14-15, including a statement that perversion of justice produces
great guilt that will pollute the sanctuary (51:14-15)

3. Addition of a description of the land from Deut 12:1 (2»°7 %3 7nwa?) in
51:16

4. A concluding specification of the death penalty for one who breaks the law
(51:16-18)

Notably, there are also shifts in address and the kind of shift in order (placement
of vawn ANV’ K1 in Deut 16:18//51:12-13) that are the sort of changes typical of
transmission through memory.** Despite these changes, however, 11QT 51:11b-
16 re-presents and expands on a full unit of biblical text. Whereas columns
48-51:11a are laws on impurity that draw on biblical passages, 51:11b-18 is a
reproduction of a particular part of Scripture, enriched at points with various addi-
tions, sometimes taken from other parts of Scripture.

Asthescroll continues, it becomes clear that this reproduction of Deuteronomy
in 11QT 51:11b-18 is not limited to this section, but is part of an ongoing
reproduction and enrichment of Deuteronomic laws. Just as Deut 16:18-20 is
followed by laws about sacrifice, so also 51:19 continues with laws about sacrifice.
As indicated in Table 2.4, this next section eventually includes a reproduction of
Deut 16:21-17:1, but it is conflated with parts of Lev 22:28 and 26:1, and
expanded toward the end by a law about sacrificing a pregnant animal (52:5)
along with the Deuteronomic law about the sacrifice of a mother and her young
(Deut 22:6).

One pattern that appears here and later in the scroll is the presence of relatively
more memory variants in the portions of Scripture added from other loci in
Deuteronomy and Leviticus: for example, 52:3 nwyn//nnn Lev 26:1; 52:6
narn//vonwn Lev 22:28; and 52:7 non//npn Deut 22:6 when compared to the variants
in the base text. When Deut 22:6 is part of the base text reproduced in 11QT
(65:4), it is virtually identical with the MT (with the exception of an added ny), but
here in 52:6, where Deut 22:6 is drawn on selectively to enrich another passage in
Deuteronomy, the wording varies more.* Similarly, in 11QT 2:1-15 (conflating
Deut 7:25 in 2:7-11) and 11QT 66:8-16 (adding material from Lev 20:21, 17;
18:12-13 into Deut 22:28-23:1), the Temple Scroll follows the base text more
closely than biblical material that is being used to enrich or expand that base text.
This may indicate that the author(s) of these portions of the Temple Scroll may
have graphically consulted a copy of Deuteronomy in producing the main text, but
depended more on memory to enrich that main text with biblical passages distant
from the pericope being reproduced. This matches what we know about the tech-
nology of scroll reading. Scrolls are unwieldy, and it is much easier to consult a
scroll graphically when reading or copying it from beginning to end, than to skip
around in a scroll, looking for isolated citations.

44. Yadin, Temple Scroll Text, 228 argues that this was done to heighten the emphasis on bribery,
but that was already present in the order found in Deuteronomy. See the same page for his discussion
of possible reasons for the shift from 2°p7¥ in Deut 16:19 to p7¥ in 51:13.

45. The different level of preservation of 22:6b was pointed out in Yadin, Temple Scroll Text, 233.
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TABLE 2.4 Deut 16:21-17:1; 22:6; 11QTemple 51:19-52:7 and Lev 22:24, 28; 26:1
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That said, even sections of the scroll that reproduce continuous sections of
Scripture feature some memory variants in their reproduction of the base text. For
example, 11QT 61:13-62:4 is a close reproduction of Deut 20:1-8, but there are
memory variants that go in both directions: 61:14 %, cf. X in Deut 20:2, and the
reverse in 62:1 (reconstructed 9X)//Deut 20:7. We see a similar phenomenon of
exchange in both directions in 11QT 56:1-11, a reproduction of Deut 17:9-12:
70 11QT 56:3, 7//727 Deut 17:10, 11; and the reverse in 56:3//Deut 17:11.4
Similarly, in an example of semantically equivalent grammatical structures, 11QT
has a relative clause in 54:16 (7OR*X)7 WK), whereas Deut 13:6 has a participial
phrase (X¥17), while the reverse variation is seen in 11QT 66:5//Deut 22:25.7
Such variants are the most plausible candidates for memory shifts, since they go in

46. Yadin, Temple Scroll Text, 251 says that there is “virtually no doubt” that these changes were
introduced to forbid the fixing of law according to oral tradition. This explanation, however, is ham-
pered by the shifts going in both directions.

47. There are other examples, in both directions, of this phenomenon in 11QT 50:12 (participle;
cf. the relative clause in Num 19:22) and the reverse in 11QT 50:21 (cf. the participle in Lev 11:31).
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both directions and are less easily explained as the result of conscious revision or
unconscious updating on the part of the author(s) of 11QT. Nevertheless, there are
many other probable cases of memory variants, such as the inclusion/exclusion of
minor particles (e.g., NX, 713),* exchange of semantically similar words and
phrases, and larger-scale shifts in order. An example of a combination of these
phenomena is found in the reproduction in 11QT 62:14-15 of the list of the
nations to be destroyed that is seen in Deut 20:17. Not only does the 11QT list
begin with an extra direct object marker (nX), but 11QT adds Girgashites into the
list and has the Perizzites at a later point than in the Deut 20:17 version. Neither
variation is easily attributed to linguistic updating or ideological revision. Rather,
11QT 62:14-15 probably witnesses here to the sort of variation in memory that
complicated the transmission of many such lists of nations in the Bible.

Some other portions of the Temple Scroll show yet more significant rearrange-
ment of the base text of Deuteronomy, such as the placement of the contents of
Deut 12:21 between 12:20aa and 12:20afb in 11QT 53:1, or the placement of Deut
17:10apb after the beginning of 17:11 in 11QT 56:5. The larger such shifts are, the
more one must reckon with possible conscious alteration of the base text.
Nevertheless, past treatments of 11QT have been too prone to assume that all such
variation reflected updating or revision. The suggestion here is that unconscious
variation in recall also may have been a factor.

In sum, the portions of the Temple Scroll that most closely reproduce extensive
biblical passages (columns 2, 51-56, 60-66) show several broad tendencies.
Sometimes, as in 11QT 61:1-5 (//Deut 18:20-22) and 65:2-7 (//Deut 22:6-8),
11QT has a version of the base text that is virtually identical with that seen in other
witnesses to that text. In other sections, the reproduction of the biblical base text
tends to be fairly close to other witnesses to that text, aside from the above-
discussed sorts of memory variants and occasional rearrangement, along with
minor omissions or additions of single words or short phrases. Where columns 2,
51-56, and 60-66 of 11QT diverge more substantially from the base text, they gen-
erally expand on it, whether by adding material on the topic from elsewhere in the
Bible, or through addition of new material. The material drawn from elsewhere in
the Bible is used much more selectively than the base text is, and there are more
apparent memory variants in the appropriated fragments of such conflated biblical
material than in reproductions of the base text. In some cases, such new material
is concentrated toward the outset of a discussion (e.g., the introduction to the sec-
tion on sacrifice in 11QT 51:19-20*); more often, larger expansions occur after the
base text has been reproduced (e.g., 51:16-18; 52:17-21; 63:15). Elsewhere, how-
ever, we see conflations and smaller insertions scattered throughout numerous
sections of 11QT 2, 51-56, 60—66.

48. A non-comprehensive list of examples in both directions: nX absent in 11QT, but present in its
(MT) parallel: 11QT48:3 (cf. Lev 18:22); 50:16 (cf. Num 31:20); 54:5 (cf. Deut 13:1). n& present in 11QT,
but absent in parallel: 11QT 53:18 (cf. Num 30:5); 62:14 (cf. Deut 20:17); 65:4 (cf. Deut 22:6); 25 present
in parallel, but (?13) absent in 11QT: 11QT 62:9 (cf. Deut 20:13); 62:12 (cf. Deut 20:15). 212 present in
11QT, but (?3) absent in parallel: 11QT 53:9 (cf. Deut 12:26); 55:3 (cf. Deut 13:14); 55:7 (cf. Deut 13:16);
60:11 (cf. Deut 18:5).
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The above cases, situated at disparate ends of the continuum of transmission
of ancient Semitic texts, illustrate a mix of dynamics found in other documented
cases of transmission history. In particular, they illustrate the complex mix of
preservation, expansion, and selectivity operative in the composition of the
Temple Scroll and other ancient texts. Thus, even if we take into account the
partial preservation of 11QTemple, it appears as if this composition did not
attempt to reproduce all parts of its Pentateuchal source text. Indeed, it does not
even seem to reproduce all of Deuteronomy, parts of which it parallels more
closely than other biblical books. Nevertheless, in the portions where the Temple
Scroll does reproduce a significant chunk of Deuteronomy, it generally repro-
duces that chunk virtually unchanged (albeit with occasional memory variants)
or tends to expand on it. Thus, we see a curious mix in the Temple Scroll of
(1) merely partial preservation of the broader source text with (2) a trend toward
preservation and expansion of those portions of the source text that are selected
to be reproduced. I will return to this seemingly contradictory combination of
partial preservation and a trend toward expansion (of selected chunks that are
reproduced) in the next chapter.



3 Documented Cases of
mm—— Transmission History, Part 2

Broader Trends

Whereas the prior chapter focused on two cases of transmission history (the
Gilgamesh epic and Temple Scroll), this one offers a broader survey of four overall
trends in the revision of ancient traditions, with references to some of the main
places where such trends are documented. As before, the focus will be on docu-
mented cases of transmission history where the direction of dependence is clear.
Moreover, though this chapter incorporates some of my own analysis of materials
from Mesopotamia and Qumran, the chapter builds generally on documented
examples of transmission history previously studied by others.

B EVIDENCE OF WRITING-SUPPORTED TRANSMISSION
OF TEXTS THROUGH MEMORY

The first overall dynamic to be observed is further evidence of the transmission of
written texts by way of (writing-supported) memory. In this case, the evidence is
so broad as to be impossible to survey completely here. As a result, the following
discussion will focus on several documented cases of transmission history dis-
cussed elsewhere in this book: Mesopotamian literature, divergences between tra-
ditions of Samuel-Kings and Chronicles, divergent editions of the Pentateuch
found in the Dead Sea caves (proto-Samaritan manuscripts and 4QRP), and the
Qumran Community Rule.

Not being an Assyriologist, the present author is not in a position to do the kind
of analysis of smaller-scale changes of other Mesopotamian materials that Tigay
did for Gilgamesh. Nevertheless, on a broader level each of the Mesopotamian
cases of transmission history to be discussed below features many of the shifts in
order which are typical of texts that are transmitted through memory. In Atrahasis,
the OB description of the impact of the famine has the people walk hunched
with their shoulders narrowed (OB II iv 16-17), while these two are reversed in
the Standard Babylonian version (V 16-17), and there are other such similar and
larger-scale shifts, some of which are surveyed by Tigay in his discussion of the
appropriation of the flood narrative in the Gilgamesh epic.' In the Anzu epic, the
note about Enlil’s speechlessness occurs a few lines earlier in the OB version (I1:2)
than in the SB version (I iii 26). The Etana epic shows many such changes, including
shifts in the order of the curses in the eagle and snake’s oath (MAV I 2-5//LV II
20-22), the birth of the snake’s young before the eagle’s in the OB (I C 6-7) and the

1. Jeffrey Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1982), 218-22.

57
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reverse in the MAV version (I 8-9), and so on. We even see such order shifts in
recensions of narratives of the royal past, such as the phrase sisé” “su-um-bi in line
25 of the Chicago copy of the Sennacherib inscription versus the reverse order in
parallel lines of BM and Bell copies, or 'Akkadi i Sumeri* in the BM copy of the
same (line 54), and the reverse order in Bell (line 13).2 These shifts in order accom-
pany many orthographic and lexical shifts that probably also reflect writing-sup-
ported transmission of texts by way of memory, but await more detailed analysis.?

Biblical narratives about the monarchal past are a fruitful area for this kind of
research because they are attested in multiple manuscript versions of two tradition
streams: Samuel-Kings and Chronicles. Moreover, scholars already have noticed
the kind of free variation in these traditions typical of transmission of biblical texts
through memory. For example, the linguist Tamar Zewi has studied eight types of
syntactic variation between the MT of Samuel-Kings and the MT of Chronicles. In
each case, the syntactic variants express similar semantic content, and in several
cases the variation goes in both directions. Zewi finds instances where Samuel-
Kings and Chronicles vary in both directions on whether active or passive verbs
are used to describe similar phenomena.* Similarly, in a variation mirroring dis-
pute among Hebrew linguists about the status of the third member of a nominal
clause containing a verbal copula, five cases in the MT of Samuel-Kings and
Chronicles vary in both directions on whether i occurs with or without the
preposition 2.° These cases involve syntactic variation that does not appear to be
linked to diachronic shifts in the language or differences in the semantic content
being expressed. Moreover, they are the sorts of shifts that would not happen in an
environment focused exclusively on graphic copying of texts. Rather, they are
examples—surveyed by a linguist without apparent investment in any model for
the creation of this literature—of the sorts of cognitive transformations that occur
in texts transmitted, at least in part, through memory.

2. Cf. Hans Jurgen Tertel, Text and Transmission: An Empirical Model for the Literary Development
of Old Testament Narratives (Berlin; New York: de Gruyter, 1994), 88, which asserts that these sections
are identical.

3. Note, in the meantime, the preliminary analysis of these sorts of memory variants in other
cuneiform materials in Mordechai Cogan, “Some Text-Critical Issues in the Hebrew Bible from an
Assyriological Perspective,” Textus 22 (2005); see especially pp. 7-8, 12.

4. Tamar Zewi, “Biblical Parallels and Biblical Hebrew Syntax,” Zeitschrift fiir Althebraistik 17
(2006): 240-41. The author also notes that in several further instances involving burial formulae,
Chronicles clearly avoids the passive.

5. Zewi, “Biblical Parallels,” 242-43.

6. These examples could be multiplied through a survey of work by biblical scholars, including
scholars building cases for specific models of the relationship of the traditions of Chronicles and
Samuel-Kings. For example, though Steven McKenzie repeatedly posits all kinds of graphic and ideo-
logical reasons for variation between Chronicles and Samuel-Kings in his detailed study of the relation-
ship between the traditions (The Chronicler’s Use of the Deuteronomistic History, HSM 33 [Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1984]), he also acknowledges a number of cases where the alternatives are so semanti-
cally similar that the originality of either reading is difficult to determine. One of several instances
occurs in the versions of Solomon’s prayer, where McKenzie (p. 150) says that it is impossible to deter-
mine whether the reading of the MT of 1 Kgs 8:29 (om after 72°%) is original, or the reading of 2 Chr
6:20 and the LXX of 1 Kgs 8:29 (an1 occurs before 72°7). Similarly, McKenzie (p. 139) notes that either
7917 (2 Chr 9:9 and the MT of 2 Kgs 10:10) or in%w" (the OG of 2 Kgs 10:10) could be original. For an
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Other studies have documented similar shifts in the manuscript traditions of
these historical traditions. For example, the editors of 4QSam® note several exam-
ples of free variation in the process of commenting on 4QSam?® for the editio prin-
ceps of that text: shifts in order and variation between expressions of such similar
content that they are translated by the same word(s) in the Greek and other ver-
sions. For example, the editors note that “preference” is “difficult” in the original
order of 0%y and 7717 in 2 Sam 2:7: 4QSam?® (and LXXY; see also LXX®) place
02y before 7717, while the reverse order is found in MT and LXXC°.” So also, they
note that it is difficult to determine whether K7 (4QSam?; 1 Chr 13:12) or 28"
(MT of 2 Sam 6:9) was the original reading because both options are grammati-
cally correct, and both are translated by the same form in Greek (Aeywv).® Similar
instances would be the variation in 2 Sam 2:6 between 4QSam?® oonx and MT oony,
both of which would be translated by the Greek peta, and the variation between
forms of 17X and nnow (“maidservant”) between 4QSam® and the MT of 1 Sam
8:16 and 2 Sam 14:19, both of which are expressed by identical words in the
versions.’

These illustrative examples from Zewi and the editors of 4QSam* are useful
because they occur in studies focused on other issues, by scholars with no apparent
investment in demonstrating that a given variation originates from memory or
other shifts. Nevertheless, the examples multiply once one reexamines the evi-
dence, looking specifically for examples of the sorts of cognitive variation that
have been found in other memorized traditions: addition/subtraction of minor
particles, exchange of semantically equivalent words or phrases, shifts in order,
etc. This is an area worthy of more sustained discussion than will be attempted
here. The following provides excerpts from a more comprehensive survey by this
author aimed at documenting the presence of memory variants in traditions about
Israel’s monarchal past.

To start, my survey of parallels between the MT traditions of 1 Chr 10-2
Chronicles and 1 Samuel 31-2 Kings has shown a far higher proportion of memory
variants than variants best explainable through graphic or aural dynamics.'® Since
there is no space in this context for a full analysis of the entire stretch of Samuel-
Kings and Chronicles, I start with probable cases of memory variants in the first
few pericopes that are parallel: the story of Saul’s demise (1 Sam 31:1-13//1

early, impressively broad survey of the sort of “synonymous variants” typical of transmission through
memory, see Shemaryahu Talmon, “Synonymous Readings in the Textual Traditions of the Old
Testament,” in Studies in the Bible, ed. Chaim Rabin, Scripta Hierosolymitana 8 (1961), 335-83, along
with Sara Japhet’s study focused on parallels between Samuel-Kings and Chronicles: “Interchanges
of Verbal Roots in Parallel Texts in Chronicles,” Hebrew Studies 28 (1987); see especially pp. 33-36
(synonymous readings).

7. Frank Moore Cross, et al., Qumran Cave 4, 12: 1-2 Samuel, DJD 17 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2005), 105.

8. Cross, et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 127.

9. See Cross, et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 59, where the editors state that the 4QSam® reading of Jnax
may be modernizing.

10. Because such comparison only works for Hebrew, it could only be done with the MT (and

relevant Qumran) versions of the Chronicles and Samuel-Kings traditions.
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Chr 10:1-14) and David’s rise to power (2 Sam 5-6 and 1 Chr 11:1-10; 14:1-17;
13:6-14; see also 2 Sam 23:8-39//1 Chr 11:11-41).

In the story of Saul’s demise, both 1 Sam 31:9 and 1 Chr 10:9 describe how the
Philistines cut off Saul’s head and stripped him of his weapons, but they describe
the events in different order and in different words:

1 Chr 10:9 Y95 nR1 WK NR W1 10w and they stripped him and lifted his head and
his weapons

1 Sam 31:9 ¥957nX WD WXI"NX 1137 and they cut his head and stripped his weapons

The next parallel story, about David’s anointing as king, starts with an exchange
between similar verbs—1 Chr 11:1 123p" (“and they gathered”)//3%21 (“and they
came”) 2 Sam 5:1—and includes one of Zewi’s examples of syntactic equivalents
(1 Chr 11:2 7°an//% 7°7n 2 Sam 5:2)." Later, Chronicles and Kings diverge in how
the passive is expressed in describing the Philistines hearing about this anointing:
nwnl (1 Chr 14:8)//n& wmwn (2 Sam 5:17), another one of Zewi’s examples of varia-
tion between syntactic equivalents.'? In addition, the introduction to Yhwh’s reply
to David’s inquiry in 2 Sam 5:19 and 1 Chr 14:10 varies slightly in word order and
word choice: 1 Chr 14:10 777> 12 92%" (“and Yhwh said to him”)//71779% M7 987
(“and Yhwh said to David”) 2 Sam 5:19. The story about the recovery of the ark
also includes a number of non-graphic, non-aural variants involving minimal
shifts in semantic content:

1 Chr 13:6 v (“and he got up”)//721 op™ (“and he rose and went”) 2 Sam 6:2

1 Chr 13:9 1Ra-nR mR? 170X ([he sent] “his hand to grasp the ark”)//oon%xa NIR-R
12 1787 ([he sent] “to the ark of God and seized it”) 2 Sam 6:6

1 Chr 13:11 2) 719 WX %v//y97° Sam 6:8; (“because it broke forth”)

1 Chr 13:14 1% wR=95-nX) 078-72¥ n°2-nR ([Yhwh blessed] “the house of the servant
of Edom and all that belonged to him”)//1n°2-73-nX1 o7& 72v nX ([Yhwh blessed] “the
servant of Edom and all his house”; 2 Sam 6:12)

To be sure, one might argue in one or more of these cases that the variation repre-
sents a conscious revision by the author of Chronicles (or Samuel) of the text seen
in the other. Nevertheless, given the resemblance of many of these variants
to memory variants seen elsewhere, it is difficult to exclude the possibility that a
substantial share of them result from slight shifts in memory.

These sorts of variants continue throughout other parallels between Samuel-
Kings and Chronicles. In some cases, such as the evident importation by the
Chronicler of David’s list of warriors (2 Chr 11:11-41a) from its probable original
position appended later in the David tradition (2 Sam 23:8-39), the frequency of

11. Zewi, “Biblical Parallels,” 243.

12. Zewi, “Biblical Parallels,” 240. Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo Madsen, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1910), 209 merely notes this
variation with no preference. Note also that Zewi (pp. 233-34) places another variation two verses later
in the same story in her list of variations between syntactic equivalents: 210071 2 Sam 5:19//onnn1 1 Chr
14:10.
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variation is particularly intense, perhaps reflecting the fact that the Chronicler was
depending on memory to reproduce a list distantly located (and difficult to access)
in his scroll source. In other cases, variations occur only every few verses.
Nevertheless, some overall types of memory variants can be identified. There are
many additional examples of shifts in word order, such as 1 Chr 17:24 717"n°2)
972V versus 717 772¥ N°21in 2 Sam 7:26 or YOR annona10 in 1 Chr 19:10 versus 1oXR
7 °10 in 2 Sam 10:9.5 There are shifts between semantic equivalents that have
been recognized, for example, as “lexical” or “synonymous” variants by others,
1 Chr 16:21 wX%//Ps 105:14 07&." These include shifts in designations of figures,
such as God, who are mentioned frequently through the narrative, for example,
1 Chr 13:6//2 Sam 6:2; 2 Chr 1:7//1 Kgs 3:5; 2 Chr 4:11//1 Kgs 7:40 [note also the
OG]J;" there are shifts in prepositions, such as between 2% and  (e.g., 2 Sam 5:19//1
Chr 14:10; 2 Sam 10:3//1 Chr 19:3) or between & and *19% (e.g., 2 Chr 6:24//1 Kgs
8:33; Isa 37:15//2 Kgs 19:15)—some of which may reflect diachronic language
changes, but are also exchanges of what become semantic equivalents. And there
are the sorts of additions/omissions of minor particles that previous studies have
identified as signs of oral-memory transmission, such as the addition/omission of
23 (e.g., 1 Chr 10:11//1 Sam 31:11).

Similarly, 4QSam® provides additional examples of the kind of cognitive vari-
ation typical of texts transmitted, at least in part, through memory. Notably, one
of the best examples of wide-scale variation in word order, the echo of Chronicles
in the 4QSam® version of 2 Sam 24:16 (no parallel in MT), involves a place where
the Samuel tradition may have been harmonized, probably by way of memory,
with the tradition in Chronicles:*¢

4QSam® 2 Sam 24:16 opw[a oo3]nn anl1d] Py D o
1 Chr21:16 om0 Sy 0°pwa Dpwa ovoMm DOIPTT TNT 1257

Two other examples of wider variation also occur in pluses to the Samuel tradi-
tion: shifts toward the end of the confession found in 4QSam® II (frg. ¢ 30-33//Jer
9:22-23) at 2 Sam 2:10, and variations found in the versions of the plus found at 2
Sam 8:7 in 4QSam? (frg. 83:11-12) that parallel a plus found in the Greek and

13. The latter is in Zewi, “Biblical Parallels;” 236 Note also another nearby example from the same
page of that article: 1 Chr 19:12 07X *32//>1a1 27X 2 Sam 10:12.

14. Helmer Ringgren, “Oral and Written Transmission in the Old Testament: Some
Observations,” Studia Theologica 3 (1949): 48 thinks this represents an oral “exchange of syno-
nyms.” See also McKenzie. Note also the numerous synonymous variants recorded by Raymond
Person in his study of the parallel Isaiah-Hezekiah and Jeremiah narratives (The Kings-Isaiah and
Kings-Jeremiah Recensions, BZAW [Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997]), though note some cautions on this
work in Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Review of Raymond F. Person. The Kings-Isaiah and Kings-
Jeremiah Recensions;,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 3 (1998), http://rosetta.reltech.
org/TC/vol03/Person1998rev-x.html.

15. For survey of the data, see Robert Rezetko, Source and Revision in the Narratives of David's
Transfer of the Ark: Text, Language, and Story in 2 Samuel 6 and 1 Chronicles 13, 15-16 (LOHB/OTS 470;
New York: T & T Clark, 2007), 79-80, summarizing a more extensive discussion in his dissertation.

16. For a discussion, see Eugene C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus, Harvard
Semitic Monographs (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1978), 152-64, 257; and Cross, et al., Cave 4,
Samuel, 193.


http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol03/Person1998rev-x.html
http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol03/Person1998rev-x.html
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Latin versions."” The presence of such larger variations in pluses of the 4QSam®
tradition may point to heightened use of memory for the rendering of additional
material, particularly when it is being drawn from other parts of the biblical tradi-
tion (e.g., 1 Chr 21:16; Jer 9:22-23). Interestingly, another major example of
large-scale variation in 4QSam® involves the iteration of Psalm 18 found in 2
Samuel 22 (4QSam® fragments 155-58)."

Many of the other examples of variation in between 4QSam® and other textual
traditions involve smaller-scale shifts in a single word, particle, or grammatical
expression. Some that are particularly interesting for the present purposes are
cases that involve shifts which go in both directions, thus lessening the chance that
those who produced the 4QSam® or parallel version(s) had systematically updated
or otherwise revised a precursor. For example, in another instance where the
semantic equivalence is such that the versions would translate either variant iden-
tically, 4QSam?® for 2 Sam 6:13 has 7™M where the MT has ", while a few verses
later in 6:16 it has > (with 1 Chr 15:29) where the MT has 7M. Finally, preposi-
tions frequently switch in the tradition, often in both directions. 4QSam® has ¥ for
MT X in several instances (e.g. 2 Sam 3:29, 33; 6:3), while the reverse is the case in
other instances (e.g. 2 Sam 12:17; 13:39)." Similarly, 4QSam® uses the preposition
9% in a number of instances where the MT has ? (e.g. 1 Sam 6:2; 2 Sam 11:8; 15:2),
but it also has % in one instance where the MT has X (2 Sam 18:3). Further
grammatical analysis may refine these cases, but overall, they show an apparent
fluidity in the textual transmission of these texts, particularly in the exchange of
prepositions, one also remarked upon by the editors of 4QSam??

Readings in 4QSam® display other types of memory variants, including the
addition/omission of smaller particles, variation between semantically equivalent
lexemes or grammatical features, and shifts in order. The particle 213 is present
(4QSam? on 1 Sam 10:18; 2 Sam 21:4) or absent (4QSam? on 1 Sam 2:22; 13:23) in
contrast to the MT and other versions, and similar observations could be made
about the presence/absence of the conjunction (1 Sam 6:5)*! and direct object marker
(present in 4QSam® but missing in MT for 1 Sam 8:9; 2 Sam 6:2; missing in 4QSam?
but in MT for 1 Sam 24:19). Shifts in order include: 4QSam® (with Syr) of 2 Sam 5:8
a[ros]a [ARY 2] ¥ NRY versus DY DR 2°70907 nRY (MT, LXX), [ IR XA
(with MT) versus 78 7 nR (LXXBAL), 4QSam?® of 2 Sam 5:13 (with MT and several
witnesses) w1y 2w [3]7°0 versus 2°wa791 0w (LXX®; Josephus Ant. 7.70; cf. 1 Chr
14:3), 4QSam® of 2 Sam 5:13 (with LXX and Vulgate) Ty 7172 versus T17% T

17. For 4QSam? II, lines 30-33, see Cross, et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 32 (text) and 34 (discussion). For
4QSam* frags. 80-83, lines 11-12, see Cross, et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 132 (text) and 133 (discussion).

18. Cross, et.al. surveys and discusses the variants attested in 4QSam® in Cave 4, Samuel, 182-86.

19. Note also variation with respect to other traditions on this point, e.g. ?X in 4QSam® where other
traditions reflect ¥ at 2 Sam 6:6; 22:42 and the reverse in 2 Sam 20:10. Cross, et.al. note this variation,
Cave 4, Samuel, 184.

20. For example, DJD 17, p. 126. Note also 4QSam® 3 Col. XI 52 a-b 2 [2 Sam 2:5] [0]>17R %V [see
LXX] versus 022178 0¥ in MT—rare use here of 701 7wy with 7V seen only elsewhere in MT of 1 Sam
20:8. At 2 Sam 13:24 4QSam®, LXX" VL Vulg %X versus oy MT LXX"° Targ Syr.

21. See the note in Cross, et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 53 on this feature.
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(MT, Targ., Syr), 4QSam® of 2 Sam 15:2 7y w7 oW?[wary] versus the MT and
other witnesses 791 219waR 2>wm, and 4QSam?® of 2 Sam 16:11 (with MT, LXXB0
and Targ.) M 12 7]k *3 versus 17 & 77 ° (LXX" and Syr.). Sometimes shifts in
order are combined with the kinds of shifts in prepositions noted above, as in 4QSam®
(cf. LXXEL) of 2 Sam 15:2 o[1]7war 12 versus 178 212waR (MT; cf. Targ).”? Finally,
4QSam? has variations from other textual witnesses in its designations of characters
and items that frequently appear in Samuel, such as switches in designations for the
people,” God,* and the ark,” along with other lexical variants, such as °1X at 1 Sam
2:23 where the MT has *218. To be sure, many of these readings in 4QSam® and the wit-
nesses with which it agrees may be secondary. Certainly, there are cases where semantic
equivalents also reflect apparent linguistic updating or ideological revision. The point
is that the sorts of variation seen between 4QSam?® and other textual witnesses are of
the kind frequently seen when texts are transmitted, at least in part, through memory.

We see a similar range of variants in the various editions of the Pentateuch
found in the caves near Qumran. For example, 4QpaleoExod™, a so-called proto-
Samaritan manuscript, shows shifts in order when compared with other tradi-
tions, such as o'wnn M[&S% (with OG) versus n&k%% ownn (with MT, Syr, Vulg)
in Exod 26:10.° The same manuscript contains several other variants in expres-
sions with similar or identical semantic content. For example, in Exod 6:30
4QpaleoExod™ has ynw "% in Exod 6:30 with the MT where the Samaritan
Pentateuch (often SamP in the following) has “1vnw”. In Exod 7:14 4QpaleoExod™
agrees with the SamP tradition in having 727 where the MT has &, while in
Exod 10:21 it disagrees with both the MT and SamP tradition in having 2271 where
they have nx", In Exod 18:6 4QpaleoExod™ has niwn 7& (with the MT) where the
SamP has 7wn?%. This and other proto-Samaritan manuscripts also vary vis-a-vis
other traditions in the common sorts of memory variants in designations for
God,” and both proto-Samaritan and 4QRP manuscripts show probable memory

22. Note also the variation between 4QSam?® frags. 117-18, line 3 and a variety of readings in wit-
nesses to 2 Sam 16:1 surveyed in Cross et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 158.

23. 4QSam® of 1 Sam 2:22 PR 12 versus 2% 715 MT and others; 4QSam® of 2 Sam 20:13 7[1]>
oy with LXX" and Josephus, Ant. 7.287 versus @°X 23 in the MT, Targ, and Syr and 787w wX 215 LXX0.

24. 4QSam® varies from other witnesses in having M for o°n%X in readings for 1 Sam 2:1; 6:20;
10:26 and 2 Sam 6:3; the reverse in readings for 1 Sam 22:10; 2 Sam 12:15; 20:19. In 1 Sam 10:9, 4QSam®
has 2°777x7 where the MT has 2°79%, and in 2 Sam 5:10 4QSam? reads MXax M7> with LXX®© where the
MT and other witnesses reflect mxag *7%x M. For comments on the difficulty of deciding the prefera-
bility of the last reading, see Cross et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 122.

25. For example, 4QSam® 6:20 (1 Sam 6:8) ni[1]a[*] & MT, LXX'°, Old Latin, Targ Syr, Vulg versus
LXX® 17X. Cross et al., Cave 4, Samuel, 53 notes the frequency of this variation in this portion of Samuel.

26. There are other instances where it agrees in a given order with other witnesses, versus the OG.
For example, 1177x1 wn in Exod 6:27 (with the MT and others, versus the OG) and n%y]) o°[n]a1 (with
MT and others) versus 2°n2n m»y (OG) in Exod 10:25.

27. 4QExod™ agrees with MT and SamP in having M where some other witnesses reflect 2°77x
(16:33; 19:8 32:30), while having 272X at two loci where other traditions have mi> (18:1; 20:1; see
Judith E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExod™ and the Samaritan Tradition, HSM
30 [Atlanta: Scholars, 1986], 135-36). 4QNum® has 2°M>X at Num 23:3 with the SamP and OG versus
M in the MT, 22X in Num 23:27 versus o728 in the MT, Sam, and OG, and agrees with other
Hebrew witnesses in having ;7> where the OG reflects 277 in Num 22:13, 32. Similarly, 4QDeut" 5:24
has M with Targ versus 2°72x in MT, SamP, LXX, and Syr.
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variants in designations for the people.? Similarly, 4Q158, a manuscript with affin-
ities to the proto-Samaritan and 4QRP traditions, has 127 &[] (at frg. 6.2) where
the Sam and MT of Exod 20:19 have 127 9y, (at frg. 10.4) ox (at frg.) where the
MT of Exod 21:37 and other traditions have *3,” and 2°m%&1 °19% (frg. 10.9) where
the MT and others have 0°7%x71 %% at Exod 22:7.

As in the case of 4QSam?, the proto-Samaritan and 4QRP traditions show other
kinds of memory variation, such as the addition/omission of particles, shifts in
prepositions, and grammatical equivalences. For example, at one point, 4Q365
(4QRP¢) has the copula where other traditions lack it (M]7°% 8[*]7 w]7p frag. 10.1;
cf. MT and Sam Exod 30:37), while at another locus (frag. 27:3) it lacks it (cf. Num
3:27). Similarly, 4QNum®, a proto-Samaritan manuscript, has 913 in several expres-
sions where other traditions, including occasionally the Samaritan tradition, lack
it;* 4QDeut" has the direct object marker at 5:13 (7noX%1 213 nX) where other wit-
nesses lack it; and 4Q365 (4QRP; frag. 10 3) has an extra 1371 (717 7X1) where it is
lacking in the MT and Sam of Exod 31:2. Shifts in prepositions include 7 for % in
4QNum® for Num 22:16 and & for 7¥ in 4Q365 frag. 12biii 5 (cf. MT of Exod 39:4)
and frag. 17ac 2 (cf. MT of Lev 11:42). Finally, there are some grammatical equiv-
alents. 4Qpaleo-Exod™ features the use of the construct for things made of a given
material 0°0w %y *n>12 (with the Sam) where the MT of Exod 26:26 uses the abso-
lute (2’1°72), and it has the niphal (2133[1]) for the passive where the MT of Exod
22:6 has the pual (21).!

As in the case of the discussion of 4QSam?, this overview does not aim to be
comprehensive, nor does it claim primacy for the relevant readings from the
Proto-Samaritan and 4QRP traditions. Rather, the aim is to show how these tradi-
tions, which exhibit much larger forms of variation as well, have the kinds of vari-
ants typical of traditions transmitted through memory.

Finally, the manuscript tradition for the Qumran Community Rule shows that
such variation in memory could also occur in the transmission of late Second
Temple non-biblical Hebrew traditions. Sometimes the variation found in the
Community Rule and related traditions is so wide as to indicate probable trans-
mission of a tradition in an exclusively oral mode. For example, a confession of sin
found in 1QS124-111 is semantically and occasionally verbally parallel to a shorter
confession of sin found in CD B XX 27-30. In this case, the parallels are so general
as to suggest the probability of textual transmission without the aid of writing.

28. 4QpaleoExod™ of Exod 16:31 has ?xw» n°2 (with the MT and SamP) versus reflections of >33
9% in the OG, Targ, and Syr (Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 138-9). 4QNum® has °1]2
[7x7w> where the MT, SamP, and OG of Num 31:3 reflect avn. 4Q365 (4QRP*) frg. 23:2 has n>max
where the MT, SamP, and OG of Lev 23:43 have X" »12.

29. For a discussion of this switch in the Temple Scroll, see Bernhard Levinson and Molly Zahn,
“Revelation Regained: The Hermeneutics of *2 and oX in the Temple Scroll,” DSD 9 (2002): 295-346.

30. v 912 in 11:32, M N 12 in 18:29, 7°70X1 171 912 in Num 30:9 [see the chart in DJD 12,
p- 250], @ 7pd 710 in 31:48 and [277 213 in 31:52, and 4QDeut", another proto-Samaritan manuscript,
has [Mw2a 7]> at Deut 5:26 with 4QDeut), MT, Sam, and Targ versus OG and Syr, which just reflect "wa.

31. For a discussion of both cases, see Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 118.

32. For a helpful tabular comparison, see Philip S. Alexander and Geza Vermes, Qumrain Cave 4.
XIX: Serekh ha-yah*ad yahad and Two Related Texts, DJD 26 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 51.
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When we look, however, toward parallels between iterations of the Community
Rule tradition itself, they often are the sorts of shifts between semantic equiva-
lents typical of writing-supported transmission of texts through memory. As in
the cases discussed above, we see shifts in order, such as the reading 1°277> 0>y
in 4QS$* (frg. 2, line 4) where 1QS III, 9 has 11y2 o1, We see different kinds of
variation in designations for property in 1QS VI 2 17 (a later term)//4QS? I11:7
1 and 1QS VI 25 nia//1nn 4Q266 and 4QSs (frg. 3 3). As in the 4QSam® variants
discussed above, the passive is expressed differently in 1QS VIII 24 (27237) and
4QS¢ VII 1(37%>72m). There are a couple of instances of inclusion/exclusion of
the particle 913 in parallels to 1QS V 19 (cf. 4QS?I [frg. 1 aiand 1b]) and 1QS V
20 (//4QS* Col. IX 4 13, but cf. 4QS* I 11). And we see some interchanges of
prepositions as well: 1QS X 1 ¥//2% in 4QS¢ VIII 11; 1QS VI 1 "19%//2 4 QS 11 55
and 1QS X 18 2//% 4QS*IV 5. Such exchanges of semantic equivalents, amidst
overall widespread verbatim agreement, suggest that these Community Rule
texts were transmitted, at least in part, through a process of writing-supported
memorization.

This sort of analysis could be done for many more texts transmitted in multiple
copies. Of course, the variants discussed above occur alongside examples of
graphic variants, such as the interchange of letters, skipping of lines, and other
sorts of variation often discussed in introductions to text criticism. Moreover, such
analysis would be enriched through more attention to the tendencies of individual
manuscript traditions and the ideological-theological and lexical-grammatical
dynamics of each given case. The aim of the above survey, however, was more
modest: to establish the probability that the manuscript traditions discussed else-
where in this book were transmitted, at least in part, through a process of writing-
supported memorization, a process that is betrayed by extensive verbatim
agreement between traditions combined with occasional variation between
expressions of similar or virtually identical semantic content.

B THE TREND TOWARD EXPANSION

Of course, there is substantial evidence that some ancient authors made much
more significant changes in the traditions that they received and appropriated.
When they did, I suggest that ancient scholars generally tended to expand on,
rather than abbreviate, the portions of the tradition that they chose to reproduce.
We see the ideology behind this trend in a series of ancient scribal warnings ini-
tially surveyed by Fishbane decades ago. One sees several warnings exclusively
focused on the need not to subtract from a given text (Deut 13:1; Prov 30:6; note
also Jer 26:2) in addition to warnings not to add or subtract from it (e.g. Erra
11:43b-44; Satire Trades 10 [cf. Ptahhotep 8]; Deut 4:2).3* I suggest that the bulk of
documented cases of transmission history confirm that scribes generally were
more reluctant to subtract from a given tradition than they were to expand it.

33. See Alexander and Vermes, Serekh ha-yah*ad, 97 and 120 for a discussion of the late character
of some of these switches.
34. Michael Fishbane, “Varia Deuteronomica,” ZAW 84 (1972): 350.
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This trend toward expansion is particularly evident in the addition of material
to the beginning or end of later versions of Mesopotamian literature. In his survey
of these cases, Tigay starts with the list of ante-diluvian kings prefixed to the
Sumerian king list, which originally surveyed only post-diluvian kings. The late
version of the Etana epic, to be discussed below, includes a new eight-line intro-
duction that is not found in the older versions. Finkelstein argues that the code
of Hammurabi may be an additional case where a given composition—in this
case, the laws—was supplemented by new material, the prologue, added to its
beginning.*®* Meanwhile, there is manuscript evidence that the Tummal Inscription
and Summa Isbu birth omen series once circulated in shorter copies, before new
material was added after their conclusions.* Finally, outside the Mesopotamian
tradition, but still continuous with its cuneiform media form, we have a docu-
mented example of divergent appendices added to the conclusion of an Ugaritic
cuneiform ritual text (KTU 1.41//1.87).%

In addition, there are several traditions where we can observe expansions
throughout later versions. The late, standard Babylonian recension of the Anzu
epic, for example, far more often expands its Old Babylonian precursor than
abbreviating it. Some of these expansions harmonize different parts of the epic
with each other, such as the addition of appeals to Gira and Sara and their replies,
exchanges that closely resemble appeals and replies to Adad and Ninurta.® In
addition, the SB appeal to all these gods is expanded with a line about placing
shrines across the whole world (SB I iii 42; cf. OB I1:14-15). In at least one instance,
such an expanded line is linked to the flow of the narrative through resumptive
repetition (SB I iii 35-36),* and there are numerous other examples where the SB
version of the epic just has one or more additional lines expanding on parallel lines
in the OB version.” Sometimes a few lines fill a gap in the earlier version, as in the
SB inclusion of an explicit description of Ea’s thinking process before speaking to

35. J.J. Finkelstein, “A Late Old Babylonian Copy of the Laws of Hammurapi,” JCS 21 (1967 [pub-
lished 1969]): 42 with note 5. A sophisticated recent survey of this phenomenon in these cases and
others (e.g., Adapa; various stages of Gilgamesh) can be found in Chapter 2 of Sara Milstein, “Revision
Through Introduction in Biblical and Mesopotamian Literature,” PhD diss. (New York: New York, New
York University, 2010). See Daniel E. Fleming and Sara J. Milstein, The Buried Foundation of the
Gilgamesh Epic, Cuneiform Monographs 39 (Leiden: Brill, 2010) for a detailed case, based more on
internal evidence within the OB edition of the Gilgamesh epic, that the Penn tablet of the OB tradition
represents a secondary expansion (through introduction) of an earlier Akkadian version of the
Huwawa episode (reflected partly in the Yale tablet).

36. This list comes from Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 104, including notes 76-78.

37. For discussion of the two appendices, see Gregorio del Olmo Lete, Canaanite Religion:
According to the Liturgical Texts of Ugarit, trans. Wilfred G. E. Watson (Bethesda, MD: CDL, 1999),
122-28.

38. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 101. Note also the addition of Anzu’s soaring departure for the moun-
tains (OB I1:20//SB 1 iii 51) to an earlier report (SB I iii 24).

39. For a discussion, see Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 61, note 14.

40. There are other examples of such expansion of parallel lines, such as SB I iii 50b (“authority is
overthrown”; cf. OB I1:19), Ea’s call to appoint Anzu’s conqueror (SB I iii 104-107; cf. OB II 32-33),
expanded lines in Mami’s description of Anzu’s crime (SB IV 10, 12; cf. OB II 50-51//SB IV 9 [now
actively formulated], 11), and two lines added to Anzu’s attack that expand parallel lines in the OB ver-
sion ([Hallo and Moran] II 41, 43; cf. OB “III” 5, 6//SB 11 40, 42).



Documented Cases of Transmission History, Part2 m 67

Anu (SB Tiii 101-102) where the OB just refers generally to this thinking having
happened (OB II:32//SB 1 iii 103). Elsewhere, the SB version includes more exten-
sive additions, particularly in expanding the role of Mami in the epic (e.g., SB T iii
111-21, cf. OB II 36).* These larger and smaller pluses in the SB version far out-
number the few loci where the text of SB eliminates a doubled refrain seen in the
OB version (e.g., OB I 72, cf. OB I1 70//SB I 18; OB I1 77, cf. OB II 75//SB 1I 30)
or otherwise eliminates a line seen in the OB version (e.g., OB II 4).

The standard Babylonian version of the Atrahasis epic likewise contains a
number of pluses vis-a-vis the Old Babylonian version, though the picture is more
complex than in the case of the Anzu epic. Some additions, such as the additional
description of lack of sleep (SB IV 3; cf. OB I 356), Enlil's complaint about being
disturbed by the noise (SB IV 7), or the additional conversation between Atrahasis
and Ea in SB V 27-30, conform different parts of the Atrahasis epic with each
other.*? Other pluses, such as three extra lines in the decree to make humanity
(K 6634 V ob. 2-3; note also K 3399+3934 [s] ob. iii 4), the expanded version of
Enlil's decree in SB IV 10-16 (cf. 3 unintelligible lines in OB I 361-63), Atrahasis’s
description of the groaning of humanity (SB IV 23-26), Ea’s command to Atrahasis
to speak a benediction (SB IV 35), and the beginning of Enlil’s address to the gods
after the plague (SB IV 37-39; though cf. OB II i 1-5), appear to be expansions on
the earlier version of the epic. At some other points the versions are simply differ-
ent, as in portions of both the OB and SB versions of Enlil’s curse on humanity that
have no counterpart in the other version (OB II i 14-17; SB IV 47b-51), the
descriptions of the impact of the plagues (OB Il iv 6; SB V 7b, 9), or the different
descriptions of the impact on humanity of the famine (OB IIiv 13-17; SBV 15-16).
In some cases, the authors of the late version may have eliminated material in the
OB version (e.g., OB II i 3-4, 20-22) in order to better harmonize that material
with other parts of the epic.”® Finally, there are some additional instances where
the SB version lacks material seen in the OB version, such as some lines of the
introduction (OB I 23-25, 29-36), an initial part of Enki’s speech after the plague
(OB I 374-75), and a description of humanity disturbing Enlil (OB 1II i 4-5).
Overall, however, the preservation and expansion of older material are the rule,
while elimination of material is the exception, and the most significant cases of
elimination appear—once again—to be related to an overall drive to conform dif-
ferent parts of the epic with each other.

Preserved in three versions—Old Babylonian, Middle Assyrian (MAV), and
Late Standard Version (LV)—the later iterations of the Etana epic show a more
complex relationship of pluses and minuses. For example, all three versions pre-
serve portions of an oath that the serpent and eagle swear to each other, and the
late version of the oath is relatively longer than the other two. Nevertheless, the OB
version starts with a line (OB I/C 1) lacking in the Late Version, and the MAV adds
some additional curses that either do not appear or appear in different order in the
Late Version (MAV 1 1//LV 1I 22; MAV 16//LV 1I 18; and MAV 1 5, 7). When the

41. Note also SB I iii 128-34 expanded instructions to her and SB IV 5-6, cf. OB II 48.
42. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 100; Tertel, Text and Transmission, 35-36.
43. Tertel, Text and Transmission, 36, notes 35 and 37-38.
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versions of the epic are most closely parallel to each other, we often see dynamics
present in other documented examples of transmission history: the addition of a
prologue (LV I:1-8),* addition of a phrase in the later version (LV 1123, cf. OB I/C 4),
expansion of parallel lines (e.g., LV II 24, 37-38 in the description of the eagle’s
plan),* a plus further assimilating one part of the epic (the warning by the eagle’s
offspring, LV II 48-49) with an earlier part of the epic (the oath, LV II 18-19), and
various other pluses (e.g., MAV I 19-20//LV II 32-33 and LV II 48-49, 56, 116,
119, 122, 123, and 125). Nevertheless, the later versions often lack elements seen in
one or the other earlier ones, for example, lack in the Late Version of the begetting
of young (OB IC 6-7//MAV 1 8-9 [different order]; note also OB IC 5), the eagle’s
anticipation of the ongoing life of his young (OB IC 15-17), some elements of the
snake’s prayer to Shamash (OB IC 39, 41-42; cf. a plus in LV as well as in I 64), and
anumber of elements in the Middle Assyrian version’s narrative of the eagle falling
into the snake’s trap and subsequent interaction with Shamash (MAV IB 13, 17-19,
21, 24; IC 4-5).* Unlike cases of omission in cases discussed previously, most of
these are not easily attributed to the ideology of the MAV author or a wish to har-
monize through abbreviation.

Moreover, the minuses in the MAV and LV versions of the Etana epic cannot all
be attributed to the idea that the author of these versions used a shorter version of
Etana than that seen in earlier versions.”” This can be illustrated by the integration
of replaced elements, along with supplementation, seen in the parallel descriptions
(given below) of the prelude to the eagle’s deception (OB I C 8-11//MAV I A
14-20//LV 1I 26-35).*® Here, the Late Version incorporates most elements of the
earlier versions, even as they are reordered and supplemented. As can be seen in
Table 3.1, where the OB and MAYV versions describe only the snake catching game
for the eagle—first boar and bison and then mountain goats and gazelles (MAV I
15-18, cf. OB I/C 8-11)—the LV parallels have the snake first catch mountain
goats and gazelles and then the eagle catch wild boar and bison.

This inclusion of similar animals to those seen in MAV I 15 (cf. OB IC 8), along
with the LV inclusion of a parallel to a plus of MAV to the second description that
describes the snake hunting various other sorts of game (MAV I 19-20//LV II
32-33), shows that the author of the LV had before him a three-part description of

44. Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 104, including note 77 discusses this introduction and cites studies of it.
For a more extensive discussion of this prologue and issues surrounding the transmission of OB and
LV vis-a-vis the MAV version (lacking the kingship introduction), see Milstein, “Revision Through
Introduction.”

45. Though note the compression of parallel lines in LV II 120, cf. OB I/D 9-10 also seen in the
transmission of the Gilgamesh epic (Tigay, Gilgamesh Epic, 62).

46. In addition, the versions simply diverge in their transition from the eagle and snake’s oath to
the hunting scene (OB IC 5//LV II 25; nothing in MAV).

47. Tertel, Text and Transmission, 21-22. See the nuanced picture of the development of the Etana
tradition in Milstein, “Revision Through Introduction.” which argues in detail that many of the
apparent minuses in the MAV Etana do not necessarily reflect subtractions from the version used by
the author of that recension, but instead reflect its use of a different OB Vorlage than the one to which
we now have access.

48. The translations are taken from J. V. Kinnier Wilson, The Epic of Etana (Warminster, UK: Aris
& Phillips, 1985), 33, 53, 91.



TABLE 3.1 Parallel Versions of the Hunt in Etana

Old Babylonian 33

Middle Assyrian 53

Late Version 91

8 (Then) ox and wild boar did the
serpent catch,
9 The eagle ate and his young ones ate.

10 Leopard and tiger did the serpent catch,
11 The eagle ate and his young ones ate.

14 The serpent went out to hunt.
15 Wild boar and bison the serpent caught,

16 The eagle ate and withdrew, and his young ones ate.

17 Mountain goats and gazelles did the serpent catch,
18 The eagle ate and withdrew, and his young ones ate.
19 Other kinds of game did the serpent catch,

20 The eagle ate and withdrew, and his young ones ate.

26 (So) when the eagle caught wild bulls and
asses,

27 The serpent ate and withdrew, and his
young ones ate.

28 When the serpent caught mountain goats
and gazelles (cf. MAV 17),

29 The eagle ate and withdrew, and his young
ones ate.

30 When the eagle caught wild boar and
bison, (cf. MAV 15)

31 The serpent ate and withdrew, and his
young ones ate.

32 When the serpent caught other kinds of
wild game,

33 The eagle ate and withdrew, and his young
ones ate.

34 The young [of the serpent grew fat] from
the food.

35 The young of the eagle became fully
grown.
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the snake’s hunting: boar and bison, mountain goats and gazelles, and finally
various other sorts of game.* But the LV preserves a reverse order of the first two
groups of animals, and what was now the second group (boar and bison) was
caught by the eagle, not the snake. This move is accompanied by a plus initially
describing the eagle’s hunting (plus in LV II 26-27; note also MAV I 14) and
another supplement focusing on the young of both animals (II 34-35).%

In sum, the case of the Etana epic underscores the distinctiveness already seen
in previous cases discussed. All examples of reproduction of earlier texts (as
opposed to merely drawing on them) show preservation and expansion on precur-
sors. Most show a preponderance of expansion and a minimum of abbreviation,
with most abbreviation of precursors confined to the contraction of parallel lines,
harmonization through abbreviation, and elimination of material that contra-
dicted central aims of the later version. The example of the Etana epic, however,
shows that some late versions can exhibit more of a balance of expansion and sub-
traction, with the minuses less explainable as the result of harmonization or other
such factors. The trend toward expansion is just that, a trend, with cases such as the
Etana epic showing less of the trend than others, such as the late Gilgamesh epic.

The trend toward expansion is sometimes more difficult to trace in later docu-
mented examples of the transmission of texts, such as the versions of Jeremiah or
Samuel, because there is still debate about which of the versions is earlier. Though
a preponderance of scholars may judge that the longer versions of the relevant tra-
ditions are later, at least some of this judgment is often based on the very fact that
the version in question is longer. To use such cases to buttress the case for a trend
toward expansion would be a circular argument. Nevertheless, there are a number
of cases of versions with pluses, where there are multiple indicators that the longer
version is a later expansion of the earlier documented version. These include:

1. The Proto-Samaritan Pentateuch(s): Many of the expansions are small, but
there are several longer harmonizing expansions that integrate laws from
Deuteronomy into Exodus or vice versa.

2. 4Q Rewritten Pentateuch: Like the proto-Samaritan Pentateuch(s), this tra-
dition generally parallels the Pentateuchal tradition as known elsewhere, but
includes a number of pluses, including an expanded speech of Rebecca, an
expanded speech of Miriam at the Red Sea, and a new festival of wood
in Leviticus.

49. It is impossible on the basis of the evidence to know whether or not the precursor used by
LV had already switched the order of the first two groups of animals. For a further discussion of this
set of shifts, see Jerrold Cooper, “Symmetry and Repetition in Akkadian Narrative,” JAOS 97 (1977):
509-10.

50. In addition, the LV lacks an element corresponding to the OB/MAV description of the end of
the snake’s hunting expeditions (OB I/C 13//MAV 1 22) after the young of the eagle had become fully
grown (OB I/C 12//MAV 121//LV 1I 36). This, however, may be part of the Late Version’s reconceptu-
alization of the process. Where the OB and MAV have the eagle plotting to eat the snake’s young after
his young have grown and the eagle has stopped hunting for them, the LV has both the eagle and snake
hunting and the eagle being prompted in his decision to betray the snake not by the sudden need to
start hunting again himself, but, perhaps, by the fattening of the snake’s young (LV II 34).
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3. The Longer Greek Version of the Book of Esther: The six major additions
to the Esther tradition add an apocalyptic and religious slant to an otherwise
fairly secular tradition. Some of the expansions appear to have been done in
Hebrew or Aramaic (e.g., 11:2-12 and 12:1-6), while others were added to
the Greek tradition (13:1-7).

4. The Longer Greek Version of the Book of Daniel: The LXX Daniel includes
several elements, such as the story of Bel and the Dragon, that have no coun-
terpart in the Hebrew witnesses to the book and are generally agreed to be
later additions to the book.

5. The Expansion of the Ezra Tradition: 1 Esdras includes the story of the
three guards (Esd 3:1-5:6). The issue of the general relationship of the MT
Ezra-Nehemiah tradition to the Greek Esdras tradition will be discussed
later in this chapter. Nevertheless, there are multiple signs that the story of
the three guards in Esd 3:1-5:6 is a secondary addition to the Ezra tradition,
as found in both the MT and Esdras versions.*!

This list could be expanded with other examples of divergent recensions of tradi-
tions, where many scholars agree that the longer version is later. Nevertheless, the
above list provides an initial survey of places where the longer tradition of a given
biblical text is marked by other indicators as later.

Despite the above examples, it should be emphasized again that this is a trend
toward exact reproduction or expansion. It is not a law. The above discussion of
the Gilgamesh tradition featured an extended treatment of at least one case where
the later author of the standard version eliminated a prominent element of the ear-
lier OB version, the barmaid’s speech, in order to replace it with a different per-
spective on how to deal with mortality. Similarly, pious inclinations may have led
authors of the flood portion of the standard version of the Gilgamesh epic to elim-
inate parts of the earlier flood narrative that implied hunger in the gods. Such
abbreviations of material amidst overall reproduction of a text are the exception,
not the rule. Furthermore, most such abbreviations can be explained as a result of
the theological-ideological interests of the later authors or as a by-product of their
harmonization of different parts of a text with each other. Aside from such cases,
the overall trend toward expansion seems to hold—at least for cases where later
tradents reproduced ancient texts known or learned in written form.

When we turn to examine other ways that ancient authors drew on earlier texts,
abbreviation is much more common. For example, starting already with Bartlett’s
experiments with memory a century ago, psychologists and anthropologists have
documented the abbreviation of traditions known/learned in exclusively oral form,
a tendency leading to focalization of central and unusual elements and elimination
of elements deemed irrelevant. Furthermore, there are numerous examples of later
authors drawing in a highly selective way on earlier traditions in the process of pro-
ducing entirely new texts. We have already seen several such examples of selective

51. For a good summary of arguments regarding the late character of this interpolation, see Dieter
Bohler, Die heilige Stadt in Esdras a und Esra-Nehemia: Zwei Konzeptionen der Wiederherstellung
Israels, OBO 158 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997), 69-72.
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appropriation of written laws in the purity section of the Temple Scroll, and there
are many other examples of such selective appropriation of earlier source material
at Qumran (e.g., the Genesis Apocryphon) and elsewhere (epitomes of lost Greek
and Latin works [or parts of them]). Such partial use of earlier content is particu-
larly characteristic of the appropriation of material across a language barrier, as in
the radical adaptation of narrative elements from earlier Sumerian Gilgamesh tra-
ditions in the Old Babylonian Gilgamesh epic. In all these cases the later tradition
draws on the contents of the earlier tradition, but the tradent does not reproduce
long stretches of the precursor tradition. As a result, the later text does not feature
verbal agreement along long stretches with its precursor tradition(s). Moreover, the
later text may be longer at some points or shorter in others, but it does not come
under the heading of this “trend toward expansion”” It is not a reproduction of a
written tradition known/learned in written form.

Excursus: Consideration of Major Potential Counterexamples
to the Trend Toward Expansion

Though above I have granted that the trend toward expansion admits exceptions,
there are several major cases of potential counterexamples to this phenomenon
that deserve more extended discussion. First, Assyrian royal inscriptions from
later years of a king’s reign tend to abbreviate narration of earlier years of that
king’s reign. Second, most scholars believe that the author of Chronicles omitted
significant amounts from Samuel-Kings on which he was otherwise dependent.
Third, many would understand 1 Esdras to be a Greek translation of a Hebrew
original that was created through abbreviating and combining portions of 2 Kings
and Ezra-Nehemiah. Fourth, some have argued that the shorter editions of the
Qumran Community Rule found in Qumran cave 4 are abbreviations of the longer
edition best reflected in the cave 1 Community Rule scroll, a scroll whose paleog-
raphy predates that of the shorter editions. In the following, I proceed through
these cases in roughly chronological order.

The Assyrian Royal Inscriptions

In a book devoted to documented cases of transmission history, Tertel used the
case of Assyrian royal inscriptions to argue for a tendency toward abbreviation in
the transmission of written traditions.”> Arguing that such Assyrian inscriptions
represent the best example of a tradition transmitted over multiple stages that can
be compared with each other, Tertel suggested that the documentation of abbrevi-
ation in such inscriptions contradicted the assumption by many that transmission
history led toward expansion. To some extent this is true, since the Assyrian royal
inscriptions represent a case where a later tradition reproduces and yet abbreviates
extensive sections of a precursor tradition known/learned in written form.
Nevertheless, this case of abbreviation has to do with the particular foci of this
genre form and is thus genre-specific. Apparently, the author of a later inscription

52. Tertel, Text and Transmission.
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that included narration of a king’s recent regnal year(s) was primarily focused on
such new material, and that material relating to the king’s recent rule represents a
clear expansion of the earlier inscriptional tradition about him. Conversely, such
an author was less interested in rehearsing earlier years of that king’s reign, and so
that material often was abbreviated.

The Books of Chronicles

The next case has to do with the possible elimination of massive amounts of material
from Samuel-Kings in the reproduction of that material in 1-2 Chronicles. Already
two hundred years ago, de Wette argued that the Chronicles version of the tradition
was later than that in Samuel-Kings, and that position has achieved virtually unan-
imous acceptance in the otherwise contentious world of biblical scholarship.”
Insofar as this is the case, the books of Chronicles would represent a significant
exception to the “trend toward expansion” Though this demonstrably late biblical
set of books includes parallels to the conclusion of Saul’s reign and many parts of
the history of David and his heirs in Samuel-Kings, it lacks any parallel to the nar-
ration up to the end of Saul’s reign, many (unflattering) narratives about David, and
virtually all the material about the northern kingdom in Kings.

A closer look, however, shows that different parts of Chronicles have quite dif-
ferent relationships to the earlier material in Samuel-Kings. On the one hand,
there is good evidence that the author(s) of Chronicles knew of and chose to omit
large swathes of material found in Samuel-Kings. On the other hand, it does not
appear that the author(s) of Chronicles so freely omitted material from sections of
Samuel-Kings that he or they chose to reproduce.

We can most clearly see abbreviation in Chronicles in cases where Chronicles
features the incomplete abbreviation of portions of Samuel-Kings that has pro-
duced incongruities in the later text. For example, as many have pointed out
before, the existing text of 1 Chr 20:1-3, and thus the postulated shared text
(cf. 2 Sam 11:1, 26, 30-31), starts with an otherwise dangling juxtaposition of
David’s presence in Jerusalem with Joab’s campaign in Ammon (2 Sam 11:1//1 Chr
20:1). In Samuel, this ironic placement of David in Jerusalem away from battle “at
the time when kings went to battle” anticipates his misdeeds in the David and
Bathsheba story that follows in 2 Sam 11-12. Furthermore, as many have pointed
out, the combination of materials in 1 Chr 20:1-3 jumps from Joab’s conquering of
Rabbah while David was still in Jerusalem (1 Chr 20:1//2 Sam 11:1, 26b) to David
taking the crown of Milcom along with other booty out of Rabbah (1 Chr 20:2-
3//2 Sam 11:30-31). David never travels to Ammon in this shared source. To be
sure, there are a couple of Greek LXX manuscripts of Chronicles that preserve a
form of Joab’s invitation to David to come to Rabbah that is seen in 2 Sam 12:27-29,
but most text critics rightly propose that these are secondary harmonizations of
these Chronicles manuscripts to Samuel in order to deal with the difficulty just
observed. Furthermore, as Ralph Klein has observed, the Chronicles description

53. Wilhelm Martin L. de Wette, Beitrige zur Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Halle:
Schimmelpfenning und Compagnie, 1806-807).
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of Joab’s destruction of Ammon uses a verb 0777 that was featured in David’s
original order to Joab to conquer Ammon in special material in Samuel that is not
included in Chronicles (2 Sam 11:25).>* All this seems to indicate that the
Chronicler knew of material in 2 Sam 11:25, 12:27-29 and the broader David-
Bathsheba story, but omitted it in the process of producing this somewhat jumbled
account of the conclusion of the Ammon campaign. The account in Chronicles is
not just shorter, but jumbled in a way suggesting incomplete abbreviation.®

There are other loci where the text of Chronicles has incongruities that seem
to result from incomplete abbreviation of its source text in Samuel-Kings. These
include the mention in 1 Chr 14:3 of more wives that David took in Jerusalem
(//2 Sam 5:13) despite the fact that Chronicles omits narratives in Samuel
regarding earlier wives he had taken (e.g. 1 Samuel 25; 2 Sam 3:13-16),> the
mention in 2 Chr 10:4 of Israel’s complaint about Solomon’s oppression without
rebuttal by Rehoboam (//1 Kgs 12:4) despite the lack of any previous description
in Chronicles of Solomon’s forced labor (cf. 1 Kgs 4:6b-7; 5:7-8 [ET 4:27-28],
27-28 [ET 5:13-14]),” and the assertion in 2 Chr 10:15 (//1 Kgs 12:15) that
Rehoboam failed to listen to Israel to fulfill Ahijal’s prophecy despite the fact that
this prophecy (found in 1 Kgs 11:29-39) is not reproduced in Chronicles.*® These
cases, along with some issues regarding placement of material such as the appen-
dices to Samuel and the narrative about Micaiah,” are decisive reasons to believe
that the author of Chronicles selectively used a source that looked enough like the
biblical Samuel-Kings to be termed a version of that text, appropriating some sec-
tions of that text while discarding others.®°

54. Ralph W. Klein, 1 Chronicles: A Commentary (Hermeneia: Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 407.

55. Thomas Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung: Untersuchungen zur literarischen Gestaltung der his-
torischen Uberlieferung Israels, FRLANT (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), 57-58; Zipora
Talshir, “The Reign of Solomon in the Making: Pseudo- Connections Between 3 Kingdoms and
Chronicles,” VT 50 (2000): 233-34.

56. Willi, Chronik als Auslegung, 57.

57. Willi, Chronik als Auslegung, 58-59.

58. Willi, Chronik als Auslegung, 58; McKenzie, “Chronicler as Redactor,” 83.

59. For discussion of the appendices to Samuel, see Hugh Williamson, “A Response to A. Graeme
Auld,” JSOT 8 (1983): 36-37. For the Micaiah story, see Gary Knoppers, “[Review of Auld, Kings
Without Privilege],” Ashland Theological Journal 27 (1995): 120 and Sara Japhet, 1 and 2 Chronicles,
OTL (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1993), 756-57.

60. This discussion thus rejects the more radical of the possibilities that I tentatively entertained
inDavid M. Carr, “Empirische Perspektiven auf das Deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk,” in
Das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk: Redaktions- und religionsgeschichtliche Perspektiven zur
“Deuteronomismus”-Diskussion in Tora und Vorderen Propheten, ed. Markus Witte, et al., BZAW 365
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006), 8-13 (see, however, the qualified formulation on p. 13), building on the bold
proposal regarding Chronicles and Samuel-Kings advocated by Graeme Auld (A. Graeme Auld, Kings
Without Privilege: David and Moses in the Story of the Bible’s Kings [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994] and
Samuel at the Threshold: Selected Works of Graeme Auld, Society for Old Testament Study Monographs
[Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2004]). Important reviews of Auld’s work (in addition to those cited above)
include Richard J. Coggins, “[Review of Auld, Kings Without Privilege],” Theology 98 (1995): 383; Hugh
Williamson, “[Review of Auld, Kings Without Privilege], VT 46 (1996): 553-55; and Thomas C. R6mer
and Christophe Nihan, “Une source commune aux récits de rois et chroniques? A propos d’un ouvrage
récent dA.G. Auld,” ETR 79 (1999): 415-22.
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Meanwhile, however, there is increasing evidence that the authors of
Chronicles stayed quite close to their source text when they chose to reproduce
it, indeed much closer than many scholars previously thought. In many loci
where scholars once supposed that Chronicles had added material or changed
it, it now appears that Chronicles was closely following a source text. Early on
scholars recognized that the 4QSam® manuscript at Qumran, along with
Josephus and some Greek witnesses, reflected a version of the Samuel tradition
closer to Chronicles at points than that found in the MT.®' Meanwhile, in a pair
of studies, Williamson argued persuasively that some characteristics found
toward the end of 2 Chronicles are best explained as the result of an extension
of the Samuel-Kings tradition before it was used as a source by the Chronicler.*
This has led to more global reevaluations of the relationship of Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles, such as Steven McKenzie’s attempt to use Chronicles to recon-
struct the contours of a pre-exilic edition of the Deuteronomistic history.®
Together, these studies suggest that the authors of Chronicles followed their
sources for Samuel-Kings more closely than scholars once supposed, even as
their edition of those traditions was quite distinct from the MT and other
significant later witnesses for those books.

The above-discussed phenomenon of memory variants in Samuel-Kings and
Chronicles provides further insight into the close relationship of Chronicles to its
precursors in Samuel-Kings. In many loci where previous scholars have attempted
an exegetical explanation of a divergence between Chronicles and Samuel-Kings,
it is quite likely that the different order or wording found in these traditions results
from a semantic switch on the part of the authors of Chronicles, Samuel-Kings, or
both. For example, when we see the sorts of shifts in order discussed above in 1
Chr 17:24//2 Sam 7:26 and 1 Chr 19:10//2 Sam 10:9, these may not reflect con-
scious Chronistic exegetical revisions, but the sorts of variation in order typical of
texts transmitted, at least in part, through memory.

These insights do not mean that the Chronicler just reproduced earlier sources,
but they do mean that the Chronicler was not as consistently creative as many once
thought. In many loci where exegetes might think that a divergence between
Chronicles and Samuel-Kings is an exegetical revision by the Chronicler, it is now
as or more likely that the given divergence resulted from a memory variant and/or
use by the Chronicler of an edition of Samuel-Kings that was different from the
editions available to us now. Generally speaking, the Chronicler seems to have
stayed remarkably close to his sources in places where he chose to appropriate
them, even as he appears to have chosen not to reproduce substantial portions of
Samuel-Kings that did not fit with his interests.

61. See especially Eugene C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus, Harvard Semitic
Monographs (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1978).

62. Hugh Williamson, “The Death of Josiah and the Continuing Development of the Deuteronomic
History,” VT 26 (1982): 351-61 and “Reliving the Death of Josiah: A Reply to C. T. Begg,” VT 37 (1987):
9-15.

63. McKenzie, “Chronicler as Redactor” Note also W. E. Lemke, “Synoptic Studies in the
Chronicler’s History;,” PhD diss.(Cambridge: Harvard University, 1963) and “The Synoptic Problem in
the Chronicler’s History,” Harvard Theological Review 58 (1965): 349-63.



76 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

This perspective could lead to a reevaluation of some cases where Chronicles
lacks minor elements in Samuel-Kings. For example, the MT of 2 Sam 5:1 includes
an additional &% introducing the elders” quote that is lacking in both 1 Chr 11:1
and 4QSam?, * and 2 Sam 5:4-5 (cf. 1 Kgs 2:11//2 Chr 29:27) is missing both in its
parallel in 1 Chronicles 11 and a number of witnesses to 2 Samuel 5 itself (4QSam?,
Old Latin, and Josephus).®® These are cases where a minus in Chronicles matches
a minus found in at least one version of the Samuel-Kings tradition, in this case
4QSam®. And these sorts of cases (and the reflections given above) might lead to
reconsideration of some other places where Chronicles lacks elements in its
Samuel-Kings parallel. For example, the account of the capture of Jerusalem in
1 Chr 11:5-6 lacks traditions about defense of the city by the blind and lame in
2 Sam 5:6 and 8,% and the list of David’s mighty men in 1 Chr 11:13-14 lacks
some traditions about the mighty deeds of Eleazar, son of Dodo, and Shamma, son
of Elah, found in 2 Sam 23:9b-11." 1 Chr 14:3 lacks parallels to the o°w275 and
117217 X2 X found in all witnesses to 2 Sam 5:13.% And the Chronicler’s account
of Yhwh’s covenant with David lacks multiple elements found across 2 Samuel 7:

PR"797 2220 197131 M in 2 Sam 7:1; ¢f. 1 Chr 17:1

5XIt°-nXR in 2 Sam 7:7; cf. 1 Chr 17:6

973 in 2 Sam 7:9; cf. 1 Chr 17:8

DTN 712 9YA12) OWIR VAW PN MY WK in 2 Sam 7:14; cf. 1 Chr 17:13
179X in 2 Sam 7:23; cf. 1 Chr 17:21; also 2°27X1 in 4QSam® and probably LXX
NRR Y aM in 2 Sam 7:28; cf. 1 Chr 17:26

22WwY J72¥-n°2in 2 Sam 7:29; cf. 1 Chr 17:27

It is a stretch to explain all these minuses in Chronicles as resulting from the
author’s ideological inclinations. Moreover, such cases are not limited to the outset
of the David narratives. They occur throughout the Chronicles/Samuel-Kings par-
allels. For example, one of Graeme Auld’s more persuasive suggestions is that both
the MT and LXX of the description of Solomons temple building reflect a
continuing fluidity and expansion of that tradition that produced late pluses in the
MT and LXX that did not make it into the Chronicles version. Given the
Chronicler’s interest in the temple, it is unlikely that he produced his shorter
temple-building narrative through omitting elements seen in the OG and MT of
Kings. Rather, they probably were missing from his source.*

64. For a discussion, see McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 42.

65. For discussion, see Cross, et.al. Cave 4, Samuel, 120-21.

66. McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 44 suggests that the Chronicler omitted these notices because their
meaning was obscure. This is not as strong an explanation as those that can be offered in other cases of
abbreviation by the Chronicler.

67. McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 60 proposes that the Chronicler omitted these through haplogra-
phy, but the precise overlap is not as clear in this instance as others.

68. McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 46.

69. A.Graeme Auld, Kings Without Privilege, 22-29. Cf. David M. Carr, “Empirische Perspektiven,”
11. On p. 10 (along with the table on pp. 15-17), I note how Auld’s approach independently produced
results quite close to a redactional analysis done by me in David M. Carr, From D to Q: A Study of Early
Jewish Interpretations of Solomon’s Dream at Gibeon, SBLMS (Atlanta: Scholars, 1991), 13-43 (cf.
A. Graeme Auld, “Solomon at Gibeon,” EI 24 [1993]: 1-7 and a similar note on the similarity of the



Documented Cases of Transmission History, Part2 m 77

Exegetes working with older models of the relationship between the Chronicler
and his sources have found reasons why the Chronicler would have eliminated all
of these elements, and it will always be possible to come up with more.
Nevertheless, already work by von Bussche, McKenzie, and others has raised
questions about automatic assumptions that every minus in Chronicles is an
abbreviation of its source.” Rather, in cases where the Chronicler varies from
Samuel-Kings in sections where it otherwise closely parallels its source material, it
appears that one must reckon with the possibility that minuses and potential
memory variants in Chronicles were also present in its source. Sometimes, as in
the Chronicler’s thoroughly Aaronide reorganization and abbreviation of the
originally “Levitical” city list (Joshua 21) in 1 Chr 6:39-66, the Chronicler does
appear to have abbreviated otherwise quite parallel material. Yet even here, there
are pluses in the Joshua 21 version, for example, the possible gloss "ax ¥2% n1p
X°71 Puvi in Josh 21:11 (see Josh 15:13) or the additional 172577 in 21:13 that is
missing in the LXX, where the version of the list found in Chronicles may well
preserve an earlier reading.”

approaches in Georg Braulik, “Weisheit im Buch Deuteronomiu,” in Weisheit ausserhalb der kan-
onischen Weisheitsschriften, ed. Bernd Janowski [Giitersloh: Chr. Kaiser; Giitersloher Verlaghaus,
1996], 50). The possibility that Auld’s approach might work for the temple narrative is noted in the fol-
lowing, otherwise critical review of his work: Rémer and Nihan, “Une source commune?” 422, note 29.

70. H.van den Bussche, “Le texte de la prophétie de Nathan sur la dynastie davidique,” Ephemerides
Theologicae Lovanienses 24 (1948): 354-94; McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use; A. Graeme Auld, Kings Without
Privilege; Samuel.

71. On this, cf. especially Graeme Auld, “Cities of Refuge in Israelite Tradition,” JSOT 10 (1978):
26-40; idem., “The ‘Levitical Cities™: Texts and History,” ZAW 91 (1979): 194-206; idem., “The Cities in
Joshua 21: The Contribution of Textual Criticism,” Textus 15 (1990): 141-52. Though Auld (building on
some isolated earlier studies by others, excerpting arguments from his 1976 dissertation) makes some
good points about the possible presence of later material at some loci in Joshua 21, I find his global case
for the dependence of Joshua 21 on 1 Chr 6:39-66 unpersuasive. In this instance, the absence in
Chronicles of the introduction (cf. Josh 21:3-4), references to Levites (e.g., Josh 21:10, 34; note that the
Levitical identity of the clans listed in 1 Chr 6:46-66 has been clarified already for the Chronicles con-
text in 6:1), concluding totals for Levitical cities (cf. Josh 21:16b, 22b, 25b, etc.) and conclusion (Josh
21:40-42) can be explained by the resolute focus of the Chronicler at this juncture on the Aaronides, a
focus also evident in the Chronicler’s partial reorganization of the list to place the Aaronides first (1
Chr 6:39-45//Josh 21:10-19), inclusion of the subtotal of cities assigned to the Aaronides (1 Chr 6:45b//
Josh 21:19), and placement of the overall list in a discussion focusing on the Aaronides (1 Chr 6:34-38).
That this Aaronide reorganization is secondary vis-a-vis the Joshua parallel is particularly clear from
the failure to include the introduction to the Aaronide cities (Josh 21:9) at the outset of the Aaronide
list of cities (Josh 21:10-19//1 Chr 6:39-45), but instead an obviously awkward placement of it at the
conclusion (1 Chr 6:50) of the summary of broader assignment of Levitical cities (1 Chr 6:46-49//Josh
21:5-8a), thus preserving the placement it originally had in Joshua 21 (21:9, following 21:5-8). Auld
argues that the awkwardness of this “pedantic” note was produced by the gradual growth of 1 Chr
6:39-66 to its present form, an awkwardness that is resolved by the (later) more logical Joshua 21.
Nevertheless, it seems easier to understand Joshua 21 to be the earlier version in this instance, with 1
Chr 6:39-66 representing a partial, heavily Aaronide reorganization of the list. For a judicious sum-
mary of other distinctive elements in 1 Chr 6:39-66 that are best understood as errors and/or modifi-
cations of a version close to Joshua 21, see Japhet, 1 and 2 Chronicles, 146-48, 159-62, which particularly
stresses how terminology preserved in both lists about the “giving” of cities to various Levitical clans
(e.g., 1 Chr 6:42//Josh 21:13; 1 Chr 6:49//Josh 21:8; 1 Chr 6:50//Josh 21:9), along with language of “lots”
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In sum, the book of Chronicles seems to reflect a situation where an author
switched back and forth from reproducing (and sometimes expanding) a source
tradition to leaving out or incompletely abbreviating that tradition in other loci. In
cases where the Chronicler reproduced material from Samuel-Kings, he generally
preserved or expanded it, in accordance with the trend toward expansion. Indeed,
he stayed close enough to his source in these sections, that some minuses in
Chronicles (which are pluses in Samuel-Kings) are potential indicators that his
source likewise lacked material now found in one or more editions of Samuel-
Kings. Meanwhile, it is clear that the Chronicler chose not to reproduce large
swatches of the Samuel-Kings tradition. In these cases, the principle of the trend
toward expansion does not apply.

Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah and Esdras

I turn next to the case of Ezra-Nehemiah and 1 Esdras (Greek). As in the case of
Chronicles and Samuel-Kings, this case is complicated. In at least one instance, the
above-mentioned case of the story of the three guards in Esd 3:1-5:6, the book of 1
Esdras represents an expansion of the tradition found in Ezra-Nehemiah. Whereas
the Esdras tradition has the temple implements brought back under Sheshbazzar
(Esd 2:14; 6:17 [ET 6:18]//Ezra 1:11; 5:14), this interpolation has them brought
back at Zerubbabel’s request (Esd 4:44, 57), and Zerubbabel has been added sec-
ondarily into texts that follow in Esd 6:26 [ET 6:27; cf. Ezra 6:7] and 6:28 [ET 6:29;
cf. Ezra 6:9] to reflect this addition. Meanwhile, the following narrative in both
Esdras and Ezra does not seem to know of the edict of Darius that Zerubbabel
secured in the (added) story of the three guards. Instead, the narrative that follows
focuses on Cyrus’s edict. These kinds of indicators have led scholars to agree that
the story of the three guards, which itself probably had some kind of independent
existence, is an expansion of the tradition surrounding it in Esdras, and that the
tradition surrounding it probably also was modified in at least minor ways—for
example, in Esd 6:26, 28 [ET 6:27, 29]—to accommodate the interpolation.”

The more debated issue with regard to Ezra-Nehemiah and 1 Esdras is whether
the rest of Esdras is an abbreviation of the Ezra-Nehemiah tradition (along with a
section from 2 Chronicles) or whether 1 Esdras reflects an earlier and shorter stage
of the tradition in Ezra-Nehemiah. The differences between the traditions (beyond
the story of the three guards) are significant. Esdras lacks counterparts to the
entire Nehemiah narrative in Neh 1:1-7:72 and Nehemiah 11-13, along with some
materials associated with Ezra in Neh 8:13-10:40. Moreover, Ezra-Nehemiah and
Esdras place the correspondence with Artaxerses at different points and have

(e.g., 1 Chr 6:39//Josh 21:10; 1 Chr 6:46//Josh 21:5; 1 Chr 6:50//Josh 21:9; even 1 Chr 6:48 without
parallel in Josh 21:7), most likely has its original home in the Joshua narrative of land allotment rather
than the 1 Chronicles 6 listing of ongoing Priestly settlements. In addition, as Auld himself concedes
(albeit as a later element in 1 Chr 6:40-42a), the material about Caleb in 1 Chr 6:41//Josh 21:12 most
likely has its original home in Joshua, since it harmonizes allotment of Hebron to Aaron with earlier
statements in Joshua that Caleb had received that city (Josh 14:6-15; 15:13).

72. Bohler, Heilige Stadt, 69-72.
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significantly different versions of this correspondence. In Esdras, this corre-
spondence consists of a single exchange, where the Samarians write to Artaxerses
to warn him of the threat posed by the Judeans’ rebuilding of the city and temple
(1 Esd 2:12-18 [ET 2:16-24]), and the king writes back with an authorization to
halt the rebuilding of the city (1 Esd 2:19-24 [ET 2:25-29]) and the Samarians stop
the rebuilding (1 Esd 2:25 [ET 2:30]). This serves as a prelude to the interpolated
story of the three guards, and Zerubbabel’s success in getting Darius to rescind the
order by Artaxerses (1 Esd 3:1-5:6). In Ezra-Nehemiah, there are three letter
reports—Ezra 4:6 (to Xerses), 7 and 8-16 (to Artaxerses)—only one of which
quotes a complaint to Artaxerses by Rehum and Shimshai about the Judeans’
rebuilding the city (4:9-16), to which Artaxerses replies by forbidding the
rebuilding of the city until he decrees it (4:17-22), and Rehum and Shimshai stop
the rebuilding of the temple (4:23-24). In both texts, the temple rebuilding is
halted until Zerubbabel’s efforts in the second year of Darius (1 Esd 2:25 [ET
2:30]//Ezra 4:24 and 1 Esd 6:1-7:9//Ezra 5:1-6:18).

So far scholars seem to have preferred two major alternative explanations for
the divergences between the Ezra-Nehemiah and 1 Esdras traditions, both of
which take 1 Esdras as a witness to an earlier Hebrew original that diverged sig-
nificantly from Ezra-Nehemiah. From Michaelis’s work in 1778 up through
studies by Dieter Bohler and others more recently, many have argued that 1
Esdras in some form (e.g., without the interpolation in 3:1-5:6) witnesses to an
older Hebrew description of the rebuilding of Jerusalem that did not yet have the
material about Nehemiah’s rebuilding now found in Neh 1:1-7:72 and Nehemiah
11-13.” An alternative explanation, advocated first by Trendelenburg in 1795
and advanced most forcefully recently by Zippora Talshir, has been to see 1 Esdras
as witnessing to a Hebrew revision of Ezra-Nehemiah, one prompted largely by
the addition of the interpolated story of the three guards and a broader focus on
Zerubbabel’s role in rebuilding. According to this second approach, the author of
the Hebrew Vorlage to 1 Esdras eliminated material about Nehemiah in the pro-
cess of emphasizing Zerubbabel’s rebuilding.” According to the first approach, an
early Hebrew version of 1 Esdras was expanded through rearrangement of the
Artaxerses correspondence and the addition of sections about Nehemiah.
According to the second, 1 Esdras was produced through a significant abbrevia-
tion of Ezra-Nehemiah, along with a rearrangement of the correspondence with
Artaxerses to introduce and provide an occasion for the interpolated story of the
three guards.

Both approaches have worth. On the one hand, Trendelenburg, Talshir, and
others have persuasive arguments that the version of the correspondence found in
1 Esdras is secondary to that found in Ezra. The version in 1 Esdras (2:12-25 [ET
2:16-30]) appears to simplify the difficult, garbled text of the multiple letter reports

73. Bohler, Heilige Stadt. Note also Juha Pakkala, “The Original Independence of the Ezra Story in
Ezra 7-10 and Nehemiah 8,” Biblische Notizen 129 (2006): 17-24.

74. Zippora Talshir, “Ezra-Nehemiah and First Esdras: Diagnosis of a Relationship Between Two
Recensions,” Bib 81 (2000): 566-73, building on Zippora Talshir, I Esdras: From Origin to Translation,
Septuagint and Cognate Studies (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1999).
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found in the MT (4:6-16//1 Esdras 2:12-18 [ET 2:16-24]), and it rearranges the
order of the Persian kings (placing Artaxerses before Darius) in the process of
providing an immediate introduction for the secondary story about Zerubbabel’s
restarting of the temple-rebuilding process (1 Esd 3:1-5:6). To be sure, the MT
already rearranges the order of the Persian kings somewhat (placing Xerses and
Artaxerses in the midst of a narrative about Darius), and Bohler has presented a
detailed argument for how the version of the correspondence found in 1 Esdras
might be prior to that in Ezra.”” Nevertheless, numerous factors, including the
proximity of the potentially rearranged correspondence in 1 Esd 2:12-25 (ET
2:16-30) to the clear interpolation of the three guards story (3:1-5:6), support the
alternative theory that the Artaxerses correspondence was revised and transposed
as part of the same redaction that interpolated the three guards story, along with
adding extra mentions of Zerubbabel later in 1 Esdras (Esd 6:26 [ET 6:27; cf. Ezra
6:7] and 6:28 [ET 6:29; cf. Ezra 6:9]).7

Contra Talshir and others, however, this does not mean that this three-guards
redaction also involved the elimination of material regarding Nehemiah. On the
contrary, Bohler’s work in particular has shown multiple ways in which the
authors of Ezra-Nehemiah appear to have revised an account much like that seen
in 1 Esdras in order to allow room for the addition of the account of Nehemiakh’s
rebuilding of the city and purification of the people. He points out that the
account of temple rebuilding in 1 Esdras refers not just to Jerusalem as a place,
but speaks also of the rebuilding of Zion, the city gates, marketplaces, temple
forecourt, etc. Furthermore, Bohler shows that these references to a built
Jerusalem before Nehemiah are missing in the MT version of Ezra. Instead, there
are only general mentions of Jerusalem as a place, thus leaving space in the nar-
rative for Nehemiah to rebuild it. Béhler argues persuasively that the author of
Ezra-Nehemiah probably eliminated these pre-Nehemiah references to a rebuilt
Jerusalem in Ezra as part of the process of adding the Nehemiah Memoir.”

75. Bohler, Heilige Stadt, 119-42, 266-95.

76. Bohler (personal correspondence) has confirmed that there is not a necessary connection bet-
ween his theories regarding the correspondence and his theories regarding the conflation and expan-
sion of separate compositions about Rebuilding-Ezra (//1 Esdras minus the three guards story) and
Nehemiah.

77. On this, cf. the recent arguments in Jacob Wright, “Remember Nehemiah: 1 Esdras and the
Dampnatio memoriae Nehemiae,” in Was 1st Esdras First? An Investigation into the Nature and Priority of
1 Esdras, ed. Lisbeth Fried (Atlanta: SBL, 2010 or 2011), that the mentions of the wall and other items
of rebuilt Jerusalem were added to the Esdras narrative as part of a systematic Priestly attempt to blot
out the memory of an anti-priestly Nehemiah. Only a few problems with this argument will be noted
here. First, Wright makes too much in his argument about the possible genetic dependence of Ezra 8:22
(Esd 5:2; 8:51-52) on Neh 2:9b. Even if the verbal parallels establish a genetic relationship and that
relationship goes from the Nehemiah Memoir to the Ezra/Esdras materials, Wright himself acknowl-
edges that 8:22 could be a later literary accommodation of the Ezra/Esdras narrative to the Nehemiah
narrative (a scribal coordination typical of many ancient revisions; on this, see below) or the dependence
of an independent Ezra narrative on an independent Nehemiah narrative (Wright’s interpretation of
these texts in sequence in Ezra-Nehemiah is fine as exegesis of the combined text, but not sufficient as
proof that was always the intention of the author of Ezra 8:22). Second, despite the long list of (ten!)
problems that the authors of Esdras ostensibly would have had with Nehemiah, few are very significant
and even the narrative in Nehemiah 13 hardly seems sufficient for the sort of damnatio memoriae
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Similarly, he suggests that the same author truncated the divorce report reflected
in 1 Esd 9:36, just referring to the foreign marriages and children (Ezra 10:44, “All
these had married foreign women, there were women from among them, and
they had children”) in order to leave room for Nehemiah’s purging of the people
of foreign wives (Neh 13:23-30).7

In addition, several early Jewish texts appear to witness to separate forms of
the Ezra and Nehemiah traditions. In particular, book XI of Josephus’s Antiquities
(159-83) seems to draw on forms of the Ezra and Nehemiah traditions, a
Nehemiah Memoir, and a separate Ezra tradition much like 1 Esdras. To this,
Bohler and some others would add the witness of Ben Sira’s praise of the fathers,
which fairly comprehensively reviews biblical figures, including Nehemiah (Ben
Sira 49:13), but strikingly omits any mention of the major figure of Ezra. Though
an argument from silence, this can be taken as an indication that Ben Sira had a
form of the Nehemiah tradition which had not yet been combined with Ezra
traditions.

These different sorts of evidence combine to provide powerful support for the
idea that Ezra-Nehemiah is a conflation and expansion of two, originally separate
compositions: a rebuilding account culminating in Ezra’s work that is partially
witnessed to by 1 Esdras (minus the three guards interpolation and any other
changes related to it) and a Nehemiah Memoir now found in Neh 1:1-7:4 and
parts of Nehemiah 13 (and possibly 12). It is much easier to explain the presence/
absence of mention of parts of Jerusalem in 1 Esdras and Ezra as the result of the
addition of the Nehemiah Memoir to Ezra than it is to argue that all of these
changes were caused by the addition of the story of the three guards to Esdras. The
Nehemiah Memoir is more massive, and most of the smaller variants between
Esdras and Ezra connect better to the themes of the Nehemiah material than to the
story of the three guards (which actually seems to have been incorporated into
Esdras without the elimination of conflicts with the surrounding tradition). In
addition, the preservation of apparent Second Temple witnesses to separate forms

posited here. Third, it is not clear how it would have been essential to add a variety of random men-
tions of the wall and parts of the temple complex in order to eliminate the memory of Nehemiah.
Fourth, I maintain that Wright manufactures a problem with these supposed additions—that the
method of rebuilding the wall is never explained—that only occurs if we see the Rebuilding-Ezra
Narrative as a substitute for the Nehemiah Memoir. The Rebuilding-Ezra Narrative is focused on
Temple rebuilding, and so the problem of how and why the wall was (already) rebuilt never occurs.
Fifth, even though it is true, as Wright observes, that Esdras represents an inferior text to Ezra-
Nehemiah in some respects (I have already argued that with respect to the insertion in Esd 3:1-5:6 of
material regarding the three bodyguards and related changes), that does not decide the question of
priority with regard to the link of Ezra and Nehemiah traditions in Ezra-Nehemiah versus Esdras.
Similarly, insofar as other articles in the same volume depend on arguments related to this insertion
and the (probably related) rearrangement of the correspondence preceding it, they do not directly
pertain to the problem of determining whether Esdras is the product of elimination of material
regarding Nehemiah versus Ezra-Nehemiah being the combination of an originally separate
Rebuilding-Ezra Narrative (somewhat parallel to Esdras minus late elements such as the insertion of
the three guards story) and Nehemiah Memoir.

78. Bohler, Heilige Stadt, 84-86. In addition, see the Excursus on the following pages (86-92) for
his discussion of the key problem of Neh 7:72a in relation to Esdr 9:37a.
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of both the Ezra and Nehemiah traditions provides a rare external confirmation of
the precursors to Ezra-Nehemiah.”

If these arguments hold up, then 1 Esdras would not stand as a documented
counterexample to the trend toward abbreviation. Instead, it stands as probable
evidence that the books of Ezra-Nehemiah were created through a process of
conflation and expansion. The author of Ezra-Nehemiah seems to have modified
the Rebuilding-Ezra source by stripping it of most references to a rebuilt Jerusalem
(1 Esd 2:1-30 [ET 2:1-25]; 5:7-9:36//Ezra 1-10), then reproduced a major block
of the Nehemiah Memoir (Neh 1:1-7:4), described the settlement of Jerusalem
through repeating a list of returnees from earlier in the Rebuilding-Ezra source
(Neh 7:[5]6-73 [ET 7:6-7:72]//Ezra 2//1 Esd 5:7-46; cf. 1 Esd 9:37a), picked up
again with the Torah-reading narrative in the Rebuilding-Ezra source (Neh
7:72b-8:12 [ET 7:73b-8:12]//1 Esd 9:37b-55), and then added much new
material—along with fragments of the Nehemiah Memoir in Nehemiah 12 and
13—to conclude the combined book (Neh 8:13-13:31). This last, largely new, sec-
tion narrates Nehemiah’s celebration of Sukkoth, confession and purification of
the people. It is distinguished from the older Ezra and Nehemiah material by its
more intense focus on Torah obedience, its hostility toward foreign rulers, and its
argument that the concrete political protection from foreigners provided by
Nehemiah’s measures was essential to Torah obedience.® Much later in this book,
I will have occasion to return to this set of texts as we consider writings like Ezra-
Nehemiah that appear to have been written toward the end of the formation of
the Hebrew Bible.

The Qumran Community Rule Compositions

The Qumran Community Rule compositions represent the chronologically latest
of the potential cases of documented abbreviation to be considered here. The issue
is that one of the manuscripts that is dated earliest on the basis of paleography,
1QS, is also the longest and one of the most expansive of the editions of the
Community Rule found at Qumran. The paleographic dating has been a primary
element leading many scholars to see 1QS as representing the probable earliest
stage of the Community Rule tradition, while the shorter and less expansive ver-
sions of the Community Rule tradition are taken to be later abbreviations and
truncations of this earlier edition.® Sarianna Metso and others, however, have

79. An alternative perspective on the growth of the Ezra-Nehemiah tradition and the significance
of external witnesses is argued in detail in Jacob Wright, Rebuilding Identity: The Nehemiah Memoir and
Its Earliest Readers, BZAW 348 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004). For my detailed response, see my review of
this book, “A Response [to Jacob Wright, Rebuilding Identity];” JHS 8 (2008): 11-20, http://www.arts.
ualberta.ca/JHS/Articles/article_73.pdf.

80. Bohler, Heilige Stadt, 326-93.

81. Examples include Michael Thomas Davis, “Methodological Considerations Concerning the
Reconstruction of the Textual History of the ‘Rule of the Community’ from Qumran,” paper presented
at the International Meeting of the Society for Textual Scholarship (City College of New York, 1995) [as
cited in Brent Strawn, “Excerpted ‘Non-Biblical’ Scrolls at Qumran? Background, Analogies, Function,”
in Qumran Studies: New Approaches, New Questions, ed. Michael Thomas Davis and Brent Strawn
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argued on internal grounds that some of the shorter editions of the Community
Rule, particularly 4QSP, 4QS9, and 4QS¢, represent earlier stages of the Community
Rule tradition than that seen in 1QS, even though the manuscripts are dated later
on paleographic grounds.*

Though some might dispute the reliability of paleographic dating in general,®
the dating of the Community Rule manuscripts on paleographic grounds will be
taken as a given here. Given that, the issue to be addressed is whether it is possible
that a community might have preserved and even recopied older, briefer versions
of the Community Rule, even after having produced (and carefully stored) longer
versions such as 1QS. Furthermore, we must review the grounds on which Metso
posits that the editions of the Community Rule dated later on paleographic
grounds precede the relatively earlier 1QS copy and similar editions.

We have multiple examples of places where a community preserved multiple
versions of a given tradition, editions diverging in length and probable date. For
example, the Qumran community itself seems to have preserved relatively late
copies of the shorter proto-Masoretic edition of the Pentateuch alongside copies of
the expansionist, proto-Samaritan Pentateuch. Though the expansions that distin-
guish the proto-Samaritan recension of the Pentateuch almost certainly post-date

(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 93]; Philip Alexander, “The Redaction History of Serekh
ha-Yahad: A Proposal,” RevQ 17 (1996): 410-20; James Charlesworth and Brent Strawn, “Reflections
on the Text of Serek Ha-Yahad Found in Cave IV (1), RevQ 17 (1996): 403-35; Paul Garnet, “Cave 4
MS Parallels to 1 QS 5:1-7: Towards a Serek Text History,” JSP 15 (1997): 67-78 and Strawn, “Excerpted
‘Non-Biblical’ Scrolls?” 98-115; along with some criticisms of Metso’s work (see the following note) in
George J. Brooke, “[Review of] S. Metso, Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule,” OTS
Booklist (1998): 198; Philip R. Davies, “[Review of] S. Metso, Textual Development of the Qumran
Community Rule,” JSOT 77 (1998): 125; Jonahan G. Campbell, “[Review of] S. Metso, Textual
Development of the Qumran Community Rule,” JTS 51 (2000): 630; and H. W. Rietz, “[Review of]
S. Metso, Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule,” Koinonia 11 (1999): 140-43.

82. Sarianna Metso, The Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule, Studies on the Texts
of the Desert of Judah (Leiden: Brill, 1997), with a more recent synthesis in Sarianna Metso, “The
Redaction of the Community Rule;” in Proceedings of the International Congress The Dead Sea Scrolls:
Fifty Years After Their Discovery, ed. Lawrence Schiffman, Emanuel Tov, and James VanderKam
(Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society and Shrine of the Book, 2000), 377-84, provides the fullest case
for this approach. Key parts of this understanding of the history were proposed earlier by Geza Vermes,
“Preliminary Remarks on Unpublished Fragments of the Community Rule from Qumran Cave 4,” JJS
42 (1991): 25-55 and idem., “Qumran Forum Miscellanea,” JJS 43 (1992): 299-305. Select others who
have affirmed a similar approach (or Metso’s approach) include Charlotte Hempel, “Comments on the
Translation of 4QS¢1.1,” JJS 44 (1993): 127-28 (note also her “[Review of ] S. Metso, Textual Development
of the Qumran Community Rule VT 50 [2000]: 273-74); Jorg Frey, “[Review of] S. Metso, Textual
Development of the Qumran Community Rule” TLZ 123 (1998): 144-46; and Markus Bockmuehl,
“Redaction and Ideology in the Rule of the Community;” RevQ 18 (1998): 541-60.

83. See, for example, Stephen A. Kaufman, “The Pitfalls of Typology: On the Early History of the
Alphabet” HUCA 57 (1986): 1-14; Bruce Zuckerman, “Pots and Alphabets: Refractions of Reflections
on Typological Method,” Maarav 11 (2003): 89-133; and William Schniedewind, “Problems in the
Paleographic Dating of Inscriptions,” in The Bible and Radiocarbon Dating: Archaeology, Text and
Science, ed. Thomas E. Levy and Thomas Higham (London: Equinox, 2005), 405-408. But cf.
Christopher Rollston, “Scribal Education in Ancient Israel: The Old Hebrew Epigraphic Evidence,”
BASOR 344 (2006): 47-74.
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the non-harmonizing aspects of the proto-Masoretic edition, copies of the proto-
Samaritan recension can be dated on paleographic grounds earlier than many of
the (shorter) copies of the proto-MT Pentateuch. Similarly, the Qumran library
contained copies of Jeremiah close to the longer proto-MT version and other cop-
ies closer to the shorter and differently organized LXX version. The Christian
church preserved longer and shorter versions of narratives (gospels) about Jesus
parallel to one another, irrespective of which was earliest. And there are other
examples where communities seem to have found a tradition precious enough that
they preserved multiple recensions of it alongside each other.** Apparently, the
Community Rule tradition was important enough at Qumran to receive that
treatment, too.

That still does not settle, however, which of the extant recensions of the
Community Rule at Qumran is earliest, if these recensions even can be related to
each other in anything like a linear or stemmatic progression. Here, the internal
considerations raised by Metso are important. This can be illustrated by consid-
ering the first part of column V of 1QS and its parallels in 4QS>*#&*, particularly
the less expansive recensions in 4QS>¢. In 1QS this column begins with what
appears to be a label of an originally independent text: 77 *wiR? 7707 7N (“this is
the rule for the men of the community”). In 4QS? we appear to have an actual copy
of such a recension. This scroll begins with a version of this label, now 2°2wn% w7
7107 Wk 7y (“Instruction for the wise leader over the men of the Torah”—4QS¢
as completed with a reading from 4QS"). To be sure, as Philip Alexander has
argued, it is possible that a later author excerpted only part of an earlier edition of
the Community Rule (reflected in 1QS), and provided a new heading for the
abbreviated whole now reflected in 4QS“. Nevertheless, two things weigh against
the probability of this theory. First, the presence of the same heading in 4QS" as in
4QS? complicates this picture. If the new heading seen in 4QS? was provided by
someone abbreviating the tradition, why does it appear in a non-abbreviated form
of the tradition in 4QS% Second, even apart from the general trend toward expan-
sion (under discussion here), we have ample Ancient Near Eastern documentation
of later authors adding introductions to early compositions.*> We do not have a
similar level of documentation for the removal of introductory material.*® In sum,
it is likely that 4QS¢ reflects an earlier recension with respect to its lack of parallel
to material in 1QS I-IV.¥

84. Metso, “Redaction of the Community Rule,” 381-82.

85. This is the focus of Milsteins (above-cited) dissertation, “Revision Through Introduction.”

86. Brent Strawn raises the possibility that the shorter manuscripts of the Community Rule might
be “Excerpted Scrolls” of the sort often used in the ancient world for instruction and study (see espe-
cially Strawn, “Excerpted ‘Non-Biblical’ Scrolls?” 98-115. He does not develop, however, a phenome-
nology of what sorts of excerpting are typical of such manuscripts more generally. The shorter
Community Rule manuscripts have a number of minuses vis-a-vis their longer counterparts, but they
do not seem to preserve block-excerpts of the sort seen in clear examples of the genre. Moreover, as
Strawn acknowledges, the other criteria that might be used for identifying such excerpted manuscripts
do not apply cleanly or clearly to the shorter Community Rule recensions.

87. This latter note is important, since it is quite likely that the recension in 4QS? might be later in
some other respects than its 1QS (and other) counterparts. The recensions we happen to have (partial)
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Comparison of the contents of 1QS V with 4QS® and ¢ shows a number of cases
where there are significant recensional variations, most of which involve places
where 4QSP and ¢ lack material seen in 1QS. A major case occurs in the first few
lines. Early in the examination of the cave IV manuscripts of the Community Rule,
scholars noted that the 4QS® and ¢ manuscripts asserted that community discus-
sions will be under the authority of “the many” (2°277), as opposed to the much
longer reference in 1QS to “the sons of Zadok, the priests, who observe the cove-
nant and under the authority of the majority of the men of the community who
hold fast to the covenant” (77 WX 211 % H¥ N°1277 MW 2°IMIO PITX °12 DY
n°122 °p>inn). Some, such as Alexander, maintain that the reading in 1QS is ear-
lier, while the shorter reading in 4QS® and ¢ is later, reflecting a stage of community
life where the influence of the Zadokite priests had declined.®® Many others, how-
ever, take the longer Zadokite reading found in 1QS to be later, and see it as part
of a broader Zadokite recension of the Community Rule and some other texts
found at Qumran.*’ As these authors have pointed out, this new picture of the
development of the Community Rule would have a significant impact on histories
of the Qumran community that posited a founding by Zadokite priests on the
basis of references to them in 1QS V:2 and other documents that seem to have
received this redaction.

The next sentence of column V of 1QS along with its parallels in 4QS" and ¢
illustrates the kinds of considerations that have led an increasing number of
scholars to see the recension found in 4QS’ and ¢ as generally earlier. 4QS® and ¢
contain a continuation of the sentence, including the reference to the authority of
the “many” (2°277) referring to the scope of their authority and then referring
back to what the “men of the Torah” (7777 *wiR) are to be careful to do. The
parallel text of 1QS contains two additional sentences at this point that cover sim-
ilar ground, but build on the reference to the “sons of Zadok” The comparison in
Tables 3.2 and 3.3 shows the differences between the recensions discussed so far.

A theory that takes 1QS as earlier should explain why a later author would have
combined the separate sentences of 1QS into the single complex sentence found in
4QS" and ¢, and eliminated references to “judgment” and “truth.” It is far easier to
explain why an author, having added the reference to the Zadokites, might have
broken up the sentence and added new elements to it in the process. Furthermore,
if the above rendering of 7> 1K as “truth together with” is correct, there may even

manuscript access to are not necessarily the complete sum of recensions of the Community Rule
produced in the community. Therefore, it is unlikely that we could produce clean stemmata of such
recensions, especially given the probable oral-written environment in which they were transmitted.
A recension such as 4QS* may be earlier in certain respects (e.g., a number of shorter readings), but
longer in some others.

88. Alexander, “Redaction of Serekh ha-YahYad,” 450-51. See also Garnet, “Towards a Serek Text
History;” 72-73.

89. In addition to positions cited earlier in support of the earliness of shorter recensions of the
rule (Vermes, Metso, et al.), see the survey of the evidence in Robert Kugler, “Priesthood at Qumran,’
in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years, A Comprehensive Assessment, Vol. 2, ed. Peter W. Flint and
James Vanderkam (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 97-100.



86 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

TABLE 3.2 1QSV 1-4 Compared to 4QS" IX:1-4 and 4QS* I:1-3 (Hebrew)

1QSV1-4 4QS* IX 1-4 and 4QS411-3

M7 "WIRY 71077 AT 707 OWIR HY Downh waTn

WK 132 P22 ¥ 9100 W5 202710170 9192 PR v 2100 20w 0°a7Innn

NI WA OWIR NTVR 227207 mWRnd My TR

Y T DPA W OWIR NTVR D270 MY

o°2°WM P 7MN2 o°2°wWn2) P2 N2
NI MRW RIS PITR NI B Y

NII22 2IPOTAT TANT MWIAR 211 9D O o’ 90 Yy
HT7 1990 R0 A By

VORWRY NI AN 127 2102 N9 7707 127 910

NATRY LOWAT IPTX TN TAY NAR MWD TOM NAIRY LOWAI APTXY TV MW
70m

21977 7122 nob vagm TA°377 9192 NIY VIvm

TABLE 3.3 1QSV 1-4 Compared to 4QS" IX 1-4 and 4QS* I 1-3 (English)

1QSV 1-4 4QS*IX 1-4 and 4QS411-3
This is the rule for the men of the A midrash for the wise leader over the men
community of the Torah
who offer themselves willingly to turn from  who offer themselves willingly to turn from
all evil and hold fast to all that he has all evil and hold fast to all that he has
commanded by his intention. commanded.
They are to separate from the community They are to separate from the community
of men of perversity and have unity with of men of perversity and have unity with
regard to Torah and possessions. Their regard to Torah and possessions. Their
deliberations will be under the authority deliberations will be under the authority

of the Zadokites, the priests, and under the of the many (2°277)
authority of the majority (217) of the men of
community who hold fast to the covenant.

According to their authority will go forth
every determination of the lot in every

matter of Torah, property, and judgment, in every matter of Torah and property, to
to practice the truth together with humility, practice humility, righteousness, justice,
righteousness, justice, loving kindness, loving kindness, and modest behavior in all
and modest behavior in all their ways. their ways.

be a recognition by the author of this expanded version that this element, “truth,
is an important added element to be considered alongside those mentioned in the
earlier recension: not just to practice “humility” as in 4QS® and 9, but “truth
together with humility” in the expanded edition in 1QS.

This is not the context for thorough exploration of all of the other variants bet-
ween 1QS and its parallels in 4QS’, ¢ and other manuscripts, a task that has been
done well already by Metso and others. For the purposes of this discussion, it is
sufficient to note that the rest of column V of 1QS contains many other elements not
paralleled in 4QS® and ¢ that are easier to see as additions to 1QS than as subtractions
from 4QS" and 4. These include the additional stricture that no community member
should err “following his heart, his eyes or the thoughts of his inclination” (8
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193 N I 122Y; 1QS V 4-5), the additional call for the community mem-
bers to “circumcise the foreskin of inclination and a stiff neck” (1%> n>1w 72 "M
R A 1QS Vi5)—a call that was introduced by a scribal error, ax&® for the ok *>
found in 4QS" and ¢, the additional description of the community as a community
“of the eternal covenant” (22 n13; 1QS V 5-6), an additional reference to atone-
ment done by these community members (193%; 1QS V 6), additional sentences
about how the sons of Zadok are to condemn those who transgress a community
regulation (1QS V 6-7), and many other elements, such as support for regulations
through citations of Scripture (1QS V 11, 14-15, 17, 26). A theory of abbreviation in
the Qumran Community Rule tradition must explain why a later author felt it
important, or at least allowable, to eliminate these additional elements, stripping this
and other portions of the Community Rule of Scriptural justifications, eliminating
additional specifications of actions to be sought or avoided, etc. This is possible.
Nevertheless, a cumulative study of the variants between 1QS and the (generally)
less expansive versions of the Community Rule in 4QS® and ¢ indicates that the case
for expansion is much easier to make. It is far easier to explain the introduction of
the Zadokites and various additional specifications by the author of 1QS—often
specifications that seem to update the text—than it is to explain the elimination of
these elements by the authors of the recensions reflected in 4QS® and .

Long ago biblical text-critics realized that they could not determine a better
reading purely on the basis of which reading was attested in the earlier manuscript
copies of a biblical text. This seems to be the case for the Qumran Community
Rule traditions as well. It is tempting to attempt to resolve the recensional history
of the Community Rule tradition through recourse to the fairly well-established
paleographic diachrony of the Qumran manuscripts. Nevertheless, the above
reflections suggest that the seeming objectivity provided by paleography proves to
be misleading in this case. Systematic and careful study of the variants between
copies such as 1QS and 4QS® and ¢ suggests that several later copies represent gen-
erally earlier recensions than the better-preserved, more famous, and earlier copy
in 1QS (and parallels). There certainly are cases where one could argue that a var-
iant in 1QS (or a similar recension) is earlier, and it is quite likely that the recen-
sional history of the Community Rule is more complicated than a simple stemmatic
model would allow. Nevertheless, overall, 4QS® along with 4QS" suggests that the
Community Rule tradition started with a set of Community Rules like those found
in 1QS V and parallels, probably without most of the scriptural citations, Zadokite
additions, and other pluses found in 1QS but not 4QS® and <. Over time, versions

90. One of the most specific attempts to explain the minuses in 1QS"¢ is Garnet, “Towards a Serek
Text History” Yet he often resorts to suppositions that ancient tradents would have eliminated a given
phrase or sentence because it was redundant or had little purpose in the broader scope of the docu-
ment. As suggested elsewhere in this chapter and studies cited in it, a broad look at ancient transmis-
sion of tradition does not support the idea that tradents generally were inclined to eliminate repetition,
nor do they seem to have been preoccupied with streamlining their source documents. Such concerns
are more typical of contemporary instructors in writing than of those responsible for preserving and
transmitting ancient traditions. Tradents could and did eliminate material, as we have seen, but almost
always for a clear reason.
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of this less expansive Community Rule tradition continued to be copied, even up
to just before the Common Era. Meanwhile, other recensions, such as that reflected
in 1QS, were expanded through the introductory material seen in 1QS I-IV and
additions such as those discussed above.

M CONCLUSION ON POTENTIAL EXCEPTIONS TO THE TREND
TOWARD EXPANSION

From the outset, it has been admitted that there are exceptions to the trend toward
expansion. The discussion in this and the previous chapter has reviewed some
specific examples of such exceptions: the genre-specific abbreviation of narration of
earlier regnal years in later Assyrian inscriptions and the apparent choice by the
Chronicler not to reproduce significant portions of Samuel-Kings that did exist in
his source. Nevertheless, despite these and other examples of traditions less charac-
terized by expansion (e.g., the Etana epic), the overall trend toward expansion holds.
Certainly, ancient authors could omit material from a source that they otherwise
followed, particularly in cases such as the treatment of death in the Gilgamesh epic,
where such omission harmonized a given section with others and/or conformed it to
a new ideological orientation of the whole. Furthermore, ancient authors could draw
in a variety of ways on the contents of earlier sources, without necessarily producing
an end product that was longer than the source document. Nevertheless, once the
broader spectrum of cases is analyzed, it is clear that the overall trend was toward
preservation and expansion of tradition, at least in cases where tradents were repro-
ducing, virtually verbatim, an earlier written source or sources.

B THE PARTIAL PRESERVATION OF TRADITION

Already the above discussion on the trend toward expansion (in loci where a tra-
dent is reproducing an earlier tradition) provides the context for a survey of
another, apparently contradictory phenomenon documented across a range of
documented cases of transmission history: the tendency of many (if not most)
tradents not to reproduce the entirety of compositions whose parts they appro-
priate, particularly the beginnings and ends of compositions. To be sure, once one
gets to the stage where tradents are merely reorganizing a tradition and/or adding
and coordinating other sorts of glosses—for example, the proto-MT version of
Jeremiah—an earlier version of the tradition is virtually completely preserved in
the later one (albeit often largely unreconstructible in detail [without the help of
manuscript attestation of an earlier stage] behind a number of seamless glosses).
Nevertheless, in cases of more extensive intervention (where we have some form
of the earlier text fully preserved), tradents did not fully preserve each and every
part of the preceding tradition. Chronicles does not appear to preserve the original
beginning of its Samuel-Kings source, nor a number of intervening parts to which
it had access (as discussed above), and perhaps not the ending.®* As discussed

91. Though Graeme Auld proposes that the point of first overlap, the story of the death of Saul,
might be the original beginning of his postulated “Book of the Two Houses” (based on common
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above, numerous portions of the Temple Scroll only appropriate and recombine
snippets of biblical text, and even its closer reproduction (and coordinating expan-
sion/elaboration) of Deuteronomy does not preserve the beginning or end of the
book, and its reproduction of the bulk of Deuteronomy 12-26 and 28 is in a differ-
ent order. If we had the Temple Scroll alone and somehow correctly identified the
fragments of Deuteronomy embedded in it accurately, we would emerge with a
reconstructed “Deuteronomy” something like the following: Deut 7:25...14:18,
2laa, 3, 21aP, 1, 2; 16:18-17:1; 22:6b; 15:19-23; 25:4; 22:10; 12:15%, 12aa, 5, 20ac;
21:21; 12:20aPb; 12:22*, 23a; 15:23; 17:13%; 12:23, 25b, 28b; 26, 11; 22:22-24;
13:1-7,12%-19; 17:2-18:13; 18:20-22; 19:15-21:13; 21:18-21, 22b; 17:6; 22:22-23;
21:1-2; 22:6-8 (9-11%); 22:13-23:1; 27:11, hardly a complete or correctly ordered
copy! Similarly, though Matthew and Luke each preserve significant portions of
the beginning of Mark (1:2-6; the label in 1:1 is not preserved in either), albeit
expanded and in different orders from Mark (cf. Matt 3:1-5; 11:10; Luke 3:1-6;
7:27), they do not reproduce large portions of the rest of Mark (Matthew about 10
percent; Luke about 45 percent), including significant modifications of MarK’s
enigmatic ending (Mark 16:7-8; cf. Matt 28:7-8; Luke 24:9-12; also the longer
ending of Mark 16:9-20*). And these are just prominent examples across a broad
spectrum where there is a good chance that we have in our possession fairly
complete copies of texts (Chronicles, Temple Scroll, Luke, and Matthew) that are
close to the precursor texts (Samuel-Kings*; Deuteronomy; Mark*) used by later
tradents. In other cases such as Gilgamesh, Atrahasis, Etana, etc., we see yet more
examples of probable partial transmission of traditions, but our ability to achieve
more certainty on partial preservation is hampered by the partial preservation of
the earlier and/or later versions. The outstanding possible exceptions that I see to
this phenomenon—for example, relatively complete appropriation of a Rebuilding-
Ezra narrative and Nehemiah Memoir in Ezra-Nehemiah, and appropriation of
almost all of an earlier Community Rule recension in later ones—both occur in
the latter half of the Second Temple period and may represent a special scribal
emphasis on more exact preservation that is also attested around that time in the
solidification of Hebrew Bible textual traditions.

This phenomenon may seem difficult to square with the tendency of tradents to
expand on traditions where they choose to reproduce them, but it is not com-
pletely inconsistent with it. As seen in the case of Chronicles in particular, it
appears that tradents could alternate between close reproduction/expansion of a
given tradition on the one hand and elision of larger chunks of it on the other.
Insofar as the beginnings and ends of compositions are the best loci to shape audi-
ences’ perceptions of a text, they appear to have been loci for particularly intense
scribal intervention. A scribe wishing to add significant material to the outset or
end of a composition often (though not always!) would be inclined to eliminate
distinctive marks of the beginning (e.g., the label in Mark 1:1) or decisive end of a

material), few others have found this a plausible beginning of a narrative. We probably do not have
the data to determine exactly what material earlier in 1 Samuel was available to the Chronicler. On the
ending, see Williamson, “Death of Josiah,” for an interesting proposal.
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composition. Nevertheless, starting with the elision in SB Gilgamesh of OB
Gilgamesh’s version of the barmaid’s speech to Gilgamesh, we have seen numerous
examples of the omission of parts of earlier oral-written texts by later tradents,
even in texts that more generally expanded on their earlier precursors. A nuanced
view of documented cases of transmission history must keep both tendencies in
view: an overall orientation toward preservation/expansion combined with some
omissions, particularly of the original beginnings and ends of compositions, in the
process of producing new wholes.

B HARMONIZATION/COORDINATION

One final broad trend in the revision of ancient texts is the trend toward
coordination of different texts with one another in later versions. This can take
different forms. Sometimes it is insertion of material that coordinates one part of
a text with another part of the same text: a command with the execution of the
command, a dream with the report of its fulfillment, different dreams with each
other, and so on. Sometimes it involves harmonization of one text with another
text that treats similar matters.”” For example, below I will discuss cases where
parts of Chronicles appear to have been harmonized with parts of Samuel-Kings
and vice versa, particularly in the oral tradition. In general, the term “harmoniza-
tion” has been used by scholars to refer to all sorts of changes to sections of text
that bring them into agreement with other sections of text, whether in the same
text or another. In this sense, a broader term, such as “coordination,” often may
apply better to the array of phenomena frequently discussed under the heading of
harmonization, since ancient scribes bridged between texts in a variety of ways.”
We saw many examples of such harmonization (or coordination) already in
analysis of the growth of the Gilgamesh epic and Temple Scroll. Amidst various
kinds of revision in those cases, one of the most common was the tendency of later
tradents to make different parts of a given story correspond more closely with one
another. Within the Gilgamesh epic, we see such harmonization in the late version
of Gilgamesh’s dreams of Enkidu,* the interchange between Enkidu and the harlot

92. Some recent attempts at typology include Emanuel Tov, “The Nature and Background of
Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts,” JSOT 31 (1985): 3-7 and Gordon Fee, “Modern Text
Criticism and the Synoptic Problem,” in JJ Griesbach: Synoptic and Text-Critical Studies 1776-1976, ed.
B Orchard and T. R. W. Longstaft (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 161-62.

93. Note also Molly Zahn’s discussion of problems with the term “harmonization” (“The Forms and
Methods of Early Jewish Reworkings of the Pentateuch in Light of 4Q158,” PhD diss.[South Bend, IN:
Notre Dame University, 2009]; published as eadem., Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and
Exegesis in the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts, STDJ 95 [Leiden: Brill, 2011]) and her proposal on
p. 20 (of the dissertation) of a substitute descriptor, “addition of new material from elsewhere” for many
of the changes previously termed “harmonizations” in the Samaritan Pentateuch and other texts. This
term is appropriate for the range of materials from Qumran that are the focus of her study, but its focus
on exact repetition of material from elsewhere is more restrictive than the broader term “coordination”
used here, which I find useful in this context to compare different levels of scribal linking of texts.

94. Here again, note Jerrold Cooper, “Gilgamesh Dreams of Enkidu: the Evolution and Dilution of
Narrative,” in Essays on the Ancient Near East in Memory of Jacob Joel Finkelstein, ed. Maria Ellis
(Hamden, CT: Archon Books, 1977), 39-44.
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and subsequent interchange between Shamash and Enkidu, narrative introduc-
tions of Gilgamesh’s dreams on the way to Cedar Mountain, and various expan-
sions and abbreviations of Gilgamesh’s final encounters with the barmaid and
boatman after Enkidu’s death. In the case of the Temple Scroll, many of the col-
umns featuring verbatim parallels to biblical material harmonize sections from
Deuteronomy with legislation and/or wording found in Deuteronomy, Leviticus,
and elsewhere.

This tendency toward harmonization/coordination is present in other docu-
mented cases of transmission history in Mesopotamia. As Tertel has previously
argued, later versions of the Atrahasis epic contain several harmonizing expan-
sions, such as in the description of the gods’ response to human noise (SB IV 3, 7;
cf. OB I 356) and the interchange between Ea and Atrahasis (SB V 27-30). In
addition, the author of the late version of the Gilgamesh epic appears to have
incorporated a version of the Atrahasis flood narrative that featured some addi-
tional coordinations of that narrative with earlier parts of the epic, some of which
are attested in Atrahasis traditions themselves, and at least one of which is not
(SB Gilg. XI 100-101; see OB Atrahasis II vii 49-50 and cf. OB Atrahasis III ii 54
and U rev. 7-10). Similarly, the Etana epic features a plus that assimilates the
warning by the eagle’s offspring (LV II 48-49) with an oath given earlier (LV II
18-19).” Finally, the SB version of the Anzu epic assimilates Anu’s initial recruit-
ing speeches to various gods to the final speeches to Ningursu and his mother.”

Turning to the other end of the chronological spectrum, we have extensive
manuscript evidence for scribal coordination/harmonization in late Second
Temple Jewish traditions. Particularly famous in this regard are the extended
coordinating insertions in the “proto-Samaritan” and Samaritan Pentateuchal tra-
ditions, such as the conforming of the descriptions of Canaan in Gen 10:19 and
Deut 34:2 (SamP 34:1) to God’s promise to Abra(ha)m in Gen 15:18, an insertion
at Gen 30:36 narrating the appearance of an angel in a dream to Jacob corresponding
to his later report of such a dream in Gen 31:11-13, insertions (also found in
4QExod?) ensuring that the plague commands in Exodus 7-11 have compliance
reports and vice versa, the addition of a complaint by the people at Exod 6:9 to
correspond to their back-reference to such a complaint in (MT) Exod 14:12, inser-
tions from Deuteronomy that conform the description of Moses’s delegation of
responsibilities in Exod 18:13-27 (Sam Pent and 4QExod?) to Moses’s review of
that process in Deut 1:9-18, insertions at various points in Numbers to allow its
description of the spy story and Transjordanian travels to match the review of
those events in Deuteronomy 1-3 (e.g., Deut 1:20-23a before Num 13:1 [also in
4QNum®[; Deut 1:27-33 after Num 13:33; Deut 1:44a into Num 14:45), and provi-
sion of a Mosaic order regarding war booty at Num 31:20 to anticipate mention of
that order in Num 31:21(-24). There are a few examples of such scribal coordination
in the Samaritan redaction of Deuteronomy (e.g., Num 20:17-18 inserted between

95. Tertel, Text and Transmission, 33-36, 43-54.

96. On this, see Cooper, “Symmetry and Repetition,” 508-509. Note also the same article (p. 510)
on another example from Pseudo-Naram-Sin and the above-noted example of rougher assimilation in
Etana (pp. 509-10).
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Deut 2:7 and 8), but they are less numerous and not at all widespread in the expan-
sionist Pentateuchal manuscripts at Qumran (though cf. 4QDeut”). Apparently,
there was much more impetus in these instances to conform the narrative to a later
review, rather than the other way around. A review by its nature need not mention
all the preceding events, but a problem was created when a character such as Jacob
or Moses described an event in a way that diverged significantly from the narrative
of that event in the Tetrateuch.”

Less often recognized is direct and indirect (by way of version) manuscript
documentation of probable harmonizations/coordinations in the Septuagint and
MT.% Already in 1948, a study by Prijs found multiple places where the LXX har-
monizes Pentateuchal passages, particularly conforming Tetrateuchal narratives
to the reviews in Deuteronomy.” For example, the LXX lists of nations to be dis-
possessed found in Exod 3:8, 17; 13:5; 23:23; and 34:11 appear to be matched
(albeit in different orders, a typical memory variant) with the list of “seven” nations
to be dispossessed in Deut 7:1 (cf. the various lists of dispossessed nations in the
MT and SamP of these passages). A plus in the LXX of Exod 23:18 prefaces a
command about the Passover offering with a prediction of land inheritance taken
from Exod 34:24. Yet another plus in the LXX of Exod 23:22 adds the promises
related to obedience in Exod 19:5-6 to the promise related obedience found in the
other witnesses for Exod 23:22. And the list could go on. Many past discussions
have attributed these and a multitude of other examples of harmonizing/
coordinating readings in the LXX to harmonizing tendencies in the translator, and
certainly such cannot be ruled out. Nevertheless, given the widespread documen-
tation of harmonizing impulses in the Hebrew tradition for the Pentateuch and
other biblical texts, it is just as likely that the bulk of these pluses already were pre-
sent in the Hebrew Vorlagen used by LXX translators.'®

97. See comments along these lines in Tov, “Harmonizations,” 8, which explains the dispropor-
tion (relative lack of harmonizations in Qumran Deuteronomy manuscripts) puzzled over in
Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 266-69. Note, however, one Deuteronomy manuscript at Qumran, 4QDeut",
that contains a number of possible harmonizations to its Tetrateuchal precursors (Esther Eshel,
“4QDeut"—A Text That Has Undergone Harmonistic Editing” HUCA 62 [1991]: 117-54).

98. For a broader study of this phenomenon in Genesis 1-11 along with good arguments for this
process as an inner-Hebrew development, see Ronald Hendel, The Text of Genesis 1-11: Textual Studies
and Critical Edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), especially pp. 36-38, 49-56, 75, 85-92.

99. Leo Prijs, Jiidische Tradition in der Septuaginta (Leiden: Brill, 1948), 93-99.

100. Two recent discussions have concluded that the LXX reflects more harmonizations than its SP
and MT counterparts, at least for some sections of the Pentateuch. See Hendel, Genesis 1-11, 81-92 and
Emanuel Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of Deuteronomy;” in Mishneh Todah:
Studies in Deuteronomy and Its Cultural Environment in Honor of Jeffrey H. Tigay, ed. Nili Sacher Fox,
David A. Glatt-Gilead, and Michael J. Williams (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 19-27, both of
which conclude that, in general, most of these harmonizations probably stem from the Vorlage(n) of
the LXX translators, rather than being products of the translation process itself. On this, cf. David Noel
Freedman and D. Miano, “Is the Shorter Reading Better? Haplography in the First Book of Chronicles,”
in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov, ed.
Shalom M. Paul, et al., VTSup 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 685-98, which strikingly fails to consider the
possibility of LXX harmonizations of 1 Chronicles with parallels in Genesis in several cases (1:4, 10, 17,
32, 50). Instead, the authors posit haplography and similar errors producing the shorter MT text, often
on the basis of the slightest (or no) overlap in wording or letters (e.g., the conjunction 1). Once these
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Indeed, there are some loci where the MT Hebrew tradition (often combined
with other traditions, such as the SamP) contains harmonizing pluses vis-a-vis the
LXX. For example, the MT and SamP versions give seventy as the number of
Jacob’s family descending into Egypt in Gen 46:27 and Exod 1:5, thus conforming
these passages to the numbering given in Deut 10:22 (rather than seventy-five as
given in the LXX of Gen 46:27 and Exod 1:5; cf. the harmonizing 75 in LXX® of
Deut 10:22). The MT and SamP versions of Num 13:33 contain a plus not reflected
in the LXX (2°991771n p1v °12) which clarifies that the 0°%91 (“giants”) mentioned in
Numbers 13 are identical to the 2’1y mentioned in the non-P parts of Numbers
13-14 (Num 13:22, 28) and Moses’s review of the spy story in Deut 1:28.1°! Later in
Numbers, the MT and SamP both harmonize portions of the P report with the
non-P report by including additional mentions of Dathan and Abiram alongside
Korah (Num 16:24 [cf. 16:25], 27a [cf. 16:27b]; note also 26:9),'> and adding ov%2
P22 (Balaam and Balak) to an original description (with a singular verb) of just
Balak executing Balaams command in Num 23:2 so that it agrees with 23:4.1%
Then, in the story of the East Jordan tribes, the MT/SamP features a mention
of the "% 2 N7y (“congregation of Israel”) in Num 32:4 (cf. %x7w° *12 [“sons of
Israel”] in LXX//Syriac) that conforms that portion of the story to mention of the
77y immediately preceding it (Num 32:2)."%* Similarly, the MT/SamP has a clari-
tying plus in Num 33:38 that Aaron went up fo Mount Hor anticipating information
given in the next verse (33:39), the MT/SamP of Deut 1:15 features an additional
mention of 2°02W *WX1NK (“heads of tribes”) that makes his appointment of judges
conform more to the plan mentioned in Deut 1:13, and Deut 1:35 MT/SamP

questionable cases are omitted from their list, along with two cases of broader recensional differences
between LXX and MT (on placing Kainan between Arpachshad and Shelah in 1 Chr 1:18; Gen 10:24;
11:12-13; and addition of sons of Barad in LXX of both 1 Chr 1:50 and Gen 36:39) and four cases of
striking omissions specific to Codex Vaticanus for 1 Chronicles, there are very few examples of better
“shorter readings” in this article. To be sure, haplography and other dynamics could lead to elimination
of material (especially in certain traditions, e.g., Chronicles in Vaticanus), but not as frequently as
Freedman and Miano suggest.

101. Wevers asserts that it is an error in the LXX produced by homeioteleuton of 0°751 without
consideration of other potential processes (Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers, SBLSCS 46 [Atlanta:
Scholars, 1999], 209).

102. Cf. Wevers, Numbers Notes, 270, 272, which argues that the LXX translator was dealing with
awkwardness in the texts here. This would not explain the continuing special interest in Dathan and
Abiram seen in the non-LXX versions of Num 26:9.

103. As frequently elsewhere, Wevers explains this as an inner-Septuagental development, this
time trying to smear Balaam with the accusation that he offered a sacrifice on a pagan altar (Numbers
Notes, 384). It would seem that Balaam is already implicated, however, by having ordered such a
sacrifice, and Wevers does not consider other evidence for the secondary addition of this pair of names
in the MT/SamP/4Q27, such as the singular verb, the awkwardness produced by now having Balaam
execute his own command, and the fact that Balaam then has Balak stand by “his” burnt offering (Num
23:3). Note that Num 23:3 LXX and probably 4Q27 have a plus, which adds a compliance report to the
divine order seen in 23:3a.

104. On this, see Joel S. Baden, J, E, and the Redaction of the Pentateuch, FAT 68 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2009), 145, note 122, which argues that this verse is non-Priestly and notes the textual issue
regarding 77 here.
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contains an additional mention of 7177 ¥ 777 that makes Moses’s review of the
spy story in that verse conform more precisely to the mention of that generation in
the review of the story in Num 32:13. The list could go on,'® including a number
of instances outside the portion of Numbers and Deuteronomy from which this
sampling is taken.

Sometimes one can trace a constellation of harmonizations across several
textual traditions. For example, the version of the divine command found in the
4QExod™ version of Exod 32:7 just has a command for Moses to “descend” 77
(“because the people you brought out of Egypt have acted ruinously”). This brief
command then contrasts with the more extensive version of this command found
in Deut 9:12, where Moses reports that God said “get up and go down quickly from
here” (7 ann 71 0P). The MT (as well as SamP and probably 4Q30) version of
32:7 comes a bit closer to Deut 9:12 by having God say “go and descend” (71 72),
while the LXX version of the command comes yet closer to Deut 9:12 by adding
equivalents to “quickly” and “from here”: “go quickly, descend from here” In this
way, we can trace a gradual process of accommodation of a Tetrateuchal text to
more closely parallel the Deuteronomistic review of the event it describes.

These sorts of harmonizations/coordinations continue in 4QRP and related
traditions of the Pentateuch.'” 4Q158 mixes elements from God’s blessing to Jacob
in Gen 28:3 into God’s blessing on him at the Jabbok (cf. Gen 32:27-30). 4Q364
(4QRP"), in addition to having some coordinating additions seen also in the
Samaritan tradition (e.g., inserting the dream that Jacob reports in Gen 31:11-13
after Gen 30:36), has some unique harmonizations, such as its inclusion of a plus
in its equivalent to Deut 1:17—7nw m]pn &15—that assimilates Moses’s charge to
the judges to God’s instructions for judges in Deut 16:19 (see also Deut 10:17).1%
Similarly, 4Q365 (4QRP- frg. 23) conflates portions of laws on Sukkot from Num
29:32-30:1 and Deut 16:13-14 into the law on Sukkot found in Lev 23:42-44.

Scholars have noted the similarity between these harmonizations across the
proto-Samaritan, 4QRP, Temple Scroll, and related traditions,'® but occasionally
have been limited by stematic models for the development of manuscript tradi-
tions, trying to determine whether a given manuscript was part of the Temple
Scroll, 4QRP, or another tradition. As Eshel and Eshel have argued, the evidence

105. For example, Tov’s study of harmonizations in Deuteronomy finds only two harmonizations
exclusive only to the MT tradition (Deut 1:35; 23:12), but another forty-four instances where the MT
shares a harmonization with the SamP vis-a-vis a shorter reading reflected in the LXX and eight more
instances where the MT and LXX share a harmonization vis-a-vis the SamP (Tov, “Deuteronomy
Harmonizations,” 19-26).

106. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 56.

107. See, for example, Emanuel Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions and Biblical Manuscripts,
with Special Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5 (1998): 334-54 and David M. Carr,
“Method in Determination of Direction of Dependence: An Empirical Test of Criteria Applied to
Exodus 34,11-26 and Its Parallels,” in Gottes Volk am Sinai: Untersuchungen zu Ex 32-34 und Dtn 9-10,
Vol. 18, ed. Matthias Kockert and Erhard Blum, Veréffentlichungen der wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft
fiir Theologie (Gitersloh: Kaiser, Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2001), 115-22.

108. Onall this, see now the more nuanced discussion in Molly Zahn, “Rethinking Rewritten Scripture?

109. See, for example, Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 56, 97, 101-102, especially pp. 266-69, and Eshel,
“4QDeut"”



Documented Cases of Transmission History, Part2 m 95

now suggests that the stematic relationships, whatever they are, are more complex
than the typical “proto-Samaritan” and similar labels would suggest. Based par-
ticularly on the study of various harmonizations of the Ten Commandments,
they identify at least three groups of ever-increasing levels of harmonization,
starting with a low level of harmonizations primarily focused on the Sabbath
command found in a couple of phylacteries (XqPhyl 3, 4QPhyl J), moving to a
second group of manuscripts that more completely harmonize the two Sabbath
commands (Nash, 8QPhyl, 4QMezA, and 4QPhyl G), and concluding with a yet
fuller harmonization found in 4QDeut". The Samaritan Pentateuch version of the
Decalogue is closest to the second group.''® These sorts of probes help establish
the existence of yet more harmonizing traditions than the Samaritan Pentateuch,
thus indicating that the Samaritan Pentateuch is not the destination in relation to
which all other harmonizing manuscripts are “proto” forms. Yet the above
discussion of evidence of harmonization in the LXX and MT (often combined
with SamP) establishes that things may be yet more complex than this. Apparently
harmonization and other forms of coordination, both micro-contextual (within a
given episode) and across books (e.g., Tetrateuch and Deuteronomy), were wide-
spread in the textual transmission of the Torah and other Hebrew Bible books, as
we saw in other ancient Near Eastern traditions. Therefore, it is possible that pat-
terns of similar and divergent harmonizations/coordinations could happen
through a variety of modes (dependence, parallel development) that then pro-
duces the complex picture now evident in the Qumran and other older manu-
script evidence.

It is more difficult to identify cases of harmonization/coordination in texts
about Israel's monarchal past (e.g., Chronicles and Samuel-Kings), since many
potential cases of assimilation can be explained in another way. For example, the
4QSam? version of 2 Samuel 24 features details of David’s vision and the aftermath
to it that are quite close to elements in 1 Chronicles (21:16 and 20b-21bp).
McCarter and Cross argue that the longer version found in 4QSam?, along with
Chronicles, is earlier, while the MT of Samuel is a later abbreviation.!"! Others,
such as Pisano, argue that the longer reading found in 4QSam?® is expansionist,
harmonizing the text of Samuel to its parallel in Chronicles.!’? Some other elements

110. Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel, “Dating the Samaritan Pentateuch’s Compilation in Light of
the Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in
Honor of Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul, et al., VTSup 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 215-40; for addi-
tional detail, see Esther Eshel, “Harmonistic Editing in the Pentateuch in the Second Temple Period
[Hebrew],” unpublished master’s thesis, Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1999.

111. P. Kyle McCarter, 2 Samuel, AB 9 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1964), 507; Cross, et al., Cave
4, Samuel, 193.

112. Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omissions in the Books of Samuel: The Significant Pluses and
Minuses in the Massoretic, LXX and Qumran Texts, OBO (Freiburg and Géttingen: Universitatsverlag
and Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, 1984), 113-16. For a comparison of these approaches, see Robert P.
Gordon, “The Problem of Haplography in 1 and 2 Samuel,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings:
Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester 1990), ed. George ]. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars (Atlanta:
Scholars, 1992), 131-58, especially p. 152 which uses statistics from the Leiden Peshitta to argue that
haplography generally is limited in extent and characteristic of specific manuscripts.
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that 4QSam® shares with Chronicles can be explained as harmonizations with
Chronicles or as ancient portions of the particular version of the Samuel tradition
(possibly similar to 4QSam?®) that was used by the author of Chronicles. For
example, in its version of 1 Sam 6, 4QSam® features a gloss about Baalah in 2 Sam
6:2 that links with 1 Chr 13:6 and an explanation at 6:7 of the death of Uzzah that
matches 1 Chr 13:10. It is difficult to know whether these links to Chronicles in
4QSam*® were produced by the adoption by the Chronicler of a manuscript tradi-
tion that included these glosses or whether they were added later to 4QSam?® (or its
ancestor tradition) by an author harmonizing Samuel at these points with its
Chronistic parallel.

Sometimes, however, cases are clearer. Take, for example, the sole attestation in
1QIsa® of the reading 02w 0°WIRA 11X2 (cf. MWK oY 11R2 in other traditions) in
Isa 36:11. This reading is only weakly attested textually, and it assimilates this verse
to the following one (36:12//2 Kgs 18:26). Another example, noted by Zakowitch
in his article on assimilation in biblical narratives, is the Chronicler’s apparent
coordination of the story of David’s purchase of land in Jerusalem (1 Chr
21:22-25//2 Sam 24:21-24) with the already similar story of Abraham’s purchase
of the cave at Machpelah (Gen 23:8-20).""* Generally, 4QSam® and other manu-
script traditions for Samuel-Kings and Chronicles provide a number of additional
potential cases of documented harmonizing expansions.

One promising avenue for identification of this dynamic lies in a survey of the
more fluid, oral gere tradition for Samuel-Kings and Chronicles. As found in the
discussion in chapter one of parallels in Proverbs, the qere tradition for Samuel-
Kings and Chronicles likewise often harmonizes the two books in comparison
with the less fluid ketib tradition for both books. For example, Samuel and 1
Chronicles diverge in whether 2°nw%s (2 Sam 5:19) or o»nw%d (1 Chr 14:10) is
spelled, but the gere tradition for Chronicles harmonizes to the reading seen in
Samuel. 1 Chr 18:3 features a mention of the Euphrates lacking in its parallel in 2
Sam 8:3, a difference resolved in the addition of the Euphrates into the gere tradi-
tion for 2 Sam 8:3. And we see similar harmonizations of the tradition in Kings to
parallels in Chronicles, such as the following:

ann ketib in 1 Kgs 9:18 versus 77N qere as seen in 2 Chr 8:4

182 ketib in 1 Kgs 12:3 versus X2 gere as seen in 2 Chr 10:3

oo minai ketib in 2 Kgs 11:2 versus 0°nnni qere as seen in 2 Chr 22:11
nrRnn ketib in 2 Kgs 11:4 versus mxni gere as seen in 2 Chr 23:1

113. Yair Zakowitch, “Assimilation in Biblical Narratives,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism,
ed. Jeftrey Tigay (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 181. Zakowitch also proposes
that 2 Kgs 20:7, intrusive in its context, its equivalent appended onto the end of the majority tradition
for Isa 38 (38:21) and only added in a margin of the 1QIsa* scroll, is a harmonization of the story of
Hezekiah’s recovery with Elisha (pp. 181-85). The links with the Elisha story, however, are not as firmly
established as the coordination with Genesis 23 in his other example. On pp. 185-96, he ventures two
more examples of more extensive assimilation, coordination of the story of the rape of Dinah in
Genesis 34 with the otherwise similar rape of Tamar in 2 Samuel 13, and secondary assimilation of the
story of Manoah’s sacrifice (Judges 13) with the story of the angel’s visit to Gideon (Judg 6:11-24). In all
of these cases, he notes how existing similarities between narratives may prompt further assimilation,
harmonization, and/or coordination.
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Such oral contamination across tradition can happen elsewhere as well, such as the
following:

2572 kM ketib in 2 Kgs 19:23 versus 237 172 RN qere as seen in Isa 37:24
21081 ketib in Isa 37:30 versus 172X1 in the qere as seen in 2 Kgs 19:29

Similarly, a ketib reading in Jer 52:32 0°3%7 is given as 0°2%17 in the gere tradition
for that verse, in agreement with 0°5%n7 in 2 Kgs 25:28. More rarely, the qere
preserves a divergent reading, as in the qere reading of 0711 in 1 Chr 14:1 where
the ketib for both 1 Chr 14:1 and 2 Sam 5:11 reads 07°1. Nevertheless, the general
trend in the qere readings is to offer a version that assimilates one of a parallel pair
to the other. To some extent, of course, these seeming assimilating readings may
represent the drift of texts toward a more common spelling or a grammatically
correct or otherwise easier reading. Nevertheless, some may testify to a cognitive
process in which particularly difficult texts in Samuel-Kings and Chronicles may
be assimilated, perhaps partly through the conduits of memorization and oral
performance, toward one of the two versions.

Scholars have long suspected that such assimilation of historical traditions
to each other may have occurred on a broader level as well. For example,
McKenzie argues on the basis of wording and placement that the wording of 2
Chr 1:14-17 may have been borrowed from 1 Kgs 10:26-29.!"* Similarly, at a
later stage of the Chronicles tradition, the Vorlage to the OG of 2 Par 35:19a-d
contains a parallel to 2 Kgs 23:24-27 that is missing from the M T of 2 Chronicles
35.1% Assimilation could go in the other direction as well. It seems quite clear
that material regarding Reubenite cities dropped out of the material on Levitical
cities in Joshua 21, only to be reinserted via the Masorah from 1 Chr 6:63-4 at
what is now Josh 21:36-7."'¢ And these examples—along with the assimilating
gere variants discussed above—are just a few of the clearer cases of assimilation
of the Chronicles tradition to the tradition seen in Joshua and Samuel-Kings.
Clearly, however parallel these traditions may once have been, these traditions,
particularly those seen in Chronicles, have been conformed in some ways to
each other.

Finally, though the preceding discussion has focused on examples of harmoni-
zation/coordination in narratives, we have documentation of the same tendency
in other sorts of material as well. Perhaps the prime example is the set of diver-
gent recensions of Jeremiah reflected in the MT on the one hand and Old Greek
(and, to some extent, 4QJer® and 4QJer? as well) on the other. As Stipp in particular
has argued, the majority of the distinctive characteristics of both recensions are
not systematic redactions. Instead, the (proto-)MT recension and (to a lesser
extent) Old Greek recensions (hereafter often OG) are characterized by a variety
of additions that assimilate the wording of one passage to another in Jeremiah,
import parts of Jeremiah into other parts, smooth over differences, and otherwise

114. McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 94, 152-53.
115. McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 160.
116. Japhet, I and 2 Chronicles, 162.
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conform parts of Jeremiah to each other and to other parts of the biblical Hebrew
corpus.'’’

In sum, from ancient Mesopotamia through parallel biblical traditions and
forward to Second Temple manuscript traditions for the narrative books of the
Hebrew Bible, we have widespread documentation of scribal coordination and
harmonization of various texts with each other.'®* Some such interventions hap-
pened on a micro level, linking texts separated only by a sentence or two, while
others coordinated widely disparate but related texts, such as Tetrateuchal narra-
tives with the reviews of those narratives in Deuteronomy. Moreover, it is not
always clear that such harmonizations/coordinations were part of a systematic
effort to resolve all contradictions between a set of texts. To be sure, the textual
tradition later used by the Samaritans seems unusually characterized by wide-
spread importation of Deuteronomistic textual traditions into the Tetrateuch
(and some in the reverse direction), but many other changes are as easily explained
by slight memory slips by the scribes transmitting the tradition. After all, memory
studies have documented the tendency for people unconsciously to assimilate
parallel narratives to each other, and the closer that the narratives are, the more
difficulty people often have in distinguishing them. This natural process of mutual
contamination almost certainly led to numerous minor alterations in the biblical
witness, some of which appear now in the minor discrepancies between textual
witnesses for biblical books. As a result, it often is impossible to determine
whether a given harmonizing plus is the result of intentional or unintentional
scribal coordination.

B VARIETIES OF ORAL-WRITTEN CULTIVATION
OF THE TRADITION

In conclusion, the surveys in this and the preceding chapter have shown the vari-
eties of ways that ancient tradents revised the tradition in the process of preserving
and cultivating it. To be sure, the massive verbatim agreement between different
recensions testifies to the probable use of writing to support the transmission of
these traditions, since the transmission of textual tradition through exclusively
oral means produces wider forms of variety than most examples seen here. Yet the
presence of memory variants testifies to the use of memory—at least at times—to
reproduce the traditions as well. In some cases, such memory variants may have
been produced when scribes reproduced an entire text from memory, having mas-
tered it as students or teachers. Yet other dynamics may have been involved as well.

117. See Hermann-Josef Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des Jeremiabuches:
Textgeschichtlicher Rang, Eigenarten, Triebkrdfte, OBO (Freiburg: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994),
especially his summary comments (regarding the proto-MT) on pp. 137-40, along with his discussion
of smaller-scale assimilations and harmonizations evident in the Old Greek (pp. 146-51).

118. This continues in the textual history of the New Testament gospels, where manuscripts of
Mark, Luke, and John contain a particularly large number of assimilations to Matthew (probably
because of the prominent use of the latter in many churches), but where the gospel traditions more
generally appear to have been assimilated to each other in a variety of ways.
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In the case of the Temple Scroll and other texts, we have seen a particular density
of memory variants in places where a scribe inserts elements of another text—
possibly from memory—into a broader context, for example, elements of laws
from Leviticus into a context in Deuteronomy. In other cases, a scribe may draw
on memory of another text to clarify the one being reproduced, replacing an
archaic or otherwise odd term in the given text with a more contemporary or
understandable term from its parallel. And then there may be cases where memory
variants in a section of text, such as the Ten Commandments, betray a scribe’s use
of memory to reproduce certain portions of text, while copying other parts of the
text graphically.

Though the focus of this chapter has been on documented revision of ancient
texts, one finding is the overall focus of ancient tradents on overall preservation of
written words from the past. Usually, this meant that scribes reproduced traditions
they appropriated with virtually no change. To be sure, as we have seen, such
reproduction “with virtually no change” could include a variety of memory vari-
ants: changes of wording, order, or insignificant shifts in grammar or syntax. And
graphically copied traditions could include various copyist errors. Nevertheless, if
we are to look empirically at the documented transmission of ancient texts, the
first and most important thing to emphasize is the following: The vast majority of
cases involve reproduction of earlier traditions with no shifts beyond the memory
or graphic shifts surveyed so far. At the least, tradents aimed for preservation of
the semantic content of traditions. Often with time, scribes, such as those working
in the later Mesopotamian and Jewish contexts, developed various techniques for
ensuring more precise preservation of their traditions, often through processes of
graphic copying and various techniques of proofing copies.

Amidst this overall trend toward preservation of ancient written tradition,
three main trends of revision have emerged. First, we have seen how, as a general
rule, ancient scholars who were producing a new version of an ancient tradition
(or portion of an ancient tradition) either preserved it unchanged (aside from
memory or graphic variants) or expanded it. In particular, the boundaries of a
composition often proved particularly opportune loci for such expansion, whether
through the strategic recasting of an existing composition through the addition of
new introductory materials or the (often less strategic) appending onto the end of
additional/supplementary materials. Nevertheless, we saw numerous examples
where later authors transformed earlier compositions, sometimes into completely
new wholes, through a mix of expansions across their various parts (but especially
beginnings and endings).

Conversely, it is also clear that—aside from a few examples (mostly concen-
trated in second- to first-century BCE Judaism)—ancient scribes rarely appropri-
ated earlier compositions in their entirety. In particular, they often eliminated
their beginning and/or end in the process of strategically redirecting them. In
many cases, they chose not to reproduce material in the middle as well. This
restricts somewhat the above “trend toward expansion.” On the one hand, scribes
seem to have shown their reverence for and mastery over earlier chunks of tradi-
tion by reproducing them whole and even expanding them. On the other hand,
they do not seem to have shown the same regard for compositions as discrete
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literary wholes with their own integrity. Where contemporary literary critics and/
or biblical scholars might focus on compositions as literary wholes, ancient scribes
often seem to have felt free to appropriate fragments, chunks, and blocks of earlier
material. They might focus across a certain stretch of the tradition (e.g., Samuel-
Kings in Chronicles; Deuteronomy in the latter part of the Temple Scroll), but do
not seem to have felt bound to reproduce, absolutely completely, an overall text of
that tradition.

Finally, the other major sort of preservation amidst revision is the tendency
of many ancient scholars to harmonize and/or otherwise coordinate ancient
written traditions with themselves and other texts. Scholars reproducing ancient
traditions had learned them well enough to recognize inconsistencies and diver-
gences between different parts of them. Commands given early in the epic might
not be executed precisely later in the story, or the execution might not be
reported at all. Speeches might be partially, but not completely, parallel to one
another. Laws on a given topic might be scattered broadly across a given work
and/or be inconsistent. As we have seen, some scholars reproducing these tradi-
tions dealt with these phenomena by combining and/or harmonizing the diver-
gent traditions. Commands and executions would be made to match (or
insertions made to provide the relevant complement); speeches made parallel;
laws joined and conformed to each other; narrations of events conformed to the
review of those events at a later point; etc.

Sometimes this process of harmonization/coordination led to contraction of
traditions, thus contradicting the above-described tendency of scholars to pre-
serve and expand traditions. Nevertheless, this scribal phenomenon can be seen as
another sort of preservation of traditions. Indeed, I suggest that such harmoniza-
tion involved what might be understood as a “hyper-memorization” of tradition
where different parts of a textual tradition (or broader corpus) were understood to
be so sacrosanct that they were not allowed to contradict each other.

Thus, ancient transmission of tradition seems to have involved an intricate
balance of preservation and revision. On the one hand, the oral-written tradition
(as a whole, not its individual compositional parts) was regarded as a holy, pre-
cious set of messages from an otherwise inaccessible past, to be preserved and
passed on to future generations. One’s virtuosity as a student and scholar was
proven by one’ ability to cite and reproduce portions of the tradition, generally
from memory. On the other hand, documented cases of transmission history
show that ancient scholars did revise such traditions in multiple ways, generally
expanding the tradition, but sometimes omitting parts, inserting additional
traditions deemed relevant, and/or harmonizing/coordinating one part of the
tradition with another.

Even when revision happened, many such revisions could be seen as ways to
preserve the tradition. In cases of memory variants, the shifts probably were seen
as reproductions of what was essentially the “same” tradition. In cases of harmoni-
zation/coordination, the tradition was being made more true to itself. In cases of
expansion, the bulk of the tradition was preserved, but enriched through addi-
tional exclusively oral traditions, theological updates, or other elements perceived
as enhancements to the sacred deposit of more ancient material. To be sure, as
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mentioned above, we see scattered warnings across Mesopotamian, Egyptian, and
Israelite literature not to add to or subtract from a given text (e.g., Erra 11:43-44;
Satire on the Trades 10; Deut 4:2; 13:1; Prov 30:6), indicating the premium put on
preservation and the judgment that could attend the alteration of a given tradition,
even through expansion. Yet these warnings are indirect testimony to the fact that
scribes did alter their tradition, a phenomenon that is well documented in the
cases discussed in this chapter. Overall, even when scribes creatively innovated in
the process of reproducing a given tradition, they maintained a stance of preserva-
tion and cultivation of it.'*?

All that said, these cases also document that scribes did innovate at times in
their transmission of tradition, including broader innovations that appear to be
intended to address the concerns of contemporary communities. We should be
careful not to assume that all changes were oriented toward the specific needs of
such contemporary communities. For example, the bulk of documented changes
in the MT of Jeremiah appear to be small-scale coordinations and harmonizations
of different parts of Jeremiah (particularly prose portions) with each other and
other texts in the Hebrew Bible.!?® Yet other documented revisions, both in
Jeremiah and other ancient texts, do seem to reflect broader interests of the scribes
transmitting them. I will discuss some potential examples from the Hebrew Bible
in the latter half of the next chapter.

119. An analogy to this would be places where modern scholars have suggested conjectural emen-
dations of biblical manuscripts based on what they reason is a more original reading, sometimes intro-
ducing readings that probably never before existed in the textual tradition.

120. On this, see especially Stipp, Sondergut.



4 From Documented Growth
0 Method in Reconstruction
of Growth

The previous chapter ended with reflections on the overall emphasis on preserva-
tion in ancient textual transmission, even in instances where texts were modified.
Indeed, if it were not for the frequent focus among ancient tradents on preserva-
tion of oral-written traditions, scholars now would probably have few clues with
which to reconstruct the history of composition of documents where we lack cop-
ies of earlier sources. Ancient scholars could have been much more consistent and
thorough in covering their tracks—eliminating shifts in chronology, character-
names, doublets, etc. Yet in at least some cases, such as the insertion of the flood
narrative into the standard Babylonian edition of the Gilgamesh epic, tradents did
not smooth out the differences between the traditions they preserved and
combined. In that case, the author(s) of the Gilgamesh epic preserved unique ele-
ments of the inserted tradition—including the name of the flood hero—alongside
competing elements in the tradition being enriched.

At the same time, the previous chapters have highlighted the fluidity of Ancient
Near Eastern textual transmission. In particular, the early stages of textual trans-
mission of both Mesopotamian and Judean literary documents seem to have
allowed for relatively substantial changes, especially around the edges of composi-
tions (e.g., prologues and appendices) but also in the middle. We even saw some
probable documented cases of the combination of originally separate documents,
such as the addition of the flood story to the Gilgamesh epic or the combination of
a Nehemiah memoir with a Rebuilding-Ezra narrative to form the book of Ezra-
Nehemiah. In both the Mesopotamian and Judean examples, the scribal system
seems to have ceased making such major textual changes at a certain point, at least
for documents that became central parts of the authorized literary corpus.
Nevertheless, in the case of some biblical manuscripts at least, we still see minor
memory variants and harmonizing/coordinating expansions well into the Second
Temple period. Indeed, it appears that each of our earliest manuscript witnesses to
the Torah—the Samaritan Pentateuch, MT, LXX and Qumran manuscripts—con-
tains at least some such expansions and shifts. All such manuscripts, and all bib-
lical manuscripts in general, are a product of a centuries-long process of
oral-written textual transmission that has blurred the contours of earlier recen-
sions. However much we might wish for a data set that is pristine, the transmis-
sion-historically complex manuscripts with which we must work do not completely
preserve the marks that might help us reconstruct their prehistory.

The importance of this reality for qualifying transmission-historical work can be
highlighted initially by two cases where scholars” hypotheses have been undermined
by their dependence on indicators probably introduced in the latest documented

102
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stages of textual growth. The first example is relatively early and comes from
Noldeke’s classic 1869 discussion of the Priestly document. He opens his discussion
by arguing that Deuteronomy is later than P (partly) because the review of the spy
story in Deut 1:19-46 mixes summary of non-P elements with a quotation of the
description of the land-entry generation (“whom you said were booty” on R WX
1 12%; Deut 1:39) that occurs in the P version of the Numbers 13-14 spy story
(14:31).! What he overlooks, apparently, is the fact that this very phrase in the MT/
SamP of Deuteronomy is a plus vis-a-vis the LXX and is likely a harmonization of
the D text of Deut 1:39 to its parallel in Num 14:31. The original, nonharmonized
form of the spy story in Deut 1:19-46—as likely reflected in the LXX—lacks any
such specific reflection of the Priestly spy story, and thus this part of Noldeke’s
argument for a pre-D Priestly document collapses.

The other case occurs in Exodus 32, a chapter with parallels to Deuteronomy
9-10 that seem to have prompted a variety of harmonizations, some of which
(relating to Exod 32:7) were discussed in the previous chapter. In a recent
discussion attempting to establish the chronological priority of Exodus 32 over its
parallel in Deuteronomy 9-10, Joel Baden names as a key argument the idea “that
D contains what has long been felt to be an oddity of the E text: the repetition of
the speech introduction formula in vv. 7 and 92 Here, he does not show aware-
ness of the fact that the verse in Exodus featuring this extra speech introduction,
Exod 32:9, does not occur in the LXX version of the passage.’ Given the evidence
for harmonization, especially of Exodus and Numbers with Deuteronomy (and
especially in this section of Exodus), the most likely explanation of this discrep-
ancy between the MT/SamP and LXX is that the MT and Samaritan Pentateuch
have a harmonizing plus in Exod 32:9 that better conforms the narrative in
Exodus 32 to its parallel in Deut 9:13.* Thus, the earliest text of Exod 32:7-14*

1. Theodore Noldeke, Untersuchungen zur Kritik des Alten Testaments (Kiel: Schwerssche
Buchhandlung, 1869), 2, note 1.

2. Joel S. Baden, J, E, and the Redaction of the Pentateuch, FAT 68 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009),
162, note 156.

3. Though remarkably, he cites a significant study of exactly this phenomenon: Benjamin Sommer,
“Translation as Commentary: The Case of the Septuagint to Exodus 32-33,” Textus 20 (2000): 43-60
(though notably not the specific pages where this passage is discussed, especially p. 46).

4. Cf. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus (Atlanta: Scholars, 1999), 523, which tentatively
postulates a push to heighten drama in the LXX’s excision of 32:9, despite the lack of a general tendency
of the LXX to introduce such changes across the board in other passages. Sommer (“Translation as
Commentary, 46) argues that the LXX omitted 32:9 in order to avoid the problem that God orders the
destruction of the people in Exod 32:10 to whom Moses has been commanded to descend in Exod 32:7.
Yet, as Sommer admits, the excision of 32:9 does not solve that problem (excision of the mention of the
people in 32:7 would have been a better solution!). Indeed, it brings the mention of destruction of the
people in 32:10 yet closer to the command to descend to the people in 32:7. Furthermore, Sommer’s
suggestion that the excision of 32:9 was an attempt by the LXX to avoid doubling of speech reports
postulates an impetus not demonstrated in the LXX versions of far more repetitious speech reports
than the case of 32:7, 9 (e.g., triple speech introductions in all versions, including the LXX, of Gen
16:9-11 and Exod 3:13-15). Far more plausible than such ad hoc postulates (by Wevers and Sommer)
of tendencies in the LXX that are otherwise poorly documented is the idea that the MT and Samaritan
Pentateuch exhibit a well-documented tendency toward harmonization especially of Tetrateuchal pas-
sages with Deuteronomy.
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probably had just one speech introduction—that found in Exod 32:7—before it
was enriched relatively early in the textual tradition (i.e., before the split of MT
and Samaritan Pentateuch), with an Exodus counterpart to Deut 9:13 now found
in Exod 32:9 (of MT and SamP). Whatever the arguments for the priority of Exod
32:7-8,10-14 and Deut 9:12-14, 25-29 (and I will return to this case in Chapter 9),
they should not be based on the assumption of parallel speech reports in early
forms of Exodus 32.

These two cases are instances where we have documentation of a probable earlier
textual stage that undermines certain literary-critical arguments. But what we must
keep in mind is the extent to which the documented fluidity of the textual tradition
is but the tip of the iceberg of broader phenomena of scribal coordination, memory
variants, and the like that occurred over centuries of transmission of biblical texts
and that add a significant degree of imprecision to any attempt to reconstruct their
transmission history. The tabernacle account in Exodus is a good example of how
the coordination of command and compliance apparently documented in the
textual history is but a late stage of a process that appears to have extended backward
into the formation of our earliest witnesses. To be sure, there is significant debate
about the history of the translation of this section and the role of translation tech-
nique in the discrepancies between the LXX and other versions of the tabernacle
narrative. Nevertheless, Aejimelaus and (now) Bogaert, among others, have
presented good arguments that many of the distinctive aspects of the fuller MT/
SamP text can be seen as various sorts of coordination of different parts of the tab-
ernacle narrative with each other.’ These include various additions to the list of “all
the things that Yhwh commanded”) in 35:16-19 that seek to collect more compre-
hensively the items commanded in Exodus 25-31 (cf. also parallel lists in 31:9-11;
39:39-42), and additions to the list of offerings in Exod 35:23 (MT) to make sure
that the textiles and skins required for the construction are also contributed by the
Israelites. Yet this does not mean that the LXX reflects a non-harmonized version
of the account. Rather, it still includes some harmonizing elements, such as the
materials now found in (LXX) 36-38 that conform the building report to the
instructions given in 25-31—even elements such as the incense altar and bronze
laver (Exod 30:1-10, 17-21) that are appended to the main body of those instruc-
tions and appear to be later additions to them.® In other words, the process of scribal

5. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques: A Solution to the Problem of the
Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International
Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester
1990), ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars, 1992), 381-401; Pierre-Maurice
Bogaert, “Limportance de la Septante du Monancensis et la Vetus Latina pour lexégese du livre de
I'Exode (chap. 35-40),” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redaction-Reception-Interpretation, ed. Marc
Vervenne, BETL 126 (Leuven: University of Leuven Press, 1996), 399-428; idem., “La construction de
la Tente (Exod 36-40) dans le Monacensis de la plus ancience version latine: lautel dor et Hébraux 9,4,
in Lenfance de la Bible hébraique. Lhistoire du texte de I'Ancien Testament a la lumiére des recherches
récentes, ed. Adrian Schenker, Le Monde de la Bible 54 (Geneva: Labor & Fides, 2005), 62-76. Note also
the unpublished dissertation, Jefferson H. McCrory, “The Composition of Exodus 35-40,” PhD diss.
(Claremont, CA: Claremont Graduate University, 1989).

6. See, for example, Julius Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexatuechs und der historischen
Biicher des Alten Testaments, 4th ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1963 [orig. 1876]), 137-39 on the secondary
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coordination apparently documented in divergences between the LXX (in its var-
ious forms) and MT is merely the latest stage in a longer process of partly undocu-
mented coordination of parts of the tabernacle account with each other.’

The aim of the rest of this chapter is to build beyond these examples to a more
general consideration of method in the study of transmission history, with an
initial and primary focus on how the study of documented cases of transmission
history might inform the consideration of past proposals regarding the formation
of the Hebrew Bible and guide the formation of new theories. How might these
cases of documented transmission history raise questions about broader theories
regarding the (undocumented) transmission history of biblical texts? What sorts
of criteria for uncovering transmission history are particularly problematic or
helpful? Finally, in light of the fluidity of the process that produced our available
evidence, what sorts of goals are realistic for hypothetical reconstruction of stages
of transmission history for which we lack any documentation?

B TEXTUAL FLUIDITY AND SOURCE CRITICAL INDICATORS

In one sense, the study of documented cases of transmission history supports the
project of attempting to discern the presence of separate sources behind the var-
ious indicators (doublets, chronological and other contradictions, marked shifts
in terminology, etc.) of textual growth in the Hebrew Bible. Analysis of docu-
mented cases of transmission suggests that—lacking copies of earlier stages of a
document—the main cases where scholars might be able to reconstruct an earlier
stage are places where tradents have combined originally independent, written
traditions rather than cases where tradents have expanded older traditions with
new material. The above-mentioned case of the insertion of the flood tradition
into the later Gilgamesh epic is one such case, as is the addition of the Enkidu and
Netherworld tradition to the conclusion of Gilgamesh, and probably the combi-
nation of the Rebuilding-Ezra and Nehemiah traditions in Ezra-Nehemiah.
Especially in the cases of growth in the Gilgamesh epic, we still see signs in the
combined text (e.g., shifts in the name of the flood hero) of the existence of two,
originally separate traditions. The presence of such indicators in combined texts
is probably best explained by the orientation of scribes toward the preservation of
written traditions. Apparently, the scribe(s) who produced such texts were loyal
enough to the preexisting texts that they used, that they preserved elements of
each source in the combined product. This phenomenon would suggest that if
scholars have a hope of finding sufficient indicators to reconstruct any stages in
the formation of biblical texts, that hope would be greatest for finding indicators
of whatever separate documents were incorporated in some form into present
biblical books.

character of these materials, and for broader discussion, see McCrory, “Exodus 35-40,” 138-41 and
153-99.

7. For arguments regarding different levels of harmonization reflected in the Greek tradition, see
Aejmelaeus, “Tabernacle Account,” 396-98 and especially Bogaert, “Cimportance”



106 m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

At the same time, documented cases of transmission history also suggest that
such indicators are easily lost in the process of gradual growth of texts, both in the
initial processing of separate documents and in subsequent scribal smoothing of
the marks that once indicated their separate existence. Take, for example, one of
the criteria often listed as key for Pentateuchal source criticism—the designation
of the God of Israel as Yhwh or Elohim. In 1753 Astruc named this variation as
the second of his proofs that Moses used different sources to write the book of
Genesis.® “Divine name” has been listed in studies and teaching materials as a
major reason for distinguishing sources ever since. Yet already in 1787 Michaelis
raised questions about Astruc’s dependence on this criterion when he noted that
the LXX of Genesis 2 (in contrast to the MT) has only 8edg (God) well into
Genesis 2 (2:4, 5, 7, 9; cf. 2:8), thus apparently reflecting a text with just 277
where Astruc had posited the beginning of his Yahwistic source.’ In subsequent
years, doubts raised about source analysis on the basis of textual criticism were
answered by assertions that the divergences in the LXX were produced by a spe-
cial impulse of the translator (or the producer of its Pentateuchal Vorlage) toward
0e0¢ as a divine designation, while the MT and Samaritan Pentateuch agreed on
what was taken to be the original set of divine designations.'” Nevertheless, there
are several instances where the Samaritan Pentateuch preserves a different divine
designation from that seen in the MT and LXX, for example, Yhwh for Elohim
(LXX has 0e0¢) in Gen 7:9; 28:4; 31:7, 9, 16; and Exod 6:2 and Elohim for Yhwh
(LXX has kbptog) in Gen 7:1; 20:18; and Exod 3:4. Furthermore, several Qumran
manuscripts surveyed by Russell Hobson preserve different divine designations,
for example, Gen 22:14 (Elohim in 4QGen-Exod* Yhwh other traditions), Exod
9:30 (Adonay Yhwh in 4QExod< Yhwh Elohim in other traditions), Exod 18:21
(Yhwh in 4QpaleoGen-Exod'; Elohim in other traditions), Num 23:3 (Elohim in
4QNum®, SamP, LXX; Yhwh in MT), Deut 5:24 (Yhwh in 4QDeut" Elohim in
other traditions), Deut 15:14 (Adonay in 1QDeut® Yhwh in other traditions).!!
Finally, parallel biblical texts show some tendency to treat divine designations as
interchangeable. There are the well-known variations (in both directions!) in
psalms: for example, Elohim in Ps 70:2, 5//Yhwh in Ps 40:14, 17, but Yhwh in
70:6b//Elohay in 40:18b (also Elohim 70:6a//Adonay 40:18a). In addition, the
MT, 4QSam?, and LXX witness to variation in divine designations in the tradition
for Samuel, for example, Elohim in MT and Yhwh (or equivalents) in 4QSam®
and/or the LXX at 1 Sam 2:25; 10:26; 23:14, 16; the reverse in 1 Sam 2:1aa (recon-
structed in 4QSam? Bew in the LXX of 2:1af//mi1* in MT); 2 Sam 12:15 (277 in

8. Jean Astruc, Conjectures sur les mémoires originaux dont il paroit que Moyse sest servi pour
composer le livre de la Genése (Paris: Chez Fricx, 1999 [1753 original]), 138-40 [original 10-13].
9. The reference to Michaelis comes from Johannes Dahse, Textkritische Materialien zur
Hexateuchfrage (Giessen: Topelmann, 1912), 14-15 (not available to this author).
10. For a broad survey of early questions surrounding the textual transmission of divine names,
see Dahse, Textkritische Materialien, 13-52.
11. Completed as Russell Hobson, “The Exact Transmission of Texts in the First Millenium BCE:
An Examination of the Cuneiform Evidence from Mesopotamia and the Torah Scrolls from the
Western Shore of the Dead Sea,” PhD diss. (Sydney: University of Sydney, 2009), to be published by
Equinox Press as Written and Checked According to Its Original: Six Studies on the Transmission of
Authoritative Texts in the Ancient Near East.
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4QSam?® M MT, LXX)." Finally, there seems to be a frequent (though not com-
prehensive!) tendency toward replacement of the Tetragrammaton at a number
of loci in Chronicles (e.g., 1 Chr 14:10, 11, 14, 15, 16//2 Sam 5:19, 20, 23, 24, 25;
1 Chr 16:1//2 Sam 6:17; 1 Chr 21:8//2 Sam 24:10; note also 1 Chr 16:35//Ps 106:47
[ET 105:47]), even as quite rarely the relationship is the reverse (1 Chr 17:1//2
Sam 7:2; see also 1 Chr 16:36//Ps 106:48 [ET 105:48]).

To be sure, such instances are the minority among the hundreds of cases of
preservation of divine designation in these textual witnesses. Our existing manu-
scripts only give insight into the last stage of the textual transmission process.
Nevertheless, these examples show that at least some ancient scribes treated divine
designations as equivalents and substituted, whether consciously or unconsciously,
the one for the other. In such circumstances, divine designations were the sorts of
interchangeable elements that were prone to memory variation and other sorts of
unintended textual fluidity. Furthermore, insofar as Chronicles, the Septuagint
(Vorlage), and some parts of the Elohistic Psalter document a broader scribal
trend toward substitution of Elohim for Yhwh, one must ask whether any instance
of Elohim found in the MT, SamP, and other ancient Hebrew witnesses also
resulted from the same trend. It may well be that the bulk of the divine designa-
tions preserved in the MT/SamP reflect those of precursor documents incorpo-
rated into them. Nevertheless, it is impossible to know in individual instances
whether a given example of a divine designation in a particular text is original or
switched with an equivalent designation in the process of textual transmission.

This uncertainty is produced by a strange juxtaposition: The very semantic
equivalencies that allow a certain pair of words to serve as identifiers of separate
sources also can lead to the substitution of one word for the other in the process of
oral-written textual transmission. Terminological indicators are only minimally
useful in cases where one cannot contrast the usage of a given word in one literary
strand with the usage of a different word in the same or similar way in another such
strand. In such cases, it is difficult to know whether a given term that occurs in
various texts, for example, *131, 715w and 2¥1 in Gen 31:4-16 (used by some as
markers of E), betrays the hand of a particular writer or is present in that text
simply because the text happens to discuss these items. In contrast, when one has
contrasting terms (e.g., inoW “J” and Kk “E” for maidservant) or different names
for the same character (e.g., “Israel” in “]” and “Jacob” in “E” for Joseph’s father in
the Joseph story) in different texts, which cannot be explained on contextual
grounds, a better case can be made that variation is caused by the presence of each
term in different literary strata. Yet again, the very equivalence that allows for such
substitution/contrast also allows for later fluidity in textual transmission. For
example, the SamP reads mnow in Gen 31:33 where the MT has many, and the
LXX reads “Jacob” in Gen 37:3 where the MT and SamP have “Israel” In both
cases, these terms/names have been used for source attribution in these and other

12. On these loci, cf. Donald W. Parry, “4QSam® and the Tetragrammaton,” in Current Research
and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Donald W. Parry and Stephen D. Ricks
(Leiden: New York, 1996), 106-25, who posits a general tendency in MT Samuel toward avoidance or
replacement of the tetragramaton.
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passages, yet the SamP and LXX readings show that, at least occasionally, they
could be switched in the process of textual transmission.

In some cases, however, context and literary patterning can mean that use of a
given term is not neutral in a given locus. This is a particular issue with uses of
divine designation, many of which are conditioned by usage or context. For
example, the only places where 0*71%X might serve as a literary indicator are those
in which M also could appear. This rules out cases where 0°72X occurs in con-
struct or with an object suffix (both loci where a proper name could not occur).”
Furthermore, many of the remaining occurrences of 217X in the non-P Tetrateuch
are themselves conditioned by context. For example, one reason parts of Jacob’s
Bethel theophany are assigned to E is the occurrence of 2% in 28:12, 17, 20, and
22. Yet much of this theophany is oriented around an etiology of Beth-El, and thus
the resulting theophany features messengers of Elohim (28:12), who help establish
that the place is a “house of Elohim” (2°77x n*3; 28:17, 22) and a vow to the “God”
(Elohim) discovered there.'* Thus, these occurrences of 279X are context-bound
and not significant for the assignment of parts of Gen 28:10-22 to a specifically
Elohistic source. Similarly, insignificant are occurrences of Elohim in what are
probably fixed expressions, such as Jacob’s rhetorical question “Am I in place of
Elohim?” and Rachel’s statement that “God has vindicated me” used by many
source critics to assign Gen 30:2 and 30:6 to the Elohist.

This does not mean, of course, that terminological indicators are useless for the
reconstruction of transmission history. For example, it is noteworthy when the
divine designation Elohim is used exclusively over major stretches of text in loci
(e.g., absolute forms) where Yhwh also could be used, for example, Genesis
1:1-2:3, especially when that stretch of text is characterized by a set of other dis-
tinctive terms and phrases, in this case characteristic of what we call the Priestly
stratum. Furthermore, such indicators, particularly in combination, can be useful
in grouping texts that have been distinguished from each other by doublets, con-
tradictions, and other sorts of breaks. Thus, for example, the P and non-P flood
narratives are distinguished not only by divine designation, but also by a series of

13. For an excellent overview discussion, see the essays in Ingolf U. Dalforth and Philipp
Stoellger, eds., Gott nennen: Gottes Namen und Gott als Name, Religion in Philosophy and Theology
35 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), particularly those by Blum (“Der vermeintliche Gottesname
Elohim,” pp. 97-119) and DePury (pp. 127-29 of “Wie und wann wurde ‘der Gott’ zu ‘Gott’”). For
the purposes of this discussion, little turns on whether we designate 0°77X a “name,” only that 0°77X
was understood to be substitutable for 1> (and vice versa) in some contexts by some scribes trans-
mitting some biblical texts.

14. Even if parts of this Bethel text are later, as likely seems the case for much of the speech by
Yhwh (28:13-15) and Jacob’s response to it (28:16; cf. 28:17), these “Yahwistic” materials presuppose
the surrounding Elohim-oriented Bethel materials. Moreover, Yhwh's appearance fits with those mate-
rials as part of the existence of “Elohim” at the place where Jacob will establish a “house of Elohim” If
it was not clear in the early version of the Bethel epiphany that Yhwh (in particular) was at Bethel, it is
made clear with the addition of 28:16 and additional parts of the speech in 28:13-14 that Yhwh is the
“Elohim” to whom Jacob makes his vow (28:20-22).

Note that these etiological considerations linked to Bethel probably also play a role in the occurrence
of 217X in the etiology for Penuel in Gen 32:29, 31 [ET 32:28, 30]; the etiology of Mahanaim based on
“messengers of God” there in 33:2-3; and the etiology of Bethel (following on Gen 28:10-22) in Gen 35:1,7.
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other terminological and phraesological indicators that occur in a sustained way
across a set of over ten doublets spanning the narrative.'®

As one works further across Genesis and the rest of the Tetrateuch, such groups
of terminological indicators are useful in identifying a broader set of Priestly texts
that are distinguished from surrounding non-P texts by other indicators, such as
doublets (e.g., Gen 17:1-22//15:1-21; 18:1-16; 35:9-15//32:29-30 [ET 32:28-29];
28:10-22) and contrasting concepts of events (e.g., Gen 26:34-35; 27:46-28:8
versus 27:1-45).' In this case, it has proven possible for source-critics to achieve
repeatable results using such terminological indicators because so much of the
Priestly narrative material shares a distinctive profile.”” It is much like the case of
potential reconstruction of Johannine material in the Diatessaron. Over a century
ago George Foote Moore pointed out that it would have been possible using the
Diatessaron alone to distinguish at least parts of the gospel of John both because
that gospel featured a number of unique scenes when compared to the synoptics
and because it was/is characterized by a particular set of expressions and theological
concepts.' John in the Diatessaron would be the equivalent to “P” in the Pentateuch.
In both cases, the given “source”—John or P—can be distinguished from sur-
rounding material in the Diatessaron or Pentateuch respectively partly because the
texts in these strata are saturated with a variety of terminological and conceptual
elements that are different from the surrounding material.

Not all material, however, features such a distinctive and relatively homoge-
nous profile. For example, in the same article Moore observed that it would have
been virtually impossible for a later scholar to depend solely on the Diatessaron
and successfully distinguish between material derived from Matthew, Mark, and
Luke.” There are probably two reasons for this relative lack of distinguishing
features in the synoptic material found in the Diatessaron. First, the synoptic gos-
pels depended more on a variety of prior traditions whose diverse profiles they
preserved. Therefore, the material drawn from each synoptic gospel was not
homogenous enough to share a distinctive overall profile. Second, the parallel
fragments from the different synoptic gospels that were adapted into the
Diatessaron often were so similar to each other that it would be virtually impos-
sible to distinguish them in the final, mixed product.

The conclusion to this discussion of textual fluidity and language is the fol-
lowing: In some cases, a later document may contain a strand with such a homo-
genous and distinctive profile that scholars can use terminological and like
indicators to reconstruct that strand despite the vagaries of textual transmission.
I have suggested that the identification of a Priestly source in the Tetrateuch

15. See the summary in David M. Carr, Reading the Fractures of Genesis: Historical and Literary
Approaches (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 52-56.

16. Again, these data are summarized in Carr, Reading the Fractures, 78-113.

17. These points do not hold to the same extent for P’s legal materials, which appear to have had a
more complex and often earlier prehistory.

18. George E. Moore, “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” JBL 9 (1890): 214
(reprint “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” in Empirical Models for Biblical
Criticism, ed. Jeffrey Tigay [Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985], 255).

19. Again, Moore, “Tatian’s Diatessaron,” 214 (reprint “Tatian’s Diatessaron,” 255).
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would be an example of this in Pentateuchal scholarship. Indeed, scholars have
achieved a virtual consensus on identification of Priestly material over a period of
almost one and a half centuries.”® Similarly, good arguments can be made that the
material in Genesis 20-21 containing a number of unconditioned uses of
“Elohim” and paralleling other traditions surrounding Abraham (12:10-20
[//20:1-18]; 16:1-14 [//21:8-19]) and Isaac (26:1, 7-11 [//20:1-18]; 26:12-33
[//21:22-31]) represents a distinctive block of generally “Elohistic” Abraham tra-
ditions, albeit one now thoroughly shaped in relation to and presupposed by
non-P texts in Genesis 12-13, 16, and 26.%

The same cannot be said, however, for attempts to establish a broader, cross-
Pentateuchal “Elohistic” strand to be distinguished from a similarly cross-Penta-
teuchal “Yahwistic” strand. Scholars reconstructing E in other portions of Genesis
have had to work with substantially weaker batches of criteria. For example, two
key texts used as a basis to assign other texts to E in the Jacob and Joseph stories,
Gen 31:4-16 and 46:1b-5, are themselves placed in E on quite slender grounds,
starting with the fact that both contain references to dreams (a common genre in
the Ancient Near East) and open with a pattern of address and statement of
presence (°1177 “here I am”) that is attested as a more general Hebrew pattern outside
the Pentateuch (see, e.g., 1 Samuel 3 and Isa 65:1). Another key criterion for
assigning Gen 31:4-16 to E, the divine designation Elohim in 31:7, 9, 11, and 16,
is actually attested as Yhwh in three of the four instances in the Samaritan
Pentateuch (31:7, 9, 16). Otherwise, this section lacks specific terminological
or phraseological connections to “Elohistic” materials outside the Jacob story.”
Similarly, fluid terminology stands behind the assignment of Gen 46:1b-5 to E—in
this case, one instance of the divine designation Elohim in 46:2 and the naming of
Joseph’s father “Jacob” in 46:2b (though note “Israel” in 46:2a!) and 5. In sum, the
terminology (and broader formal characteristics) often used to establish Gen
31:4-16 and 46:1b-5 as pillars of an “Elohistic” source are isolated, fluid, and
unstable grounds on which to found such a theory. Moreover, this problem
becomes yet more acute as one proceeds to other parts of the Pentateuch, such as
Numbers, where source critics are far more divided on the identification of sources,
the divine designation appears less frequently in non-P texts (e.g., only one Elohim
outside the Balaam story), and texts (and parts of texts) are assigned to J or E on
the basis of a single term or phrase.”

20. The work of Noldeke (Untersuchungen) is the marker point for the beginning of a general con-
sensus on the contents of the Priestly strand, though there have been a number of variances in detail
and a recent controversy, in particular, about the original end of an independent Priestly document (for
a summary of this, see Nihan From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch: A Study in the Composition of the Book
of Leviticus, FAT 25 [Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007], 20-58, especially pp. 20-30).

21. On this latter point, see Carr, Reading the Fractures, 196-200.

22. The few other terminological indicators, for example, n12wn, 71 and »33, do not have an
opposing alternative expression in “J” or P texts. On the posited E-affiliations of these terms, see the
discussions on pp. 185-86 of H. Holzinger, Einleitung in den Hexateuch (Freiburg: J.C.B. Mohr, 1893).

23. A few examples can be given here from a recent treatment (Baden, J, E and Redaction) where
the whole argument depends on assignment of texts to E or J. For example, on pp. 131-32, Baden
diverges from a number of source-critics (including Haran, whom he otherwise often follows) in
assigning the whole of Num 20:14-21 (the encounter with Edom) to E because it includes the phrase
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Study of documented cases of transmission also can inform transmission-histori-
cal arguments based on the completeness and continuity of reconstructed source
materials. In earlier times, this type of argument often took the form of assuming
that both “J” and “E” must have had a narrative of a given event, such as Isaac’s
birth or Jacob’s theft of Esau’s firstborn blessing, and then used a variety of criteria
to try to extract out of single non-P stories more or less readable “J” and “E” stories
of that event. In more recent years, this criterion has been lifted to a yet higher
level. On the one hand, a particular school attempting to revive traditional source
criticism, termed here the neo-Documentarians, have used the potential read-
ability of a given strand as a significant criterion for assigning texts to it.>* On the
other hand, many scholars who have discarded the source approach nevertheless
have continued to reconstruct early strata based on the potential readability of the

UNRER WK 7R2N773 (20:14), which otherwise occurs only in Exod 18:8, and because it refers in 20:16
to a “messenger who brought us out of Egypt,” a statement that links to materials at the end of the
Covenant Code that Baden likewise assigns to E (Exod 23:20-22). This source assignment on the basis
of two phrases then is the sole basis for Baden’s assignment of the similar story of the encounter with
Sihon (Num 21:21-32) to E, along with connected elements of the preceding itinerary (p. 136), the
encounter with Og (Num 21:33-35, p. 137), and (non-Priestly portions of) the apportionment of con-
quered Transjordanian lands (Numbers 32*). So also, Baden diverges from many prior source-critics in
assigning all of the non-P story of Dathan and Abiram’s rebellion in Numbers 16* to E because of the
text’s depiction of Moses as a prophet, the occurrence in 16:14 of the phrase 0321 77w (cf. the same pair,
differently expressed in Num 20:17; and Exod 22:4), and the way its picture of rebellion fits well bet-
ween the initial murmuring of Aaron and Miriam in Numbers 12 and the murmuring leading to the
plague of serpents in Num 21:4-9 (both stories that Baden assigns to E, again diverging from many
prior source critics; see his p. 183). In each case, the certainty of Baden’s language in assigning sources
is undermined by the fragility of the criteria by which he justifies his source-critical decisions. Given
this fragility, the chances of success for his proposed identifications of Jand E in these and other
instances seem no higher than for those he replaces.

24. For the term, see its use in Jeffrey Stackert’s essay: “Distinguishing Innerbiblical Exegesis from
Pentateuchal Redaction: Leviticus 26 as a Test Case,” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on
Current Research, ed. Thomas Dozeman, Konrad Schmid, and Baruch Schwartz, FAT (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2010), 369-70. Though this approach is prompted in large part by Menahem Haran’s
Pentateuchal work (published in part in The Canonization of the Scriptures and Formation of History:
The Deuteronomic Torah and Deuteronomistic Tradition [Hebrew], Vol. 2, The Biblical Collection: Its
Consolidation to the End of the Second Temple Times and Changes of Form to the End of the Middle Ages
[Hebrew] [Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 2003]), developed examples of this include Baruch J. Schwartz,
“What Really Happened at Mount Sinai? Four Biblical Answers to One Question,” BR 13, no. 5 (1997):
20-30, 46; idem., “The Visit of Jethro: A Case of Chronological Displacement? The Source-Critical
Solution,” in Mishneh Todah: Studies in Deuteronomy and Its Cultural Environment in Honor of Jeffrey
H. Tigay, ed. Nili Sacher Fox, David A. Glatt-Gilead, and Michael J. Williams (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2009), 29-48; idem., “The Sabbath in the Torah Sources” (2007), http://www.biblicallaw.
net/2007/schwartz.pdf; and the reconstructions ventured in Baden, J, E and Redaction, for example,
pp. 132-72. This focus on readability and other (related) criteria sometimes take precedence over older
criteria for source assignment. Note, for example, Schwartz’s critique of Noth’s “odd decision to attri-
bute [the Amalek narrative in] Exod 17:8-16 to J” as stemming “presumably” from “the presence of the
Tetragrammaton in the narrative” (p. 46, note 47). Divine designation obviously plays a different sort
of role in Schwartz’s analysis than that of Noth and other earlier source-critics.
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texts assigned to them, arguing that the original contours of such strata were
obscured by successive layers of compositional expansion.

The problem with all these approaches is documented evidence that scribes did
not preserve their source documents unaltered and without gaps, particularly in
cases of conflation of parallel sources. To return to the case of the Diatessaron, Moore
found that the Diatessaron contained 96 percent of the verses in the gospel of John,
but only 76.5 percent of Matthew, 50 percent of Mark, and 66.2 percent of Luke.”
Thus, the Diatessaron preserved the least amount of its most parallel sources—the
synoptic gospels—and did not even contain a complete version of its best-preserved
source, John. In the last chapter, I discussed several cases not involving conflation
(e.g., Chronicles, the Temple Scroll, Matthew, and Luke) that likewise document the
tendency of ancient scribes to draw selectively on the ancient traditions they appro-
priated (even as they might expand on the particular chunks selected).

A similar process of source elimination seems to have occurred in the
combination of P and non-P materials. Take the death notices for the ancestors in
Genesis as an example. It would have made little sense for the scribe composing
the P/non-P narrative to have Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob die twice. For this reason,
it appears that we have only the P versions of each notice (Gen 25:7-8; 35:28-29;
49:33), while the non-P versions of such death reports have been eliminated. In
other places, P appears to be missing material. It is likely that Rp did not include
P’s description of the killing of the firstborn (cf. P in Exod 12:13) in addition to the
non-P version (Exod 12:29-30) for similar reasons. In addition, the Priestly
mention of God’s rebuke of Moses for crying out against God (Exod 14:15 [P])
seems to presuppose a Priestly text regarding that cry that has not been preserved
by Rp either. Furthermore, one thing the current discussion about the “end of P”
may suggest is that the end of an original P document may not be well preserved
either. In these and other cases, scribes combining originally separate P and non-P
texts appear to have acted like other ancient scribes surveyed in the previous
chapter. They only partially preserved the texts that they were appropriating. The
result was that we now lack complete versions of the sources that they used.

These sorts of dynamics then raise questions about both older and newer trans-
mission-historical arguments that orient themselves around the presupposition
that prior sources are completely, or virtually completely, preserved in present bib-
lical books. To be sure, on first glance, it might appear attractive that one can join
a sentence here and there across a stretch of biblical books and produce what
appears to be a readable text. For example, Reinhard Kratz reconstructs a pre-
Deuteronomistic (“E”) Hexateuch out of a tissue of biblical passages separated
from each other by large swathes of purportedly later layers of additions. He
assigns the following verses to the earliest layer of the section spanning from
victory over the Egyptians in Exodus to the beginning of Joshua:*

25. “Tatian’s Diatessaron,” 203 (reprint 245-46).

26. See especially his discussion in Reinhard G. Kratz, Die Komposition der erzihlenden Biicher des
Alten Testaments: Grundwissen der Bibelkritik, UTB fiir Wissenschaft (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2000), 129-30, 290-91 (ET The Composition of the Narrative Books of the Old Testament,
trans. John Bowden [London; New York: T&T Clark, 2005], 125, 282-3).
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(Exod 15:22a) And Moses led Israel out from the Red Sea, and they went out to the
wilderness of Shur; (Num 20:1apb) And the people settled in Qadesh, and Miriam died
and was buried there. (Num 22:1) and sons of Israel left and camped in the plains of
Moab across the Jordan from Jericho; (Num 25:1) and Israel settled at Shittim (Deut
34:5a*, 6) and Moses died there, and he was buried in the valley in the land of Moab
next to Baal Peor and no one up to this day knows his burial place (Josh 2:1). And
Joshua, son of Nun, covertly sent two spies from Shittim, saying “go and spy out the
land and Jericho,” and they went and came to the house of a prostitute whose name was
Rahab, and stayed there.

Various questions could be raised about the extent to which this cluster of clauses
spanning over one hundred chapters of material really can stand on their own as a
narrative,?” but the main issue to be raised in this context is the following: Just how
plausible is it to suppose that the scribes who produced the massive amounts of
material between these verses would have preserved these (~) fifteen clauses com-
pletely intact while adding (in successive layers) over one hundred chapters of
text? To be sure, Kratz provides grounds for thinking that substantial portions of
the intervening text were not always there, and in this respect he can build some-
what on established scholarship regarding isolation of Priestly materials and the
complex relation of Deuteronomy to its context. Nevertheless, his proposal is also
relatively innovative in some respects, for example, in connecting Exod 15:22a
directly to Num 20:1apb or linking Num 25:1 to fragments of Deuteronomy 34
and then (skipping all of Joshua 1) Josh 2:1. Is it not the case that—given the choice
of hundreds or even thousands of clauses spanning the Hexateuch—there are a
variety of ways one could clip a clause or story here and there and produce
arelatively readable text, albeit one that never existed except as the collage of
text produced on the scholar’s desk? And I would raise similar questions about
other abbreviated, reconstructed base texts proposed by Kratz, such as his
Ur-Deuteronomy (Deut 6:4-5; 12:13-28; 14:22-29; 15:19-23; 16:16-20; 17:8-13;
19:1-13, 15-21; 21:1-9; 26:1-16), an opening to Chronicles encompassing 1 Chr
2:1-2, 3a, 4-5, 9-15 then 11:1-9; and a highly abbreviated early Nehemiah Memoir

27. See, for example, Erhard Blum, “Pentateuch-Hexateuch-Enneateuch? Oder: Woran erkennt
man ein literarischer Werk in der Hebraischen Bibel?” in Les derniéres rédactions du Pentateuque, de
I'Hexateuque et de 'Ennéateuque, ed. Thomas Romer and Konrad Schmid (Leuven, Belgium: University
of Leuven Press, 2007), 79-81.
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(Neh 1:1a; 2:1-6, 11-18; 3:[1-32] 38; 4:4, 6a, 9b; 6:15; 12:[27], 31-32, 37-40, 43).2
Not only do these slices represent highly particular ways of reconstructing a semi-
readable text out of broader biblical materials, but these hypothetical texts have
been reconstructed by Kratz with the apparent presupposition that layer upon
layer of later redactors so carefully preserved the hypothesized base text that it can
be reconstructed, with relative precision, behind centuries of supplements.

Most extensive texts are quite complex (e.g., this book), and given enough
time, it should be no surprise that scholars can produce shorter, readable versions
of them, perhaps yet more readable than the original. Indeed, just the past few
decades of scholarship are littered with various theories proposing more and less
readable earlier strata standing behind existing biblical texts. Yet the documented
variety of readable sources that can be produced out of Pentateuchal and other
texts militates against the probability that such reconstructed sources ever existed
in an earlier time. Instead, given what we know about partial preservation and
modification of prior traditions by ancient scribes, it is more likely that most
(semi-)readable texts produced by contemporary transmission-historians are
nothing but the inventions of their creators. The idea that successive groups of
scribes would have preserved earlier strands of material so precisely that we could
reconstruct them in complete, readable form involves a category mistake
regarding different forms of textual transmission. At a relatively later stage of
textual transmission, perhaps already in the late second or early first century BCE,
some Jewish scribes preserved biblical texts with ever-greater, verbatim precision.
Yet our existing evidence for scribal transmission for earlier periods, both within
Israelite-Judean contexts and further afield, overwhelmingly suggests that such
precision was not characteristic of scribal transmission in the Second Temple
period and before. Though scribes certainly inclined toward overall preservation
(albeit with memory variants, harmonizations/coordinations, and a general trend
to expand rather than abbreviate), they did not yet treat the texts in the same
way that, say, the later Masoretes did. To presuppose otherwise is to project
anachronistically into earlier periods a form of textual transmission that is not
characteristic of them.

This critique is particularly pertinent to a recent school, centered particularly
now on Baruch Schwartz and several of his students, which aims to assign virtually
all of the Pentateuch to the four sources (], E, D, P), and claims as a significant
affirmation of its analysis the lack of gaps and readability of each of its sources. For
these neo-Documentarians, a major criterion for the assignment of a given text to
a source is the extent to which its assignment to that source produces an overall
readable text. In this way, the potential readability of the reconstructed source ele-
ments becomes a criterion that often takes precedence over other criteria used by
scholars, such as terminology or even divine designation, which have led to other
source assignments.?” The result of this push for continuous written sources is a

28. Kratz, Komposition, 14-26, 62-8, 117-18.

29. This is particularly evident in Joel Baden’s reassignment of several passages in Numbers (see
above, note 23). On divine designation, note the assignment by Baden and Schwartz of Exod 24:9-11
to J and Baden’s assignment of 3:6b-8 to J, despite the use in these texts (in 24:11; 3:6b) of 072 in the
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potentially attractive reconstruction of source documents, one that suggests that
scholars no longer need settle for mere fragments of earlier sources. Moreover, its
combination of older source-critical criteria with a focus on readability reduces
the number of sources and compositional layers that must be posited. Nevertheless,
this approach produces only illusory precision, based as it is on an otherwise
undocumented tendency of early redactors to preserve, complete and unaltered,
their source materials. For the neo-Documentarians, the author of the Pentateuch
is something like an early Masorete, collecting and precisely preserving J, E, D, and
P as if they were already biblical documents themselves. This is an anachronistic
projection that fails to match even the evidence of textual fluidity still documented
in Second Temple textual witnesses, let alone the (likely more substantial) textual
fluidity that characterized earlier periods of textual transmission.

Finally, older source criticism, whose cautions and qualifications the neo-
Documentarians have aimed to replace, has also been plagued by problematic
pushes for complete sources. Though open to the idea that their reconstructed
sources might have some gaps, past source critics often have been led astray by the
attempt to identify fragments of ] and E across most major narrative episodes in
the Pentateuch.® This push toward partial completeness, then, has resulted in
strange and unnecessary divisions of essentially unified narratives. For example,
attempts to find remnants of both ] and E in the story of the birth of Jacob’s sons
(Gen 29:31-30:24) replaced the balanced design of the existing passage with two
incomplete fragments, neither of which comes close to narrating (along with
35:16-18) the birth of Jacob’s twelve offspring.** Uncontrolled use of terminolog-
ical criteria (e.g., 2°%X in fixed expressions in 30:2, 5) and the push to produce
relatively complete J and E source strands, in this way, have replaced an existing,
easily readable (non-P) biblical text with a couple of implausible torsos.* Similarly,
studies over the last eighty years have shown the essential unity of many other

absolute (Baruch J. Schwartz, “Four Answers,” 26-27; Baden, ], E and Redaction, 160 [esp. note 153],
234-35). Cf,, for example, the early analysis of Exod 24:9-11 by Wellhausen, Composition des
Hexateuchs, 88-89, 94-95 which saw this as part of E.

30. This critique of traditional source-criticism, it should be noted, is made by Baden (J, E and
Redaction, 77).

31. To be sure, scholars both past and present have made a virtue of this necessity in arguing for an
otherwise unattested tradition of Jacob’s having fewer than twelve male offspring. According to this
approach, the tradition of Jacob’s twelve offspring is Priestly and later (e.g., Christoph Levin, Der
Jahwist, FRLANT 157 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993], 221-31; Kratz, Komposition, 271
[ET 266]). Nevertheless, we do not have literary testimony, early or late, to the idea that Jacob had a
number of sons other than twelve (even if the listing of which sons are included in this number varies).
The creation of such a tradition is an artifact of transmission-historical arguments.

32. Blum’s analysis here (Die Komposition der Viitergeschichte, WMANT 57 [Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1984], 105-10; building on earlier studies) remains an excellent source for an
overview of divergences between previous failed source-critical analyses of this text and outline of the
patterns in the present text that such analyses ignored. The one element in Gen 29:31-30:24 that does
appear secondary is the addition of the birth of Dinah in 30:21, the one birth narrative of that section
which lacks an etiology and is not reflected in the final numbering of Jacob’s offspring (Gen 32:23 [ET
32:22]). This notice of Dinal’s birth was probably inserted at some point to anticipate the narrative
concerning her in Genesis 34. For more discussion and references, see my Reading the Fractures, 252.
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parts of the non-P Jacob story, including the story of Jacob’s marriages (Gen 29:1-30),%
the birth of his flocks (30:25-43),* and his reunion with Esau (32:4-22 [ET 32:3-
21] and 33:1-17). The same can be said for the bulk of the non-P Joseph story,
aside from some probable glosses (e.g., one about Midianites in Gen 37:28 and a
harmonization with 43:12 in 42:35),% the insertion of promises at Gen 46:1b-5,%
and some additions concentrated at the end of the Joseph story (Genesis 48 and
49:1-28).%® Finally, the assignment of materials to E and ] in the Moses story has
depended on criteria derived from the above-listed questionable assignments of
passages in Genesis to E and ].* Though the non-P Moses story is transmission-

33. The major studies here are Claus Westermann, Genesis 12-36, BKAT 1/2 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1977 [English translation 1985]), 565-66 [ET 464] and Blum, Vitergeschichte,
98-105.

34. The unity of this section was argued effectively in Paul Volz and Wilhelm Rudolph, Der Elohist
als Erzdhler ein Irrweg der Pentateuchkritik? An der Genesis erldutert, BZAW 63 (Giessen: Topelmann,
1933), 90-92; but note also additional observations in B.D. Eerdmans, Die Komposition der Genesis,
Vol. 1 of Alttestamentliche Studien (Giessen: A. Topelmann, 1908), 53-55; Benno Jacob, Das erste Buch
der Tora: Genesis (Berlin: Schocken Verlag, 1934), 603-609; Hermann Eising, Formgeschichtliche
Untersuchung zur Jakoberzihlung der Genesis (Emsdetten: Heinr. and J. Lechte, 1940), 193-202; Blum,
Viitergeschichte, 112-16.

35. Seein particular Eising, Jakoberzihlung, 143-46, along with observations in Hermann Gunkel,
Genesis, HAT 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1917), 355-56; Rainer Kessler, “Die
Querverweise im  Pentateuch: Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche ~Untersuchung der expliziten
Querverbindungen innerhalb des vorpriesterlichen Pentateuchs” (Heidelberg: Heidelberg Universitit,
1972), 132-33; Blum, Viitergeschichte, 142; and Carr, Reading the Fractures, 270.

36. The proposal regarding the Midianites comes from Kessler, “Querverweise;” 149-50. The idea
that the doublet in 42:35 was caused by harmonization with 43:12 originates from Donald B. Redford,
A Study of the Biblical Story of Joseph (Genesis 37-50), VTSup 20 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1970), 150-52,
which gives a survey (on pp. 28-32) of other candidates for such harmonization in the Joseph story.

37. A sampling of studies isolating Gen 46:1b-5 from its context includes Volz and Rudolph,
Elohist als erzdhler, 149, 165; Eising, Jakoberzihlung, 336; Redford, Joseph, 19. See my Reading the
Fractures, 211 (note 70) for a fuller list. A decisive blow to the traditional assignment of this text to E
(in addition to above-surveyed weaknesses of terminological and other arguments used to associate
46:1b-5 with E) was Erhard Blum’s observation (Viitergeschichte, 246-49, 297-301) of how this text is
an integral and concluding part of a series of promises and travel commands starting with (tradition-
ally “Yahwistic”) Gen 12:1-3 and 26:2-3.

38. The basic study for isolation of these materials associated with Genesis 48 and 49:1-28 is Blum,
Viitergeschichte, 209-63 (summarized in Carr, Reading the Fractures, 249-56). Though studies over the
last century have attempted to sort the core of the Joseph story into J and E strands or a basic Joseph
story with either a Reuben or Judah redaction, none of these attempts have achieved plausible, repeat-
able results. Rather, as more recent literary studies have shown (e.g., Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical
Narrative [New York: Basic Books, 1981], 107-12, 137-40; Meir Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical
Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading, Indiana Studies in Biblical Literature
[Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985], 285-308, 394-404; W. Lee Humphreys, Joseph and His
Family: A Literary Study, Studies on Personalities of the Old Testament [Columbia: University of South
Carolina Press, 1988], 32-117), the Joseph story (aside from the above-listed more obvious additions)
stands as an intricate story of brotherly destiny and animosity where Joseph tests his brothers by
putting them in a position where they would be sorely tempted to repeat the betrayal of a son of Rachel
(Benjamin), a test that they ultimately pass.

39. This starts with the use of divine designation (e.g., (2°72x[71] in Exod 1:17, 20, 21; 3:1, 4b, 6,
11-14; etc; M in Exod 3:2, 4a, 7, 15, 16, 18), but extends to other indicators as well (e.g., [the mid-
wives] “feared God” in Exod 1:17, compared with variants of this common expression in Gen 20:11;
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historically complex, and may even contain an “Elohistic” block of Moses mate-
rials reflected in Deuteronomy (see the following excursus with its qualifications),
whatever block of “E” materials that can be found in the Moses story does not
show demonstrable and specific links to the most plausible “Elohistic” traditions
in Genesis (especially Genesis 20-22).

There is one main context, however, where arguments from potential read-
ability of an identified stratum of materials can be helpful: the identification of
the given stratum as once having existed independently of the materials with
which it is now connected. For example, both the P and non-P materials in the
primeval history, Abraham story, and early Moses story (Exodus 1-14) are
remarkably readable. Despite some gaps (which, as argued above, would be
expected in textual transmission), they are far more readable than a pure com-
positional extension (e.g., Deuteronomistic portions of Joshua-2 Kings) would
be. Someone revising and expanding a text has no need to repeatedly renarrate
details in the text to be expanded, for example, creation of plants and living
creatures, justification for and announcement of the flood, entries into the ark,
post-flood promises not to bring another flood, etc. Even if the reconstructed
strata have significant gaps, their relative readability stands as a significant
argument that they once existed separate from their present context in some
form.*

Given the documented partial preservation and adaptation by scribes of ear-
lier materials (which is particularly partial in conflation of parallel documents),
and given the variety of ways scholars can lift portions of a complex text from
their context to create a new whole, the mistake comes in making potential read-
ability of a given stratum a significant criterion for assigning a text to that stratum.
On the contrary, after texts are placed into a given stratum on other grounds—
doublets, contradictions, and (as much as possible) a group of phraseological or
truly parallel terminological criteria—then the relative readability of the resulting
strand (e.g., P) becomes relevant, particularly in determining whether it once was
a separate document (as opposed to always being a compositional layer). This is
an important limitation. The wreckage of texts and source theories over the last
two centuries of Literarkritik testifies to the problems of seeking to reconstruct
relatively complete source strands from the existing biblical texts on the idea that
ancient scribes preserved virtually all (according to the neo-Documentarians
along with many present non-Documentarians) or most (in the view of older
source critics) of their source materials.

22:12; 42:18 in Werner H. Schmidt, Exodus, BK [Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1988],
21-22, 43-44 with earlier literature). For example, the exchange between Moses and God found in
Exod 3:4—an exchange identified above as a more general pattern seen in Hebrew culture (see 1
Samuel 3 and Isa 65:1)—has been seen as an “Elohistic” marker linking that portion of Exodus 3 to the
similar exchanges between ancestors and God found in Gen 22:1; 31:11, and 46:2.

40. This criterion is a main prompt for Blum’s nuancing of earlier arguments for P as a redactional
layer to include more explicit openness to the idea that the P compositional layer built on some previ-
ously separate and independent compositions (Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch, BZAW 189
[Berlin: de Gruyter, 1990], e.g., 250, 259-60, 282-83).
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B EXCURSUS: THE PRE-D MOSES STORY—POSSIBILITIES
AND PROBLEMS IN RECONSTRUCTION

Some of the possibilities and problems raised by the above considerations can be
illustrated through a digression at this point on how one might reconstruct origi-
nally separate non-P source strands in the Moses story. To begin, some of the most
prominent indicators of growth in the non-P materials of Exodus are found sur-
rounding the call of Moses in Exod 3:1-4:18, a block that interrupts the potential
connection between the preceding non-P materials about Moses’s sojourn in
Midian (concluding in Exod 2:23aa) and God’s order for him to return from
Midian to Egypt (Exod 4:19). To rely on this fact alone would be to depend on a
problematic argument from potential continuity, but there are a couple of other
indicators that Exod 3:1-4:18 was not originally composed in relation to the
material surrounding it. Exod 3:1-4:18 also contrasts with the surrounding
material in naming Moses’s father-in-law “Jethro”/”Jeter” (Exod 3:1; 4:18; cf.
“Reuel” in 2:18; also Num 10:29) and in providing an additional account of Moses’s
leave-taking from Midian (Exod 4:18; cf. Exod 4:19).*!

Based on these indicators, we can tentatively distinguish between Exod
3:1-4:18 on the one hand and non-P material preceding and following on the
other. For now, let us neutrally term Exod 3:1-4:18 as strand 2 and the material
surrounding it as strand 1. Whereas the account of Moses’s return in Exod 4:19
(strand 1) describes him as returning with his family, the version in 4:18 (strand
2) portrays him as returning more temporarily to Egypt to “see if his brothers are
still living” Strand 1, with its picture of Moses returning with his family, is
continued at least in the story of the attack in Exod 4:24-26 and probably further.
Later, however, we see the reappearance in Exodus 18 of materials with an
affinity to strand 2 (Exod 3:1-4:18), with Jethro’s meeting of Moses in the
wilderness and bringing his family back to meet him (18:1-7; cf. strand 1 in
Exod 4:19, 24-26). Moreover, Jethro in Exodus 18 brings a son of Moses with
him, Eliezer, whose birth was not narrated in strand 1 (cf. 2:22) and Exodus 18
includes an explanation of the other son’s name (Gershom 18:3) that has already
been given in strand 1 (cf. 2:22). These are preliminary indicators that, alongside
the one non-P narrative strand (strand 1) depicting (at least) Moses’s sojourn in
Midian (2:16-22) and return to Egypt (4:19-20, 24-26), we have the remains of
another strand (strand 2) extending from (parts of) Exod 3:1-4:18 to Exodus 18.
Moreover, the different, non-homogenized concepts of Moses’s trip to Egypt
(with family in 2:16-22; 4:19-20, 24-26; without family in 4:18 and 18:1-5) are
pointers to the fact that these are not supplementary strata, but originally
independent Moses stories.*

One other distinctive feature of the strand (no. 2) seen in Exod 3:1-4:18 and 18
is its focus in both instances on Moses’s presence at the “mountain of God” (3:1;

41. For a discussion and citations of earlier literature, see Blum, Studien, 20-21.

42. The above is not original, but corresponds to standard source-critical analyses that assign
Exodus 18 to “E” (“strand 2” so far in this discussion) and the competing concept of Moses’s trip back
to Egypt with his family (Exod 4:19-20, 24-26) to “J” (“strand 17).
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18:5), which is identified in 3:1 with the “Horeb” focused on in Deuteronomy
(note also Exod 33:6!). Though this “mountain of God” is at least tangentially
identified with Mount Sinai in some contexts (e.g., 24:16, following on mention of
“the mountain” [24:12, twice in 15, 17, twice in 18] and “the mountain of God”
[24:13]), this strand seems—at least in Exod 3:1 and 18:5—to feature a less direct
connection of the Exodus 18-24, 32-34 events to Sinai (at most in word-play with
the bush in 3:2-3) than the remaining non-P materials in Exod 18-24, 32-34 that
more straightforwardly and repeatedly mention Sinai (19:11, 18, 20-25 and 34:2,
4b, 29, 32). Moreover, most of the texts focusing on “the mountain” or “mountain
of God” without explicit identification of this mountain with Sinai seem to show a
tendency to refer to “God” alongside of/or instead of Yhwh as well (e.g., 18:1, 12,
16, 19, 215 19:3a, 17, 19; 20:1, 19, 20, 21; 32:16).*

As one puts these sorts of observations together, one may be able to detect—
below some layers of harmonization and coordination—a series of (strand 2) texts
in Exod 18:1-27; 19:3a, 17, 19; 20:1-21; 24:12-15a, 18b; and the bulk of 32 (without
32:8-14, which will be discussed in Chapter 9) that share this tendency toward
more general references to “the mountain” or “mountain of God” and designation
of the deity as “God” These strand 2 materials then contrast with portions of the
surrounding texts that explicitly and repeatedly identify the mountain of revela-
tion as Sinai and/or refer to the God revealed there as Yhwh: for example, the
instructions for purification in 19:10-15 (also 20-25), the volcanic portion of the
theophany description in 19:18; the gradated theophany and meal in 24:1-2, 9-11;
most of Exodus 33 and 34:2-3 (which parallel elements of 19:10-15), part of 34:4,
and then the beginning and end of 34:5-9.

Moreover, some of these other non-P Sinai texts show other conflicts with the
God/mountain (of God) strand (e.g., the command for Moses to ascend the
mountain again in 24:12, when he and the elders are already on the mountain in
24:9-11). In certain cases, these other non-P Sinai texts feature a distinctive con-
ception of events, such as preparations in 19:10-15 (also 20-25)//34:2-3 for a dan-
gerous, volcanic theophany in 19:18, as opposed to the auditory theophany in
19:16-17, 19 and reflected in (most of) 20:18-21.% In addition, the “mountain of
God” strand (strand 2) depicts Moses as receiving tablets (128 nii?) on the moun-
tain written by God (24:12; 31:18; 32:16; 34:1, 4, 28), a picture that contrasts (in the
second report of the giving of tablets) with the command to Moses in 34:27 to
write down the words of the preceding covenant (now on 2°12% nii?) himself.

To be sure, it is dangerous (as emphasized above) to distinguish strata on the
basis of often slight variation in the use of such divine and geographical designa-
tions. Nevertheless, in this case various layers of Deuteronomy provide a potential
additional control. In particular, materials in Deuteronomy 1, 4-5, and 9-10 show
some striking links to the strand of texts in Exodus 18-24, 32-34 that tend toward

43. In Exodus 18, one might explain the prevalence of Elohim by the fact that this designation
appears in interactions with non-Israelites. Nevertheless, the usage continues into other scenes of the
following chapters where only Israelite characters are involved.

44. 1wy 277 NXY in 20:18aB may be an assimilation to 19:18. It appears in 20:18 after the 19w 21
that appeared in Exod 19:19 after the smoking mountain (19:18) in the preceding scene.
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designation of the location as either the “mountain” or “mountain of God” and
frequently refer to the deity as just “God,” while they do not show direct connec-
tions to the other materials (whether non-P or P) in Exodus 18-40.* Deuteronomy
1:9-18 shows multiple and specific links to the story of Moses’s delegation of
authority in Exodus 18:13-27; Deuteronomy 4-5 includes a picture of an auditory
theophany of God, including the Ten Commandments (Exod 19:16-17, 19) that
led the people to be afraid and ask Moses to receive other commands alone (Exod
20:18-21); and then Deut 9:8-21, 25-29; 10:1-5 reviews a story of how the people
made a golden calf while Moses was alone on the mountain for forty days and
nights to receive the tablets of law (Exod 32:1-6), and his subsequent angry
destruction of the calf and the tablets as well as prayer on the people’s behalf and
ascent for a second forty days and nights to get a second set of tablets (Exod 32:7,
15, 19-20, 30-35; 34:1, 4, 28). Though these materials in Deuteronomy show dif-
ferences among themselves and have their own literary history, they share a
selective focus on the above-discussed strand of God/mountain (of God) non-P
materials. That strand seems to have included (at least) an initial theophany
that frightened the people (Exod 19:16-17, 19; 20:18-21//Deut 5:23-31; cf. Deut
4:33-36), possibly the intervening Ten Commandments (Exod 20:1-18//Deut
5:1-21),* probably some form of the Covenant Code (20:[21]22*-23:33; cf. espe-
cially Deut 5:28-31) and a corresponding conclusion to that code embedded in
parts of 24:3-8,"” an ascent of Moses on the mountain for forty days and nights to
receive tablets written by God (24:15a, 18b; 31:18* [in some form]//Deut 9:9-11)
while the people made a golden calf (32:1-6//Deut 9:12), followed by Moses’s
descent and destruction of the tablets (32:7a, 15-19//Deut 9:15-17) and the calf
(32:20//Deut 9:21), an interchange featuring Moses’s petition on the people’s behalf
(32:30-5; cf. Deut 9:18-20; also 9:25-29), and Moses’s ascent of the mountain to
receive a second set of tablets (34:1, 4, 28//Deut 10:1-5).%8

45. In this respect, Baden’s use of Deuteronomy as an initial key for the source analysis of Exodus
19-34 is evocative and helpful (Baden, J, E and Redaction, 153-71), even if it produces circularity in his
argument (designed to demonstrate Deuteronomy’s exclusive dependence on either J or E, but not a
combined JE).

46. Note the reflections by Blum (Studien, 95-98; including especially note 244 and p. 187, note
388) on the potentially complicated relationship that is possible between Deuteronomy and Exodus,
especially with regard to the presence of the Ten Commandments in Exodus, which may be a secondary
insertion into 19:19; 20:18-21 to harmonize with the concept in Deuteronomy 5. (Note also the inser-
tion of a Deuteronomic concept of the theophany in 20:22.) As he notes, 20:18-21 is fully understand-
able as a reference exclusively to the theophany in 19:16-19, and one need not presuppose that the
specific contents always were identified with the Ten Commandments, or that a citation of the com-
mandments was required to understand the one reference to their presence on the tablets (only speci-
fied late in the narrative, in Exod 34:28).

47. See here the reflections by Blum, Studien, 91-92, 99. As he points out, insofar as one reckons
with the Covenant Code as part of the pre-D narrative (something supported both by Deuteronomy’s
dependence on the Covenant Code and its evident presupposition of such being given at this point in
the narrative in 5:28-31), one then expects some sort of conclusion of that part of the narrative
involving Moses’s rejoining the people following the Covenant Code before the following instructions
to ascend (24:12fF) open a new set of episodes involving the tablets and the golden calf.

48. Largely because of the common use of Deuteronomy texts as a cue, this list of verses corre-
sponds particularly closely to those isolated as “E” in Baden, J, E and Redaction, 153-72 (note the
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The review in the (diverse) materials found in Deuteronomy is selective and
does not cover all of what I have been designating “strand 2” or the “mountain of
God strand” It does not reflect knowledge of Moses’s call in Exod 3:1-4:18 or the
meeting with Jethro in 18:1-12 or some other potential mountain of God/Elohim
texts in Exodus 19-24, 32-34 (e.g., 24:3-8). Nevertheless, the correlation of var-
ious texts in Deuteronomy with certain parts of Exodus showing a preponderance
of general terminology for the mountain and God may provide confirming evi-
dence for a distinction between a strand of God/mountain (of God) texts in
Exodus 18-24, 32-34 that focus on a fearsome theophany and the double writing
of the tablets on either side of the apostasy of the golden calf and other non-P texts
in this part of Exodus.

These sorts of observations have led Baruch Schwartz and Joel Baden (building
on earlier work by Menahem Haran and a broader source-critical tradition) to
posit the existence of parallel ] and E source strands across Exodus 19-24, 32-34,
with E consisting in large part of the above-discussed “mountain of god”/Elohim
texts and “J” consisting of the remaining non-P texts, for example, Exod 19:10-
16aa, 18; 24:1-2, 9-11; (some sort of nonpreserved misdeed) and 33:1-23; 34:2-3,
5-27.% At first glance, the “]” document in this reconstruction is somewhat read-
able (though it lacks a beginning and a narration of something bad that would
prompt the interactions in Exod 33:1ff). Nevertheless, the beginning of this
hypothesized “J” document in 19:10 builds on supposedly separate E materials in
Exod 19:3-8(9), and its later continuation in Exod 33:1-23; 34:2-3, 5-27 builds on
and specifically links back to issues and wording found in the supposedly separate
“E” description of the golden calf incident. For example, Exod 33:1, 13 continues
treatment of the issue of who brought whose people out of Egypt raised in 32:1, 4,
7. Note also the shared theme of Joshua as the 1w of Moses in 24:13 [“E”] and
33:11 [“]’] and the way the promise that Israel will be a distinct people in 33:16
[“]’] reinforces, on the other side of the golden calf incident, the supposedly E
promises (according to Schwartz and Baden) along similar lines in Exod 19:5-6.

almost identical assignment previously in Baruch J. Schwartz, “Four Answers.”). Baden, strangely, iden-
tifies his analysis as parallel to that by Booij (Baden 153, note 135; Booij does not deal with Exodus
19-23 or 34). In fact, Baden and Schwartz’s identification of “E” is closest to the early Sinai narrative
implicitly identified by Blum by way of subtraction of “KD” and other late elements (Studien, 91-99), a
group of texts close to the “basic narrative” (Exod 24:12-15a, 18b; 31:18; 32:1-6, 15-24, 30-35; 34:1-8,
10-28) later discussed by Boorer (The Promise of the Land as Oath: A Key to the Formation of the
Pentateuch, BZAW 205 [Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992], 228-61). Schwartz’s identification of “E” (preceded
by Blum and Boorer’s identification of a pre-D narrative) is distinguished from past source analyses of
Exodus 19-34 in not associating the “tent of meeting” (Exod 33:7-11) and other fragments of Exodus
33 with this group of “E” texts (“Four Answers,” 27; though cf. Baden, J, E and Redaction, 109-10). Both
Schwartz (p. 27) and Baden (pp. 166-69) identify as E parts of Exodus 34 (previously assigned by most
to J, though cf. Baentsch) that parallel Deuteronomy 10. In doing so, they follow Menaham Haran’s
early arguments (e.g. Deuteronomic Torah and Deuteronomistic Tradition, 130, note 48 and literature
cited therein) based in part on parallels between Exod 34:1, 4, 28 and parts of Deuteronomy 10. This
produces a certain circularity when Baden in turn uses Haran’s source identification in Exodus 34 to
argue that D only relies on one source at a time (in this case E).
49. Baruch J. Schwartz, “Four Answers”; Baden, J, E and Redaction, 153-71.
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Moreover, even if one excises probable later portions of the “J” narrative, such as
the late mix of legal regulations and paraenesis in Exod 34:11-26, many other
probable later elements still remain in the supposed “J” material, such as the D-like
promise of the land by oath in Exod 33:1 and the reference to the land as flowing
with milk and honey in Exod 33:3.%°

It may be that the mountain of God/Elohim materials seemingly reflected in
the above-mentioned parts of Deuteronomy was once paralleled by another, orig-
inally independent non-P narrative. That such originally independent materials
were combined and yet preserved in Exodus 19-24, 32-24 would help explain the
lack of coordination between the mountain of God/Elohim and other non-P texts
regarding issues such as Moses’s ascent of the mountain in 24:12 when already pre-
sent there in 24:9-11 and the issue of who wrote on the tablets in 34:1, 28 versus
34:27. Nevertheless, it seems that the above mix of indicators (including late ele-
ments in the postulated “J” strand and the ways it links to “E”) would be better
explained by a later author supplementing an “E” strand, perhaps using some ear-
lier traditions (e.g., in Exod 24:1[2], 9-11; 33:7-11; etc.) in the process rather than
as the conflation of two originally independent strands. Such a model will be pur-
sued further in Chapter 9 of this book.

This case raises the question of whether materials in Deuteronomy might be
helpful in identifying other potential pre-D materials in the Tetrateuch. Certainly,
we find detailed reviews of events after Horeb in one of the latest strata of
Deuteronomy, Moses’s survey of events in Deuteronomy 1-3. For example, Deut
1:19-46 (note also Deut 9:23) appears to review and reconstrue an earlier version
of the non-P spy narrative preserved in parts of Num 13:17-14:45, in its inclusion
of now blind motifs in Deuteronomy, such as the role of the fruit in Num 13:20,
23-24 (see Deut 1:25) and the exclusion of Caleb from punishment in Num 13:30
(see Deut 1:36). The report in Deut 2:26-37 (note also 4:46-7; 29:6) of Israels
interactions with Sihon of the Amorites can also be seen as verbally paralleling
and blending elements of narratives in Numbers regarding the background to
Israel’s detour around Edom (Num 20:14-21) and Israel’s interactions with Sihon
(Num 21:21-25, 31-32).> Finally, Moses’s review of the distribution of the land to

50. For further discussion of the late character of Exod 34:11-26 and citation of earlier studies, see
Chapter Nine of this book, p. 264 note 22. With regard to Exod 33:1, etc., many traditional source
critics would take the D-like references to the land and land promise in this and nearby texts (e.g., Exod
32:13) as pre-/proto-Deuteronomistic, presupposed by parallel texts such as Deut 9:27-28. The most
extensive recent argument for this position appears in Suzanne Boorer’s dissertation (published as
Promise of the Land as Oath; summarized in Ernest Nicholson, The Pentateuch in the Twentieth Century:
The Legacy of Julius Wellhausen [Oxford: Clarendon, 1998], 178-81), which unfortunately does not
seriously consider alternative directions of dependence. For example, in her discussion of this specific
text, Boorer notes (p. 320) that the mention of a promise of the land by oath to Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob in Exod 33:1 is expressed more concisely in Deut 10:11. Yet the trend toward expansion discussed
in the previous chapter would suggest that Exod 33:1 is a later and more expansive version of Deut
10:11 rather than vice versa. Her most pertinent arguments relating specifically to the land oath
promise and related texts will be addressed in a discussion of those texts in Chapter 9 of this book.

51. For this perspective, see Baden, J, E and Redaction, 138-40 (also John R. Bartlett, “The
Conquest of Sihon’s Kingdom: A Literary Re-Examination,” JBL 97 [1978]: 347-51). As Baden notes,
Deuteronomy seems to offer a theological solution to an embarrassing problem, diverging from its
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the Reubenites and Gadites in Deut 3:12-20 parallels a strand of Num 32:1-32 that
likewise portrays Moses as giving those two tribes land and allowing them to leave
their wives, children, and livestock in the Transjordanian towns while they went at
the vanguard of the other tribes across the Jordan as shock troops.* In these cases,
Deuteronomy 1-3 provides (more and less) extended overviews of materials found
in the non-P Tetrateuch, containing enough verbal parallels to support the hypo-
thesis that the author of these materials knew some sort of literary form of the
corresponding Tetrateuchal narratives prior to their combination with P.

All this would seem to point to a revised source hypothesis for non-P Moses
materials, one positing some kind of “E” strand (presupposed by some layers of
Deuteronomy) that contrasts with other non-P materials in concepts related to
Moses’s family (Exod 3:1; 4:18; 18:1-7; cf. Exod 2:16-23aq; 4:19-20, 24-26), tim-
ing of Moses’s ascent of the mountain (24:12; cf. 24:9-11), and the idea that the
tablets which Moses received were written by God (Exod 24:12; 31:18; 32:16; 34:1,
4, 28; cf. Exod 34:27). The starkness of such conceptual contrasts, along with the
potential readability of some portions of these two blocks of material (e.g., in the
Sinai narrative), could be taken as evidence that these blocks once existed sepa-
rately, before being combined and perhaps fluidly coordinated with surrounding
texts over time, so that materials originating in one strand were bound to materials
in the other (e.g., Exod 33:1, 13 relating to 32:1, 4, 7). Moreover, given the cen-
trality of Moses in the history of Israelite tradition, it would come as no surprise
that various traditions, including written traditions, circulated about him, before
being combined into a non-P Moses story.

Nevertheless, this foray into source-criticism of non-P materials may only be
an illustration of the hazards of such attempted reconstructions, particularly of
strata so far removed from the present text. The texts in the respective “I” and “E”
hypothesized sources discussed above are linked with each other only by the
most slender of threads—their two concepts of whether Moses traveled back to
Egypt with his family and a tendency, or lack thereof, to refer to God as “Elohim”
and to the mountain of theophany as the “mountain of God.” These are the very
sort of terminological criteria identified above as risky when used in isolation,

Tetrateuchal parallel in explaining the detour around Edom as the result of divine command (Deut
2:2-7) not Edomite refusal to let Israel pass (Num 20:18-21). Obviously, considering the materials
about Sihon in Num 21:21-5, 31-2 and (by extension) about Edom in Num 20:14-21 as potentially
pre-Deuteronomistic is contrary to some recent treatments of these passages as post-Priestly (e.g.,
Wolfgang Oswald, “Die Revision des Edombildes in Numeri XX 14-21,” VT 50 [2000]: 218-32). Some
broader issues surrounding the trend toward such post-Priestly dating are discussed later in this
chapter. Further discussion of the Sihon (and Og) materials more specifically will come in Chapter 9 of
this book.

52. In this respect, Baden’s reconstruction of a non-Priestly strand of Numbers 32 parallel to
Deut 3:12-20 (J, E and Redaction, 141-48), though overly confident in its precision, is attractive. As
Baden argues, this postulated strand of Numbers 32 then would contrast with a layer of P or P-like
materials where Moses commissions Joshua and Eleazar the priest to assign Transjordanian lands to
Reuben and Gad after the conquest was complete. Note that Deut 29:7 knows of a version of the
chapter where the half-tribe of Manasseh (a fairly clear secondary element in Numbers 32) has been
added.



124 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

and they mainly link together the hypothesized Moses-E materials. The other
non-P Moses materials lack significant connecting characteristics. Additionally,
and more importantly, this methodological dependence on Deuteronomy for
delimitation of the Moses “E” source, though potentially evocative, could also
represent a form of contemporary scholarly harmonization of the Tetrateuch
with Deuteronomy far more radical than any ancient harmonizations surveyed in
this chapter or the previous one. For whereas earlier scribal tradents contented
themselves with supplementing Tetrateuchal texts with elements that would antic-
ipate Deuteronomy (and sometimes supplementing Deuteronomy to match
Tetrateuchal texts), this transmission-historical argument identifies a potential
early Pentateuchal source by eliminating all material in the Tetrateuch lacking an
identifiable counterpart in Deuteronomy. In this way, the above-sketched recon-
struction of a Moses “E” source could be seen as a form of twenty-first-century
hyper-harmonization, creating a new supposedly early source document that has
no more claim for originality than the Second Temple harmonizations that pre-
ceded it. And no claims whatsoever are being made here for the existence of any
coherent non-E Moses source, let alone “J”

B CONCLUSION ON SOURCE CRITICISM

In the face of such ambiguities, it might seem safer to retreat to the simplicity, seem-
ing precision, and security of the older documentary hypothesis. After all, even the
discussions in this chapter have raised at least the possibility of the presence of some
(distinct and apparently independent) blocks of non-Priestly “E” Abraham (Genesis
20-22*) and Moses materials (Exod 18:1-27; 19:3a, 17, 19; 20:1-21; 24:12-14, 18b;
and the bulk of 32:1-7, 15-35*) to be distinguished from other non-P texts of
various origins on these figures and others. Nevertheless, the overall argument
being advanced so far is that a return to the clarity and simplicity of the documen-
tary hypothesis is no longer possible. However easy to grasp and teach, however
clear and delimited its picture of the precursors to the Pentateuch, however long-
established the documentary hypothesis once was (and still is, in many English-
language discussions), the portion of the documentary hypothesis relating to the
identification of cross-Pentateuchal “J” and “E” sources (even aside from questions
of dating them) has proven multiply flawed. This portion of the documentary hypo-
thesis depended on isolated and variable terminological criteria to assign texts to ]
and E, criteria inferior to the distinctive phrases and terms used to identify Priestly
texts. Moreover, in the search to reconstruct at least fragments of ] and E across the
Pentateuch, source-critics unnecessarily divided many non-P texts that were (apart
from some minor glosses and expansions) essentially unified. And even the signal
examples of supposed doublets in “I” and “E,” such as the distinction between the
promise to Jacob and response to it in Gen 28:13-16 (assigned by source-critics to J)
and the material surrounding it (assigned to E) or the wife-sister endangerment
stories (Gen 12:10-20 [J]; 20:1-18 [E]; 26:7-11 []J]), turn out not to be true doublets.
Gen 28:13-16 thoroughly presupposes the surrounding dream theophany and
cannot stand alone, and the wife-sister stories so emphasized by Noth (in refuting
Volz-Rudolph) concern different patriarchs and/or different places and thus narrate



From Documented Growth to Method in Reconstruction of Growth = 125

different events.” In these ways and others, there is a qualitative difference between
the type and amount of evidence used to distinguish Priestly from non-Priestly
material and the evidence used to identify ] and E. As a result of these differences in
the quality of data supporting different parts of the documentary hypothesis,
scholars have achieved a much more wide-reaching and durable consensus on the
identification of an overall Priestly stratum and its profile than they have in identi-
tying J or E.

This is not to say that the Pentateuch (or Hexateuch) is unified, aside from iso-
lation of Priestly material. The materials not assigned to P do show multiple signs
of growth, and some of these will be explored in subsequent chapters of this book.
The point to be made here is that most such indicators are not best explained by
the model of source conflation that worked so well for P and non-P.

B TEXTUAL FLUIDITY AND OTHER ISSUES SURROUNDING
USE OF LANGUAGE FOR DATING

One criterion that has been proposed as a relatively objective basis for historically
locating otherwise difficult-to-date biblical materials has been the study of the
Hebrew language appearing in such books. For example, almost from the outset of
the study of the development of the Hebrew language, scholars have noted possible
links between the language seen in the Song of Songs and Qohelet and examples
of relatively late stages of Hebrew, both in late biblical books (e.g., Esther,
Chronicles) and in Mishnaic Hebrew (MH). Starting around 1800, scholars noted
late aspects of the language of Qohelet, which were catalogued in commentaries by
Delitzsch and Siegfried. Early scholarly works on the Song of Songs noted similar
features in the language of that book as well: grammatical and syntactic features
shared with late biblical Hebrew (LBH) and/or Mishnaic Hebrew (MH), vocabu-
lary shared with LBH and MH, and the presence of words, expressions, or phrases
better documented in Aramaic—with such possible “Aramaizing” being another
feature of LBH and MH.

On one level, it is obvious that certain biblical books known to be late on other
grounds contain Hebrew that is manifestly later than most other books in the
Hebrew Bible. For example, the vocabulary and grammar of the books of
Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, and Daniel (dated on other grounds to the
post-exilic period) show a broad influence from Aramaic likely stemming from
the Aramaic-speaking environment in which they were written. Indeed, two of the
books, Ezra and Daniel, contain substantial portions actually written in a biblical
variation of Imperial Aramaic. In addition, the books of Chronicles in particular
contain a number of words deriving from Persian, again likely reflecting a linguistic
environment fairly exclusively limited to the late sixth century and later.** Other

53. Cf. Martin Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch, 2nd ed. (Darmstadt/Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1960 [original 1948]), 23 [ET 23].

54. In some cases, for example, the various words for spices in the Song of Songs, one might argue
that such words were transmitted by way of trading vocabulary and used in the literary work for exotic
effect. Such an argument, however, is more difficult to apply to the range of Persianisms in Chronicles.
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features of the vocabulary and language of these books are shared with demon-
strably late stages of the Hebrew language, as attested both in Second Temple
Jewish texts and Mishnaic Hebrew. In this sense, the linguistic profile of these bib-
lical books conforms with their dating on other grounds to the Persian or later
period of Judean history.

That said, documented cases of textual transmission raise some questions about
the extent to which distinctive linguistic features, even some such features found in
books like Chronicles and other late biblical books, may reflect the original date of
the given work. As we have seen in previous chapters, writing supported textual
transmission was prone to exactly the sorts of shifts that could affect the dating of
a text on the basis of linguistic features. Scribes reproducing texts could and did
substitute one word for another, insert or subtract minor grammatical particles,
replace one grammatical structure with an equivalent one, rearrange the order of
words, and otherwise alter the linguistic profile of the text they were copying.
Indeed, insofar as late elements in Chronicles parallel relatively early linguistic
elements in Samuel-Kings, Chronicles itself documents this process of fluid scribal
updating of a textual tradition.

The problem is that our very earliest biblical manuscripts date from the latter
half of the Second Temple period at the earliest, which means that all of them,
even Samuel-Kings, contain linguistic features that result from the scribal trans-
mission process. This may be one reason that Young and Rezetko were able to
find a portion of Kings (1 Kgs 22:6-35) that featured a comparable number of
late linguistic features to a similar-length portion of Chronicles (2 Chr 18:5-
34).% Such does not mean that this portion of Kings is later, nor does it neces-
sarily mean that it was written in a particular “style” of biblical Hebrew. Rather,
it likely points to the variable effect of the scribal transmission process, particu-
larly the above-discussed phenomenon of memory variants, across a broad
range of biblical texts. What we have in biblical texts is not the sort of spoken
speech that is most amenable to diachronic and other distinctions.*® Rather, we
have a medieval codification of a textual tradition originating in the late Second
Temple period, a tradition that is contaminated to a greater or lesser extent by
dialects of the successive generations of (Second Temple and earlier) scribes
who produced them.

See Mats Eskhult, “The Importance of Loanwords for Dating Biblical Hebrew Texts,” in Biblical Hebrew:
Studies in Chronology and Typology, ed. Ian Young (New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 12-14.

55. See particularly the table in Ian M. Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvard, Linguistic
Dating of Biblical Texts, Vol. 1 (London: Equinox, 2008), 134-35 and the corresponding discussion.

56. This observation also applies, in my view, to Frank PolaK’s attempt to use linguistic studies of
possible differences between oral and written speech to argue for a diachronic distinction between two
“styles” of written Hebrew: the generally earlier “rhythmic-verbal (oral)” and the later “complex-nomi-
nal (written).” (For a relatively recent and extensive formulation, see Frank Polak, “Style Is More Than
the Person: Sociolinguistics, Literary Culture, and the Distinction Between Written and Oral Narrative,”
in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology, ed. Ian Young [New York: T&T Clark, 2003],
38-103, to which the following references are keyed.) Though Polak notes (pp. 59-60) that biblical nar-
rators themselves appear to have varied between these styles (e.g., inserting “rhythmic-oral” features in
quoted speech), he argues nevertheless that one might use the oral-rhythmic style to identify traditions
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Furthermore, there are reasons to think this linguistic updating and contami-
nation happened to divergent extents for different biblical texts, thus affecting the
different linguistic profiles of different parts of the Hebrew canon. Within the
cuneiform tradition, certain texts understood to be part of a semi-“canon” were
subject to different rules for scribal transmission than texts outside this “canon”
Moreover, on a broader level, Chapter one discussed ways in which both the
cuneiform and biblical traditions appear to have been treated as more amenable to
large-scale changes early in their development and fixed ever more firmly in later
periods of scribal transmission. As we will see in the following chapters of this
book, there is good reason to believe that books such as those in the Pentateuch
enjoyed a special status from the mid-Persian period onward, at least in certain
circles. Insofar as the Pentateuch and books such as Samuel-Kings were seen as
more textually fixed than books like Chronicles or Song of Songs, the books of
Chronicles and Song of Songs would have been subject to greater levels of linguistic
updating and their linguistic profile would reflect this.

Indeed, we have some evidence from Second Temple Judaism for divergent atti-
tudes toward textual preservation of books in the Hebrew Bible. The relatively
early Septuagint translation of the Pentateuch shows a greater fidelity to the
probable Hebrew Vorlage than translations of other books, such as Isaiah or Song
of Songs. I suggest that this reflects the fact that the textual tradition for the
Pentateuch was fixed relatively earlier than for other parts of the Hebrew Bible,
and thus considered less amenable to free reproduction. A similar attitude may be

originating before the eighth to seventh centuries (e.g., Genesis, which does not refer to writing), while
the complex nominal style is a mark of texts created from the eighth century onward in the centers of
bureaucratic administration in a society characterized by increased literacy (e.g., Deuteronomistic
History, Chronicles).

Whatever the virtues of Polak’s approach in identifying oral or written registers within written
Hebrew, his diachronic conclusions from this are problematic in several respects. First, most of the
sociolinguistic studies on which he bases his work have nothing to do with drawing diachronic distinc-
tions between different stages of written language. Indeed, many, if not most, studies cited by Polak deal
with the features of spontaneous spoken language, not the impact of such spoken language on texts.
Second, those sociolinguistic studies that Polak uses that do include a focus on the diachronic
development of spoken and written registers (e.g., Y.-Y. Kim and Douglas Biber, “A Corpus-Based
Analysis of Register Variation in Korean,” in Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register, ed. Douglas Biber
and Ruth Finnegan [New York: Oxford University Press, 1994], 179; also Douglas Biber and Edward
Finegan, “Drift and the Evolution of English Style: A History of Three Genres,” Language 65 [1989]:
487-517 and Douglas Biber and M. Hared, “Linguistic Correlates of the Transition to Literacy in
Somali: Language Adaptation in Six Press Registers,” in Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register, ed.
Douglas Biber and Ruth Finnegan [New York: Oxford University Press, 1994], 182-216) tend to stress
the simultaneous co-existence of oral and written registers, with late texts often marked by an intermix-
ing of oral and written elements. Third, the diachronic basis of Polak’s discussion unreflectively takes
the text of Genesis (particularly the ancestral accounts) as reflective of pre-eighth-century writing in
contrast to the more complex syntax of texts discussing the monarchy. Yet it is far from clear that the
texts from Genesis or the Elisha cycle can be taken as a whole as a secure reflection of pre-eighth-cen-
tury textuality, certainly not just because they purport to describe ninth-century or earlier cultures and
events. In sum, Polak’s work may provide tools for identifying the presence of specifically written reg-
isters in certain forms of biblical Hebrew, but it is not adequate to the diachronic task of differentiating
between early and late texts.
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manifest in the fact that the recension of the Pentateuch preserved in the Masoretic
tradition is relatively nonharmonizing and nonexpansive, when compared to the
LXX, SamP, and other recensions preserved at Qumran, while the Masoretic tra-
dition includes more expansionist traditions of the books of Jeremiah, Psalms, and
Ezra-Nehemiah. Insofar as these other recensions are also later (a matter discussed
briefly in the previous chapter), it would point to the fact that the stream of autho-
rized tradition that ended up with the MT allowed less modification for the man-
ifestly central Torah of Moses than it did for other biblical books. Meanwhile, we
have at Qumran the evidence of the highly Aramaized Song of Songs excerpted
manuscript (4QCant®). In this case, the linguistic profile of this Qumran manu-
script is not an indicator of the original date (early or late) of Song of Songs itself.>”
Rather, it appears that the scribe producing that manuscript (or its Vorlage) felt
relatively free to adapt the text, perhaps partly because of its relatively lower status
in comparison to the Pentateuch.

All this then raises the question of whether part of the late linguistic profile of
books such as Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, Daniel, Song of Songs, and
other relatively marginal books in the Hebrew Bible results from the freer way that
they were transmitted, while the relative lack of late linguistic isoglosses in the
Pentateuch might result from the extra care taken in its textual transmission.
Certainly in cases such as Chronicles or Ezra-Nehemiah, where we have other rea-
sons to suppose such texts were written relatively late, we must reckon with the
reality that such scribal linguistic updating probably only enhanced an already late
linguistic profile in the original texts.” Nevertheless, in cases of other texts, such as
Song of Songs, that lack clear nonlinguistic indicators of Persian or Hellenistic
period dating, we must reckon with the possibility that their relatively later
linguistic profile (compared, e.g., to books of the Pentateuch and former prophets)
may be a result of their transmission rather than their production. In other words,
insofar as such books contain a greater proportion of late linguistic features than a
similar portion of comparable material (e.g., from the Pentateuch), that later
linguistic profile may have been produced by the more fluid character of the scribal
transmission process for those books.

The problem of linguistic dating is further complicated by the complexity of the
relationship between the sort of literary Hebrew found in our texts and the various
Hebrew dialects spoken in the environment in which they were produced. In
Chapter 12, I will argue for the emergence of a standardized scribal system,
including both standardized script and a form of classical literary Hebrew, some-
time early in the pre-exilic period and shared between North and South. Both
Hebrew epigraphs and the texts of the Hebrew Bible itself reflect the training of
scribes in this literary Hebrew, a form of the language likely distinct from the

57. Tan M. Young, “Notes on the Language of 4QCant®,” JJS 52 (2001): 122-31.

58. Only a few copies of the Song of Songs were found at Qumran, and it is notoriously difficult to
find clear citations or allusions to the book in Second Temple Jewish literature.

59. Given the variability of writing-supported textual transmission history, talk of an “original
text” in the singular is somewhat problematic. Nevertheless, it is used here as a necessary shorthand to
contrast with ongoing scribal transmission.
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various regional/colloquial dialects that were native to them. At the same time, as
we can see from the letter of the “literate soldier” at Lachish (Lachish 3), this
training was successful to divergent extents, and this included the extent to which
a given scribe aimed for or could write pure literary Hebrew without mixing in a
portion of the Hebrew of their own dialect.®® Furthermore, such training was not
available to the same extent across the stretch of Hebrew history. With the collapse
of the monarchy, much of the bureaucratic apparatus to sustain classical literary
Hebrew almost certainly disappeared, and there no longer was any state (or pair of
states) in which such literary Hebrew would function as a social construct. Though
we still see relatively pure forms of classical Hebrew appear in works that other-
wise appear to date from the Persian period (e.g., Isaiah 40-66, Joel, Haggai,
Zechariah, and Malachi),* by the late fourth and early third centuries the ability to
write such Hebrew appears, in large part, to have been lost. Learned scribes such
as Ben Sira might attempt to write in classical Hebrew, but they would be betrayed
at points by a range of pseudo-classicisms.®> Only the rare scribe, such as appar-
ently the author of Pesher Habakkuk, could write a document in classical Hebrew
with virtually no contamination from the spoken Hebrew of the time, thus lending
an air of classical authority to an otherwise late document.®

This brief digest of the social history of Hebrew then has significant implica-
tions for the understanding of many features understood to be markers of “late”
biblical Hebrew. In at least some cases, isoglosses thought to be “late” actually may
have existed in various nonliterary Hebrew dialects from the pre-exilic period
onward. The reason for the greater prevalence of such isoglosses in very late bib-
lical books stems, in part, from the extent to which the literary Hebrew of those
books was less standardized than Hebrew of earlier periods and more subject to
colloquial influence of the dialect of the scribe (and his audience). Such isoglosses,
then, might be markers of a relatively “colloquialized” or dialectal Hebrew, but not
necessarily in each case later Hebrew. We even have documentation of this in cases
of words used by past scholars to date books to the post-exilic period, which are
now attested in earlier Hebrew inscriptions, for example, 00X for “stored” (cf. T3
in classical Hebrew),* 712 for linen (cf. ww),* and the shortened 7 (cf. ¥°) as a

60. On this, see in particular William Schniedewind, “Sociolinguistic Reflections on the Letter of
a ‘Literate’ Soldier (Lachish 3),” ZAH 13 (2000): 157-67.

61. Martin Ehrensvird, “Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in
Chronology and Typology, ed. Ian Young (New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 164-88.

62. On this, see Jan Joosten, “Pseudo-Classicisms in Late Biblical Hebrew;” in Sirach, Scrolls and
Sages, ed. T. E Muraoka and J. Elwolde (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 146-59.

63. Ian M. Young, “Late Biblical Hebrew and the Qumran Pesher Habakkuk,” JHS 8 (2008):
[Article 25].

64. Tan M. Young, “Late Biblical Hebrew and Hebrew Inscriptions,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in
Chronology and Typology, ed. Ian Young (New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 294 notes the occurrence of this
verbal form in Mesad Hashavyahu 1:5, 6-7.

65. Cf. Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Books of Chronicles (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1910), 28; Avi Hurvitz, “The Use of ¥ and 732 in the
Bible and Its Implication for the Date of P” HTR 40 (1967): 120-21; idem., “Evidence of Language in
Dating the Priestly Code: A Linguistic Study in Technical Idioms and Terminology,” RB 81 (1974):
33-35; Mark F. Rooker, Biblical Hebrew in Transition: The Language of the Book of Ezekiel, in JSOTSup
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theophoric.®® In cases such as these, a feature that appeared to be characteristic of
late biblical books turns out to have been in existence much earlier. They are not
marks of lateness. Rather, their predominance in late biblical Hebrew works results
from the fact that Second Temple Hebrew was less standardized than Hebrew of
earlier periods (or just attested new words in some cases). As a result, scribes
writing documents such as Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah may have infused
them with words and grammatical expressions common in their dialect but that
had nonetheless existed long before them.

This does not mean that Hebrew as a whole did not undergo change, but it
does suggest multiple origins for the divergent linguistic profiles of books such as
Chronicles and Esther on the one hand and books such as Samuel-Kings on the
other. A given isogloss (e.g., ¥ as the marker of a relative clause) could appear
more often in a given context than others (1) because it was a new late (Aramaic/
Aramaized) expression replacing another expression used in earlier Hebrew;
(2) because the scribe who wrote the given passage opted to use an expression
that existed prior to that point, but was not typical of literary Hebrew; or
(3) because a later scribe replaced an earlier form with the later one in the espe-
cially fluid transmission of such relatively marginal books in the Hebrew corpus.
Only in case one would the given isogloss be useful for dating. Nevertheless, in
the vast bulk of cases we cannot know if the linguistic elements that distinguish
late biblical books from earlier ones stem from the less standardized character
of Second Temple Hebrew and the more fluid transmission of certain books or
exclusively because certain books reflect the sort of Hebrew characteristic of the
late Second Temple period.

The main potential exception to this rule would seem to be evidence in late
biblical Hebrew books for influence by languages such as Persian or (to a lesser
extent) Aramaic. Eskhult, for example, points out that the six books most clearly
datable to the Persian period—1-2 Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Daniel, and
Esther—all feature a significant number of probable Persian loan words.®” This
almost certainly is not a coincidence. The use of Aramaic for dating is more diffi-
cult, since Hebrew and Aramaic are far more similar languages and there is good
documentation for close contact between Hebrew and Aramaic speakers from
the ninth century onward. To be sure, the advent of the Persian Empire seems to
have brought about a new level of Aramaic influence in Hebrew and the dialects
of other peoples dominated by Persia (e.g., Ethiopic, Akkadian, Arabic, and
Persian), an influence reflected in the particularly high concentration of Aramaic
features in the clearly late books of Esther, Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, and

90 (Sheftield: JSOT Press, 1990), 159-61; Joseph Blenkinsopp, “An Assessment of the Alleged Pre-Exilic
Date of the Priestly Material in the Pentateuch,” ZAW 108 (1996): 514-15, but already attested in
Kilamuwa (KAI 24, no. 1:12-13), as pointed out in Young, “Late Hebrew and Inscriptions,” 283 (see
also Eskhult, “Loanwords,” 21).

66. Sara Japhet, “The Supposed Common Authorship of Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah
Investigated Anew;” VT 18 (1968): 338-41. Young, “Late Hebrew and Inscriptions,” 297 points out that
it occurs fourteen times in pre-exilic inscriptions.

67. On this, see Eskhult, “Loanwords.”
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Daniel.® Nevertheless, as those who advocate linguistic dating of Hebrew acknow-
ledge, Hebrew texts that otherwise appear early (e.g., Judges 5) also contain
Aramaic features. This has led to lists of various criteria for use of Aramaisms in
dating, some of which are circular, for example, an “Aramaism” is useful for dating
if it occurs in a book otherwise dated to a late period, but should be disregarded as
an indicator of dating if it occurs in poetry (e.g., in the Pentateuch or Judges 5) that
is believed to be early on other grounds. In the end, Eskhult, in his argument for
the use of loan words for dating biblical Hebrew, concludes that the use of Aramaic
loan words is generally useless because of the relatively close proximity of Aram
and Aramaic to Israel and Hebrew.® Some forms may be useful for dating, he
argues, but only when they are preserved in their Aramaic form, correspond pre-
cisely to a much more often used Hebrew equivalent, and are well documented in
Persian-period or later Aramaic texts. Even then, he maintains, arguments based
on “Aramaisms” risk circularity and often fail to reckon with sufficient diversity
within early biblical Hebrew and the possibility that many originally Hebrew
forms of words in certain books may have been modified in an oral-written,
Aramaic-primary environment to their Aramaic spellings and/or vocalizations.”
To these considerations now could be added the above considerations about the
impact of the Aramaic environment on transmission of biblical works, particularly
relatively marginal biblical works such as Esther or Chronicles. As we saw, pre-
cisely this Aramaic environment helped produce a form of the Song of Songs
(4QCant®) featuring more Aramaisms than the recension preserved in the MT. If
we had only this Qumran Song of Songs manuscript to go on, we could assume
(on the basis of language) that the Song of Songs had been composed in an even
more thoroughly Aramaic environment than many present scholars believe.”
Thus, the language of biblical books is a much less stable and objective criterion
for dating than it might first appear. To be sure, it is almost certainly not a coinci-
dence that the biblical books most clearly datable to the fourth century or later
(Daniel, Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah, 1-2 Chronicles) also feature an unusually large
number of Persianisms, a concentration of Aramaisms (including loci where they
cannot be explained as a literary trope), and other features characteristic of late
biblical Hebrew. Moreover, it seems clear that the ability to write flawless (or virtu-
ally flawless) classical biblical Hebrew, though persisting in some quarters into the
early Persian period (e.g., Haggai and Zechariah), became extremely rare in the
Second Temple period; rather as more centuries separated literary Hebrew from
the state structure that spawned it, written Hebrew became more colloquialized,
that is, infused with an increasing range of isoglosses formerly characteristic of
various dialects (including old dialects) of colloquial Hebrew (and Aramaic). Insofar
as this is true (especially given the rarity of pure classical Hebrew in the later

68. See especially Avi Hurvitz, “Hebrew and Aramaic in the Biblical Period: The Problem of
‘Aramaisms’ in Linguistic Research on the Hebrew Bible,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and
Typology, ed. Ian Young (New York: T&T Clark, 2003), 33-35.

69. Eskhult, “Loanwords,” 11.

70. Eskhult, “Loanwords,” 14-18.

71. Young, “Notes.”
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Second Temple period), the relative absence of otherwise late and colloquial iso-
glosses in a given stretch of text could be taken as an index of its possible origins in
the mid-fourth century or earlier.”

Nevertheless, the presence of otherwise lately attested isoglosses in a given text
is more difficult to evaluate: Such features in late biblical texts could be but late
literary attestations of much earlier colloquial/dialectal Hebrew features, and their
presence in the text in question also could be explained by the fluid transmission of
a given text, especially if it is relatively marginal text in the Hebrew corpus (such
that it was thus more rarely cited or copied, freely translated, transmitted in excerpts
or expansionary form, etc.). As mentioned before, on a surface level, all our biblical
manuscripts feature Hebrew that was copied in the latter half of the Second Temple
period. Insofar as their Hebrew matches that time, to some extent, it only confirms
the date of the recension before us.

In sum, if there is a particular density of late biblical expressions (with early
biblical Hebrew equivalents) in a central text of the Hebrew corpus, for example,
part of the Pentateuch, that might be a marker of the relatively late date of that text.
Conversely, the almost total lack of such features across a significant stretch of
Hebrew biblical text (as measured by the density of late-attested-forms per units of
a text) could be an indicator of a date in the early post-exilic period or earlier. In
general, however, given the fluid character of scribal transmission and the ways in
which literary language was interpenetrated by various dialects of Hebrew across
the stretch of Judean and Israelite history, linguistic features are only an approxi-
mate and precarious tool in the historical placement of Hebrew texts. As is implic-
itly recognized in the criteria proposed for the use of Aramaisms for dating, they
can be used to correlate with dating suppositions on other grounds, but they are
rarely a sufficient indicator on their own for dating of the original form of a given
biblical document.

B TEXTUAL FLUIDITY, HARMONIZATION,
AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF POST-PRIESTLY
NARRATIVE MATERIAL

One model that has risen to prominence in recent years is the hypothesis that the
Hexateuch contains multiple layers of post-Priestly materials. This approach
builds on an older trend in scholarship to identify a limited number of texts as

72. In this respect and some others, my conceptualization of linguistic diversity in Hebrew diverges
from that of Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird (see especially Jan M. Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin
Ehrensvird, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, Vol. 2 [London: Equinox, 2008], 96-99), which posits
early and late biblical Hebrew as “coexisting styles of literary Hebrew” (especially p. 96). Rather, I posit
that most scribes writing the sorts of texts found in the Bible strived to write a standardized and (from
the perspective of later periods) archaic literary dialect that corresponds to what many have termed
“early biblical Hebrew.” As discussed above, this dialect was mixed with a variety of features—collo-
quial, geographical, late—in various contexts and times, particularly as there was increasing distance
from the pre-exilic monarchical structures that originally housed the training of scribes in classical
Hebrew. The resulting mix of features, however, cannot, in my view, be termed a coherent “style”
alongside early/archaic/classical Hebrew, even in cases, such as later periods of biblical Hebrew, where
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post-dating P or the combination of P and non-P because of a mix of Priestly and
non-Priestly expressions in those texts. For example, Gunkel and others following
him argued for the post-Priestly origins of Genesis 14 based in large part on the
presence in that chapter of certain expressions (e.g., 127, w51 for members of the
household, and "2 *77°) seen as markers of a relationship to the Priestly layer. In
recent decades, these assignments of biblical narratives to post-Priestly layers have
multiplied. Scholars have argued that Genesis 15 (linked in multiple ways to
Genesis 14); Joshua 24; and an increasing number of other texts are post-Priestly,
often because of ways these texts have been understood to mix Priestly and non-
Priestly characteristics.

The dangers of this approach are already suggested through review of the sort
of textual fluidity discussed in this and the previous chapter, a fluidity that often
led to the enrichment of non-Priestly texts with Priestly materials and vice versa.
One example was mentioned at the outset of this chapter, where the MT/SamP
version of Deut 1:39 appears to have been expanded through the harmonizing
addition of a portion of the P version of the spy story from Num 14:31. Another
example, discussed in the preceding chapter, is the possible harmonization of
Num 32:4 with Num 32:2 in inserting Priestly language (77¥) into a passage that
may well have lacked it (reflected in the LXX). Note also the probable addition to
Deut 32:52 (seen in the MT and SamP, but not LXX) of the phrase "IXR=Wx yIR=>x
987w °12% 101 (“to the land which I am giving to the sons of Israel”), a phrase oth-
erwise found only in two holiness texts (Lev 23:10; 25:2). As Noldeke’s discussion
of Deut 1:39 demonstrated, it is easy to use such Priestly elements in the MT (and
SamP) version of these verses as evidence that they post-date the Priestly layer, but
there is reason to believe that these “Priestly” elements were added to non-P texts
in a gradual process of scribal assimilation and were not original parts of the pas-
sages where they occur.

Moreover, we have documentation that the process could also run in the other
direction: the enrichment of Priestly texts with non-Priestly elements. In the
previous chapter, I noted the case in Num 13:33 where a portion of the Priestly spy
story appears to have been coordinated with the Deuteronomic review of that
story through the addition of a gloss identifying the 0°951 featured in the Priestly
text with the 2’1y mentioned in Deut 1:28. Another possible example of docu-
mented insertion of non-Priestly elements into Priestly (and post-Priestly) con-
texts would be the MT/SamP pluses that include (the non-Priestly characters of)
Dathan and Abiram in several loci where the LXX version of the Priestly passages
only mentions Korah (Num 16:24, 27a; note also a similar MT/SamP plus in Num
26:9ba).

Most of the above examples would have been undetectable as secondary har-
monizations without the aid of divergent manuscript witnesses. This raises the

one might suppose scribes held a “less conservative attitude” (p. 97) and thus adopted linguistic forms
untypical for literary Hebrew. The most we might speak of is the increasing predominance (in the late
fifth century onward) of Aramaized and colloquialized Hebrew in literary documents dating from that
period (and corresponding increasing rarety of relatively pristine classical Hebrew).
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likelihood that even the most refined literary critical method is unable to uncover
the full range of undocumented harmonizations and other scribal coordinations
present in our earliest textual witnesses. We are lucky to have documentation of a
wide range of otherwise undetectable coordinations and harmonizations in the
proto-MT, LXX, SamP, and other early manuscript traditions (e.g., Qumran), but
it is highly unlikely that such changes started in these traditions suddenly without
being preceded by earlier (undocumented) harmonizations and coordinations in
the textual traditions on which these manuscripts build. After all, as discussed in
the previous chapter, we see such scribal coordination/harmonization in virtually
every case of parallel text available to us: Samuel-Kings/Chronicles, parallel psalms
and prophecies, documented revisions from Mesopotamia to the late Second
Temple period, etc. Given the breadth and depth of this evidence, the burden of
proof lies not on someone who sees such changes as typical of the scribal process
more generally, but on one who would posit something radically different for ear-
lier stages of development (likely even more fluid!) that are not documented.

In sum, the above-discussed handful of examples of documented harmoniza-
tion of Priestly passages with non-Priestly ones (and vice versa) can hardly consti-
tute the sum total of all such harmonization that occurred between these two
strands. Rather, the above-discussed documented harmonizations of P and non-P
almost certainly stand toward the end of a longer process of such harmonization
to which we have no documented access. Moreover, given the fact that most docu-
mented harmonizations and coordinations of P and non-P would have been unde-
tectable without the use of manuscript witnesses, we must reckon with the
probability that the bulk of prior harmonizations and coordinations (held in
common between existing textual witnesses) are likewise unmarked as secondary
additions and undetectable through methodologically controlled literary-critical
methods.” We must simply grant the likelihood that such additions exist at some
points in our existing manuscripts.

To make this point in a more specific way, let us take Joshua 24 as a test case,
since it illustrates many of the issues surrounding this trend and will be an impor-
tant text in Chapter 9 of this book. A growing consensus has developed among
many European scholars that this chapter is post-Priestly, based largely on its mix-
ture of an overall non-Priestly character with a few (purported) Priestly elements.
These elements include the occurrence of the “land of Canaan” 1v15 YR in Josh
24:3, mention of the 7°vw 177 (Mount Seir) as the home of Esau (Josh 24:4; cf. Gen
36:8-9), the mention of Aaron in Josh 24:5, and especially the P-like description of
the Reed Sea event in Josh 24:6-7a (777, w15/237, 70> “pursue, chariots/horses,
cover”).”* Yet none of these indicators can bear the weight being put on it. The

73. It is possible that one might, in retrospect, identify this or that indicator that might have
pointed to the secondary quality of some of the additions discussed above, yet my contention is that a
method sensitive enough to detect the bulk of such changes would also be so sensitive as to also iden-
tify as probable additions a number of elements that probably were not secondary.

74. For a developed form of this argument, see Konrad Schmid, Erzviter und Exodus:
Untersuchungen zur doppelten Begriindung der Urspriinge Israels innerhalb der Geschichtsbiicher des
Alten Testaments, WMANT 81 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1999), 226 [ET 209-10] and
Christophe Nihan, “The Torah between Samaria and Judah: Shechem and Gerizim in Deuteronomy
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“land of Canaan,” though occurring in a number of P contexts (e.g., Gen 13:12;
16:3; 17:8; 23:2; etc.), also occurs in contexts with no clear relation to P (e.g., Gen
42:5, 7, 13, 32; 44:8; 45:25).” The mention of Mount Seir as Esau’s home in the
Esau genealogy of Gen 36:8-9 is hardly distinctively Priestly, but rather an isolated
reflection of a broader tradition about Esau in marginally Priestly material.” As
will be argued later in this chapter (and further in Chapter 9 of this book), the
mention of Aaron in a locus such as Josh 24:5 is not distinctively Priestly either.
Moreover, this indicator is doubly problematic since this portion of Josh 24:5 is an
MT plus vis-a-vis the LXX and likely a harmonizing addition of both Aaron and
Moses into Joshua’s review.”” Finally, there are signs that the cluster of P-like lan-
guage about the Reed Sea in Josh 24:6 is likewise part of a harmonizing addition
(albeit one present in all our manuscript witnesses). As Fritz noted, Josh 24:6-7aa
is distinguished from the rest of Joshua’s speech in speaking of those in the histor-
ical review not as “you” (pl.; see 24:5, 8, 9, 10, 11, etc.), but in the third person as
“your fathers”(24:6)”® In addition, this (largely third person) description of the
Reed Sea event in 24:6-7aa duplicates and expands on the prior notice in 24:5b,
DONR "NRXT MR (“and afterwards I brought you out”//... 2 1%m» 02"MIARTNR RO
“and I brought your fathers out of Egypt” 24:6aa). These are indicators that
24:6-7aa probably is not an original part of the chapter, but instead a post-Priestly
harmonization of Joshua 24 with the preceding history it was meant to review
(adding an echo of the Reed Sea narrative, a pivotal event in biblical tradition).
Besides the (probable) addition of Aaron and Moses into Josh 24:5 and the
addition of an echo of the Reed Sea narrative in Josh 24:6-7a, we see documenta-
tion of a similar impetus toward harmonization in both the LXX and MT.
Candidates for such harmonizing expansion in the LXX include an additional
mention of Israel growing into a “great, powerful and strong nation” in Egypt in
Josh 24:4 (an approximate echo of Exod 1:7)” and a plus adding the (Priestly!)
tabernacle at the conclusion of Josh 24:25 (“before the tabernacle of the God of

and Joshua,” in The Pentateuch as Torah: New Models for Understanding Its Promulgation and Acceptance,
ed. Gary Knoppers and Bernard Levinson (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 194-97, both
building on earlier literature that they cite (note especially Moshé Anbar, Josue et lalliance de Sichem
[Josue 24:1-28], BET 25 [Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 1992], 69-88).

75. This was realized already in the time of the lexicons of words characteristic of each source. See,
for example, Holzinger, Einleitung, 340.

76. Of all the Priestly genealogies in Genesis, Genesis 36 has prompted the most hypotheses of
inserted non-P material (see, e.g., Wellhausen, Composition des Hexateuchs, 49; Gunkel, Genesis, 340
and 389). To be sure, most such hypotheses have focused on 36:9 or 10ff. Nevertheless, this chapter is a
problematic locus for the identification of Priestly material, particularly an indicator as isolated as the
double mention of 1’y 777 in 36:8 and 9.

77. See discussions in William T. Koopmans, Joshua 24 as Poetic Narrative, VT Sup 93 (Sheflield:
Sheflield Academic Press, 1990), 244-46 and especially Anbar, Josue et lalliance, 33.

78. Volkmar Fritz, Das Buch Joshua, HAT (Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1994), 238.

79. The terminology in Josh 24:4 is different from that of the LXX of Exod 1.7, but the overall
content of both verses is quite similar. On this plus in the LXX, cf. Anbar, Josue et lalliance, 31-32,
which argues that this is an error in the tradition behind the MT produced by homeioteleuton.
Koopmans, Joshua 24, 244 notes the reasons to suppose that the plus, though based on a Hebrew
Vorlage, is secondary.
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Israel”).** In addition to the above-mentioned MT plus regarding Aaron and
Moses in Josh 24:5, the MT of Joshua 24 also includes a plus identifying Balaam as
“son of Beor” in 24:9 and an extensive plus in 24:17 adding a description of Egypt
as “the house of bondage” (Exod 13:3, 14; 20:2 [//Deut 5:6]; Deut 6:12) and men-
tioning the signs and wonders that Yhwh worked in Egypt (Deut 4:34; 6:22; 7:19;
etc.).®! Overall, standing as a major narrative climax and relatively comprehensive
review of preceding events, Joshua 24 appears to have been particularly prone to
harmonization and other enrichment, including the addition of distinctively
Priestly elements (e.g., the tabernacle in the LXX of Josh 24:25).

In sum, I suggest that Joshua 24 has been identified as post-Priestly on insuffi-
cient grounds. Many supposedly post-Priestly elements, for example, the expres-
sion 1> YO, are not specific to the Priestly layer. Another, the appearance of
Aaron in Josh 24:5, appears to be part of a plus exclusive to the MT/SamP tradition
that harmonized Joshua 24 to the preceding Tetrateuch. Moreover, the indicator
with the most potential to link with Priestly material, the words used to describe
the Reed Sea event in Josh 24:6-7a, occur in a section that is marked as secondary
through its duplication of 24:5b and divergence from its context (including 24:5b)
in speaking of the Israelites in the third person. Indeed, as argued above, we see
widespread documentation in the manuscript tradition of Joshua 24 for harmoni-
zation of various sorts with the preceding Pentateuch. Meanwhile, as will be
argued in more detail in Chapter 9 of this book, the basic character of the chapter
is non-Priestly. Aside from MT and LXX pluses (e.g., 24:25), the apparently
secondary addition of the Reed Sea harmonization in Josh 24:6-7aa, and a P-like
appendix in Josh 24:33, the chapter lacks links to specifically Priestly texts and is,
instead, broadly and deeply linked to a later layer of non-Priestly compositional
elements spanning the Hexateuch.

In the case of Joshua 24, we are fortunate, since we have fairly broad documen-
tation for its harmonization with other texts (both Priestly and non-Priestly).
Moreover, one of its apparent undocumented harmonizations, Josh 24:6-7aq, is
marked as secondary through its doubling of and divergence from texts in its
immediate context. Nevertheless, I suggest that this brief study of Joshua 24 has
wider implications for the trend toward identification of large amounts of post-
Priestly narrative material in the Hexateuch. Broader study of harmonization in
the Bible and elsewhere has shown that many, if not most, such harmonizations
and coordinations are undetectable in the final form of the text. We must reckon
with the real possibility that such undetectable harmonization has happened with
far more biblical texts, especially insofar as such texts review (e.g., Joshua 24), are
reviewed (e.g., the Tetrateuch in relation to Deuteronomy 1-3, 9-10, etc.), or are
otherwise linked to other biblical texts. Does this mean that any observations of

80. In this case, probably a harmonization by the Greek translator, who also shifted focus to Shiloh,
see Koopmans, Joshua 24, 259; Anbar, Josue et lalliance, 43.

81. See Anbar, Josue et lalliance, 41. In addition, the MT of Josh 24:22b features a brief report that
the people accepted Joshua’s description of them as witnesses (2°7¥ 177%™ “and they said, ‘[we are] wit-
nesses”) that provides a sort of compliance to Joshua’s speech missing in the LXX. This is exactly the
sort of coordinating material typically added by tradents in the transmission process.
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mixed P and non-P characteristics are useless? Hardly. For example, as has long
been recognized, P and non-P elements are so thoroughly mixed in the review of
the spy story in Num 32:8-15 that it is difficult to explain this speech as the result
of the secondary harmonization of Priestly with non-Priestly material (or vice
versa).® In other cases, such as the P-like toledot superscription in Gen 2:4a intro-
ducing Gen 2:4b-4:26 (non-P), or the resumptive repetition of Priestly material
regarding the death of Moses in Deut 32:48-52 (//Num 27:12-14) after the inser-
tion of Deuteronomy, a sustained block of unmistakably P-like material is revealed
as post-P by the ways in which it is coordinated with (Gen 2:4a) and/or inserted
into and dependent on (Deut 32:48-52) non-Priestly material (or vice versa).
Nevertheless, most arguments for the post-Priestly character of biblical texts are
far weaker, involving isolated words without specific links to Priestly texts (and/or
without a non-Priestly counterpart) and/or the sorts of isolated links to Priestly
materials easily added in the process of scribal harmonization/coordination. As a
result, the case for the post-Priestly character of a broad spectrum of texts, such as
Genesis 14 (in the past)® or Josh 24:1-32 (more recently), should not be consid-
ered successful.

B TEXTUAL INFLUENCE AND DETERMINATION OF DEPENDENCE

One other factor that has played a major role in recent scholarship is the relative
dating of biblical texts based on suppositions about their dependence on each
other. For example, based in large part on his (re-)assignment of Joshua 24 to a
post-Priestly layer, Erhard Blum has also assigned to the same layer a broader
array of texts in Genesis and Exodus that he terms the “Joshua 24 redaction”
This layer includes texts such as Gen 33:19; 35:1-7*; 48:21-22; 50:24-26; Exod

82. Baden, J, E and Redaction, 143 makes an attempt to establish Num 32:8-15 as a P text harmo-
nized by a redactor to the non-P text through the addition of 212wX 213=7¥ in 32:9 and 1K W™K >
(M nR) in 32:11 and 12. The result, Baden argues (note 116), reads more smoothly and matches the
corresponding P narrative in Num 14:29-30. This proposal seems to overlook the broader presence of
non-P terminology in this section, such as the reference in Num 32:11 to the divine promise that the
people will not “see” (7x7) the land (Num 14:23; cf. &12 [“enter”] in P Num 14:30), occurrence in the
same verse of the typically non-Priestly theme of the oath promise of land to the fathers—albeit
uniquely formed in this case with the noun 717X rather than the usual & (see Gen 50:24; Exod 33:1
[also 32:13 differently formulated]; Deut 34:4)—and other expressions otherwise exclusively found in
non-P contexts (e.g., ?Xw*2 M AX-I Num 32:13 and texts such as Num 25:3; Judg 2:14, 20; 3:8; 10:7;
2 Kgs 13:3).

83. For Genesis 14, the terminological indicators are especially weak. 102 72° (“sons of his house”)
is a social term only occurring in a couple of Priestly texts (Gen 17:13, 23; Lev 22:11), and thus hardly
constitutes a marker of specifically Priestly character. The word for members of household (w21)
appears across Joshua 10-11 (e.g., 10:30, 32, 35, 37, 39; 11:11), as it does in Genesis 14, as a term for
captured living beings. It, too, is not a specifically Priestly term. That leaves the word w137 as the
remaining potential marker of post-Priestly status for Genesis 14, a word for wealth occurring six times
across Genesis 14-15, six times in Priestly contexts (Gen 12:5; 13:6; 36:7; 46:6; Num 16:32; 35:3), and
another fifteen times in various late texts (Ezra 1:4, 6; 8:21; 10:8; 1 Chr 27:31; 28:1; 2 Chr 20:25; 21:14,
17; 31:3; 32:29; 35:7; Dan 11:13, 24, 28). This distribution would suggest that the word was prevalent in
late biblical Hebrew, but not that anyone who used it had to be aware of and dependent on a Priestly
source.



138 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

1:5b-6, 8; and 13:19.* Konrad Schmid suggests that the whole of Judges was not
inserted into its present position until a post-Priestly stage because of its
apparent presupposition of the end of salvation history in Joshua 24 (which
Schmid locates in a post-Priestly stage) and its orientation around the problem
of forgetting that salvation history as thematized in Judg 2:8-10.% In this way, a
growing bundle of texts otherwise lacking clear reflections of Priestly elements
has been assigned to a post-Priestly layer on the basis of an identification of
Joshua 24 as post-Priestly.

This assignment is problematic on at least two grounds. First, as argued above,
the bulk of Joshua 24 does not appear to be post-Priestly. Second, at least some of
the texts that these scholars associate with Joshua 24 are not necessarily dependent
on that chapter. For example, Blum assigns Gen 48:21-22 to his Joshua 24 layer
based on its parallels with Gen 50:24 and resonance with the language of Josh
24:12 (//Gen 48:22) and allusion to Shechem (2o in 48:22).% Though this is pos-
sible, such links could be explained by other models as well, such as Gen 48:21-22
preexisting Gen 50:24 and Joshua 24, and serving as a model and reference point
for those texts.*”” The more such problematic claims of textual dependence mul-
tiply, the more uncertain the results become.

Let us take another example, this time from arguments concerning the original
end of the Priestly document. An increasing number of scholars have used cumulative
claims of textual dependence to argue that a number of texts once assigned to P at
the end of Numbers and Deuteronomy originate instead from layers of redaction
that post-date the combination of P and non-P. Thus, some recent formulations have
argued against finding the original end of P in Deut 34:1*, 7-9 (where many in the
past have found it) because of a posited dependence of 34:7 on Gen 6:3 on the one
hand (120 years of life) and a combination of Moses’s age at the exodus (Exod 7:7; P)
and the D figure of forty years in the wilderness on the other.® Furthermore, the
appointment of Joshua in Deut 34:9 is taken to be dependent on Num 27:15-23
(which also reports the appointment of Joshua), which in turn is seen as extremely
late because the passage of which it is a part (including Num 27:12-14) is seen as
dependent on Deut 32:48-52.% Even if one held with the alternative position that
Deut 32:48-52 is a late resumptive repetition of Num 27:12-14 linking Deuteronomy
with a narrative strand in Numbers, several authors have still argued for the late

84. See preliminarily his Blum, Studien, 363-65 and now his most recent discussion in “Die liter-
arische Verbindung von Erzvitern und Exodus. Ein Gesprich mit neueren Endredaktionshypothesen,”
in Abschied vom Jahwisten: Die Komposition des Hexateuch in der jiingsten Diskussion, ed. Jan Christian
Gertz, Konrad Schmid, and Markus Witte, BZAW 315 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002), 153.

85. Konrad Schmid, Erzviter und Exodus, 252-53 [ET 235].

86. Blum, Vitergeschichte, 257; idem., “Verbindung,” 153 (note 161).

87. This is the approach taken in Carr, Reading the Fractures, 210-11.

88. Nihan, Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 22. See also Konrad Schmid, “The Late Persian Formation
of the Torah: Observations on Deuteronomy 34,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century BCE,
ed. Oded Lipschitz, Gary Knoppers, and Rainer Albertz (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007),
248-49.

89. Reinhard Achenbach, Vollendung der Tora: Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Numeribuches
im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pentateuch, BZAW 3 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2003), 557-67; Nihan,
Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 24.
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character of Num 27:15-23 because it features phrases otherwise seen only in a
series of other texts that are held (by those authors) to be late, a series that includes
Num 16:22 ("2 213% mmai 19%, “god of the spirits and of all flesh”); Num 31:16
and Josh 22:16-17 (M n7), and 1 Kgs 22:17 (731 0A27PR @K 18¥; Num 27:17).%
Another ground for regarding Num 27:15-23, along with the report of Aaron’s death
in Num 20:22-29, as late is because both are seen as dependent on the story of rebel-
lion at Qadesh in Num 20:1-13, and this text, in turn, is held to be late because it is
seen as referring in Num 20:13 to a showing of Yhwh’s glory that presupposes a post-
P Hin Lev 22:32 and because it features use of the H-stem of 18, which is a leitmotif
of Exodus 4.” Exodus 4, in turn, is seen as late, particularly because of its supposed
dependence on P’s depiction of the first two plague-signs.*

In light of both the previous chapter and this one, I see several problems with
this line of argument. First, it presupposes that we still have the end of an original
Priestly document, something that is not typical of documented cases of such
large-scale appropriation and/or conflation of documents. Second, the basis for
these claims of textual dependence is often quite slender, for example, a divine
epithet, single construct phrase, or motif (such as the showing of Yhwh’s glory).
Merely noting that we do not happen to have the phrase or motif in question “any-
where else” in our limited and gapped biblical corpus is not, in my view, a sufficient
argument that one biblical text is dependent on another.” Third and finally, as the
chain of posited textual dependencies grows, the overall argument grows progres-
sively weaker. In this respect, it would be good to recall the methodological cau-
tions raised by Thomas Kriiger in an inconspicuous footnote toward the end of his
remarks on the redactions of the larger narrative works. There, he points out the
risks of such piling of one redactional hypothesis on another, in this case, the
assignment of one series of texts to a literary layer based on their presumed
dependence on another. Even if the redaction-critical arguments with regard to
each stage are quite plausible and the judgment 70 to 80 percent probable, the
likelihood of dependent judgments being true decreases as arguments are piled on
top of each other.” Thus, even if the chance of Deut 34:9 being dependent on Num
27:15-23 is 70 percent probable, and the dependence of Num 27:15-23 on
Num 20:22-29 is 70 percent probable, one must also reckon with the 70 percent
probability of Num 20:22-29 being dependent on Num 20:1-13 and that text, in

90. Christian Frevel, Mit Blick auf das Land die Schopfung erinnern: zum Ende der Priestergrundschrift,
Herders biblische Studien 23 (Freiburg: Herder, 2000), 281; Nihan, Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 23-24
(also note 19 on pp. 24-25).

91. Thomas Rémer and Marc Zvi Brettler, “Deuteronomy 34 and the Case for a Persian Hexateuch,”
JBL 119 (2000): 407; Nihan, Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 25.

92. The arguments for this will be reviewed in more detail shortly.

93. I develop this point at greater length in The Many Uses of Intertextuality in Old Testament
Studies: Actual and Potential,” in Helsinki IOSOT Conference Volume 2010, ed. Martti Nissinen (VTSup;
Leiden: Brill, 2011), 519-49.

94. Thomas Kriiger, “Anmerkungen zur Frage nach den Redaktionen der grossen Erzahlwerke im
Alten Testament,” in Les derniéres rédactions du Pentateuque, de 'Hexateuque et de 'Ennéateuque, ed.
Thomas Romer and Schmid, Konrad, BETL 203 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 66 (note 47). Kriiger’s reflec-
tions expand on similar thoughts given in a paragraph in Ernst Axel Knauf, “Der Text als Artefakt,” in
Das alte Testament und die Kunst, ed. John Barton, et al. (Miinster: Lit. Verlag, 2005), 61.
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turn, having a 70 percent probability of being dependent on Exod 4:1-9, 27-31.
Cumulatively, this leads to only a 1 in 4 (24 percent) chance that the overall
argument regarding this chain of dependencies) is accurate.

Even when one is working with only one level of claims of textual dependence
and a good case can be made for some kind of relationship, there often is a
significant problem with determining the direction in which such dependence
goes. Let us take as a case study the non-Priestly commissioning of Moses, part of
a block of text (Exod 3:1-4:18) mentioned above as a probable secondary inser-
tion into its surrounding non-P context. In an earlier era, most scholars worked
on the presumption that any specific similarities between this text and Priestly
materials about Moses and Aaron could be explained by the dependence of
Priestly materials on Exod 3:1-4:18. Now, a significant group of scholars argue
that the relationship is the reverse, with all or part of the non-P call of Moses
taken to be a post-Priestly adaptation of Priestly motifs. Yet the accumulated
observations have done little more than develop a list of resonances between the
two texts, such as their common focus on the issue of divine designation (albeit
in quite different ways; Exod 3:13-14 [non-P]; 6:2-3 [P]),” their common picture
of Moses overcoming the people’s disbelief (Exod 4:1-9, 30b-31 [non-P]; 6:9, 12
[P]) and demonstrating his link with divine power through similar signs (staff
into snake in Exod 4:2-5, 30b [non-P]; 7:8-13 [P]; water into blood in Exod 4:9,
30b; also 7:14-18, 20-21, 23-24 [non-P]; 7:19-20aa, 21b, 22 [P]),* along with
their parallel introductions of Aaron as an answer to Moses’s problems with
speech (Exod 4:10-17 [non-P]; 6:12-13 [P]), including the prophetic conceptual-
ization of Moses and Aaron’s relationship where Moses is the counterpart to God
and Aaron is the mouth (4:16 [non-P]) or prophet (7:1 [P]). As lists of specific
parallels between this and other such P and non-P texts grow, it becomes increas-
ingly difficult to maintain—as recently by Schwartz and some of his students—
that these sources developed without either having any knowledge of the other.”
The lack of verbatim agreement, to be sure, requires explanation.”® Nevertheless,

95. On the difference, see Blum, “Verbindung;” 126-27.

96. Gertz (Tradition und Redaktion in der Exoduserzihlung: Untersuchungen zur Endredaktion des
Pentateuch, FRLANT 186 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000], 314) argues for a particular close-
ness to P in the description of the transformation of blood in Exod 4:9 (272 ¥ 2R7~7% fipn WK 277 1)
to P in Exod 7:19 (27 1), 21b (21%n yX~722 07 ) versus non-P in 7:17b (277 1297), 20 (@793 109
072 W2 WR). Nevertheless, as is evident in the quotations below, there are similarities in both directions.
The expressions in Exod 4:9 and 7:20 (non-P) are of more similar length and share the preposition 2, while
the expressions in Exod 4:9 and 7:19, 21b (P) are both formed from the verb “to be” (;°77). No special rela-
tionship between 4:9 and its P counterparts is evident. This then relativizes Gertz’s arguments in the same
locus for the priority of the water-into-blood plague over the anticipation of it in Exod 4:9 as a sign of
Mosaic authority, based (so claims Gertz) on the fact that the water-into-blood sign is more naturally situ-
ated in Egypt at the Nile. The anticipation of turning water into blood in Exod 4:9 could as easily have been
prompted by the non-P water-into-blood plague narrative as the P version.

97. See, for example, Blum’s persuasive arguments that Gen 35:9-15 responds specifically to fea-
tures in Gen 28:10-22 (Viitergeschichte, 267-69, though cf. my Reading the Fractures, 89-90, note 26 on
Blum’s arguments that P’s response was designed from the outset to stand in the same literary context).
For a broader survey, see Blum, Viitergeschichte, 263-67; idem., Studien, 229-85.

98. See later in this book, Chapter 9, pp. 292-4, for one suggestion.
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the extent of agreement across multiple aspects of the two commissionings of
Moses, including the blind motif in P (discussed below) of the fuller prophetic
presentation of Moses and Aaron in non-P, renders more probable the idea that
the P version of the episode is dependent on non-P than that they both developed
independently or depend on a common tradition.”

Yet how might one determine which episode is dependent on the other? Much
in this case turns on how one interprets the relationship between the call of Moses
in Exod 3:1-4:18, the non-P material with which it now is combined, and the P
material that it often parallels. For example, Valentin, Weimar, Blum, Schmid,
Gertz, and others have argued that two of the non-P signs in 4:1-9 (staff into snake
in 4:2-5 and water into blood in 4:9) along with the introduction of Aaron in Exod
4:10-16 are post-Priestly accommodations of the non-P Moses story to similar P
materials that follow.'® After all, they point out, several of the features in Exodus 4
(Aaron, Moses’s staff, the status of Aaron as Moses’s brother) are frequently attested
across the Priestly stratum, whereas they are peripheral at best in non-P materials.
Thus, it seems as if Exod 3:1-4:17 contains a number of motifs at home in the
Priestly stratum, but isolated in this non-P context.

A closer look, however, raises questions about the idea that Exod 3:1-4:17 is a
post-Priestly introduction of many properly Priestly themes. After all, the text does
not share major verbal parallels with any of the P materials it supposedly antici-
pates,'®" and it disagrees with those P materials in numerous respects, such as dou-
bling the Priestly introduction of Aaron (cf. Exod 7:1) and introducing him
(4:10-16) after the signs in which he is thoroughly involved in P (4:2-5//7:8-13;
4:9//7:19-22%), lacking any role for the staff in turning water into blood (Exod 4:9;
cf. 7:19, 20aaq, 21b, 22), introducing an additional sign—the hand turning leprous
and back again in Exod 4:6-7—without a counterpart in P, and focusing all of these

> 102

signs on the potential problem of the people’s disbelief rather than the Egyptians.

99. There is nothing here to indicate the existence of yet a third, otherwise unknown source that
was the origin of the similarities between P and non-P materials.

100. Heinrich Valentin, Aaron: eine Studie zur vor-priesterschriftlichen Aaron-Uberlieferung, OBO
(Freiburg and Géttingen: Universitatsverlag and Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 65-66, 75; Peter
Weimar, Die Berufung des Mose: literaturwissenschaftliche Analyse von Exodus 2,23-25,5, OBO 32
(Freiburg and Gottingen: Universititsverlag and Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 350, 353-54;
Ferdinand Ahuis, Der klagende Gerichtsprophet: Studien zur Klage in der Uberlieferung von den alttes-
tamentlichen Gerichtspropheten (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1982), 44-45; Konrad Schmid, Erzviter und
Exodus, 203-206 [ET 187-90]; Gertz, Exoduserzihlung, 307-27; Blum, “Verbindung,” 127-30 (cf.
idem., Studien, 27-28).

101. My article on the direction of dependence (“Method in Determination of Direction of
Dependence: An Empirical Test of Criteria Applied to Exodus 34,11-26 and Its Parallels,” in Gottes
Volk am Sinai: Untersuchungen zu Ex 32-34 und Dtn 9-10, Vol. 18, ed. Matthias Kockert and Erhard
Blum, Veroffentlichungen der wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft fiir Theologie [Giitersloh: Kaiser,
Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2001], 107-40) proposed some criteria particularly appropriate for cases
where two texts share extensive wording.

102. For one thorough attempt to exegete the present text, see Konrad Schmid, Erzviter und
Exodus, 204-205 [ET 189], which points out the parallel between Exod 4:6 and the plague on Miriam
in Num 12:10. Schmid does not, however, explain why the Miriam plague would be singled out here,
nor does he account for the doubling of the introduction of Aaron.
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This sort of doubling (of the introduction of Aaron) and disagreement with P (on
these points and others) is not typical of later scribal coordination/harmonization
of one strand with another. These contrasts, however, would be natural in materials
that originally were conceived to stand separately as written works (albeit, one
likely written with some knowledge of the other).

But how might one explain the way Exod 3:1-4:17 features themes (e.g., Aaron
[as Moses’s brother and fellow teacher]|, Moses’s staff) that are so much more
prominent in P than in the non-P materials that follow it? I suggest building on
the above-mentioned insight that Exod 3:1-4:18 is secondary to its context. Thus,
this text secondarily introduces themes into its non-P context (e.g., Moses’s staff,
the prophetic/intermediary role of Aaron) that were developed in a different and
more thoroughgoing way by P’s separate narrative (probably in dependence on a
non-P narrative containing Exod 3:1-4:17 and some related additions). In light of
this, it is no surprise that the following non-P materials do not develop the themes
of Exod 3:1-4:17 systematically. These other non-P materials might feature some
of the themes developed in another way by Exod 3:1-4:17 (e.g., Aaron in Exod
32:1-6), but they were not originally written with Exod 3:1-4:18 in mind.'®
Meanwhile, this model also accounts for the complex relationship of Exod
3:1-4:18 to P materials. This non-P story of the commission of Moses and Aaron
doubles and disagrees with P materials because it was originally part of a separate
non-P strand, indeed a strand that played some role in the composition of P itself
(hence the parallels).

Finally, let us consider what sorts of criteria might establish that the parallels
between these texts were caused by P’s dependence on Exod 3:1-4:17 rather than
their dependence on a common precursor or the dependence of Exod 3:1-4:17 on
P. Sometimes one can decide such cases on the basis of expansion by one text of
wording found in its parallel, but Exod 3:1-4:17 lacks the sorts of extensive verbal
parallels with P that would allow such an approach. One criterion that can be help-
ful in this case, however, is the presence of blind motifs in one text that are integral
to the other.'™ For example, one element that is integral to Exod 3:1-4:17 as a
whole is its presentation of both Moses and Aaron as prophetic figures, both

103. In both older and more recent treatments, Blum (following Wellhausen, Composition des
Hexateuchs, 72; Wilhelm Rudolph, Der “Elohist” von Exodus bis Josua, BZAW 68 [Berlin: A. Topelmann,
1938], 15) has argued that Exod 4:10-17 or Exod 4:1-17 as a whole is later because of the way its intro-
duction of Aaron as an intermediary does not square with the initial instructions in Exod 3:16, 18 for
Moses to go to Pharaoh with the elders. This argument, however, does not seem to reckon with the pos-
sibility of narrative development, where an initial divine plan given in 3:16, 18 is modified (with some
divine displeasure in Exod 4:14) to involve Aaron (4:15-16), who is then made the major player in
interaction with the elders as well (Exod 4:29; note also 5:2).

104. The elements of Moses’s staff and Aaron, in this case, do not constitute true blind motifs in
Exod 3:1-4:17, since they are fully integral to the text. Indeed, in Chapter 9 of this book, I link Exod
3:1-4:17 with a series of other texts that likewise focus on Aaron (e.g., Numbers 12), thus indicating
that Aaron is far from a peripheral concern for this specific layer of non-Priestly texts. The mistake in
previous analyses has been to argue as if Exod 3:1-4:17 was originally of a piece with other non-P mate-
rials, somewhat along the lines of older source analyses, so that its distinctive features vis-a-vis those
materials (e.g., Aaron, Moses’s staff) required explanation—one found by some in a posited dependence
on Priestly materials.
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through the elaboration of the prophetic call-narrative pattern in describing
Yhwh’s commissioning of Moses and through specific echoes of the late-Jeremiah
call narrative (Jer 1:4-10) in describing the commissioning of Aaron.'®® The
Priestly material in 6:12-13 shares the idea that Aaron was appointed because of
Moses’s problems with speech (Exod 4:10b-12; cf. Jer 1:6), and its resumptive rep-
etition in 6:30-7:2 even names Aaron as a “prophet” (7:1). Otherwise, however, the
prophetic elements so central to Exod 3:1-4:17 are marginal in corresponding P
materials. This is an indicator that, overall, P materials are dependent on Exod
3:1-4:17, rather than vice versa. It is easier to suppose that the otherwise unmoti-
vated themes of Moses’s difficulty with speaking (Exod 6:12-13) and Aaron’s
“prophet” status (vis-a-vis Moses as “God” to him in Exod 7:1; cf. 4:16) in P mate-
rials are faint echoes of the thoroughly prophetic presentation of both figures in
Exod 3:1-4:17 than that the detailed prophetic elements and resonances with Jer
1:4-10 in Exod 3:1-4:17 unfolded as elaborations on these minor elements in the
P stratum.'%

By itself, this discussion raises questions about a recent trend to consider all or
part of Exod 3:1-4:18 to be post-Priestly, but it does not purport to be an overall
argument for its pre-Priestly character. That would require a more thorough anal-
ysis, including consideration of other non-P texts with a potential relation to Exod
3:1-4:18 and their links to P (something undertaken in Chapter 9 of this book). In
this sense, there is no way to avoid the interlinking of arguments regarding textual
dependence and relative dating. Exod 3:1-4:18 is a useful case study, however,
because its strategic importance has led scholars to argue in a more detailed way
for its post-Priestly character than they have in other cases. Indeed, in many cases,
scholars’ decisions about direction of dependence seem heavily linked to their
broader presuppositions about the development of tradition rather than being
based on specific arguments. Thus, whereas an earlier generation of scholars (and
some present ones) would have assumed that shared characteristics between P and
non-P materials could be explained by dependence of the Priestly stratum on the
non-P materials (or on common oral traditions), an increasing number of con-
temporary scholars often assume, without argument, that a feature found in both
a non-P text and a P text proves the post-Priestly character of the non-P text. In
both cases, the conclusions of each group of scholars are only plausible to others
who share the same presuppositions. The results are self-reinforcing theories of

105. On this, see especially Gertz, Exoduserzihlung, 318-19.

106. Gertz, Exoduserzihlung, 314-15 brings up a potential counterexample, suggesting that there
are particular verbal affinities between the Exod 4:9 description of the third sign, Moses turning water
into blood (w22 077 ¥M WM MPN WK 017 1) and the specifically Priestly descriptions of water
transformation in the first plague (Exod 7:19 27 vi); 7:21b 07%» y%922 077 7 cf. non-P Exod 7:17b
072 19971 and 7:20b 072 IX27IRK 0771722 1997"). In this case, the material in Exod 4:9 clearly is modeled
on and anticipates the water-into-blood plague seen in both P and non-P forms in Exod 7:14-24 (e.g.,
IR PN WR 20 4:9ba), but the verbal affinities could point either to a dependence of Exod 4:9 on its
P counterparts (so Gertz) or to P’s narration building on innovations in the description of the water-
into-blood wonder that were already introduced into the pre-Priestly exodus context by (the secondary
insertion of) Exod 4:9. Thus, this indicator is not helpful for a determination of the direction of
dependence.
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enclosed and temporary groups of scholars, rather than the gathering of observa-
tions that might produce plausible and lasting transmission-historical theories.

In conclusion, much of the superstructure of past and present theories
regarding the growth of the Bible is undermined by problematic or nonexistent
arguments regarding the direction of dependence. Moreover, as these claims of
intertextual dependence proliferate, the implausibility of the overall result
expands exponentially. This does not mean, of course, that one can or should
ignore potential textual influence in reconstructing the transmission history of
biblical texts. Nevertheless, it is important to be aware of the risks that claims of
textual dependence pose to the plausibility of a broader transmission-historical
argument, especially as such claims are built on top of each other. Finally, given
these considerations regarding the uncertainties of intertextual analysis and the
risks of cumulative error (in chains of posited intertextual connection), it is par-
ticularly important to ensure, insofar as it is possible, that the pillars of a given
transmission-historical reconstruction (e.g., Josh 24:1-32) are not rooted in the
often shifting sands of isolated terminological details.

B SETTING REACHABLE GOALS FOR RECONSTRUCTION
OF TRANSMISSION HISTORY

So far, much of this chapter on method has focused on the critique of arguments
and theories prevalent in the past and present study of the formation of the Bible,
particularly in the case of Hebrew narrative texts. I have discarded as fatally flawed
the distinction between cross-Pentateuchal J and E sources. Moreover, I have
raised fundamental questions about trends to identify as post-Priestly texts such
as Joshua 24 that have been so described because of supposedly displaying a mix
of P and non-P characteristics, and texts such as Exod 3:1-4:17 that have been
taken (on inadequate grounds) to be dependent on Priestly precursors. In
particular, I have raised questions about the tissue of interconnected intertextual
conclusions on which so much contemporary transmission-historical scholarship
is built. The basis for many such conclusions, for example, the post-Priestly dating
of some texts on which others are then thought to depend, is problematic; the cri-
teria for determining intertextual relations in these studies often are not explicated
and/or uninterrogated. As a result, the broader structure of much recent transmis-
sion-historical scholarship on the Hebrew Bible, particularly the Pentateuch, must
be, in my opinion, rebuilt.

This does not mean that all prior work is without worth. Already I have indi-
cated that the longstanding, widely agreed upon distinction of Priestly and non-
Priestly material in the Hexateuch is founded on relatively strong criteria. In
addition, there are many other observations made over the last centuries of trans-
mission-historical research that can be quite helpful in uncovering at least part of
the largely undocumented process of formation of biblical texts. The following
chapters will draw, for example, on scholarship that has shown how several blocks
of legal material in the Pentateuch were formed in (overall) sequence one after the
other, for example, the Covenant Code, Deuteronomic code, Priestly instructional
materials, and Holiness materials. Furthermore, the following analysis benefits
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from relatively recent work on the relative independence of the non-Priestly pri-
meval history from the following materials in Genesis, the original separateness of
the different non-Priestly ancestral stories from each other, and the gradual join-
ing of those ancestral materials with each other and the Moses story. With regard
to other parts of the Bible, I have already critically appropriated a wealth of schol-
arship on the relation of Chronicles to Samuel-Kings, as well as past and more
recent work on the relation of Ezra-Nehemiah to 1 Esdras. In future chapters,
I appropriate past and more recent work on gradual growth of the books of the
former prophets (Joshua-2 Kings), distinctions of various layers in books of
literary prophecy (e.g., Isaiah) and the Psalms collection, the stratification of
books of wisdom (e.g., the late epilogue and related materials in Qohelet, various
parts of Job), etc. Insofar as it is possible within the scope of this single study, I will
build on and presuppose the best observations over the last centuries of transmis-
sion-historical work without attempting to reproduce them.

At the same time, there are several ways in which studies of documented trans-
mission-history (from biblical studies and beyond) might inform the construction
of both specific and broader new theories regarding the formation of the Hebrew
Bible. To start with, studies of documented transmission history prove that ancient
texts, particularly culturally-central literary theological texts like the Hebrew
Bible, were revised over time. It happened. We can see it. Moreover, they show
what sort of changes such texts underwent over time: compositional expansion,
occasional conflation/combination, harmonization and coordination within
themselves and with other texts, and the sorts of smaller-scale changes that have
been discussed here under the rubric of memory variants. In particular, the study
of the documented transmission history of the Pentateuch has revealed an impetus
toward scribal coordination of different legal corpora with each other on the one
hand (e.g., 4QRP, 11QTemple) and Tetrateuchal materials with their Deuteronomic
counterparts on the other (e.g., “proto-Samaritan” manuscripts and other harmo-
nizing Pentateuchal manuscript traditions). As emphasized above, it is likely that
our Pentateuchal manuscript traditions contain undocumented scribal coordina-
tions of these corpora as well.

Nevertheless, even the most complex documented cases rarely feature more
than two or three stages of major revision of a given text, with “major” being
defined here as revisions that go beyond memory variants or minor scribal glosses
and harmonizations/coordinations. To be sure, our documented cases of such
major revision (e.g., Ezra-Nehemiah and 1 Esdras, Etana or Gilgamesh) some-
times seem to be snapshots of more complex processes and they are not always
different stages on the same trajectory. Nevertheless, most texts seem to have
undergone at most two to three major stages of growth, with the remainder of
revision happening in the form of minor glosses, harmonizations, and the like.
Scholars who posit ten to twenty layers of revision in some biblical texts are
advancing models that have no correlate in the documentation we have, limited as
it is, of ancient textual revision.

Study of such documented cases also can revise the goals of current transmis-
sion-historical work. For examination of the full range of documented cases shows
that certain forms of textual revision are more reconstructible than others. Earlier
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in this chapter, it was mentioned that cases of textual combination (e.g., the
addition of flood and the Enkidu and Netherworld tradition to the later Gilgamesh
epic or the combination of Ezra and Nehemiah materials in Ezra-Nehemiah) often
leave enough marks in the final combined text to allow plausible reconstruction of
textual pre-stages, even when lacking documentation of those stages. Conversely,
an overview of documented cases of transmission history suggests that—in many
cases—it would be virtually impossible for scholars to reconstruct earlier stages if
they lacked documentation of such stages. This is particularly true for cases where
later authors expanded given sections with new material. When we look at the
small additions of speeches or lines to the OB version of the Gilgamesh epic in the
SB Gilgamesh epic, micro-additions in parallel sections of Chronicles compared to
Samuel-Kings, or the apparently new Scriptural proofs and other additions in the
expansive versions of the Qumran Community Rule, we realize that the vast
majority of these would not have been detectable without actually having a copy of
the (probable) earlier version. Indeed, a transmission-historical method sensitive
enough to detect these kinds of changes probably would also “detect” a number of
additions and expansions that never took place. In sum, the more time one spends
pouring over these cases in detail, the more humble one becomes about the possi-
bilities and limits of the transmission-historical method.

There are some important exceptions. For example, as Tov pointed out years
ago, some of the probable additions found in the proto-MT recension of the book
of Jeremiah are marked by resumptive repetition, and in Chapter 2 we saw another
example of such marked expansion in the Temple Scroll viewed in parallel to Deut
17:5 (11QT 55:20-21). Yet this example also points out the limits of transmission
history, since others have shown places where such resumptive repetition—though
it can be used to resume a thread after an insertion—is also a natural way for
writers to resume their own train of thought after a diversion. It is merely a writ-
erly version of natural speech patterns.’”” So also, good arguments can be made
that certain kinds of expansion, for example, the apparent Deuteronomistic fram-
ing of various historical events and insertion of speeches, have such distinctive
vocabulary and ideology that scholars can isolate such later, Deuteronomistic
expansions. At the same time, the history of research on Deuteronomistic ele-
ments in Deuteronomy-2 Kings, Jeremiah, and elsewhere has also shown how
such identification of “Deuteronomistic” elements can expand to the point of lack
of methodological control.'®®

Sometimes ancient revision blurs, but does not eliminate the marks of textual
growth. For example, in the above-mentioned example of the Community Rule
recensions, it appears that an earlier superscription to the whole document that
named the document as a “Midrash for the wise leader over the men of the Torah”
(7707 WK HY 22wn? w1Tn) was modified in the apparently later 1QS recension to

107. See especially Raymond F. Person, “A Reassessment of Wiederaufnahme from the Perspective
of Conversation Analysis,” BZ 43 (1999): 239-48.

108. For review of earlier literature and debate on this issue, see Linda S. Schearing and Steven L.
McKenzie, eds., Those Elusive Deuteronomists: The Phenomenon of Pan-Deuteronomism (Sheflield:
Sheflield Academic Press, 1999), especially pp. 22-82.
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label a subsection of the text beginning in column V “this is the rule for the men
of the community” (77> *wIR? 7107 7). Such revision could be understood to
obscure an indicator that might be used to reconstruct an earlier stage of the 1QS
version of the Community Rule. Nevertheless, at least one scholar (Murphy-
O’Connor) reconstructed the beginning of an early recension of the Community
Rule (at the outset of what was column V in 1QS) exclusively on the basis of data
in 1QS, only to have this hypothesis reinforced by the discovery of such a recen-
sion in 4QS> 4.1 Transmission historians must reckon with the probability of the
revision or elimination of similar such transmission-historical markers in the
manuscripts before us.'°

Dealing with such uncertainty, it is tempting, but mistaken, to seek simplicity
in a simple endorsement or renunciation of the attempt to reconstruct transmis-
sion history for compositions where we lack a documented prehistory. The survey
of empirical examples of transmission history done here suggests a middle way.
Rather than presupposing that we can reconstruct everything or rejecting the
enterprise altogether, I urge the pursuit of what might be termed a “methodologi-
cally modest” form of transmission history. Such transmission history will recog-
nize that its reconstructions will probably miss many forms of growth—for

109. Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “La geneése littéraire de la Régle de la Communauté,” RB 76 (1969):
537-44 (his third stage of development). This approach was assumed as the basis by his student Jean
Pouilly in his study La Régle de la Communauté: son évolution littéraire, Cahiers de la Revue Biblique
17 (Paris: Gabalda, 1976), especially pp. 10-11.

110. A possible analogy to this process may be found in Deut 6:4, where some have argued on
other grounds for the beginning of an early version of the Deuteronomic collection (for an overview,
see Horst Dietrich Preuss, Deuteronomium, EAF 164 [Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
1982], 19, 100-101). Here, the Septuagint has a superscription lacking in the MT: kai tadta ta
Sikadpata kai T& Kpiporta, doa évteilato kbplog Toig vioig Iopan) év 11 épripw ¢EeABOVTWY adT@V ék
yiG Aiyvntov (“These are the decrees and laws which Yhwh commanded the sons of Israel in the
desert, having brought them out of the land of Egypt”; see already, on this point, Anti Filemmon
Puukko, Das Deuteronomium [Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1910], 149, note 2 and Johannes Hempel, Die
schichten des Deuteronomiums: ein beitrag zur israelitischen literatur- und rechtsgeschichte, eitrage zur
Kultur- und Universalgeschichte 33 (Leipzig: Voigtlander, 1914), 124 with note 1). Some have sup-
posed that this reading in the LXX is an adaptation of a similar superscription found at Deut 4:45 (e.g.,
Eduard Nielsen, Deuteronomium, HAT 6 [Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1995]; John W. Wevers, Notes on the
Greek Text of Deuteronomy, SBLSCS 39 [Atlanta: Scholars, 1995], 114), but the two superscriptions are
quite different in wording (see Wevers, 114 on this as well), and the LXX Deut 6:4 superscription places
in God’s mouth the laws that Deut 4:1 identifies as Moses’s teaching. Rather than being a copy of Deut
4:45 (which LXX Deut 6:4 is not), it seems just as likely, if not more so, that the theocentric Hebrew
precursor to the LXX Deut 6:4 superscription served as the model for the Moses-focused superscrip-
tion in Deut 4:45, but was discarded in non-LXX textual traditions as the book of Deuteronomy was
understood ever more to be Moses-speech and the meaning of any theocentric superscription standing
at 6:4 was lost. If this is the case, one crucial indicator of the original beginning of the Deuteronomic
tradition at 6:4 was lost in a major strand of textual traditions for that book. Cf. Theodor Oestereicher,
Das deuteronomische Grundgesetz, eitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie 27 (Giitersloh:
Bertelsmann, 1923), 72, 80, which theorizes that the superscription at 4:44 originally stood immedi-
ately before 6:4, and Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 150-52, who might have proposed a fifth stage for
the development of Deuteronomy if he had taken the LXX superscription at 6:4 into account.
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example, micro-additions of new material—that are difficult to reconstruct
(without documentation) in a methodologically controlled way. It would focus on
modes of change that are well attested in documented cases of transmission his-
tory: for example, the addition of introductory material, harmonizing, coordi-
nation, conflation, addition of appendices, resumptive repetition, etc. And it will
be sensitive to the different levels of plausibility of transmission-historical
arguments and the relative uncertainty of any transmission-historical argument
based exclusively on isolated linguistic/terminological indicators in a later text.

Another effect of these reflections should be to focus much of the discussion of
the formation of the Hebrew Bible away from an overemphasis on various levels of
authorial redaction/expansion within biblical texts and toward relative dating and
interrelationship between separate scrolls in the biblical tradition and larger strata
in such scrolls that are most identifiable. It is a fantasy to think that we could
approach precision in reconstructing every stage in the development of the bib-
lical text, however much we might wish to do so. Given the documented fluidity of
writing-supported textual transmission, the seeming precision and surety offered
by arguments focusing on terminological specifics are—in many cases—a
mirage.'"! Rather, the best we can do is to aim for relative plausibility on those
stages that—because of various contingent factors (e.g., the mixing of originally
independent documents or the addition of an unusually distinctive compositional
layer)—can be reconstructed on the basis of indicators left in the text. This means
that we must begin with the presupposition that even our best manuscripts only
preserve incomplete and often misleading data for the reconstruction of their pre-
history. The most we can hope to achieve is partial reconstruction.

An often overlooked portion of Wellhausen’s argument in his Prolegomena
illustrates some of the potential of a broader comparison of biblical traditions with
each other. In Part two of the book History of Tradition, Wellhausen begins with a
point that had been established decades before (in 1806) by de Wette: that
Chronicles represented a late adaptation of the history found in parts of Samuel-
Kings. Wellhausen’s following argument is that many of the distinctive aspects of
late Chronicles derive from its appropriation of specifically Priestly traditions,
while the books of Samuel-Kings, generally agreed by others to be earlier, lack
such Priestly influence. As he states at the outset, “The mere difference of date fully
accounts for the varying ways in which the two histories represent the same facts
and events, and the difference of spirit arises from the influence of the Priestly
Code, which came into existence in the interval.”!? Later on he demonstrates that
the distinctive aspects of the books of the former prophets, in turn, arose from the
influence of the book of Deuteronomy.'”® In this way, he utilized the established
results on Samuel-Kings and Chronicles to gain insight into the chronology of
more difficult to date Pentateuchal strata.

111. For a brief version of this argument, based primarily on textual fluidity documented in
Mesopotamian materials, see Mordechai Cogan, “Some Text-Critical Issues in the Hebrew Bible from
an Assyriological Perspective,” Textus 22 (2005): 1-20.

112. Julius Wellhausen, Geschichte Israels: Erster Band - Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, 6th ed.
(Berlin: G. Reimer, 1905), 166 (ET 171-72).

113. Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 292-93 [ET 294].
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In this day and age, it is more difficult to find such established results, especially
when trying to span the often different scholarly discourses of North America,
Europe (especially continental Europe), and Israel. Nevertheless, I suggest that it is
possible, using different strategies and building on excellent work done in past and
present scholarship, to identify certain biblical texts that can be dated to broad
periods in the history of Judah and Israel (e.g., Persian, neo-Babylonian, neo-
Assyrian). Furthermore, one can build a noncomprehensive profile using such
texts of at least some type(s) of texts that were written in each such period. Thus,
the analysis of texts more obviously dating to the Persian period can lead to the
Persian dating of less obviously Persian-period texts, the same for texts from the
neo-Babylonian exile, and so on. This method, of course, cannot purport to date
all biblical texts. Any profiles or other indicators only can provide partial hints of
what was being written in a given period, and much of the Hebrew Bible simply
does not lend itself to this approach. That said, I suggest that progress can be made
by extrapolating from more datable texts to less easily datable texts, at least in
some instances.

The starting point of this investigation will be our earliest documented stage in
the formation of the Hebrew Bible—manuscripts of the Second Temple period
and other data surrounding the possible shaping of the Hebrew Bible during the
Hasmonean monarchy. The presentation then moves backward through yet earlier
periods in Judean/Israelite history (Hellenistic, Persian, neo-Babylonian, neo-
Assyrian), using criteria appropriate to each period to build a profile of a given set
of texts and then build outward from that profile to identify other texts that might
date from that period as well. The presupposition in moving in this direction is
that we have relatively more data with which to work for later periods, while the
contours of relatively early tradition are likely blurred by the process of transmis-
sion history. One hopes that identifying the profile of relatively late texts might aid
in the isolation of earlier bodies of material in the Hebrew Bible, yet one also must
reckon with the reality that our ability to reconstruct the Bible’s earliest stages is
limited. That is one reason why I devote particular attention in the final section of
this book, after a survey of the neo-Assyrian to Hasmonean periods, to the
question of whether and how one might identify yet earlier pre-exilic materials in
the Hebrew Bible.

Again, no pretense of comprehensivity is attempted here. Not all texts in the
Bible can or should be dated."'* Moreover, the survey done here will provide more
detail on the yield of this approach for parts of the Hebrew Bible where I have
relatively more expertise (e.g., parts of the Pentateuch, Isaiah, etc.) and less detail
on other books (e.g., Joshua-Kings, Psalms, Jeremiah) where I know less. The hope
is that, insofar as elements of this presentation prove evocative and useful to
others, scholars with other competencies can pursue and correct it in their work
on these and other books.

Enough qualifications. Let us turn now to the survey-presentation itself.

114. For helpful cautions along these lines, see Benjamin Sommer, “Dating Pentateuchal Texts and
the Perils of Pseudo-Historicism,” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on Current Research, ed.
Thomas Dozeman, Konrad Schmid, and Baruch Schwartz, FAT (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 85-108.
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Excavating the History
of the Formation of the Hebrew Bible
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5 The Hasmonean Period

WIIWWWWWWR.  Finalization of Scripture in an Increasingly
Greek World

We start our journey through the history of the formation of the Hebrew Bible
with the period where we first have manuscript attestation of its various books,
the Hellenistic period (333-64 BCE), with a focus in this chapter on the
Hasmonean period (164-64 BcE). This will be the final chronological period
covered in this survey. Though the text of the Hebrew Bible continues to undergo
changes in later centuries and the groupings and terminology for its books
evolve, the focus here will be on the formation of the Hebrew Bible up to the
Hasmonean period.

As we will see, the books of the Hebrew Bible were still in a remarkable amount
of flux at this point. The Septuagint, Samaritan Pentateuch, and Dead Sea Scrolls
document the presence of different editions of biblical books alongside those
found in the proto-Masoretic tradition. Furthermore, we now know that there was
no clearly defined and generally agreed upon Hebrew Bible for many Jewish
groups during this period. Rather, the diversity of Second Temple Jewish groups
was mirrored in a diversity of different corpora of texts that they took seriously.
Though most Jews revered some form of the Pentateuch, they diverged signifi-
cantly on what other books they took seriously and even on the edition of the
Pentateuch that they used.

That said, this chapter will advance the argument that an emergent standardiza-
tion of the Hebrew Bible, both in scope and (textual) form, was under way amidst
this documented fluidity. Below I will discuss indicators of this emergent standardi-
zation in the books of Maccabees and the prologue to Ben Sira. By the latter part of
the Hasmonean period, we start to see documentation not only of the proto-Maso-
retic text in the Nahal Hever Minor Prophets scroll, but also the authoritative pull of
that text type. And a hundred years after the conclusion of this period, around 70 cE,
Josephus can list the books included in the Jewish “Torah and allied documents” and
make a plausible claim (at least he believes so) that Jews have achieved more con-
sensus on this long standing list than the Greeks have about theirs. Virtually contem-
poraneously, 4 Ezra assumes the existence of a standardized list of twenty-four books
in the Hebrew canon, even as it protests against exclusive attention to it. This list,
whether accepted (in Josephus) or protested (4 Ezra), consists of books all the way
up to, but not beyond, the period of the Hasmonean monarchy.

Though Scriptural canons are supposed to fall from heaven, such standardiza-
tion does not happen in a vacuum. Texts and broader corpora are transmitted in
standardized form within particular social contexts where such standardization
comes to be valued. The thesis of this chapter is that the Hasmonean monarchy is
the most plausible sociopolitical context that had both the power and the interest
to initiate this process of textual standardization in Second Temple Judaism. In
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doing so, the Hasmonean scribes worked with existing Hebrew literary works,
many of which are surveyed already in Ben Sira’s praise to the fathers (Sir 44-49)
and cherished by Jewish communities in Palestine and the diaspora. Yet the scribes
of the Hasmonean monarchy, it is maintained here, more sharply defined the
difference between a corpus of Hebrew Torah and (pre-Hellenistic) Prophets on
the one hand and all other works on the other. They also began the process of stan-
dardization of the text of this corpus toward the proto-Masoretic text form. And,
in the process of redefining this corpus and standardizing the texts, they appar-
ently also introduced changes, some significant and some less so, to the books in
that corpus. Before proceeding to that case, however, let us look briefly at the his-
tory of the Hasmonean monarchy itself.

B THE HASMONEAN MONARCHY

The history of the rise to power of the Hasmonean Priestly family is unusually com-
plicated and not particularly illuminating for the task here. In brief, over a period
from approximately 167 to 142 BCE, a series of members of a non-Jerusalemite
Priestly family, the Hasmoneans led a successful rebellion against a series of Seleucid
rulers preoccupied with power struggles between themselves and military threats
on the Western side of their empire. The next chapter will include a brief survey of
the Hellenistic crisis. Important here is the understanding that the Hasmoneans
rose to power as leaders of armed resistance to the Seleucid dedication of the
Jerusalem Temple to Zeus Olympius and measures to prohibit Jewish observance.
Key events in that rise to power included Judas’s ending of the Seleucid attempt to
eradicate Judaism and repurification of the temple (164 BCE), his brother Jonathan’s
assumption of the high priesthood (152 BCE), his brother Simon’s expulsion of the
last Seleucid troops from Jerusalem and assumption of full local power as both high
priest and ethnarch of Judah (142-40 BCE), substantial and continual expansion of
the realm of Judah under a series of rulers from Simon through Alexander Janneus,
and the adding of the title “king” to the Hasmonean rulers from the short rule of
Aristobolus (104-103 BCE) onward.

By the conclusion of the rule of Alexander Janneus (103-76 BCE), the
Hasmoneans had conquered most of the coastal plain, the desert south of Hebron,
the Galilee, and Transjordan, achieving the status of a mini-empire much like
that envisioned for David and Solomon in the narratives of Samuel-Kings. Yet
this revival of Davidic glory was not to last long. Though the king’s mother,
Salome Alexandra, was able to rule another nine relatively peaceful years after the
death of Alexander (76-67 BCE), civil war broke out between her sons after her
death, each of whom turned to the Roman Empire for support. In 63 BCE, the
Roman Empire took full control of the area, appointed one of Salome’s sons,
Hyrcanus, as high priest in Jerusalem, but redistricted the land and appointed
their own political rulers.

For our purposes, the details of these processes are less important than the
overall character of the political structure established by the Hasmoneans. Two
overall features are particularly worth mention. First, although the Hasmonean
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revolt began partly in response to public resistance to a non-Zadokite priest,
Menelaus, buying the high priesthood, the Hasmoneans, themselves not Zadokites,
eventually assumed the high priesthood. The Zadokites had controlled the high
priesthood throughout the Persian and Hellenistic periods, and the high priest-
hood was a major (if not the major) position of power in Judah and broader
Judaism. The fact that the Hasmoneans were not part of the Zadokite Priestly
lineage pitted them against the Zadokite claimants to that office, some of whom
may have ended up at Qumran.! In addition, their assumption of the high priest-
hood probably introduced some question of legitimacy for their reign.

This question of legitimacy may have contributed to the second major dynamic
spanning the Hasmonean dynasty: its complicated relationship with Hellenism.
On the one hand, the Hasmoneans successfully built on public resistance to the
Seleucid persecution of Judaism. Documents that celebrate the Hasmoneans, such
as 1 and 2 Maccabees, portray them as defenders of Judean Torah orthodoxy
against the attempt by the Seleucids to Hellenize Judaism. Hasmonean coins have
paleo-Hebrew inscriptions, and the heroes of Maccabees speak Hebrew, “the lan-
guage of the fathers,” not Greek (2 Macc 7:8, 27; 12:37). On the other hand,
numerous indicators point to the fact that the Hasmoneans themselves were quite
Hellenized, and many aspects of their kingdom were built on Hellenistic models.
These include their development of a fake genealogy linking Judeans to Sparta,
their adoption of the Greek practice of display of a public resolution to publish
public support for their rule (e.g., 1 Macc 14:25-49), their minting of coins and use
of Greek documents—such as the core of 2 Maccabees—as royal propaganda. In
sum, the Hasmoneans appear to have been a hybrid Hellenistic regional kingdom
that put special stock in their status as anti-Hellenistic liberators.?

B HASMONEAN TEXTUALITY

This next section surveys texts that can be dated with high probability to the
period of the Hasmonean monarchy. This starts with a discussion of separate
texts that show signs of originating in the Hasmonean monarchy or circles sup-
portive of it: 1 and 2 Maccabees along with the book of Judith. These texts help
provide a profile for looking at elements of the present Hebrew Bible that might

1. The fact that the first Hasmonean rulers almost certainly had contact with corpses may have
contributed as well to questions about their legitimacy as (high) priests.

2. For further discussion, see David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture
and Literature (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 254-58. Particularly important sources for
that discussion include Samuel K. Eddy, The King Is Dead: Studies in the Near Eastern Resistance to
Hellenism 334-31 BC (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1961), 238-44; Jonathan Goldstein,
“Jewish Acceptance and Rejection of Hellenism,” in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, ed. E. P.
Sanders, et al. (London: SCM, 1981), 64-87; Robert Doran, “Jason’s Gymnasium,” in Of Scribes and
Scrolls: Studies on the Hebrew Bible, Intertestamental Judaism, and Christian Origins Presented to John
Strugnell on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday, ed. Harold W. Attridge, John J. Collins, and Thomas
H. Tobin (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1990), 106-108; Erich S. Gruen, Heritage and
Hellenism: The Reinvention of Jewish Tradition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 1-40;
and Seth Schwartz, Imperialism and Jewish Society, 200 B.C.E. to 640 C.E (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2001), 33-35.
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be linked to the Hasmonean monarchy. In what follows, I will argue that such a
focus on the Hebrew Bible in this period is not as anachronistic as it would be
for all previous periods. Rather, there are signs that the Hasmoneans played a
role in initially defining the contours of the present Hebrew Bible, even if these
contours were not recognized by those who opposed them and/or diaspora Jews
outside their immediate domain. This discussion of the shaping of the Hebrew
Bible will lead to consideration of several cases where we may have manuscript
documentation of the final shaping of parts of the Hebrew Bible by the
Hasmoneans, through comparison of possible pre-Masoretic text forms with
their proto-Masoretic counterparts. In turn, we will see that texts from this
period authored by others, for example, from Qumran and by other non-
Hasmonean groups, apparently were excluded from the Hebrew Bible that began
to emerge at this point.

Books Outside the Hebrew Bible with Apparent
Ties to the Hasmoneans

1 Maccabees tells the story of the rise of the Hasmonean family to power,
focusing on the time from the rise of Antiochus IV to power in 174 BCE, to the
expansion and establishment of the Maccabean kingdom under John Hyrcanus
(ruled 134-104 BcE). Following on the father, Matthias, final exhortation to
his sons to follow the example of biblical heroes (1 Macc 2:51-60), each of his
sons is portrayed in the book as a hero/deliverer after the pattern of the biblical
judges and other major biblical figures. They restore the temple after it is
defiled, defend the Torah and Torah-observance, and save their people from
Antiochus’s attempt to eliminate Judaism. Throughout there is not a hint of criti-
cism of the Hasmonean dynasty, and Simon’s time of rule is portrayed in 1 Macc
14:4-15 as virtually messianic in effect. The author probably was part of the
Hasmonean establishment, utilizing access to sorts of sources—archives, diplo-
matic correspondence, etc.—that could have been available to someone in that
position. Finally, as is true of other cultural products of the Hasmonean reign,
1 Maccabees displays striking cultural hybridity, a document written in Hebrew
and thoroughly interlaced with biblical allusions, yet also drawing on the con-
ventions of Hellenistic historiography.

The case of 2 Maccabees is more complicated, but it too probably represents a
hybrid product of the Hasmonean establishment, this time with the weight of
influence a bit less on the Hebrew-biblical side and more on elements drawn from
Hellenistic historiography and culture. Aside from the letters that begin the work,
the bulk of the book, chapters 3-15, is an epitome of a longer history written by
Jason of Cyrene. In contrast to 1 Maccabees, however, this epitome focuses on the
Hellenistic crisis and God’s protection of the temple and Torah-obedience, partic-
ularly through the military successes of Judas Maccabeus. The book is written in
Greek and draws even more explicitly than 1 Maccabees on techniques of Greek
narrative and historiography. At the same time, however, the model of the judges
again is predominant, in this case, the cyclical pattern of apostasy by the people
followed by divine rescue through a righteous judge. Here, the Jews themselves
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help to precipitate the Hellenistic crisis through their apostasy, which is then fol-
lowed by miracles worked by God through Judas to rescue them. As in the case of
1 Maccabees, the perspective on the Hasmoneans is relentlessly positive, though,
in this case, the focus is exclusively on the threat to the temple and on Judah’s role
in repelling that threat. This does not have to do with any critique of other mem-
bers of the Hasmonean family (there is none), but with the focus of the book as a
whole on narrating the defense of the temple and thus (in its present form)
providing background for the celebration of Hanukkah in the Greek diaspora.’ As
in the case of 1 Maccabees, the epitomist and/or his source (Jason of Cyrene) seem
to have worked from within the Hasmonean administration, utilizing elements
of royal archives, albeit using a more fanciful narrative style than that seen in
1 Maccabees.

The third and final separate book with close ties to the Hasmoneans and the
period in which they ruled is Judith. Though it does not focus on the Hasmoneans,
it too features a biblical-style deliverer, Judith. As in those narratives, wavering
Israelites face a fearsome foreign menace, this time the Assyrian army. As in those
cases, they lack resources to deliver themselves and are tempted toward apostasy.
In this case, however, Judith uses trickery and seductive means of female warfare
reminiscent of Jael to kill the Assyrian general, Holofernes (Jdt 10:11a-13:10).
Thereafter, she takes on a Deborah-like role in leading Israel to repel the Assyrian
army (13:12-16:20). The book anachronistically projects back on this period a
picture of the boundaries of Israel that matches the boundaries of the Hasmonean
period (specifically 108-107 BCE). Moreover, the book mixes historical elements
of the Assyrian, Babylonian, Persian, and Hellenistic periods in a way that allows
the Israelites to restore and purify the (still existing, but defiled) temple after
Assyrian attack in a way closely analogous to Judas’s restoration and purification
of the temple after the Seleucid defilement. And the echoes of the books of the
Maccabees continue in the book’s narration of the Israelite defeat of a vastly
superior Assyrian army, display of the head of the defeated general (Jdt 14:1//1
Macc 7:47; 2 Macc 15:30), and following celebration (Jdt 16:20; cf. 1 Macc 7:49; 2
Macc 15:36). To be sure, certain specific Persian details in the story suggest that
parts of Judith may go back to an earlier, Persian-period tale, but the story as we
have it now is a product of the Hasmonean monarchy.* Moreover, like 1 and 2
Maccabees, Judith is a hybrid cultural product. It probably was originally written
in Hebrew, yet Judith also resembles 1 and 2 Maccabees in drawing freely on the
conventions of Hellenistic novels and novelistic history. In this case, Judith pres-
ents a version of the Hasmonean judge-like deliverer myth projected into the

3. On this point, I thus agree with perspectives such as that expressed in Martha Himmelfarb,
“Judaism and Hellenism in 2 Maccabees,” Poetics Today 19 (1998): 21, note 4 and disagree with the
position advocated in Jonathan Goldstein, 2 Maccabees: A New Translation, with Introduction and
Commentary, AB (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1983), 82.

4. For a discussion oriented toward identifying Persian-period origins for Judith, see Jehoshua
Grintz, The Book of Judith (Hebrew) (Jerusalem: Bialik, 1957), 18-55. Its potential early origins might
also explain aspects of the tale (e.g., the fact that Judith remains a widow and dies childless) that could
be construed as uncomplimentary of the Hasmoneans.
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past, with the deliverer in this case not Judah Maccabeus, but a namesake of his,
Judith.

The Hasmoneans and the Formation of a Hebrew,
Torah-Prophets Corpus

In what follows, I will argue that the Hasmoneans did not just sponsor the writing
of new works to celebrate their dynasty, with a particular focus on Judas Maccabeus
and his purification of the temple, but they also played an important role in
defining, circumscribing, and possibly revising the corpus of older works worthy
of devotion and study. As mentioned before, Ben Sira’s praise of ancient father/
teachers (Sirach 44-49) reflects a loose sense of which ancient Hebrew works were
worthy of ancient praise and attention. This collection encompassed virtually all
the books now in the Hebrew Bible (Esther and Ezra are not mentioned). Yet, as
we will see in the next chapter, this sort of picture is relatively isolated in Ben Sira’s
time, and even Ben Sira’s ideas of great Hebrew teachers and the scribal curric-
ulum in general do not match later definitions of the Hebrew Scriptures.

The Hasmonean role in the shaping of a solidified Hebrew corpus of Torah and
Prophets occurred as part of the broader Hasmonean response to the Hellenistic
crisis. Not only did they restore and purify the Jerusalem temple after its defile-
ment (a major focus of 1 and 2 Maccabees), but they also defended, restored,
and—in a sense—purified the writings that were to be the focus of Jewish
piety and study. We see a focus on this kind of role for them already in the
above-discussed Hasmonean narratives. 1 Maccabees presents the Hasmoneans
as defeating those who would destroy or forsake the Torah (1:56-57) and acting in
complete agreement with the “book of the law” The Hasmonean role in organizing
Jewish textuality is even more explicitly emphasized in 2 Maccabees, which pres-
ents Judas Maccabeus as reconstituting the temple library in the wake of its
destruction by the Seleucids:

The same things are reported in the records and in the memoirs of Nehemiah, and also
that he [Judah] founded a library and collected the books about the kings and prophets,
and the writings of David, and letters of kings about votive offerings. In the same way
Judah also collected all the books that had been lost on account of the war which had
come on us, and they are in our possession. (2 Macc 2:13-14 NRSV)

To be sure, this description of a library collecting “books about the kings and
prophets, and the writings of David, and letters of kings about votive offerings” is
emphatically not a description matching any known configuration of the Hebrew
Bible.® Nevertheless, this text joins the various citations from 1 Maccabees in estab-
lishing the Hasmonean promotion of themselves as restorers of ancient documents

5. On this point, cf. Shnaver Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudic and
Midrashic Evidence, Transactions of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences (Hamden, CT:
Archon, 1976), 28-30; Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and Its
Background in Early Judaism (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985), 150-52—both of which see this as
more direct testimony to the emergence of the Hebrew Bible than the present author.
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that were endangered by the Hellenistic oppressors (in this case, the sorts of doc-
uments that could be conceived as supporting the particular historical-apologetic
agenda of 2 Maccabees).

This Hasmonean emphasis on antiquity and restoration fits with the overall
focus in the Hellenistic period—among both Greeks and those they ruled—on
revering ancient pre-Hellenistic traditions. Within Greek culture, particularly in
the diaspora, this took the form of the celebration of an authorized list of pre-
Hellenistic authors and some focus, in scholarly circles in Alexandria, on stan-
dardization of the texts of works by authors in that list. This authorized list
privileged works of Homer and classical authors such as Euripides and Herodotus,
while marginalizing the works clearly attributed to authors of more recent periods.
Meanwhile, as will be discussed more fully in the next chapter, scribes in the cul-
tures under Greek domination, including Jewish scribes, often claimed that the
literature of their own people was more ancient than and superior to that of the
Greeks. Within the context of cultural competition between Greek and other cul-
tures in the Hellenistic world, antiquity was a currency that bought prestige.

The idea of the “end of prophecy” supposedly occurring in the Persian period,
an idea that first appears in 1 Macc 9:27, can be seen in this context. With it comes
the idea that the prophetic age concluded, at least for the time being, with the time
of Haggai and Zechariah (along with Malachi, dated to the same period in Mal
1:1). This excludes all explicitly Hellenistic-period works from counting as inspired
prophecy. Pre-Hellenistic Israelite prophets become the Hebrew counterparts to
pre-Hellenistic authorized Greek authors, and the corpus of works attributed to
such “prophets” is privileged vis-a-vis other works. There is still an expectation in
1 Maccabees and elsewhere that a prophet could come in the future (e.g., 1 Macc
4:44-46; 14:41). Nevertheless, from 1 Maccabees onward, we see an increasing
number of Jewish texts that presuppose that prophecy had ceased from the time of
Ezra and Nehemiah onward.®

This is important because the category of “prophecy” in the late Second Temple
period encompassed not only the sorts of literary-oracle prophets associated with
books such as Isaiah, Jeremiah, or the book of the Twelve Prophets, but also
divinely inspired speech in general, aside from the Torah (which was in a category
of its own, with Moses the prophet par excellence; see already Deut 34:10-12).
Thus, for example, 1 Macc 7:16-17 cites Ps 79:2-3 as prophecy, and 11QPs*
XXVII:11 refers to David as the prophetic author of the Psalms. 4 Maccabees refers
not only to David, but also to Solomon and Daniel as prophetic figures (4 Macc
18:10-19). These and other texts indicate that a “prophet” in this late Second
Temple context meant any divinely inspired author of a non-Torah literary text.
Thus when Qumran documents, for example, repeatedly refer to the “Torah and
Prophets” (1 QS 1.2-3; 8.12-16; CD 7.15-17; 4QDibHam?® 3.12-13), they probably
do not just mean documents such as Isaiah, 1 Samuel, or Amos, but also Psalms,
Proverbs, and other inspired, purportedly pre-Hellenistic texts.

6. For discussion of the relevant texts, see Benjamin Sommer, “Did Prophecy Cease? Evaluating a
Reevaluation,” JBL 115 (1996): 31-47 and Stephen Chapman, The Law and the Prophets: A Study in Old
Testament Canon Formation, Forschungen zum Alten Testament (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 264-66.
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Thus for 1 Maccabees, a probable Hasmonean document, to imply that
prophecy had ceased in the pre-Hellenistic period was to limit the corpus of
potential divinely inspired texts to that period as well. This then would represent
another example of Hasmonean hybridity, the use of Hellenistic concepts in the
service of anti-Hellenistic ideology. During the Hellenistic period, particularly in
Greek diaspora areas such as Egypt, we see the growth of the concept of a defined,
authoritative corpus of pre-Hellenistic authors whose works were considered the
proper object of study and preservation. Thus ostensively, the pre-Hellenistic writ-
ings of Homer, Euripides, Plato, and others were included, while other writings
(associated with later authors) were excluded. The concept of the end of prophecy
in the time of Haggai and Zechariah was the Hebrew counterpart to this list of
authorized, early Greek authors. Only in this case, the authors being recognized as
authoritative were Hebrew prophets from the pre-Hellenistic period. “Prophets” in
this broader sense through the Persian period were included—for example, David,
Solomon, Samuel—while the writings of others afterward, even revered sages such
as Ben Sira, were not. In so far as this idea received more general acceptance, it
privileged works already attributed to earlier figures and (as in the case of the cir-
cumscription of Greek literary works) encouraged new authors to ascribe their
works pseudo-epigraphically to earlier figures.

There are other clues that point to an emergence, during the Hasmonean
period, of an increasingly defined and hardened corpus of authoritative Hebrew
works. The proto-Masoretic Twelve Prophets scroll from Nahal Hever is but an
early and high-quality witness to the emergence and influence around this time
of the proto-Masoretic text type dominant in later rabbinic Judaism. As Maier
has pointed out more recently, Torah scrolls go through a major transformation
over this period, from the variety and inclusivity of the LXX and proto-Samari-
tan text types of the third to the second century, to the predominance, from the
late second century on, of proto-Masoretic Torah scrolls written in the square
script.” Furthermore, Lange detects a shift toward more formal citation styles
across the same chronological boundary, with more free-form allusion typical of
the third to second centuries and clearer quotes—“as it is written” in the late
second century and onward.® These sorts of shifts point to a broader standardi-
zation of textual types and emphasis on textual authority that conform with the
above-described emergent focus on a delimited corpus of Hebrew works: Torah
on the one hand, and pre-Hellenistic, non-Torah “Prophets” on the other. Then,
by the late first century cE, Josephus gives an overview of the contents of the
“Torah and allied documents” (Apion 1.38-41) that matches the contents of the
present Hebrew Bible. Moreover, he presents this not as an innovation, but as a
longtime consensus among Jews. To be sure, this claim is linked to Josephus’s
apologetic aims, but it would be difficult to make such a credible claim to his

7. Johann Maier, “Pentateuch, Torah und Recht zwischen Qumran und Septuaginta,” in Studien
zur jiidischen Bibel und ihrer Geschichte, idem., Studia Judaica 28 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004), 111-24.

8. Armin Lange, “From Literature to Scripture: The Unity and Plurality of the Hebrew Scriptures in
Light of the Qumran Library;” in One Scripture or Many? Canon from Biblical, Theological, and Philosophical
Perspectives, ed. Chr. Helmer and Chr. Landmesser (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 51-107.
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audience if the Bible he surveys had only been defined in the years immediately
previous to his writing.

At the same time, despite Josephus’s apologetic assertions, it should be empha-
sized that some Jews, particularly (but not exclusively) in the earlier end of the
Hasmonean period, do not seem to have agreed on the identification of authorita-
tive books. The distribution of preserved and cited texts at Qumran suggests that
at least some groups—including the community centered there—worked with a
more fluid idea of divinely inspired writing than that implied by the above-
described concept of the “end of prophecy.” These groups alluded to and cited a
variety of Hellenistic-period, often non-Hebrew texts as Scripture well into the
Common Era. As the first century ct concludes, we see the above-mentioned
implication in 4 Ezra that the narrower collection of Hebrew works defined by the
concept of “end of prophecy, the twenty-four books, were only a fraction of
ancient, divinely revealed books, thus definitely not the whole corpus of inspired
books (14:38-47). This citation from 4 Ezra thus provides evidence both for a nar-
rower concept of authoritative books and resistance to it.

The prologue to the Greek translation of Ben Sira, probably written in the late
second century BCE, provides an earlier potential example of resistance against the
limiting of authorized books to pre-Hellenistic “prophets.” This prologue, written by
the translator (Ben Sira’s grandson) to promote Ben Sira’s writing, repeatedly insists
that his grandfather not only consulted the “Torah” and “Prophets;” but also other
writings in the process of composing his Wisdom book, writings variously character-
ized as “others that followed them,” “other books of our fathers, and “rest of the
books?” This is part of an argument for the importance of later books, such as Ben Sira,
in a broader Jewish world apparently influenced by an emphasis on “prophets” from
the pre-Hellenistic period. Ben Sira himself studied such later books, so says his
grandson, in composing his own work. And the grandson remarks that the challenges
of translating such later works, such as Ben Sira, are similar to those of translating the
more conventional Torah and Prophets. In sum, Ben Sira’s grandson implicitly recog-
nizes the existence of a more circumscribed category of “prophets” that would include
books such as Isaiah or Psalms, but he maintains that the work of his grandfather that
he has translated also deserves study: “You are urged therefore to read with good will
and attention” (Sir Prologue 15 RSV).

In turn, this interpretation means that this prologue to Ben Sira cannot be taken
as early evidence for the emergence of a third category of Scriptural texts
corresponding to the “writings” category of the later Jewish Tanach. Often scholars
have seen precursors to the later Jewish “writings” category both in the mention of
“other books of our fathers” in the prologue to Ben Sira, the mention of “Psalms”
alongside Torah and Prophets in Luke 24:44, and listing of “writings of David”
alongside Torah and Prophets in 4QMMT C10. The reading in 4QMMT, however,
turns out to be based on a problematic reconstruction of the text,” and Luke 24:44

9. Timothy Lim, “The Alleged Reference to the Tripartite Division of the Hebrew Bible,” RevQ 77
(2001): 23-37; Eugene Ulrich, “The Non-Attestation of a Tripartite Canon in 4QMMT,” CBQ 65 (2003):
202-14; “Qumran and the Canon of the Old Testament,” in The Biblical Canons, ed. J-M. Auwers and
H. J. de Jonge (Leuven: Peeters and University of Leuven Press, 2003), 67-69.



162 ®m THE FORMATION OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

is a late-first-century CE, isolated mention of “Torah, Prophets, and Psalms” amidst
far more frequent references in Luke-Acts and other early Christian writings
to “Torah and Prophets” (Rom 3:21; Q 16:16 [Luke 16:16//Matt 11:13]; Luke
16:29-31; 24:27; Acts 13:15; 24:14; 26:22; 28:23; Matt 5:17; 7:12; 22:40; John 1:45).
In addition, the wording of the prologue to Ben Sira militates against seeing it as a
reference to a “writings” category containing books such as Job, Proverbs, and
Psalms. Ben Sira’s grandson refers at the outset to “the other books that followed”
the prophets. This would encompass books such as Ben Sira itself, but not books
such as Job, Proverbs and Psalms that were attributed to pre-prophetic figures.'

This does not mean that the prologue to Sirach is irrelevant for study of the
emergence of proto-canonical consciousness in early Judaism, only that its signifi-
cance for these questions must be redefined. As others have noted, the prologue
stands as one of the earliest datable references to “Torah” and “Prophets,” and as
such probably reflects an important step forward in the identification—among at
least some second-century Jewish groups—of a defined, relatively closed corpus of
Jewish Scripture." Moreover, as argued above, Ben Sira’s grandson seems to push
back against any implication in this identification of “Torah” and “Prophets” that
his grandfather’s work might not be worthy of study. As such, the prologue to Ben
Sira (like 4 Ezra 14:38-47) is both a reflection of and resistance to attempts to cir-
cumscribe the Jewish literary corpus to Torah on the one hand and pre-Hellenistic
prophets on the other. Ben Sira’s grandson does not show knowledge, however, of
a group of “writings” like that later found in the Jewish Tanach. We do not see clear
evidence for the division of the broader category of pre-Hellenistic prophets evi-
dent in Ben Sira and elsewhere into separate “prophets” and “writings” corpora
until the rabbinic Tosefta of the third century cg."

Just as liturgical developments probably provided a context for the final shaping
of the divisions of the Jewish Tanach, the Hasmonean monarchy probably provided
the context for the circumscribing and hardening of an initial, proto-Masoretic

10. As James Barr (Holy Scripture: Canon, Authority, Criticism [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1983],
57 and John Barton (Oracles of God: Perceptions of Ancient Prophecy in Israel after the Exile [London:
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1986], 83-86) (among others) have pointed out, the ancients working
without codices like our books did not necessarily share our concept of the ordering of a broader cor-
pus of scrolls. To be sure, it made sense to read the book of Exodus as a continuation of the story begun
in Genesis and so on, and there was a sense that certain authors followed others. Nevertheless, any such
narrative or chronological ordering systems would have placed Job and the Davidic and Solomonic
books “before;” not after, the books of prophets such as Isaiah, etc.

11. For example, Arie van der Kooij, “The Canonization of Ancient Books Kept in the Temple of
Jerusalem,” in Canonization and Decanonization, ed. Arie van der Kooij and Karel van der Toorn
(Leiden: Brill, 1998), 17-40.

12. t. Ro$ Has 4.6 (for a discussion of other references, see David M. Carr, “Canonization in the
Context of Community: An Outline of the Formation of the Tanakh and the Christian Bible,” in A Gift
of God in Due Season: Essays on Scripture and Community in Honor of James A. Sanders, ed. Richard D.
Weis and David M. Carr [Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1996], 57-58). This reference, in turn, probably reflects
liturgical developments under way by that time, which distinguished between “prophets” that were
read alongside the Torah in the synagogue (in the Haftorah cycle) and “writings”—the latter texts not
“read” in that central part of the liturgical cycle. Certainly, they were used in other ways, and psalms
were regularly sung in services. Nevertheless, they were not ceremoniously “read” in the same way as
the Torah and Haftorah sections. See also my discussion in Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 267-68.
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Torah-Prophets corpus. Certainty, of course, is impossible on this question, but
numerous data point in this direction. To start, the Hasmonean high priesthood
and monarchy were by far the best equipped of Jewish institutions in the Second
Temple period to promote and enforce textual standardization and delimitation of
a corpus of approved books. Especially in the Hellenistic period, temples were the
prime place for storage of a culture’s most holy (indigenous) books, and the Has-
moneans as high priests controlled the most important temple in Judaism, the one
in Jerusalem. The proto-Masoretic texts that start to appear in the late Hasmonean
period probably linked back to reference exemplars stored there.'

Yet the Hasmoneans were not just high priests. As mentioned above, they pre-
sented themselves in their texts as defenders of traditional Jewish textuality, and
Judah is explicitly described as collecting Judaism’s most ancient texts in the
Jerusalem temple after it had been desecrated by the Greeks. Both paleo-Hebrew
coins and assertions embedded in 1 and 2 Maccabees establish the Hasmoneans’
pro-Hebrew tendencies, tendencies that conform well with the idea that they
would have developed and promoted a Hebrew corpus of pre-Hellenistic Torah
and Prophets to counter the Greek corpus of surrounding nations. In this way,
they built on older streams of Hebrew linguistic nationalism manifest already in
the appearance of Hebrew inscriptions on coins in the pre-Hasmonean period and
a revival of Hebrew literature seen in the composition of works such as Jubilees
and pre-Qumran priestly wisdom works. Previously, in the Persian and earlier
Hellenistic periods, a significant amount of literature appears to have been written
in Aramaic (on this, see the next two chapters), but we see these indicators from
the early second century (coins, Jewish works in Hebrew) of a turn toward use of
Hebrew, described in Hasmonean documents as the “language of the fathers” (e.g.,
2 Macc 7:8), in literary documents and public prestige contexts (e.g., coins).

Furthermore, the above-discussed, earliest attestation of the idea of the “end of
prophecy” occurs in 1 Maccabees, a Hebrew text apparently originating from the
Hasmonean monarchy. Overall, the idea of a fixed corpus of pre-Hellenistic
Hebrew prophetic authors—mirroring and yet countering the corresponding
Greek corpus—well matches the broader profile of the Hasmoneans as opposing
Hellenistic culture often in profoundly Greek ways. To be sure, we do not have
explicit description at any point of the Hasmoneans innovating in developing this
ancient corpus, but such a description would have worked at cross-purposes with
the promotion of such a delimited and standardized corpus as merely a restoration
of what had been recognized all along. And indeed, the Hasmoneans did not
invent the idea of a Hebrew corpus divided into “Torah” and “Prophets.” This
bipartite division organizes Ben Sira’s praise to the fathers (Sir 44-45 and 46-49);
Ben Sira already knows many of the books later included in the Torah-Prophets
corpus, and even the documents of the Qumran community, which otherwise
appears to have been opposed to the Hasmoneans, refer to the broader corpus of
authoritative works as “Torah” and “Prophets” In sum, the Hasmonean innovation
lay not in creating such a corpus, but solidifying and delimiting it, particularly

13. For more on the temple links of much early Jewish textuality, see my discussion in Writing on
the Tablet of the Heart, 201-14.
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through circumscribing who counted as a “prophet,” that is, pre-Hellenistic figures
such as Job, David, Isaiah, the Twelve, etc. up to the time of Haggai and Zechariah.

Meanwhile, the best evidence for Second Temple Jewish groups that did not
recognize this delimited corpus comes from groups opposed to the Hasmoneans.
The Qumran community, for example, seems to have valued Jubilees and Enoch as
much as or more than many books of the narrower Torah-Prophets corpus (and
later included in the three-part rabbinic Tanach), and shows no clear evidence of
having worked with a delimited Scriptural canon. We see similar evidence for
more porous ancient concepts of authorized literary corpora in early Christian
literature, such as the book of Jude in the New Testament, which cites Enoch as
Scripture. Meanwhile, the Samaritans, clearly opposed to the Hasmoneans by
virtue of the Hasmonean destruction of their temple and attack on their
community, worked with a narrower corpus of authorized books, not recognizing
“prophets” as scripturally authoritative, but focusing instead on their recension of
the Torah, the Samaritan Pentateuch.

The evidence for such Scriptural corpora in the late Second Temple period is
admittedly meager, with much depending on tenuous readings about these
groups from much later sources. Nevertheless, the limited data that we have sug-
gest the following picture. On the one hand, rabbinic Judaism inherited a corpus
of Torah and Prophets (this is the exclusive term for Scripture in the Mishnah)
consisting of books already known by Josephus." Likely this corpus had been
promoted from the temple center from the Hasmonean period onward, with the
Pharisaic precursors to the rabbis buying into the Hasmonean concept of Torah
and pre-Hellenistic prophecy, probably around the time of Queen Salome. On the
other hand, some groups with known antipathy toward the Hasmoneans, espe-
cially the Qumran community and Samaritans (possibly also certain Jerusalem-
based priestly groups), worked with other concepts of which Hebrew books were
authoritative.'

Meanwhile, despite the apparent worries of Ben Sira’s grandson that his Greek
translation of his grandfather’s work would not have been recognized alongside
the earlier “Torah” and “Prophets,” the delimitation of a pre-Hellenistic Torah and
Prophets corpus does not seem to have prevailed in the Greek Jewish diaspora. A
wide variety of Jewish Greek works—both translations of Semitic scrolls and
Greek originals—circulated, often functioned as Scripture, and eventually formed
the basis for the Christian Old Testament. Indeed, if one is to judge by the
composition of 2 Maccabees to celebrate Judas Maccabeus and Hanukkah and the
translation of 1 Maccabees and Judith into Greek, the Hasmoneans themselves
seem to have exploited openness to a broader scope of works in the Jewish Greek

14. For discussion of the Mishnah’s form of citation versus the tripartite citations that first emerge
in the Tosephta (. Ro$ Has. 4.6) and later, see Carr, “Canonization in Community;” 57-58 and Peter
Pettit, “As It Is Said: The Place of Scripture Citation in the Mishna,” PhD diss. (Claremont, CA:
Claremont Graduate University, 2003).

15. For discussion of the possibility that the Sadducees and other Priestly groups may have granted
the Torah virtually exclusive Scriptural authority, see my “Canonization in Community;” 36-38. The
same article (pp. 39-49) surveys the main evidence for pluriformity in concepts of which books were
authoritative in various groups of Second Temple Judaism.
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diaspora to promote themselves (and their holiday) and gain influence among
Jewish constituencies outside the land.

If we turn to the question of why the Hasmoneans would have promoted such
a pre-Hellenistic delimited Hebrew corpus, we move further into uncertainty. That
said, two factors are worth mention. First, the sharper delimitation of authoritative
Hebrew “prophetic works” could have provided an ideological base for the
Hasmoneans to discourage the use of texts revered by their opponents. In so far as
many of those texts, such as Enoch, were in Aramaic, and the pseudonymous
claims for pre-Hellenistic authorship of some other works (e.g., Jubilees) may have
been suspect, such works would have been disadvantaged in an ideological
environment that privileged Hebrew works whose claims for pre-Hellenistic
authorship were less disputed. To be sure, the book of Daniel, which includes an
extensive, pseudonymous Hebrew extension of older Aramaic tales, slipped
through as a pre-Hellenistic prophetic work. Its origins as an anti-Seleucid work in
the Hellenistic crisis may have helped.

The Hasmoneans also could have promoted the delimited Hebrew Torah-
Prophets corpus as part of their attempt to integrate their expanding kingdom in a
way compatible with their anti-Hellenistic hybrid ideology. As mentioned above,
from Simon to Alexander Janneus, the Hasmoneans added numerous regions to
their realm through negotiation and military conquest, destroying Greek cities
and forcibly converting the inhabitants of non-Jewish areas. As their realm
expanded, they had to develop an administrative apparatus staffed with pro-
Hasmonean, educated officials. Previously in the Ptolemaic and Seleucid periods,
these sorts of officials were educated in Greek classics that were part of the culture
the Hasmoneans professed to oppose. A delimited corpus of pre-Hellenistic
Hebrew Torah-Prophets, numbering twenty-four books corresponding to the
twenty-four books of Homer’s epic and following the same alphabetic numbering
system, offered an alternative that was as or more ancient than its Greek counter-
part and indigenous to Judean culture.'® Therefore, the Hasmoneans could have
promoted a more delimited Hebrew corpus as part of their development of an
anti-Greek, indigenous textual curriculum as a centerpoint to an educational
system for the elite in their expanding mini-empire. Indeed, we may have indirect
testimony to such educational efforts by the Hasmoneans in two rabbinic texts that
place the beginnings of Jewish education in the early first century Bce (b. B.Bat.
21a, y. Ketub. 8:11.32c).

In any case, the reasons why this more delimited Torah-Prophets corpus began
to emerge in the Hasmonean period are not crucial to our purposes. What is
important is recognizing that such delimitation started to take place during this
period, probably in connection with the rise of Hasmonean power over an expand-
ing kingdom and Hasmonean influence on the Jewish diaspora. Though this
development did not prevail among all, especially the Hasmoneans’ opponents
(nor in defining the limits of Greek texts in the Jewish diaspora), it grew influential

16. This correspondence to the Homeric corpus was something noted in several reviews of my last
book. See, for example, John Van Seters, “The Origins of the Hebrew Bible: Some New Answers to Old
Questions (Part Two),” Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions 7 (2007): 234.
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enough that Josephus in the late first century could plausibly assert to his Greek
audience that Jews of his day surpassed the Greeks in achieving consensus on what
books were authoritative.

The Hasmoneans and Final Formation of the Hebrew Bible

If this overall hypothesis is sound, it would suggest that the Hasmoneans were the
last to have a chance to adjust the contents of the Hebrew Torah-Prophets corpus
they promoted. Since the value of the time was on antiquity, they could not make
large changes. Ostensively, the Torah-Prophets Scriptural corpus was being pro-
tected and restored, not created. Even the book of Daniel, which probably was com-
pleted only decades before the Scriptural corpus was closed, was not updated to
contain a correct prophecy of the death of Antiochus or anticipate the Hasmonean
monarchy.

At the same time, we know from textual evidence preserved at Qumran and
in the LXX and Samaritan Pentateuch that Hebrew texts were in flux. Many of
the manuscripts in question date from the Hasmonean period or later, but they
preserve an array of textual shifts that could date to earlier periods as well. For
example, as discussed in chapters three and four, a number of Qumran
Pentateuchal manuscripts, 4QRP, and parts of the Temple Scroll document an
ongoing process of harmonization and coordination of divergent Pentateuchal
legal traditions with each other and some supplementation of Pentateuchal tra-
ditions with later practices, such as the festival of wood, which began to be cele-
brated in the Persian period. Such harmonization/coordination is documented
for other books as well, such as in the different placement of the report of Joshua’s
building of an altar at Ebal and covenant making there just after the crossing of
the Jordan (in 4QJosh? cf. Josephus Ant. V.16-19), after the conquest of Ai (now
in MT Josh 8:30-35), or after the subsequent muster of Canaanite kings (LXX
after 9:1-2), a manuscript variation that supports other indicators that this
report is a secondary insertion harmonizing this part of Joshua with commands
given in Deuteronomy for Israel to build such an altar (Deut 27:4-7; note also
Deut 11:29-30). On a broader level, we have manuscript attestation for significant
expansions of books such as Esther, Daniel, and other books to be discussed in
more detail below, parallel editions of the books of Proverbs, and the striking
addition of an Aramaic cast to excerpts of the Song of Songs found at Qumran.
Though there remains debate about whether Psalms scrolls at Qumran, such as
11QPs?, are excerpted manuscripts, the balance of evidence from cave 4 now
suggests that divergent recensions of the books of Psalms were also in circulation
into the Hasmonean period."” In these and many other ways, we now have rich
manuscript documentation for the ongoing fluidity of the text of the Hebrew
Bible into the Hasmonean period.

17. The most comprehensive recent arguments have been presented in Peter Flint, The Dead Sea
Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms (STD] 17; Leiden: Brill, 2007), building on early suggestions along
these lines by James A. Sanders.
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In what follows, I will focus on a more limited set of documented revisions that
might be linked in some way to the final shaping of the Hebrew Torah-Prophets
corpus, potentially by Hasmonean scribes. Thus in this case,  am most interested
not in more mechanical shifts, such as harmonizations or memory variants,'® nor
theological shifts common to the various manuscript traditions that might like-
wise be dated to the Hasmonean period,” but in cases where we may have manu-
script documentation of some apparently intentional shifts present in the Masoretic
text that might link to interests and concerns of the Hasmoneans as surveyed in
the above discussion of the profile of Hasmonean texts (e.g., 1 and 2 Maccabees,
Judith). The elements that distinguish the proto-MT recension from non-MT
recensions (e.g., the LXX Vorlage, Samaritan Pentateuch, some Qumran manu-
scripts) sometimes link to interests and concerns of the above-discussed
Hasmonean profile and thus have the potential to illustrate a process of revision
that accompanied the solidification and circumspection of the Hebrew Torah-
Prophets corpus.

I start with a set of changes in Deuteronomy and Joshua that can be related to
Hasmonean antagonism toward the Samaritans, in particular, their destruction
of the Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim. As work by Adrian Schenker has
shown, the original text of Deuteronomy at numerous points seems to have
urged the Israelites to sacrifice exclusively at “the place that [Yhwh] has chosen”
(Deut 12:14, 18; 14:23; 15:20; 16:2, 7, 11, 15-16) with that emerging in
Deuteronomy 27, as Mount Gerizim, where the Israelites are instructed to build
an altar (Deut 27:4-7).%° These readings are preserved not only in the Samaritan
Pentateuch, but also the Old Latin translation of the Old Greek tradition and

18. However, note the proposal by Innocent Himbaza (“Dt 32,8, une correction tardive de scribes:
Essai d’interprétation et de datation,” Biblica 83 [2002]: 531-33), modifying a broader proposal by
Barthélmy (“Les tigquné sopherim et la critique textuelle de 'Ancien Testament,” in Congress Volume
Bonn, VTSup 9 [Leiden: Brill, 1963], 300-303), and arguing for a specifically Hasmonean-period
dating of the MT harmonization of the Priestly numbering of sons of Israel in Gen 46:27; Exod 1:5
(both originally 75) to the numbering found in Deut 10:22.

19. See, for example, Riidiger Bartlemus, “Ez 37,1-14, die Verbform weqatal und die Anfinge der
Auferstehungshoftnung,” ZAW 97 (1985): 366-89 (though note qualifications regarding resurrection as
an indicator of Hasmonean-period dating in Peter Ackroyd, “Criteria for the Maccabean Dating of Old
Testament Literature,” in VT 3 [Leiden: Brill, 1953], 121-25), along with the bulk of the proposals for
Hasmonean-period dating of many proto-MT variants from the LXX in the books of Samuel and Kings
in Adrian Schenker, Septante et texte massorétique dans Uhistoire la plus ancienne du texte de 1 Rois
2-14, CRB 48 (Paris: Gabalda, 2000) and idem., Alteste Textgeschichte der Konigsbiicher: Die hebrdische
Vorlage der urspriinglichen Septuaginta als dlteste Textform der Konigsbiicher, OBO 199 (Géttingen and
Fribourg: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht and Academic Press Fribourg, 2004). Below I will consider a few
of Schenker’s proposals that relate to the above-discussed profile of Hasmonean-linked writings.

20. Adrian Schenker, “Le Seigneur choisira-t-il le lieu de son nom ou I'a-t-il choisi?: l'apport de la
Bible grecque ancienne a l'histoire du texte samaritain et massorétique,” in Scripture in Transition:
Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo, ed. Anssi Voitila
and Jutta Jokiranta, JSJSup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 339-51; idem., “Textgeschichtliches zum
Samaritanischen Pentateuch und Samareitikon,” in Samaritans: Past and Present. Current Studies, ed.
Menahem Mor and Friederich V. Reiterer (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 105-21. I thank Stephan Schorch
for sharing his own presentation on this topic in pre-publication form with me, along with the refer-
ences to Schenker’s earlier work.
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(for the reading “has chosen” at the loci listed above) in the Old Greek tradition
for Deuteronomy, for example, the Coptic translation of the Old Greek. The
proto-MT, however, represents a twofold alteration of these originally Northern
referents in Deuteronomy. It now has Yhwh refer to “the place that [Yhwh] will
choose,” thus redirecting these endorsements of centralized sacrifice toward the
future establishment of the temple in Jerusalem, in particular, the later reference
in 1 Kgs 14:21 to Jerusalem as the “city which Yhwh has chosen” Moreover, the
proto-MT refers in Deut 27:4 not to Mount Gerizim, the mountain of blessing,
but to Mount Ebal, the mountain where curses are pronounced in the immedi-
ately following context (Deut 27:13).?! The original referents to Gerizim in
Deuteronomy make sense as relatively early portions of the text, centering the
inscription of the Torah in the heartland of the Israelite tribes and ultimately
leading to a covenant ceremony at Gerizim and Ebal (Deut 27:12-13).% The
apparent alterations in the proto-MT of Deuteronomy, in turn, are best set in the
context of the destruction of the sanctuary at Mount Gerizim by the Hasmonean
John Hyrcanus in 128 BCE.

The next case to be considered is Ezra-Nehemiah as compared to 1 Esdras,
a case already discussed from another point of view in Chapter 3 of this book.
There, I followed Bohler and others in seeing Ezra-Nehemiah as a secondary con-
flation of a rebuilding account culminating in Ezra’s restoration of Torah (close to
1 Esdras minus the story of the three guards in Esd 3:1-5:6 and possibly the
material from Chronicles) and the Nehemiah memoir now contained in
Nehemiah 1-6 and parts of Nehemiah 12 and 13 (reflected in Josephus’s use of it
as a separate source). In addition, Bohler makes a persuasive case that this
combination occurred in a context where it was understood that Torah-obedience
was threatened by foreign oppression and must be secured through state political
structures. The insertion of Nehemiah’s wall-building in Nehemiah 1-6 between
the beginning (Ezra 1-10) and conclusion (Nehemiah 8) of the Rebuilding-Ezra
composition makes clear that the restoration of Torah that occurs under Ezra
(Nehemiah 8) can only happen on the other side of the military-political recon-
stitution of Jerusalem through Nehemiah’s rebuilding of the wall. The rest of
Ezra-Nehemiah, apart possibly from fragments of Nehemiah’s memoir in parts of
Nehemiah 12 and 13, is a new composition describing Nehemiah’s reconstitution
of Judah-Jerusalem on the other side of wall-building and Torah reading. The
starting point of this new composition and a centerpoint of the whole is a prayer
by Nehemiah (Nehemiah 9) in which Nehemiah blames Israel’s slavery to foreign

21. The above-discussed harmonization in Josh 8:30-35 to Deut 27:1-8 (an apparent free-floating
harmonization differently located in the proto-MT and LXX) apparently post-dates this redirection of
the Deuteronomy text. See Christophe Nihan, “The Torah between Samaria and Judah: Shechem and
Gerizim in Deuteronomy and Joshua,” in The Pentateuch as Torah: New Models for Understanding Its
Promulgation and Acceptance, ed. Gary Knoppers and Bernard Levinson (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2007), 217-19.

22. For the purposes of this argument, it is immaterial whether these elements in Deut 27:1-8 are
located in a very early pre-exilic edition of Deuteronomy linked with the North or represent a post-
exilic attempt to include Northern traditions in an inclusive Hexateuch. For this latter theory and
discussion, see Nihan, “Torah Between Samaria and Judah,” 213-17.
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powers on its failure to heed the “prophets’” call to obey the Torah. The rest of the
book then narrates the people’s covenantal commitment to follow the Torah and
provide for the temple (Nehemiah 10), the repopulation of Jerusalem and sur-
rounding areas (Nehemiah 11), dedication of the wall (Nehemiah 12), and initial
implementation of the commitment to follow Torah (Nehemiah 13). Overall,
both the general ideology of the arrangement of materials (e.g., establishment of
political structure to protect Torah obedience, foreign rule as antagonistic to
Torah obedience) and certain specifics in new material in Nehemiah 10-13 (e.g.,
the temple tax, outline of Hasmonean regions of Judah in Neh 11:25-35, Jerusalem
as “holy city”) fit a Hasmonean dating better than other periods.” Apparently, the
second century was a time of particularly intense interest in Nehemiah (Sir 49:13;
Enoch 89:72-3), and at least one probable Hasmonean document prominently
features Nehemiah and depicts Judah’s following his example in collecting and
preserving ancient texts (2 Macc 1:18-36; 2:13-14).* Following Bohler, I suggest
that part of the Hasmonean project of collection and preservation of older texts
was the redactional combination and extension of Rebuilding-Ezra and Nehemiah
materials resulting in the MT Ezra-Nehemiah book. Notably the conflated result,
as in the case of (Hasmonean-produced book of) Judith, was another example of
the triumph of ideology over chronology, placing Nehemiah contemporary with
and subsequent to Ezra as opposed to the order in which these figures probably
historically appeared.

The example of 1 Esdras//Ezra-Nehemiah is helpful because it shows another
way in which the LXX can reflect a mix of traditions that precede and postdate
its counterpart(s) in other early textual traditions. On the one hand, 1 Esdras
reflects a form of the Rebuilding-Ezra tradition prior to the creation of the
proto-MT Ezra-Nehemiah book through the addition of a concluding focus on
Nehemiah’s rebuilding efforts. On the other hand, the story of the three courtiers
in 1 Esd 3:1-5:6, possibly accompanied by the rearrangement of the corres-
pondence immediately prior to it, is a probable later feature of Esdras when
compared with the Ezra-Nehemiah tradition. This latter fact does not counter-
balance the multiple indicators that the bulk of 1 Esdras reflects a form of the
Rebuilding-Ezra tradition prior to its conflation with the Nehemiah memoir, a
form also witnessed to externally by Josephus. In this and other respects,
1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah represent competing recensions that cannot be put
on a single developmental line.

The same is true of many other cases of comparison of markedly different
recensions of Hebrew biblical texts reflected in the Septuagint or attested in the
manuscripts at Qumran. As mentioned before, the proto-MT recension of the tab-
ernacle material appears to be an expanded and harmonized version of an edition
much like that reflected in the LXX Exodus, yet the LXX Exodus includes a

23. Dieter Bohler, Die heilige Stadt in Esdras a und Esra-Nehemia: Zwei Konzeptionen der
Wiederherstellung Israels, OBO 158 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997), 382-97.

24. In addition to Bohler (cited in the previous note), see Joseph Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah: A
Commentary, OTL (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988), 55-57 on the particular interest in Nehemiah
demonstrated by the Hasmoneans.
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significant section on metals in Exod 38:18-26 that appears to be a later expansion.”
The LXX of Jeremiah appears to reflect a Hebrew Vorlage that literarily is earlier in
general than its counterpart in the MT, even if there are numerous individual
instances where the proto-MT of Jeremiah preserves an earlier form of the tradi-
tion in comparison with distinctive features of LXX Jeremiah (and the related
recensions in 4QJer® and 4QJer?). Another complicated case is that of Esther,
where the analyses of Moore, Clines, and Fox have shown that the Alpha text of the
Greek Esther was expanded through the importation of elements of the standard
LXX Greek Esther, including translations of late expansions of Esther found there.
Yet when one subtracts these and other harmonizations of the Alpha text with its
Beta counterpart, the Alpha text of Esther appears to reflect a form of the Hebrew
text that preceded the proto-MT, particularly in the later chapters of the book.* In
sum, the LXX versions of biblical books often reflect recensions that precede the
proto-MT, even as they often also contain various later harmonizations and other
additions.

With these qualifications, the LXX can provide an important comparison point
for identifying distinctive elements of the Hasmonean redaction of the Hebrew
Bible. In so far as the Hasmonean scribal establishment did play an active role in
the final shaping of the Hebrew Scriptures, as has been proposed above with
respect to the definition of Hebrew Scriptures, various changes in Deuteronomy,
and the creation of Ezra-Nehemiah, some of their work may be reflected in differ-
ences between the proto-MT of certain biblical texts and their LXX (and/or early
Qumran) counterparts. In what follows, I survey additional cases where the LXX
(or early Qumran) textual tradition probably reflects an earlier form (or earlier
features) of biblical books than what is seen in the proto-MT, and assess whether
the distinctive later elements of the proto-MT show potential connections to
Hasmonean interests as reflected in 1 Maccabees and other probable Hasmonean
literature. My focus will be on a few possible examples of pre-MT recensions at
Qumran along with portions of the LXX that best reflect the Old Greek, thus, the
Pentateuch and Joshua, Judges, 1 Samuel-2 Samuel 9 (or 10); 2 Kgs 2:12-21:26,
Isaiah (though free), Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the book of the Twelve.”

Aside from the above-discussed readings in Deuteronomy, there are not many
places where the proto-MT of the Pentateuch manifests distinctive features that
can be linked to Hasmonean interests. Indeed, in important respects, the proto-
MT of the Pentateuch is recensionally older than competing recensions of the

25. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques: A Solution to the Problem of the
Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International
Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester
1990), ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars, 1992), 393-94.

26. Carey Moore, “A Greek Witness to a Different Text of Esther,” ZAW 79 (1967): 351-58; David
Clines, The Esther Scroll: The Story of the Story, JSOTSup 30 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984); Michael V.
Fox, Character and Ideology in the Book of Esther, Studies on Personality of the Old Testament
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1991).

27. Other portions of the LXX, such as Daniel, 2 Sam 11;1-1 Kgs 2:11, and 1 Kings 22:1-end of 2
Kings, part of Judges and Lamentations, show numerous signs of being part of later Greek revisions of
the LXX toward the proto-MT.
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Pentateuch, such as the “proto-Samaritan” manuscripts of the Pentateuch found at
Qumran, in lacking harmonizations and other coordinating expansions present in
them. The proto-MT of Pentateuchal books certainly includes its own distinctive
expansive pluses vis-a-vis other traditions, but there is little specifically Hasmonean
about them.?

This changes when we move to the Former Prophets, where there are several
cases where the proto-MT, when compared to the LXX and/or some Qumran
documents, features larger-scale revisions of passages that show more potential
for instructing us on characteristics of the final shaping of the proto-MT recen-
sion. For example, the LXX preserves a P-like version of the law regarding cities
of refuge in Josh 20:1-3%, 7-9 before it was expanded through the addition of
20:4-6 and thus harmonized to agree with Deuteronomistic rules regarding cities
of refuge.” In addition, the conclusion of the LXX of Joshua contains material
that once may have been part of transition directly to the story of Eglon in Judg
3:12-14, thus preserving part of what once may have been a version of Joshua-
Judges on one scroll that lacked intervening materials that probably were added
later: the negative conquest list now in Judg 1:1-36, theological materials
(including the resumptive repetition of Josh 24:28-32 in Judg 2:6-10) in Judg
2:1-3:6, and the uniquely unlocalized story of a Judean judge, Othniel, in Judg
3:7-11.* The LXX of Samuel includes a version of the David and Goliath story
that seems to precede the inclusion of a parallel version of David’s triumph over
Goliath now found in 1 Sam 17:12-31, 17:55-18:6 and elsewhere (a version that
is also the focus of [LXX] Psalm 151 and 11QPs* XXVIII 3-14).3! And Schenker,

28. The most evocative proposal of Hasmonean-period revision of the Pentateuch (and
Deuteronomistic history) is the observation that the sum of the dates of the proto-Massoretic biblical
history, when combined with known dates for Persian- and Hellenistic-period rulers, gives exactly 4000
years from creation to the rededication of the temple by Judas Maccabeus (with the exodus placed at
2666 years after creation, two-thirds of the way to temple rededication). The problem with this pro-
posal is that it depends on the authors of the proto-MT chronology having an accurate knowledge of
the historical chronology extending from Cyrus to Judas, whereas our documented examples of Jewish
historiography of the period (e.g., Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, Daniel, Josephus) display apparent
ignorance of that chronology. Cf. my Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 264 where I advocated this idea
(building on earlier discussions by many others). I thank John Collins for bringing the problems with
this proposal to my attention.

29. For a survey of this and smaller shifts and bibliography, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of
the Hebrew Bible, rev. ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 327-29; Alexander Rofé, “Joshua 20: Historico-
Literary Criticism Illustrated,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, ed. Jeffrey Tigay (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 131-47.

30. Alexander Rofé, “The End of the Book of Joshua According to the Septuagint,” Henoch 4
(1982): 29-36 provides arguments for the lateness of this material at the outset of Judges (the issue of
the resumptive repetition in Judg 2:6-10//Josh 24:28-32 will be discussed further in Chapter 9 of this
book), including potential reflection of a parallel to the Vorlage of LXX Josh 24:33b in the Damascus
Document 5:1-5 (Rofé, “End of Joshua,” 28-29). The objections raised by Hartmut Rosel to the origi-
nality of the extra material found at the end of LXX Joshua (“Die Uberleitungen vom Josua- ins
Richterbuch,” VT 30 [1980]: 349) only raise the plausibility that these materials are relatively late com-
pared to the rest of Joshua, not that they post-date their MT counterparts in Judges.

31. Here I follow the arguments Emanuel Tov, “The Composition of 1 Samuel 17-18 in the Light
of the Evidence of the Septuagint Version,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, ed. Jeffrey Tigay
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 97-130; idem., “The Nature of the Differences
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in particular, has argued for signs of Hasmonean-period editing across the books
of Samuel and Kings.” These cases of potential documented revision in the proto-
MT (compared to other manuscript traditions) are often uncertain and limited in
scope. Nevertheless, in so far as some of these cases hold, they show a profile of
final redactors of the proto-MT with particular interest in the Deuteronomistic
tradition, especially the period of the Judges (Judg 1:1-3:11; also 6:7-10),
something also seen in demonstrably Hasmonean works (e.g., 1 Maccabees and
Judith). Furthermore, on one occasion (Joshua 20), the final redactors of the
proto-MT seem to have revised semi-Priestly material (Josh 20:1-3, 7-9) to
conform to Deuteronomistic prototypes,” a phenomenon somewhat parallel
to the above-discussed case of expansion of P-like Rebuilding-Ezra traditions
seen in proto-MT Ezra-Nehemiah through the conflation of and building upon
Nehemiah Memoir material.

This apparent post-Deuteronomistic coloring of the proto-MT recension is also
manifest in some of the larger recensional differences between the proto-MT on
the one hand and LXX Jeremiah, and 4QJer® and 4QJer? on the other. Jeremiah is

Between MT and the LXX in 1 Sam. 17-18,” in The Story of David and Goliath: Textual and Literary
Criticism, ed. Dominique Barthélemy et al., OBO 73 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986),
19-46; Johan Lust, “The Story of David and Goliath in Hebrew and in Greek,” in The Story of David and
Goliath: Textual and Literary Criticism, ed. Dominique Barthélemy etal., OBO 73 (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986), 5-18; J. Trebolle, “The Story of David and Goliath (1 Sam 17-18):
Textual Variants and Literary Composition,” BIOSCS 23 (1990): 16-30; and Ron Hendel, “Plural Texts
and Literary Criticism: For Instance, 1 Samuel 17, Textus 23 (2007): 97-114. Cf. Alexander Rofé, “The
Battle of David and Goliath—Folklore, Theology, Eschatology;” in Judaic Perspectives on Ancient Israel,
ed. Jacob Neusner et al. (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 117-22, which maintains that the MT cannot be
a later version, because its distinctive elements are folkloristic and thus (most likely) early. On the con-
trary, he argues that the LXX is an abridgment of the MT to harmonize it with its surrounding contents.
This assumption that folkloristic elements are early, however, is not well founded, and as Rofé himself
notes (p. 122), a harmonizing abridgment is not the norm in textual formation.

Many scholars have argued that a number of early pluses found in 4QSam?, often containing
material found in Chronicles as well, are early material accidentally omitted in the proto-MT through
haplography and other scribal accidents. Nevertheless, these additions generally seem to be expansions
of the DtrH tradition that were early enough to be in the base text used by the Chronicler, but are not
recensionally earlier than their proto-MT counterparts. With regard to the bulk of these materials, I
find the treatment in Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omissions in the Books of Samuel: The Significant
Pluses and Minuses in the Massoretic, LXX and Qumran Texts, OBO (Freiburg and Gottingen:
Universititsverlag and Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, 1984) persuasive.

32. See, in particular, Schenker, 1 Rois 2-14, and Schenker, Konigsbiicher, though I find the stem-
matic assumption behind the subtitle of the latter book (Die hebriische Vorlage der urspriinglichen
Septuaginta als dlteste Textform der Konigsbiicher) oversimplified and unhelpful. It is not that the LXX
overall is earlier, but rather that its (occasional and partial) reflection of a pre-proto-MT text form can
be useful in identifying potential Hasmonean literary shifts. On this, see Schenker’s own helpful com-
ments regarding different sorts of antiquity in text-readings in his “Der Ursprung des massoretischen
Textes im Licht der literarischen Varianten im Bibeltext,” Textus 23 (2007): 62-64, to which I will
return.

33. On the Priestly characteristics of Josh 20:1-3, 7-9, see Rofé, “Joshua 20,” 137-40, which nicely
summarizes the data indicating the P-like character of Joshua 20. This only establishes the P/post-P
character of 20:1-3, 7-9 and does not resolve the issue, to be treated briefly later in this book (Chapter 9),
of the original end of P or whether Joshua 20 could have been part of an independent Priestly document.
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the most Deuteronomistic of the prophetic books and correspondingly has the
most candidates for late revision vis-a-vis other recensions of the book. Perhaps
the most significant distinctive aspect of the proto-Masoretic recension of Jeremiah
is its placement of the oracles against foreign nations toward the end of the book
after biographical materials about Jeremiah, while also featuring expanded mate-
rials on Babylon and placement of the oracle against Babylon in the climactic final
position.** Such particular interest in Babylon would link well with the fact that
the Hasmoneans rose to power in a life and death struggle against a Seleucid
Empire based in Babylon (note 1, Macc 6:4).

Hasmonean connections can be found in some other materials distinctive to
the proto-MT edition of Jeremiah. For example, the revised version of the oracle
about the Davidic king in Jer 23:5-6 in the MT plus of Jer 33:14-36 features an
added focus on the inviolability of Jerusalem and the Levitical priests, and on
God’s promise of rulers from among the people themselves (33:23-26). The
Hasmoneans certainly did not create such an oracle about Davidic rule out of
nothing; it would not have fit their interests. Nevertheless, this particular version
includes Yhwh's eternal support for local (//Levitical) priests like them and
promise of the sort of indigenous rule over Israel that they achieved, along with
repudiation of anyone (e.g., Zadokite priests?) who asserted that past promises to
Levitical priests and Davidides no longer held.* To be sure, not all of the distinc-
tive aspects of the proto-MT Jeremiah can be linked with each other, let alone to
specific interests of Hasmonean redactors.* Nevertheless, we do see in proto-MT

34. Though there have been some attempts to establish the priority of the proto-MT order and the
corresponding existence of a de-Babylonianizing redaction in the Vorlage of the LXX of Jeremiah (see,
in particular, Konrad Schmid, Buchgestalten des Jeremiabuches: Untersuchungen zur Redaktions- und
Rezeptionsgeschichte von Jer 30-33 im Kontext des Buches, WMANT 72 [Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1996], 311-23 and Menahem Haran, “The Place of the Prophecies Against the
Nations in the Book of Jeremiah,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls
in Honor of Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul, et al., VTSup 94 [Leiden: Brill, 2003], 699-706; on the
latter, cf. the quite different interpretation of the similar data in Bernard Gosse, “La malédiction contre
Babylone de Jérémie 51, 59-64 et les rédactions du livre de Jérémie,” ZAW 98 [1986]: 392-97), it is dif-
ficult to know what circumstances in the Persian or Hellenistic period would have led to such substan-
tial interest in the reduction of focus on Babylonian judgment, indeed such interest that a text would be
abridged at multiple loci on that account (on this, see, in particular, the study by James Watts showing
increased focus on Babylon in the MT pluses across the oracles against foreign nations: James W. Watts,
“Text and Redaction in Jeremiah’s Oracles Against the Nations,” CBQ 54 [1992]: 432-47). Rather, the
proto-MT appears to be the later redaction, probably involving (in addition to placement of Babylon at
the end) a partial harmonization of the order of the list to fit the oracle about the cup of wrath in Jer
25:15-25 (here, see ]. Gerald Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah [Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1973], 115-16).

35. This is one of the more persuasive of the cases discussed in Adrian Schenker, “La rédaction
longue du livre de Jérémie doit-elle étre datée au temps des premiers. Hasmonéens,” ETL 70 (1994):
281-93 (see pp. 286-89 on this text).

36. On this point, see in particular Hermann-Josef Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische
Sondergut des Jeremiabuches: Textgeschichtlicher Rang, Eigenarten, Triebkrifte, OBO (Freiburg:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), which stresses that the bulk of distinctive elements of this recension are
not systematic, simultaneous, or characterized by broader interests. Instead, as discussed in Chapter 3,
many particular proto-MT readings (as well as some distinctive LXX readings) represent various levels of
coordination, harmonization, and clarification of the preceding tradition.
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Jeremiah an interest in Deuteronomistic materials, including harmonization of
some portions of Jeremiah to the idiom of Samuel-Kings and other parts of
Jeremiah (e.g., 39:4-13; cf. 2 Kgs 25:4-12//Jer 52:7-16),” and some changes (such
as the one discussed above) that can be linked to Hasmonean concerns.

We may be able to use isolated witnesses to the pre-Hexaplaric LXX of Ezekiel
to reconstruct some features of a recension prior to the proto-MT of that book.
Here, the pre-Hexaplaric witnesses to the Old Greek tradition, especially Papyrus
967 (hereafter Pap 967; note also the Old Latin palimpset L"), provides poten-
tially important data about the text of Ezekiel prior to the proto-MT recension.*®
On a micro level, Tov has found instances where the proto-MT of Ezekiel, when
compared with Pap 967, adapts portions of Ezekiel to the phraseology of the book
of Jeremiah, which was just discussed above as a particular focus of proto-Maso-
retic revisions.* On a more radical level, Pap 967 lacks counterparts to longer
passages found in the proto-MT (Ezek 12:26-28; 32:25-26; and 36:23*-38) and
features an order divergent from that found in the proto-MT: Ezek 36:1-23b, then
Ezek 38-39, 37, 40-48. When compared to this order in Pap 967, the proto-MT
features an additional oracle about Yhwh's restoration of Yhwh’ flocks with a
particular emphasis on Yhwh’s placement of “spirit” on them (Ezek 36:36-37; note
also 11:19-20) that then leads to the prophecy of resurrection of Israel through
Yhwh's gift of the “spirit” (37:1-14). What in Pap 967 is a semi-apocalyptic
movement from world judgment (in Ezek 38-39) to resurrection and Davidic
promise (in Ezek 37) now stands in the proto-MT of Ezekiel as a this-worldly
promise of regathering (36:23c-38), metaphorical reinvigorating (37:1-14), and
rebuilding (37:15-28) before judgment on Gog of Magog. Johan Lust and Ashley
Crane have made good arguments for the originality of the order found in Pap
967, along with the secondary character of the proto-MT order now fronted by the
proto-MT plus in 36:23*-38. Though the material distinctive to the proto-MT of
Ezekiel continues to display a particular interest in Meshech, one of the prime
realms named for Gog in the oracles now found in Ezekiel 38-39, overall the dis-
tinctive features of the proto-MT seem to transform what once were visionary
prophecies of the more distant future into oracles that could be understood

37. This is integrated into its context by resumptive repetition of the list of officials just before the
insertion (39:3) at the conclusion of the insertion (39:13). Though some have taken this as a possible
prompt for omission in the LXX Vorlage of the MT plus through homoioteleuton (e.g., Robert Carroll,
Jeremiah: A Commentary, OTL [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986], 691), the supposedly excised
material shows other signs of being secondary to its context. It is formed in large part out of material
originating in Kings (2 Kgs 25:4-12) that does not focus on Jeremiah like the rest of the book,
combined with a small section on Jeremiah’s release (39:11-12) that anticipates the outset of the fol-
lowing chapter (40:1-6).

38. Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “Le témoignage de la Vetus Latina dans Iétude de la tradition des
Septante. Ezéchiel et Daniel dans le Papyrus 967, Bib 59 (1978): 384-95. Now see the detailed argu-
ments in Ashley S. Crane, Israel’s Restoration: A Textual-Comparative Exploration of Ezekiel 38-39,
VTSup 122 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 207-50. In addition, a recent dissertation reportly arguing a similar
point of view (not available to the author at the time of completion of this manuscript) is Ingrid Lilly,
“Papyrus 967: A Variant Literary Edition of Ezekiel” (Atlanta: Emory University, 2010).

39. Emanuel Tov, “Recensional Differences Between the MT and LXX of Ezekiel,” ETL 62 (1986):
100, note also the semi-Deuteronomistic expressions discussed on p. 99.
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more easily than before as endorsements of contemporary rebuilding and a call to
arms against the invading army of Gog.** This would fit the Hasmonean context
(Gog = Seleucids and/or Romans).

The book of Esther is the other main place where manuscript evidence may
help us reconstruct the broader contours of a recension preceding the proto-MT
of a book. In this case, the Alpha text of the LXX translation of Esther appears to
be a mix of an early translation of a pre-MT Vorlage of Esther that has been har-
monized with the later standard LXX translation of Esther through the importa-
tion of the major LXX pluses from that translation along with a limited amount of
other materials. If one subtracts these LXX harmonizations from the Alpha text of
Esther, the result is an Old Greek translation of what looks to be a version of Esther
somewhat different from the proto-MT version: with shorter battle reports and no
emphasis on the inalterability of Persian law, and lacking the Purim etiology and
several other elements found at the conclusion of the proto-MT edition (second
day of fighting, epilogue about Mordechai in 10:1-3, etc.).** If the proto-MT ver-
sion of Esther was built on something like this Vorlage of the proto-Alpha text, it
is distinguished by a greater emphasis on military success (expanded battle reports,
a second day of fighting), the etiology of Purim, and other themes listed above. So
far as I know, we do not have evidence for emphasis on Purim among the
Hasmoneans,* but the stress on military success in the proto-MT and promotion
of a holiday celebrating the Jews” successful defense of themselves would fit the
profile of Hasmonean literature. In this sense, the Purim holiday celebrated in
(proto-MT) Esther would serve as the diaspora equivalent of Hanukkah promoted
in 2 Maccabees, the former holiday celebrating Jewish self-protection outside the
land, the latter celebrating Jewish defense of the holy city, Jerusalem.

Each of these cases of potential documentation of proto-MT recensions is
uncertain, yet they provide tantalizing potential access to forms of redaction that
otherwise would be virtually impossible to uncover, redaction associated with the
final formation of the proto-MT recensions of several biblical books. This does not
mean, it must be stressed, that the LXX (and/or Samaritan Pentateuch or non-MT
Qumran manuscripts) in these and other cases always or even generally preserves
the earlier text. On the contrary, we have ample evidence that the LXX recen-
sions of biblical books (and other early textual traditions) experienced their own
developments, often containing elements (e.g., the story of the three guards in Esd
3:1-5:6) that post-date their MT counterparts. The relative antiquity of the proto-
MT base text may stem in part from the fact that the Hasmoneans, as high priests

40. Johan Lust, “Ezekiel 36-40 in the Oldest Greek Manuscript,” CBQ 43 (1981): 517-33; Crane,
Ezekiel 38-39, 253-63. For further discussion of the features of the Pap 967 recension, see an essay in
Lust’s honor, Silvio Scatolini Apéstolo, “Ezek 36, 37, 38 and 39 in Papyrus 967 as Pre-Text for
Re-Reading Ezekiel,” in Interpreting Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of Johan
Lust, ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Marc Vervenne, BETL 192 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 338-40.

41. On this, see again the studies by Moore, “Different Text of Esther”; Clines, Esther Scroll, and
Fox, Esther.

42. Though perhaps the apparent absence of Esther among the books found at Qumran, which
many think to have been inhabited by opponents of the Hasmoneans, might be taken as an indirect
indication of its potential importance to the Hasmoneans.
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of the Jerusalem temple, had access to the temple archive and thus their scribes
could use (as a basis for the proto-MT editions) reference exemplars of biblical
books kept there that likely were more ancient than their counterparts elsewhere.

The main point here is that the LXX, along with other early manuscript wit-
nesses, often at least partially reflects recensions of biblical books that pre-date
their proto-MT versions. Thus, at least in these respects, the LXX and/or other
textual witnesses may provide insight into an earlier recensional stage of a given
biblical book, even in cases where such witnesses also preserve many inferior
individual readings for texts in that book. As Schenker puts it, the proto-MT
appears in numerous instances to be a comparatively ancient text that was literarily
revised in the Hasmonean period.*

In so far as one can judge from this limited evidence, we have the most poten-
tial documentation of this literary revision in the Former Prophets and Jeremiah,
along with some notable possible additions/modifications in Ezekiel (including
harmonization with Jeremiah) and Esther. In addition, it may be that the LXX
order of the book of the Twelve Prophets was modified to the more Jerusalem-
focused (and possibly anti-Edomite) proto-MT order around this time.** Aside
from this, we have additional documentation in the LXX and proto-MT of diver-
gent recensions of Proverbs, neither of which is clearly prior to the other, and there
are a number of examples of documented redaction of biblical books that probably
post-date the proto-MT. Yet in the cases of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel,
Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Esther, and Ezra-Nehemiah, we have evidence of a redac-
tion occurring so close to/simultaneous with the finalization of the proto-MT that
manuscript documentation—whether in Greek translation or at Qumran—was
preserved. These late, proto-MT redactions seem to have focused particularly on
Deuteronomistic materials outside the Pentateuch (Joshua-Kings and Jeremiah)
and some revision of Priestly materials toward Deuteronomistic models (Joshua
20 coordinated with Deuteronomy 19; Ezekiel with Jeremiah; more distantly the
Ezra materials with the Nehemiah Memoir).

The above-discussed potential proto-MT recensional changes are diverse and
probably not executed at one time. Nevertheless, some trends have been evident in
multiple loci. First, rather than these very late additions featuring a prominent mix
of P and non-P terminology, there is a general lack of Priestly terminology and

43. Schenker, “Ursprung,” 64-65.

44. For a discussion of these two orders, see especially Marvin Sweeney, “Sequence and
Interpretation in the Book of the Twelve,” in Reading and Hearing the Book of the Twelve, ed. James
Nogalski and Marvin Sweeney (Atlanta: Scholars, 2000), 49-64 and Barry Allen Jones, The Formation
of the Book of the Twelve: A Study in Text and Canon, SBLDS 149 (Atlanta: SBL, 1995). Jones argues that
the original order of the Twelve is found in 4QXII*(which he sees as having Jonah at the conclusion),
with the LXX order representing a later stage where Jonah was imported into a location before (and as
a balance to) Nahum. The MT edition was then created through the disruption of the original link bet-
ween Hosea, Amos, and Micah by the insertion of Joel between Hosea and Amos and the alteration of
Amos 9:12 to focus on judgment of Edom (not “humanity”) in anticipation of Obadiah that now
immediately follows it (pp. 175-91). I should note (following a personal communication from
Christophe Nihan) that this argument is somewhat undermined by the paucity of material at the end
of 4QXII?, which makes identification of it as from Jonah (or any other work) difficult.
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ideology in the revisions that produced the proto-MT books. If anything, there is
a tendency to redact Priestly material toward late Deuteronomistic models.
Second, several additions, particularly in Joshua-Judges (but not only there), build
on Deuteronomistic themes and language. Third, the proto-MT of Ezra-Nehemiah
(compared to proto-Esdras) and Esther (compared to the reconstructed Vorlage of
proto-Alpha) shows particular interest in the military defense of the Jewish peo-
ple, the preservation of Torah obedience through concrete sociopolitical struc-
tures of fortifications (Ezra-Nehemiah) and battle (Esther). Each of these features
fits well with what we know about the literary inclinations of the Hasmoneans as
exhibited through their own literature, especially 1 Maccabees as the preeminent
example of Hasmonean literary productivity in Hebrew, but also Judith.

One fourth trait thatis not so easily conformed to the situation of the Hasmoneans
is the particular interest in David and the destiny of his house in several of the late
revisions producing the proto-MT. We see this in the conflation of traditions
regarding his triumph over Goliath in 1 Samuel 16-18 and the prophecy of eternal
reign in the proto-MT plus at Jer 33:14-26.% The mini-empire of the Hasmoneans
came as close as any Israelite kingdom to achieving the expanse attributed to the
Davidic-Solomonic empire in the Hebrew Scriptures, but they were not Davidides,
never professed to be, and writings attributed to them manifest more interest in
earlier Hebrew heroes (especially judges) than a king like David. Certainly, there
was interest in the figure of David in earlier Hellenistic writings, with particular
interest in his triumph over Goliath also documented in Psalm 151//11QPs* These
David-focused expansions may be good examples of documented revisions prior to
the proto-MT that are not associated with the Hasmoneans. Alternatively, it may be
that they show interest within the last Israelite monarchy, the Hasmoneans, in the
figure standing at its beginning, David.

Meanwhile, the impact of proto-Masoretic solidification on other books seems
primarily to have been in apparent exclusion of a series of revisions to them that we
have documented in a variety of manuscript traditions. For example, though the
proto-Masoretic Pentateuch includes a number of harmonizations/coordinations
of laws with each other (e.g., “H” additions to be discussed in chapter 9 of this
book and extra coordination of command and compliance in the tabernacle nar-
ratives), it does not include the relatively early scribal coordinations of laws found
in the various expansionist manuscripts found at Qumran nor a number of har-
monizing additions found in the Septuagint. Perhaps partly stemming from the
Hasmonean aggression against the Samaritan sanctuary at Gerizim, the textual
trajectories of the proto-Masoretic and Samaritan Pentateuchs diverge by this
point.* So also, the proto-Masoretic recension of Samuel-Kings does not include
a number of expansions to that tradition reflected also in 4QSam?, Josephus,
and or Chronicles, and the proto-Masoretic edition of Chronicles does not include

45. Note also the potential repositioning of the oracle about the Davidic Messiah in the proto-MT
Ezekiel (Ezek 37:15-28).

46. Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel, “Dating the Samaritan Pentateuch’s Compilation in Light of the
Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor
of Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul, et al., VTSup 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 215-40.
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some apparent harmonizations of Chronicles to the tradition in Samuel-Kings.*
Instead, the proto-Masoretic editions of Samuel-Kings and Chronicles were
kept fairly spare and distinct from one another. The proto-Masoretic edition of
Jeremiah did not include Baruch, even though it may be that the LXX translator of
Jeremiah and Baruch considered them part of the same book, and the proto-Mas-
oretic Psalter did not include what is now Psalm 151 nor the additional Davidic
psalm associated with it in 11QPs®. Finally, the proto-Masoretic editions of Esther
and Daniel do not include the range of pious, theological, and other additions
reflected in the Septuagint editions of those books, many of which were part of
Hebrew editions of those books. There probably are a variety of reasons the less
expansive and often more archaic editions now in the proto-MT ended up being
included, while the more expansive editions attested elsewhere were not.
Nevertheless, just as the exclusion of distinctive aspects of what would become the
Samaritan Pentateuch from the proto-Masoretic one may be one pointer to the
Hasmonean context of the latter recension, so also we may learn something from
the Second Temple Hebrew traditions not included in the proto-Masoretic edi-
tions of other Hebrew Scriptural books.

B CONCLUSION

Looking back, there is a contrast in the late Second Temple period between
emergent solidification of Hebrew Scriptures on the one hand and ongoing rich
diversity of Hebrew literature on the other. I have argued that the emergent solid-
ification, circumscription, and final minor revision of Hebrew Scriptures is best
linked with the Hasmonean monarchy, the one Jewish institutional context in the
Second Temple period with the possible power and interest to establish and pro-
mote such a textual center. Moreover, I have found certain indicators in texts
associated with the Hasmoneans (1 and 2 Maccabees; Judith) of their self-promo-
tion as defenders, collectors, and restorers of ancient texts; endorsement of
Hebrew linguistic nationalism; and introduction of the idea of an “end to
prophecy” This, combined with the possible reaction by Ben Sira’s grandson in
the late second century to such circumscription of a group of authoritative
prophets, suggests that the Hasmoneans in power then were beginning to pro-
mote a set of Hebrew Scriptures more sharply defined than previous corpora of
Hebrew writings had been, an authorized list of pre-Hellenistic Hebrew prophets
to counter the authorized list of pre-Hellenistic Greek authors valued by the
empires they had vanquished.

Meanwhile, these initiatives, such as they were, did not prevail among several
contemporary groups. We continue to see alternative editions of the Mosaic Torah
appear, including the Samaritan Pentateuch that was endorsed by an ongoing reli-
gious community parallel to Judaism. The community at Qumran clearly worked
with a more expansive and porous concept of authoritative writings, as did late
Second Temple Jewish movements such as the early Christians. Jews, both at

47. On this latter point, see Leslie C. Allen, 1, 2 Chronicles, Communicator’s Commentary Series 2
(Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 213-16.
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Qumran and elsewhere, continued to produce Hebrew texts, many of which
claimed divine inspiration for themselves, such as the Qumran pesharim.

Yet, from the early second century onward, none of these other writings found
their way into the Hebrew Scriptures of later Judaism. The onset of the Hasmonean
monarchy marks the endpoint of inclusion of texts in what would become the
Hebrew Scriptural corpus and the beginning of the proto-Masoretic textual tradi-
tion. These other writings were valued by certain groups of the time, and many
found their way into the Scriptural canons of Christian churches. Now, however,
with the long backward gaze of history, we can see that the writings which now are
found in the Hebrew Bible, even including the version of Daniel expanded by
visions from the early second century BCE (Daniel 7-12), are confined to texts,
some of the texts, in circulation before the time of the Hasmonean monarchy
(thus, pre-Hasmonean texts such as Ben Sira and early Enoch also were excluded).
I turn next to a closer consideration of the formation of the Hebrew Bible during
that earlier time.



6 The Hellenistic Period
m— up to the Hasmonean Monarchy

Priestly and Diaspora Textuality

B THE SOCIOPOLITICAL CONTEXT FOR THE FORMATION
OF THE HEBREW BIBLE IN THE HELLENISTIC PERIOD

Our sources for the history of Judah and Jerusalem from Alexander’s conquest in
333 to the beginning of the Hellenistic crisis (c. 175 BCE) are sparse and problem-
atic, but many indicators suggest lines of continuity linking the sociopolitical
situation of the Persian and early Hellenistic periods. To be sure, there is evidence
that the Egyptian Ptolemaic rulers over the area from 301-198 BCE introduced a
form of administration that was more centralized than that of their Persian pre-
cursors (or their Seleucid counterparts). This included a system of royal estates,
the cultivation of a local assembly of elite aristocrats and (probably) priests—the
gerousia—to regulate local affairs alongside the priestly leadership, and an efficient
system of tax farming delegated to local members of that elite. Nevertheless, it is
not clear just how much the centralized administrative system of the Ptolemies
was implemented in more distant districts like Jerusalem. Moreover, it appears
that—depending on the skills of the office holder at the time—the high priest of
the Jerusalem temple still could exercise considerable influence, and the temple
remained a central political structure in the land, as it had been under the Persians.

Certainly there was Greek cultural influence during this time, though not nec-
essarily a qualitative increase from the preceding centuries. After all, Greek
influence is documented already during the Persian period, especially in Samaria,
but also Judah; Greek mercenaries and craftspeople were widely used throughout
the Persian Empire well before Alexander; and lands on the Eastern Mediterranean,
such as Judah, had long shared a fund of cultural traditions with Greece (a major
cultural force in the Mediterranean as a whole).?

The shift that began to occur in the wake of Alexander’s conquest and the estab-
lishment of Hellenistic kingdoms was that the balance of power shifted ever more
from the temple-priesthood per se to aristocrats and government officials. These
latter groups could include some priests, but access to higher positions of influence
and authority in the Hellenistic world was ever less helped by priestly pedigree and
ever more helped by the extent to which the individual had thoroughly internal-
ized Greek culture and was skilled in playing a role in Hellenistic systems of
administration and tax farming. Judah had long been in contact with Greek

1. For an overview, see Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in Their Encounter in
Palestine During the Early Hellenistic Period, trans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974), 18-29.

2. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, 12-18 and especially Morton Smith, Palestinian Parties and
Politics That Shaped the Old Testament (New York: Columbia University, 1971), 57-81.
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culture, but the institution of Hellenistic rule privileged Greek culture in ways that
impacted Judean history and textuality.

Egypt, with its dry climate and relatively high level of preservation of anci-
ent textual remains, provides a useful illustration of the dynamics of cultural
competition that came with the advent of Hellenistic rule of Ancient Near Eastern
cultures. In a legal proceeding, an Egyptian priest protests that his opponents
“despise me because I am an Egyptian,” and a non-Greek camel driver complains
in another papyrus that he has not been paid correctly because “I am a barbarian”
and “I do not know how to behave like a Greek”™ Some versions of Greek fables
were produced in Egypt purged of elements of local Egyptian color.* Under some
circumstances, a few Egyptian children and youth could seek a Greek education
in this system purged of elements linked to their own culture, but they were
inherently less able to succeed at Greek literary education than their counterparts
born into Greek families.’> Generally, Egyptians were confined to lower-level
administrative positions in government, with higher-level positions occupied by
non-Egyptian foreigners, such as Jews or Persians, and the highest-level positions
occupied by Greeks.

These sorts of dynamics, in Egypt and other Near Eastern cultures, meant that
the priestly masters of indigenous textual traditions (e.g., Egyptian, Babylonian,
Judean) had reduced access to central governmental power and had less access to
trade and economic power than “Greek” (whether born or educated to that status)
elites in their areas. Though Hellenistic rulers cultivated relationships with local
elites and often took care to preserve temple privileges and revenues, and though
temples remained important centers in their local contexts, priests were more iso-
lated from government than in earlier periods.® They continued to educate their
children and others into indigenous texts and traditions (e.g., Egyptian hieratic
and hieroglyphic texts or cuneiform in Mesopotamia), copied old texts, and even
composed some new ones. Such priestly scholars qua priests, however, no longer
stood near the top of a governmental pyramid dominated by members of their
own culture. As a result, we see, for example in Egypt, the emergence of texts—

3. FE W. Walbank, The Hellenistic World, rev. ed. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993),
115.

4. Raffaella Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001),
180.

5. Gerhard Wirth, “Der Weg an die Grenze: Bliite und Schicksal der antiken Bildungstradition,” in
Schulgeschichte im Zusammenhang der Kulturentwicklung, ed. Lenz Kriss-Rettenbeck and Max Liedtke
(Bad Heilbrunn: Julius Klinkhardt, 1983), 85-88; Andreas Mehl, “Erziehung zum Hellenen—Erziehung
zum Weltbiirger: Bemerkungen zum Gymnasion im hellenistischen Osten,” Nikephoros 5 (1992):
53-55, 62-63; Dorothy J. Thompson, “Literacy in Early Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Proceedings of the XIXth
International Congress of Papyrology, Cairo, 2-9 September 1989, ed. A. H. S. el-Mosalamy (Cairo: Ain
Shams University, Center of Papyrological Studies, 1989), 79; “Literacy and the Administration in Early
Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Life in a Multi-Cultural Society: Egypt from Cambyses to Constantine and Beyond,
ed. Janet H. Johnson (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1992), 324-26; Teresa
Morgan, Literate Education in the Hellenistic and Roman Worlds, Cambridge Classical Studies
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 20-23; Cribiore, Gymnastics, 211.

6. For a recent study of cultivation of local clergy in Egypt, see Gilles Gorre, Les Relations du clergé
egyptien et des lagides duaprés des sources privées, Studia Hellenistica 45 (Leiden: Brill, 2009).
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most likely from various priestly groups—that assert the greater antiquity of local
(e.g., Egyptian) culture to Greek culture and prophesy the end of Greek domina-
tion.” The relative social-structural isolation of this indigenous scholarly priestly
class is also reflected in the proliferation of highly speculative visionary works.

This leads to three salient insights about indigenous language textuality during
the Hellenistic period, whether in better-documented cultures such as Egypt, or less
well-known Hellenistic contexts, such as Judah. First, the copying, composition, and
teaching of texts in local languages took place primarily in priestly contexts. This
does not mean that only cultic professionals could learn to read and write a local
language, for example, Hebrew, but it does mean that the main contexts for the
ongoing cultivation of such learning of indigenous literary texts (e.g., Hebrew
Scriptures) were the various priestly groups in a given culture (whether cultic profes-
sionals or other individuals born into and educated in priestly families) and the tem-
ples with which they were connected.® Second, Hellenistic-period texts produced by
such priests reflected their increased separation from the centers of political power,
either through their esotericism or through their development of visions of impend-
ing divine judgment on Hellenistic rulers. This represented the increasingly wide
gap in the Hellenistic world between priestly cultural and positional power.’ Third,
in so far as antiquity was one of the key criteria in this context for establishing
cultural supremacy, such priestly groups tended to focus on traditions with a claim
to pre-Hellenistic antiquity, even presenting new compositions as ancient oracles
containing divine visions. These latter dynamics then privileged more ancient lan-
guages, such as Hebrew, over more recent vernaculars, such as Aramaic, though later
vernaculars were used for some texts as well.

This latter dynamic may be behind the resurgence of literary Hebrew textuality
that is evident both in Jewish texts that can be dated to that period and the finds
around the Dead Sea. To be sure, there is a good chance that Aramaic was not only
the vernacular, but also used in some literary texts across the early Hellenistic period.
For example, the early apocalyptic materials of Enoch appear to have been written in
Aramaic, as were the relatively early court tales in Daniel 2-6. Notably, these texts
written in Aramaic are in genres that did not have an established tradition in Hebrew
by this time." Yet, as we advance further in the Hellenistic period, we see a move
toward use of Hebrew, including its use in precisely the sorts of genres where Aramaic

7. See my Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 193-99 for a broader discussion of these processes, with a particular emphasis
on the Egyptian instance.

8. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 202-14, 16-17, 19-20, 26-27. Note also reflections
along similar lines, regarding preservation of the use of Hebrew, in Ingo Kottsieper, “And They Did Not
Care to Speak Yehudit’: On Linguistic Change in Judah During the Late Persian Era,” in Judah and the
Judeans in the Fourth Century BCE, ed. Oded Lipschitz, Gary Knoppers, and Rainer Albertz (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 115-17.

9. I have been informed on this point in particular by Jonathan Z. Smith, “Wisdom and
Apocalyptic,” in Religious Syncretism in Antiquity: Essays in Conversation with Geo Widengren, ed.
Birger A. Pearson (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1975), 131-56, and I develop it in Writing on the
Tablet of the Heart, 193-206.

10. Tam indebted for this insight to a proposal ventured in a conversation with Oded Lipschitz in
Helsinki, August 2010.
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was once featured. The Aramaic court tales of Daniel are introduced and followed by
later Hebrew materials (Daniel 1, 7-12),"! the book of Jubilees is written sometime
in the third century, and the bulk of pre-Hasmonean documents found at Qumran
(e.g., 4QInst) are written in Hebrew as well. To be sure, in many instances, such as
the book of Ben Sira, these Hebrew documents betray their later origins through
pseudo-classicisms and reflections of their Aramaic environment.'> Nevertheless,
there seems to be a general trend already in the early half of the Hellenistic period,
manifest also in a move from Aramaic to Hebrew on coins, toward the revival of
Hebrew as a medium for inscribing texts of national and religious significance. Thus
already in the first half of the Hellenistic period, “Hebrew” comes to be the idiom
that best reflects the claim of a text to provide access to pre-Hellenistic antiquity.
Two other dynamics that influenced the formation of Jewish texts at this time
were the experience of military conflict involving the Ptolemies and Seleucids and
then the decisive confrontation with Hellenistic rule and culture that took place in
the early second century BCE."* Antiochus IV, the Seleucid ruler at the time, was
virtually bankrupted in the wake of a decisive defeat by the Romans in 189 and the
following imposition of draconian tribute payments in 188. This formed part of the
context under which he acceded to the proposal by Jason, a member of the Zadokite
priestly lineage of the Jerusalem temple, to purchase the high priesthood and insti-
tute a series of Hellenistic reforms that would transform Jerusalem into a Greek
polis. Though Antiochus IV is known to have instituted some Hellenistic city
foundings elsewhere in his empire, particularly Syria, the impetus for Hellenization
here initially seems to have come from local aristocratic leadership, intent on gain-
ing some of the taxation benefits and cultural prestige that 