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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The five Qumran manuscripts labeled 4QReworked Pentateuch (4Q158;
4Q364-367) have come to function in the last several years as a con-
necting link between two scholarly discourses that had previously been
carried on largely independently of one another. On the one hand, the
finds in the caves surrounding Khirbet Qumran had revolutionized
the discussion of the textual history of the Hebrew Bible: nonsectarian,
Hebrew manuscripts containing text types previously known only
from the Samaritan or Greek versions—and others that departed from
all known versions—indicated that the text of the Hebrew Bible was
far from fixed in the final centuries before the turn of the millennium,
but existed in a pluriformity scarcely imagined earlier.! On the other
hand, prompted by the discovery and publication of texts such as the
Genesis Apocryphon and the Temple Scroll, other scholars were dis-
cussing the phenomenon of ‘rewritten Scripture,” in which Second
Temple authors expressed exegetical and theological opinions by pre-
senting a new version of scriptural narratives and laws.

! See e.g. Eugene Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel
and Jesus,” in Congress Volume Basel 2001 (ed. Andre Lemaire; VTSup 92; Leiden:
Brill, 2002), 85-108; Michael Segal, “The Text of the Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” Materia Giudaica 12 (2007): 5-20; Emanuel Tov, “The Many Forms of
Hebrew Scripture: Reflections in Light of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentateuch,” in
From Qumran to Aleppo (ed. Armin Lange et al.; FRLANT 230; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 2009), 11-28.

% The term ‘rewritten Bible’ was coined by Geza Vermes in 1961; see idem, Scripture
and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2nd ed.; StPB 4; Leiden: Brill, 1973). Since
Vermes’s publication, there has been much debate over the meaning and proper appli-
cation of the term. For recent overviews, see Moshe J. Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible:
A Generic Category Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness?,” Textus 22 (2005): 169-96;
Anders Klostergaard Petersen, “Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon—Genre,
Textual Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?,” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls
and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. Anthony
Hilhorst et al.; JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 285-306. In the last decade or so, the
term ‘rewritten Bible’ has tended to be replaced by ‘rewritten Scripture,” in recognition
of the fact that, at the time these texts were composed, there was no ‘Bible’ in the
modern sense of a fixed collection of fixed forms of certain books. See e.g. James
C. VanderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations in Some Rewritten Scriptural Works,”
in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. Edward
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Onto the scene came the 4QReworked Pentateuch (4QRP) manu-
scripts in 1994, the year that 4Q364-367 were published in DJD 13.°
(4Q158 was published in DJD 5 by John Allegro, but had received vir-
tually no attention.)* These fragmentary manuscripts, all dating from
the first century B.C.E., fit only uneasily into existing categories.” On
the one hand, they shared many features with texts classified as ‘rewrit-
ten Scripture’: they contained expansions, rearrangements, paraphrases,
and other types of changes vis-a-vis known versions of the pentateuchal
text. On the other hand, in some ways they seemed much closer to the
Pentateuch than any of the examples of ‘rewritten Scripture’: many
fragments contained simply the text as known from elsewhere, with
little or no variation. Unlike the Temple Scroll, Jubilees, or the Genesis
Apocryphon, these texts showed no hint of a new narrative setting: no
new speaker or claim to constitute divine revelation. Therefore, although
the official editors initially labeled the five 4QRP Mmss as copies of an
extrabiblical interpretive composition (‘rewritten Scripture’), other
scholars, and ultimately the editors themselves, have argued that the
manuscripts are in fact biblical manuscripts: versions of the Pentateuch
expanded beyond what anyone had seen or thought possible before, but
versions of the Pentateuch nonetheless.®

In their position at this juncture between two discourses—which,
rightly, have begun to merge—the 4QRP Mmss constitute critical evi-
dence relevant to a number of issues. These include the status of the
pentateuchal text in the late Second Temple period, the relationship
(both intended and perceived) between ‘rewritten Scripture’ texts and
the Scripture they rewrite, the nature of scribal activity in this period,
and the history of exegesis. Yet the 4QRP mss have not been subjected
to a thorough, detailed analysis from the point of view of the specific
techniques and strategies that they use to rework the pentateuchal text.
This study will fill that gap, providing the foundation for a better

D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 41-56, at pp. 42-43;
Petersen, “Rewritten Bible,” 286-88.

3 Emanuel Tov and Sidnie White (Crawford), “Reworked Pentateuch,” in Qumran
Cave 4, VIII (by Harold Attridge et al.; DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 187-351.

* John Allegro, Qumrdn Cave 4, I (DJD 5; Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 1-6.

* There is no clear evidence upon which to date the 4QRP mss other than paleogra-
phy, which of course means that the composition(s) contained in these Mss could be older
than the first century B.C.E. For the paleographical details, see John Strugnell, “Notes
en Marge du Volume V des ‘Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan,”” RevQ 7
(1970): 163-276, at p. 168; Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:201, 260, 336, 346.

¢ See below, pp. 4-6.
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understanding both of the manuscripts themselves and of their impact
on the broader issues just mentioned.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The study and publication of what are now known as the five 4QRP
Mss began, as mentioned above, with Allegro’s publication of 4Q158,
under the title 4QBiblical Paraphrase, in DJD 5 (1968). This edition,
typical of those in DJD 5, is inexact and contains almost no commen-
tary. Although Allegro’s desire to get the Scrolls published and into the
hands of scholars as quickly as possible is admirable,” one wonders
whether the utter lack of contextualization was one reason the text
received almost no attention for the next thirty years. In any case, the
edition contains many errors, some but not all of which were noted by
John Strugnell in a review article published in 1970.® Because of the
difficulties with the existing edition, my own transcription of 4Q158 is
provided in Appendix 1.°

4Q158 began to receive more attention when it was identified by
Emanuel Tov and Sidnie White (Crawford) as another manuscript
copy of the composition they had labeled 4QReworked Pentateuch,
extant in the four manuscripts 4Q364-367, which they were editing
for DJD 13. The editors characterized this composition as an interpre-
tive work which “contained a running text of the Pentateuch inter-
spersed with exegetical additions and omissions.”® Although physical
overlaps between the five manuscripts are minimal, Tov and Crawford
argued that they “share important characteristics” and therefore should
be regarded as multiple copies of a single composition."!

Two aspects in particular of Tov and Crawford’s characterization of the
five 4QRP Mss have drawn criticism from other scholars. First is the
identification of the five manuscripts as copies of a single composition.

7 See the intriguing account of Allegro’s conflicts with other members of the first
Scrolls publication team and his frustration over the slow pace of publication in the
recent biography by his daughter: Judith Anne Brown, John Marco Allegro: Maverick
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005).

¢ Strugnell, “Notes en Marge.”

° A completely new edition of 4Q158 is being prepared by Prof. Moshe Bernstein
and myself for inclusion in a forthcoming revision of the DJD 5 materials, edited by
Prof. Bernstein and Prof. George Brooke.

10 Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:191.

1 Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:191.
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The few physical overlaps between the manuscripts are so minor as to
be virtually useless: in all of them the overlap occurs in a section where
the manuscripts are following the scriptural text closely, and there are
only two cases where any two of the 4QRP Mss share a unique reading
against all other known witnesses. They are very minor: 4Q364 17 3
and 4Q365 8a-b 1 both read |17 where the Masoretic Text (MT)
and the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) have PR in Exod 26:34; and
4Q158 1-2 7 and 4Q364 5b ii 13 both read 9AKX" where the MT, SP,
and the Septuagint (G) have XIp" in Gen 32:31."* Several scholars
have argued that this is insufficient textual evidence for regarding the
manuscripts as copies of the same composition, and have rejected the
editors’ appeal to shared characteristics like exegetical additions and
omissions as overly vague. Michael Segal and Moshe Bernstein both
argue that the various manuscripts do not all deal with the scriptural
text in the same way, and therefore the five manuscripts should not be
regarded as copies of the same composition.”” George Brooke, taking
a different approach, has shown that, in cases where there is an overlap
or near-overlap between two fragments, they can almost never be
reconstructed as having the same text. He therefore suggests that it
would be more appropriate to refer to the five manuscripts as 4QRP
A-E, indicating related but not identical compositions, than to regard
them as copies of the same work, 4QRP**.!*

The other major point on which Tov and Crawford have been crit-
icized is their characterization of 4QRP as an extrabiblical, non-
authoritative text. Eugene Ulrich and James VanderKam have both
suggested that the types of exegetical changes evident in the 4QRP mss
are precisely those that characterize the still-fluid biblical text in the
Second Temple period.”” Michael Segal has espoused a variant form of

2 Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:188, 190. For more on the latter reading, see
section 2.1.1.

3 Moshe J. Bernstein, “Pentateuchal Interpretation at Qumran,” in The Dead Sea
Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. Peter W. Flint and James
C. VanderKam; 2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1:128-59, at p. 134; idem, “Rewritten
Bible,” 196; Michael Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?,” in The Dead
Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years After Their Discovery (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusa-
lem: Israel Exploration Society/Shrine of the Book, Israel Museum, 2000), 391-99, at
pp. 396-97.

4 George J. Brooke, “4Q158: Reworked Pentateuch® or Reworked Pentateuch A?,”
DSD 8 (2001): 219-41.

> Eugene Ulrich, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Biblical Text,” in The Dead Sea
Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. Peter W. Flint and James
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this position, arguing that 4Q364-367 most likely represent biblical
texts, but that 4Q158 belongs to the category of rewritten Scripture.'

In the past several years, both Tov and Crawford have changed their
initial positions, such that both now accept the argument that the
4QRP mss may well represent expanded biblical texts. Tov argues in
recent publications that the treatment of the biblical text in the 4QRP
Mss is so similar to what we find in expansive biblical texts like the
Samaritan Pentateuch and some parts of the Septuagint that 4QRP
must be considered “Hebrew Scripture.” He notes that, if texts like the
pre-SP manuscripts'” and the Hebrew Vorlagen for G were considered
authoritative Scripture, it is highly likely that 4QRP was considered
authoritative as well.'® Crawford is somewhat more cautious. She acknowl-
edges that at least some of the 4QRP Mss “were meant by the scribes
that prepared them to be read as regular pentateuchal texts,” but notes
that we have little clear evidence that they were considered authorita-
tive by any particular group.”” Even within the Qumran community,

C. VanderKam; 2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1:79-100, at p. 88; idem, “Text of the
Hebrew Scriptures,” 102-3; James C. VanderKam, “Questions of Canon Viewed through
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James
A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrikson, 2002), 91-109, at pp. 96-100. See also Armin
Lange, “The Status of the Biblical Texts in the Qumran Corpus and the Canonical
Process,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries
(ed. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 21-30,
at p. 27.

¢ Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch,” 394-95.

17T use the term ‘pre-SP’ throughout this study to refer to those manuscripts that
contain many of the same features as SP but lack the explicitly sectarian elements,
such as the Samaritan version of the tenth commandment, which prescribes worship
upon Mt. Gerizim. A text similar to these pre-SP mMss must have served as the Vorlage
for SP, whose editor is now known to have made relatively minor changes to an exist-
ing Hebrew text-type. On this issue, see further the introduction to ch. 4. With the
term ‘pre-SP’ (instead of the older term ‘proto-SP’), I mean to indicate the textual
affiliation of these Mss with SP, without implying that there is anything specifically
‘Samaritan’ about them.

'8 See Emanuel Tov, “3 Kingdoms Compared with Similar Rewritten Composi-
tions,” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour
of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. Anthony Hilhorst et al.; JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill,
2007), 345-66, at pp. 365-66; idem, “Many Forms,” 26. Unlike Crawford, who accepts
Brooke’s argument concerning the relation of the five manuscripts to one another,
Tov nowhere in these newer articles addresses the issue of whether the 4QRP Mmss
represent a single composition, and continues to talk about 4QRP as if it were a single
text. For Crawford’s position, see Sidnie White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second
Temple Times (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 39.

1 Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 56-57. Crawford’s discussion of the status of the
4QRP wmss in this book focuses exclusively on 4Q364 and 4Q365. However, her argu-
ments here are not substantially different from those made in an earlier article regarding
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Crawford argues, we cannot be sure that any of the 4QRP Mss were
accepted as a copy of the Pentateuch.”’ At the same time as Tov and
Crawford have changed their positions, however, their original stance—
that the 4QRP Mss represent something other than copies of the
Pentateuch—continues to find some support among scholars.!

4QRP as a whole; Sidnie White Crawford, “The ‘Rewritten’ Bible at Qumran: A Look
at Three Texts,” Erlsr 26 (1999): 1-8 (Eng.). A position similar to Crawford’s is pre-
sented by Daniel K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures
in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 8; London: T&T Clark,
2007), 111.

2 Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 57. The presence of these manuscripts at Qumran
naturally raises questions about their origins and relation to the Qumran community,
which in turn may have implications for the question of their authority for that com-
munity. The paleographic date of all five Mss in the first century B.C.E., along with the
fact that the three best-preserved mss (4Q158, 364, and 365) are written in what Tov
has termed the “Qumran scribal practice,” suggests that at least some of the mMss were
produced at Qumran; see Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in
the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 261-73. As noted
above, this does not mean that members of the Qumran community were actually
responsible for the distinctive features of the manuscripts; that is, the manuscripts
could be copies of earlier revisions of the Pentateuch (or copies of earlier extrabiblical
compositions, depending upon one’s perspective). If the manuscripts are subsequent
copies of already-existing texts, then it would appear that someone within the Qumran
community regarded these texts as important enough to be recopied, suggesting that
at least someone accepted them as copies of the Pentateuch or as otherwise authorita-
tive. There is very little evidence to go on, but two factors might point to an earlier
origin for the 4QRP texts than the paleographical date of the manuscripts. First, none
of the unique readings in the 4QRP Mss seem to reflect the ideology of the Qumran
community. (Roger Nam’s identification of two minor variants as betraying sectarian
motivations fails to convince; see idem, “How to Rewrite Torah: The Case for Proto-
Sectarian Ideology in the Reworked Pentateuch (4QRP),” RevQ 23 (2007): 153-65.) It
might be expected that, if the Qumran sectarians had produced these texts, they may
have inserted more of their own ideology into them in the course of their rewriting.
Second, two of the 4QRP mss have points of substantial overlap with other Second
Temple compositions: 4Q364 expands the episode of Jacob’s departure for Haran
(Gen 28:1-5) in a manner similar to Jubilees, and 4Q365 shows close connections to
the Temple Scroll in frag. 23 (the wood offering) and in 4Q365a frag. 2 (instructions
for a Temple court). (On these cases see sections 3.1.1 and 3.2.1 below. I regard
4Q365a as part of 4Q365.) The precise relationship between the versions of the Jacob
story in Jubilees and in 4Q364 is unclear. In the case of the 4Q365 materials, however,
a literary relationship with the Temple Scroll seems very likely. Given that the Temple
Scroll seems to present a more developed version of the text in the case of its overlaps
with 4Q365a 2, it appears more probable that TS drew upon 4Q365 or a text very like
it rather than the other way around (see below, ch. 3, n. 56). If this is true, then the
version of the Pentateuch represented by 4Q365 must have been produced prior to
the composition of TS, which probably occurred in the mid-second century B.C.E.
(for this date, see ch. 5, n. 2).

21 See especially Moshe J. Bernstein, “What Has Happened to the Laws? The Treat-
ment of Legal Material in 4QReworked Pentateuch,” DSD 15 (2008): 24-49, at pp.
48-49. Especially because of the ways the 4QRP mss deal with legal material, including
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All this discussion has certainly advanced our understanding of the
4QRP wmss, but several key issues remain insufficiently explored. For
instance, Brooke has demonstrated convincingly on the basis of the
physical evidence of the manuscripts that the five 4QRP mss should
not be considered copies of the same work.”> But what of the claim of
Bernstein and Segal, that qualitative differences in exegetical technique
separate the manuscripts from one another? This claim has not yet
been accompanied by detailed analysis of the techniques and purposes
of scriptural reworking in each of the five manuscripts. Segal has pub-
lished an article examining the reworking of Scripture in 4Q158, but
there has been no similar investigation of 4Q364-367.” In general,
although much has been made of the rewriting of Scripture that goes
on in the 4QRP mMss, treatment of this issue has been short on detail.
Segal and Bernstein offer in-depth analyses of the subsections that they
treat in recent articles (Segal’s on 4Q158 and Bernstein’s on the legal
material in all five Mss).”* Yet two recent monographs focusing on
rewritten Scripture, each of which devotes a chapter to the 4QRP texts,
address only a few of the most well-known additions and alterations
preserved in them, and shed little light on the full range of ways in
which these manuscripts rewrite Scripture.”” Issues also arise in rela-
tion to the now quite popular position that the 4QRP mss represent
copies of the Pentateuch.

1.2 A ‘CONTINUUM OF SCRIPTURAL REWORKING

The observation made by Ulrich, VanderKam, and others that there
is a fundamental similarity between the textual reworking evident in
some expanded copies of biblical books and the reworking evident
in the 4QRP wmss is insightful and correct. However, that observation

the possibility that major sections of biblical law were omitted, Bernstein hesitates to
label any of the 4QRP mss as pentateuchal. He does, however, recognize the alterna-
tive as a possibility, and concedes that 4Q364 “might very well be” pentateuchal,
because of its relatively conservative rewriting. (On rewriting in 4Q364, see further
below, sections 3.1 and 3.5.) Following Bernstein is Torleif Elgvin, “Sixty Years of
Qumran Research: Implications for Biblical Studies,” SEA 73 (2008): 7-28, at p- 16.

22 See n. 14 above.

# Michael Segal, “Biblical Exegesis in 4Q158: Techniques and Genre,” Textus 19
(1998): 45-62.

24 See above, nn. 21 and 23.

» Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 107-19; Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 39-59.
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in itself does not prove that the 4QRP mss were simply copies of the
Pentateuch. Instead, it leads to a host of related considerations.*

Stress on the similarity between the methods of reworking in copies
of biblical books and in 4QRP has been accompanied by the detection
of essentially the same methods in other texts, texts which are usually
categorized as rewritten Scripture (e.g. Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, and
the Genesis Apocryphon). This has led several scholars to postulate the
existence of a sort of ‘continuum’ or ‘spectrum’ upon which the vari-
ous texts that rework Scripture can be plotted, from texts that depart
relatively infrequently and in more minor ways from the scriptural
text as known from elsewhere to those that make frequent, major
changes.” Thus, for the Pentateuch, the pre-SP texts from Qumran
and SP itself, with their relatively restrained changes, would be close
to one end of the continuum, the 4QRP mss would be somewhat far-
ther along, Jubilees and the Temple Scroll farther along still, and texts
like the Genesis Apocryphon close to the other end.”

Anyone with even a casual familiarity with the contents of these
texts is likely to perceive the intuitive appeal of such a continuum.
While its heuristic value is clear, however, this model also presents
some problems. To begin with, the intuitive plotting of points along
the spectrum has not been accompanied by the kind of study that
would provide empirical support. Such study would involve a thor-
ough examination of the ways in which each text reworks Scripture,
and then a comparison of the texts in order to determine the simi-
larities and differences between them. For all the work done on these
texts, systematic investigations of this type that compare the methods
and goals of scriptural reworking in each text to those of other texts

% For an in-depth discussion of whether the 4QRP Mmss can be identified conclu-
sively as copies of the Pentateuch, see Molly M. Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing
the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of the
Above?,” DSD 15 (2008): 315-39.

7 George J. Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms: Issues for Under-
standing the Text of the Bible,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean
Desert Discoveries (ed. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London: British Library,
2002), 31-40; VanderKam, “Wording of Biblical Citations,” 46; idem, “Questions of
Canon,” 99, 108; Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 13-14. The idea of a continuum of
reworking seems to be endorsed more implicitly by Petersen, “Rewritten Bible.” It
should be emphasized that Brooke and VanderKam do not explore the idea at length.
Crawford, on the other hand, returns to the concept at several points (see n. 31 below).

8 This characterization is similar to that of Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 13-14.
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on the spectrum have not yet been carried out.” We still lack an accu-
rate understanding of the methods by which Scripture was reworked
in the late Second Temple period, of the relation between those meth-
ods and the particular theological or exegetical issues addressed by a
given reworking, and of how to measure or evaluate appropriately the
distance of a given work from its scriptural source text. A sustained
comparative investigation is necessary to answer these questions.
Second, insufficient attention has been paid to the question of how
the idea of the continuum relates to the problem—most salient for the
4QRP mss—of determining whether a work was intended as ‘biblical’;
that is, as a copy or new edition of a biblical book, or as ‘rewritten
Scripture’: a new work that draws on one or more biblical books.* In
her new monograph, Crawford repeatedly notes that there is a point

# Key publications on SP, the pre-SP texts, and the Temple Scroll are cited in chs.
4 and 5 below; see especially ch. 4, nn. 1, 5, 6; and ch. 5, nn. 2-4, 8. Important studies
of the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees that focus on issues of textual reworking
include Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20): A
Commentary (3rd ed.; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2004), 40-43; Moshe J. Bern-
stein, “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in
the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 3 (1996): 37-57; J.T.A.G.M. van Ruiten, “The Rewrit-
ing of Exodus 24:12-18 in Jubilees 1:1-4,” BN 79 (1995): 25-29; idem, “The Relation-
ship Between Exod 31,12-17 and Jubilees 2,1.17-33,” in Studies in the Book of Exodus:
Redaction—Reception—Interpretation (ed. Marc Vervenne; BETL 126; Leuven: Peeters,
1996), 567-75; idem, Primaeval History Interpreted: The Rewriting of Genesis 1-11 in
the Book of Jubilees (JSJSup 66; Leiden: Brill, 2000). The studies of biblical interpreta-
tion in Jubilees by Endres and VanderKam focus primarily on interpretive method,
but do make mention of some rewriting techniques as well (for the distinction, see
section 1.3.1 below): John C. Endres, Biblical Interpretation in the Book of Jubilees
(CBQMS 18; Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical Association, 1987), 196-225; James
C. VanderKam, “Biblical Interpretation in I Enoch and Jubilees,” in The Pseudepigrapha
and Early Biblical Interpretation (ed. James H. Charlesworth and Craig A. Evans;
JSPSup 14; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 96-125.

% Generally I agree that the terms ‘Scripture’ and ‘scriptural’ are more appropriate
than ‘Bible’ and ‘biblical’ in reference to texts of the Second Temple period, since there
was no fixed canon of Scripture at this point and the forms of the particular books
that were later included in the Hebrew Bible were still somewhat fluid (see n. 15
above). However, the term ‘scriptural’ becomes problematic in discussions about whether
a particular manuscript represents a copy or edition of a book that later became part
of the Hebrew Bible, because even a rewritten text that is intended as a new literary
work (like Jubilees or the Temple Scroll) may have been ‘scriptural’ in the sense that
it may have been regarded as sacred and authoritative. The term ‘scriptural’ does not
get at the literary issue of whether a rewritten work should be considered a copy of
the book or books it rewrites or a new work altogether. Therefore, I occasionally use
the term ‘biblical’ to refer to a copy or edition of a book that later became part of the
Hebrew Bible. The term should not be taken to imply anything about the status of the
canon in the last two centuries B.C.E. For a fuller explanation of the issues, see Zahn,
“4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts,” 317-19.
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on the spectrum “in which the scribal manipulation of the base text is
so extensive that a recognizably new work is created.”" In this concep-
tion, which others also appear to share, there is a quantity of change
or difference from the known scriptural text beyond which a work can
no longer be considered ‘Bible’ and must be termed ‘rewritten Bible’
(or ‘rewritten Scripture’).’> Again, this position makes intuitive sense,
but lacks precision: how much difference is ‘too much’? Does the type
of difference matter? Michael Segal has argued persuasively that it is
not the sheer amount of difference from the base text that qualifies a
work as ‘rewritten Scripture,” but rather specific types of changes: a
new narrative setting, a new speaker, a new scope. In his view, ancient
editors used specific literary techniques in order to indicate to the
reader that, despite sometimes pervasive reuse of a biblical source,
their work was not intended as a copy or new edition of the book(s)
they rewrote, but as a new literary entity.”

This distinction between quantity of difference and quality of difter-
ence is critical to a proper understanding of the 4QRP Mmss, as well as
other similar works. If we classify the 4QRP Mss as copies of the Pen-
tateuch, it should not be primarily because of their closeness to the
pentateuchal text relative to other works, but because there is no liter-
ary or formal indication that they are anything other than penta-
teuchal. Conversely, if we classify the Temple Scroll or Jubilees as
non-biblical (though quite probably scriptural!) compositions, it
should not be primarily because of the amount of difference between
them and the text of the Pentateuch, but because each has been given
a new literary setting and a new literary voice.*

Thus while the idea of a continuum or spectrum of scriptural
reworking is a helpful one, it has yet to be fully fleshed out. Besides a

1 Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 14. See also p. 62 and especially p. 86: “[T]hey [sc.
TS and Jubilees] have both departed from their pentateuchal base texts far enough to
be termed separate works.” (My emphasis.)

32 Both Moshe Bernstein and, following him, James VanderKam speak of a “bor-
der” (albeit poorly marked) “between biblical texts and biblical interpretation”; Bern-
stein, “Pentateuchal Interpretation at Qumran,” 134. See also VanderKam, “Wording
of Biblical Citations,” 46.

3 Michael Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at
Qumran (ed. Matthias Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-29.

3 Both works are depicted as divine revelation to Moses on Mt. Sinai; in the Tem-
ple Scroll, God speaks to Moses directly; in Jubilees, the divine word is mediated
through the Angel of the Presence. See Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,”
21-23.
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fuller investigation of the texts involved so as to plot more accurately
the points on this continuum, more consideration is needed of the
relationship between methods of reworking and the intended status of
the resulting composition. The previous paragraph indicates that we
cannot simply draw a line on a quantitative scale beyond which it is
no longer possible for a rewritten text to be considered a copy of a
biblical book. However, this does not mean that there is no connection
between the methods by which a text reworks Scripture and the status
intended for that text. Perhaps particular types of changes occur with
particular frequency in particular types of works; perhaps there is no
correlation. Part of my task in what follows will be to gather the data
to attempt an answer to these questions.

1.3 THE APPROACH OF THIS STUDY

In what follows I will begin to address some of the difficulties noted
above. This study consists of a detailed analysis of the ways Scripture
is reworked in 4Q158 (chapter 2) and the remaining 4QRP mss (chap-
ter 3), accompanied by a comparison of the techniques found there
with those evidenced by the Samaritan Pentateuch and the pre-Samar-
itan texts from Qumran on the one hand (chapter 4), and by the Tem-
ple Scroll (TS) on the other (chapter 5). I devote a separate chapter to
4Q158 because its relatively small size but relatively extensive rework-
ing of its pentateuchal Vorlage allows for a richer analysis than is pos-
sible for the very large 4Q364 and 4Q365 or the poorly-preserved
4Q366 and 4Q367.” The comparative chapters 4 and 5 are meant to
provide context for the scriptural reworking attested in the 4QRP Mmss,
so as to begin working toward a more comprehensive understanding
of the role such reworking plays in Second Temple texts. These par-
ticular texts suggest themselves as points of comparison both because
they lie on either side of the 4QRP Mss in the ‘spectrum’ of rewritten
texts described above and because each has frequently been compared
to or discussed alongside the 4QRP mss. In my analysis, I will focus
primarily on the details and method of the reworking itself—what I
call ‘compositional technique’—but will also consider the motivation

% See further the introduction to ch. 2.
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behind particular changes—the interpretive decision(s) that led the
author to make a given change.*

Because the focus of my project is on the methods and goals of
textual reworking in the 4QRP wmss, I will pay relatively little attention
to the question of whether the 4QRP mss are copies of the Pentateuch
or represent new compositions, though I will return to this issue in the
Conclusion. In the current state of research, I do not believe a defini-
tive decision can be made regarding the status of these texts.”” How-
ever, I find the literary features mentioned above—the fact that the
4QRP Mss preserve no voice or setting different from that of the Pen-
tateuch—quite compelling evidence that these mss were originally
copies of the Pentateuch. This issue still requires further study, but in
light of the work that has been done to date I am inclined to regard
the 4QRP mss as most likely pentateuchal.’®

1.3.1 Compositional Technique and Exegesis

I use the term ‘compositional technique’ to refer to the procedure by
which a given verse or pericope is reworked in the texts I examine. A
compositional technique is a specific way of manipulating or altering
the base text, such as addition of new text, rearrangement, or para-
phrase. Below, I will lay out a basic typology of compositional tech-
niques, which I will employ in my analysis of the 4QRP Mmss, the pre-SP
texts and SP, and the Temple Scroll. First, however, it is necessary to
distinguish ‘compositional technique’ from the terms ‘exegesis’ and
‘exegetical technique,” which have often been used in its stead.
Scholars of rewritten Scripture frequently refer to alterations of the
scriptural source as ‘exegesis’ and the various methods by which this
is accomplished as ‘exegetical techniques.” This terminology, how-

% For clarification of the term ‘compositional technique’ and the reasons for sepa-
rating textual reworking per se from the interpretive processes underlying it, see sec-
tion 1.3.1.

7 See Zahn, “4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts.”

% For some suggestions regarding the direction future research might take in order
to answer this question more definitively, see section 6.2.3 in the Conclusion.

¥ E.g. Brooke, “4Q158,” 224; Bernstein, “Re-Arrangement,” 39; Crawford, Rewriting
Scripture, 52 and elsewhere; Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 45; Emanuel Tov, “Rewritten
Bible Compositions and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention to the Samaritan
Pentateuch,” DSD 5 (1998): 334-54, at p. 334. This understanding also lies behind
the generally broad use of the term ‘inner-biblical exegesis’ to refer to a variety of
types of deliberate reuse of one biblical text by another; see the discussion (and the
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ever, conflates two different aspects of textual rewriting: the decision
that a text should say something other than what it currently says—an
act of interpretation—and the reformulation of the text to reflect that
interpretation. The interpretive decision as to what a text means is
fundamentally different from the decision to present that interpreta-
tion in a particular way.* This can be seen most clearly from cases
where the same interpretive decision is presented in multiple ways.
For example, both the Damascus Document (CD) and the Temple
Scroll condemn the marriage of a niece and her uncle. Doubtless this
opinion was reached through reflection on the biblical laws on forbid-
den marriages, perhaps in light of the situation of the reader’s own
community—that is, the decision was reached through exegesis.* Yet
the same interpretation is presented differently in each text. CD uses
the form of lemma + comment: after noting that the text’s opponents
“defile the sanctuary” through, among other things, “each taking the
daughter of his brother or the daughter of his sister,” the author cites
in support of this position Lev 18:13, which forbids intercourse between
a man and his aunt (CD 5:6-8). The author then comments upon the
verse to show precisely how it supports his claim: “Now the law of
forbidden unions is written for [i.e. from the perspective of] males,
but like them are the women” (CD 5:9-10). The Temple Scroll, on the
other hand, does not present its interpretation in the form of com-
mentary, but simply constructs an analogous law: “A man shall not
take the daughter of his brother or the daughter of his sister, for it is

argument for a narrower definition) in Benjamin D. Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scrip-
ture: Allusion in Isaiah 40-66 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 23-25.

0" A rare instance in which this distinction is recognized explicitly is Moshe J. Bern-
stein and Shlomo A. Koyfman, “The Interpretation of Biblical Law in the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Forms and Methods,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. Matthias
Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 61-87, at pp. 65-66. Bernstein and Koyfman
distinguish between the “form” of interpretation—“the way the interpretation is
articulated”—and the “method” of interpretation—“the way the interpretation is
arrived at.” Fishbane seems also to recognize this issue, while nonetheless using ‘exe-
gesis’ in a broad sense: noting that “inner-biblical exegesis” encompasses a whole vari-
ety of ways in which and purposes for which a later text reworks an earlier one, he
goes on to ask “How, in the diversity of cases, is exegetical technique related to literary
form?”; Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1985), 13-14.

4 See Lawrence H. Schiffman, “Laws Pertaining to Women in the Temple Scroll,”
in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. Devorah Dimant and Uriel Rap-
paport; STD]J 10; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 210-28, at p. 227; Bernard M. Levinson, “Textual
Criticism, Assyriology, and the History of Interpretation: Deuteronomy 13:7a as a
Test Case in Method,” JBL 120 (2001): 211-43, at p. 232.
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an abomination” (TS 66:16-17). The opinion and by all likelihood the
interpretive reasoning are the same, but the presentation is totally dif-
ferent. Therefore, instead of referring to both interpretation and pre-
sentation as ‘exegesis,” I would restrict this term to the former process
only: the interpretation of a text; the process of coming to a decision
about the meaning or appropriate application of the text. ‘Exegetical
technique’ would then refer to the means by which such decisions are
reached. (Rabbinic hermeneutical principles such as gezera shava and
qal wa-homer in my mind constitute exegetical techniques.)* The
method by which one chooses to present one’s interpretation is what I
have chosen to refer to as ‘compositional technique.’

This distinction between compositional technique and exegesis is
not simply a terminological quibble. It is necessary for a proper under-
standing of the texts, because interpretation (exegesis) and rewriting
are not the same procedure, and we use different tools to recognize
them. Compositional techniques can be identified by comparison of
the rewritten text with its scriptural source; that is, by a fairly empiri-
cal process.” On the other hand, determining the exegetical or theo-
logical purpose behind a particular change is a much more subjective
procedure, involving judgments about the concerns or goals of the
author.** Mixing the two categories blends two steps into one: the

4 Similarly, e.g., Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 14. Along the same lines, Bern-
stein and Koyfman classify such techniques as “methods of interpretation”; “Interpre-
tation of Biblical Law,” 75-86.

* This is not to imply that identification of the scriptural source being reused at
any given point, or the description of the nature of that reuse, is free of controversy;
see for example the problems discussed by Sommer, Prophet, 32-33, and especially
Jeffery M. Leonard, “Identifying Inner-Biblical Allusions: Psalm 78 as a Test Case,”
JBL 127 (2008): 241-65.

“ By shifting the terms slightly to speak of “exegetical or theological purpose,” I am
consciously implying an overlap or ambiguity between the exegetical and the theo-
logical. On the one hand, I wish to avoid the impression that all changes in a rewritten
text stem from what has sometimes been referred to as ‘pure exegesis’—ostensibly a
straightforward attempt to respond to a perceived difficulty in the text. Many changes
in rewritten texts reflect ideological positions that may or may not have any connec-
tion to the particular passage in which the change occurs. On the other hand, even
changes that do not seem to spring directly from reflection upon the text at hand often
do respond to some feature of the base text—something in the text provides the “exe-
getical stimulus,” as Kugel puts it, for a change that may do much more than simply
interpret or clarify the text at hand. Therefore, ‘ideological’ or ‘theological’ changes in
rewritten texts (sometimes referred to as ‘applied exegesis’) cannot really be distin-
guished from ‘exegetical’ ones. See James L. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998), 21-22. For a similar point pertaining to the
pentateuchal Targumim, see Alexander Samely, The Interpretation of Speech in the
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identification of the author’s concern or problem, and the identifica-
tion of the means used by the author to address the concern. It risks
creating the impression that a particular hermeneutical issue is only
addressed compositionally in one particular way. More often, the cat-
egorization of a particular change in terms of the exegesis behind it
means that the compositional technique by which a change is made is
left unaddressed.

A brief example will clarify what I mean. Michael Wise presents a
full “compositional analysis” of the Temple Scroll in his 1990 mono-
graph, in which he catalogs the text’s relationship to the biblical source
according to categories such as “verbatim quotation,” “paraphrase,”
and “free composition.”® These categories do represent what I would
call compositional techniques. However, Wise also includes the cate-
gories “midrashic usage” and “halakhic exegesis.”*® Thus he labels TS
43:12b a “halakhic exegesis” of Deut 14:24b. According to this penta-
teuchal verse, those who live at a great distance from the Temple are
permitted to convert their tithes into money and buy equivalent meat
and produce upon arrival at the Temple, instead of bringing their own.
Wise’s assessment is undoubtedly correct from an exegetical perspec-
tive: TS interprets Deuteronomy’s inexact phrase DIpAN JAN PR7Y 72,
“if the place is too far from you,” by defining the distance beyond
which one could convert tithes as a three-days’ journey from the Tem-
ple. This certainly qualifies as halakhic exegesis. But this label indicates
nothing about the actual form in which TS presents its interpretation.
The author could have reproduced Deut 14:24b verbatim, for instance,
and then simply added a modifier, such as J77...01pNAN TR P 2
... NwHW, “if the place...is at a distance from you of a three-days’
journey...” Instead, the author presents the law by means of the com-
positional technique of paraphrase, recasting it from the second person
to the third person and removing Deuteronomy’s oblique reference to
the Temple as DIPAN, “the place™ TIT WIPNA A pPrnNl 0aWYM
... nwHw, “But those who live at a distance from the Temple of a
three-days’ journey...” Wise’s language accurately identifies the exegetical

» «

Pentateuch Targums: A Study of Method and Presentation in Targumic Exegesis (TSAJ
27; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1992), 82-85. For the terms ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ exegesis, see
Geza Vermes, “Bible and Midrash: Early Old Testament Exegesis,” in Post-Biblical
Jewish Studies (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 59-91.
* Michael Owen Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll from Qumran Cave 11
(SAOC 49; Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1990), 205-42.
6 For the full list of categories, see Wise, Critical Study, 208.
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procedure behind the change, but does not account for the particular
textual form in which TS presents its exegesis.”” For a full under-
standing of works that rewrite Scripture, both aspects—the composi-
tional and the exegetical—must be taken into account.

One final comment is necessary. Although I have stressed the need
to keep identification of compositional technique separate from iden-
tification of exegetical purpose, and noted that compositional tech-
nique can be deduced from the text while determining exegetical
purpose usually requires a broader understanding of the aims of the
author/editor, the two procedures are not entirely independent. Of
course determining the motivation for a given deviation from the
source text requires analysis of the rewritten text in its specific form.
Conversely, and perhaps less obviously, the basic judgment that a
given variation between a rewritten text and its scriptural source con-
stitutes a modification by the rewriter, as opposed to a variant reading
already present in the Vorlage, often depends upon the detection of an
exegetical or theological purpose that would explain why someone
would want to change the text in the first place. Since we know that
the pentateuchal text was still in flux in the late Second Temple period,
it is fallacious to assume that every difference between a rewritten text
and the Masoretic Text (or any other extant version) is the result of a
deliberate change by the author of the rewritten text. More will be said
about this below. In this context it is important to note that, especially
in the context of smaller additions or alterations, identifying a plau-
sible exegetical motive is often a prerequisite to being able to classify
a variant compositionally as an addition, alteration, etc.* Thus, even

¥ The same difficulty appears in Crawford’s analysis of the 4QRP mss (Crawford,
Rewriting Scripture, 40-46). She labels a number of changes in 4Q364, 4Q365, and
4Q158 “harmonistic changes”—that is, changes that do not involve brand-new, non-
pentateuchal material. One could debate Crawford’s definition of “harmonistic,”
which seems overly broad (on this issue, see further below, section 4.2). Also prob-
lematic, however, is the lack of indication that these “harmonistic changes” in fact
represent two or three different compositional techniques.

8 This is not as circular as it may sound. Detection of an exegetical motive behind
a particular variant allows for a stronger case to be made that the difference between
a rewritten text and its source should be attributed to the author of the later, rewritten
text. It does not, however, tell us anything about the compositional technique involved:
the decision whether the change constitutes addition or paraphrase or whatever is still
based on comparison of the formal elements of the two texts. In other words, one
must first determine that a given variant is likely to be a deliberate change on the part
of the rewritten text, and then determine which compositional technique was used to
make that change.
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though compositional technique and exegetical purpose should be
investigated separately, they cannot be studied in isolation from one
another.

1.3.2  The Categories of Compositional Technique Used in This Study

One of the difficulties with previous detailed studies of methods of
reworking in Second Temple texts is that each has focused on a single
text, or a section thereof, and has used its own system of categories
and terminology. The profusion of terminological systems naturally
complicates any attempt to compare the techniques used in different
texts. Out of the examples available, I have therefore tried to develop
as flexible a system of categories as possible, one that will allow for
precise description of all the texts I will discuss and facilitate easy com-
parison. I also hope to extend it in the future to texts that I cannot
address as a part of this project.

I have chosen to begin from the three most basic categories of
changes that can be made to a source text: additions, omissions, and
alterations. Models for this type of categorization can be found in
Judith Sanderson’s analysis of 4QpaleoExod™ and in the work of
Jacques van Ruiten on Jubilees.”” Much descriptive work can be accom-
plished simply by categorizing changes according to one of the three
above categories and according to their size (e.g. large additions, minor
additions, minor alterations, etc.). However, some further precision is
necessary, so I have developed the following subcategories:

A. Additions

A.1. Addition of New Material: This category will cover what we
most readily think of as ‘addition’: the insertion of new material not
attested elsewhere.

A.2. Addition of Material from Elsewhere: To this category belong
additions that derive their content and formulation from another
scriptural text (almost exclusively from the Pentateuch in the texts I
will examine).®® The source of the addition is not transposed, deleted,

¥ Judith E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExodM and the
Samaritan Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars, 1986). For van Ruiten’s works, see n. 29
above.

 Theoretically this category could also include additions drawing upon sources
that did not end up in the Hebrew Bible. We might even speculate that the discovery
of a new text that appears to have been a source for one of the texts I examine here
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or otherwise disturbed but remains ‘intact’ in its original location (in
contrast to rearrangement; see below). In other words, the material is
repeated in a new context, creating a duplication of sorts. The Samar-
itan Pentateuch contains many examples of this technique, for exam-
ple, the addition of parallel material from Deuteronomy 5 and 18 into
the Priestly version of the Decalogue in Exodus 20 (a change also
attested in 4Q158).

B. Omissions.

C. Alterations

C.1. Minor Alterations: In this category I include small-scale
changes, usually the use of a different form of a word or the replace-
ment of one or two words with other words. An example is the change
evident at Gen 2:2 in SP (and G), which reads "wwi D2 0198 5am,
“God finished on the sixth day,” for MT p'awn Ora 079X 97,
“God finished on the seventh day.”™"

C.2. Rearrangements: This category refers to instances where a pen-
tateuchal text is actually removed from its context in known versions
and put in a new position in the rewritten text; that is, the sequence of
the pentateuchal text is changed.

C.3. Paraphrase: In a way, this is rewriting in the most literal sense
of the word. Paraphrase reflects the same basic content as the source
passage, and may incorporate some of its significant terms, but other-
wise is formulated differently. It involves saying the same thing in dif-
ferent words. Technically, paraphrase usually consists of a series of
small additions (of new material or material from elsewhere), omis-
sions, alterations, and rearrangements.

C.4. Replacement with Material from Elsewhere: This category
involves the insertion of material from elsewhere into a new context,
as in the category Addition of Material from Elsewhere. It differs,
however, in that some text in the new location is omitted in the course
of the insertion. That is, it resembles a minor alteration, where one

might result in the ‘reclassification’ of some examples from ‘additions of new material’
to ‘additions of material from elsewhere.” As will become clear, however, use of this
technique in the texts dealt with here often seems to point to a developing ‘canon-
consciousness,” such that various parts of the Torah were being read in light of one
another (see especially sections 2.2 and 4.2). Therefore, while theoretically not restricted
to the Pentateuch or the Hebrew Bible, in practice this category does not extend
beyond those groups of texts.

*1 This example comes from Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible
(2nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 92.



INTRODUCTION 19

word is replaced with another, except on a larger scale, and with the
requirement that the replacement derive from another scriptural text.

These categories will be combined with observation of the size and
frequency of particular types of changes; thus for example, addition of
new material could occur in a given text frequently, rarely, or not at
all, and such additions could be large (a line or more), moderate (three
words to one line), or minor (one or two words). Charting along these
various ‘axes’ (compositional technique, size, frequency) allows for a
fairly nuanced description of the reworking in each particular text,
while also allowing for easy comparison.

1.3.3  The Problem of Fragmentary Texts: Addition from
Elsewhere vs. Rearrangement

If the 4QRP Mss were perfectly preserved, it would be easy to accu-
rately identify the compositional techniques used in a given passage.
Unfortunately, though, all five of the Mss are very fragmentary. I have
done my best to provide an accurate analysis of the text where it is
extant, but at times conclusions about the use of a particular compo-
sitional technique must remain tentative.

The fragmentary nature of the Mss becomes especially significant in
possible cases of addition of material from elsewhere and rearrange-
ment. As noted, addition of material from elsewhere is distinguished
from rearrangement insofar as the inserted material is not removed
from its original context elsewhere in the Pentateuch, but rather
repeated in a new context while its presence in its original context is
retained. In a completely preserved text, like SP, one can simply look
to see whether the material is repeated (addition from elsewhere) or
has been removed from its original context (rearrangement). In 4Q158
and the other 4QRP Mmss, however, the original context that would
confirm the use of one technique or the other is usually missing. Thus
on a purely textual basis there is often no way of knowing whether we
are dealing with a repetition of a section of text in a new context or
with a rearrangement.

Fortunately, some control is provided by the fact that the two com-
positional techniques tend to occur in different situations and address
different concerns. Because of the repetition it creates, addition of
material from elsewhere tends to occur in a range of situations in
which such repetition is arguably logical, necessary, or useful, address-
ing problems of interrelationship, correspondence, and precedent. It
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generally functions in situations such as command/promise and fulfill-
ment, or recollection of an earlier event or speech: situations where the
text implies the existence of a past or future corresponding event.
(Promises suggest eventual fulfillment; recollections suggest an earlier
happening that serves as the object of remembrance.) This metanarrative
duality is absent in cases of rearrangement. Instead, since rearrange-
ments by definition involve a change in the sequence or organization
of a text, they tend to appear in places where such a change in sequence
could be seen as desirable or at least makes sense.

In most contexts where either rearrangement or addition from else-
where is at issue, even fragmentary ones, one of these two options will
seem better to fit the situation. If two laws from different parts of the
Pentateuch are juxtaposed, for instance, it is hard to imagine that an
editor will have increased the redundancy of the biblical legal corpora
by actually repeating one of the laws in a new context. In this case
rearrangement is the more likely alternative, first because it avoids
additional redundancy and second because the Torah, by virtue of its
composite status, scatters laws on similar topics throughout the legal
corpora—a situation that is partially addressed in ‘rewritten’ compo-
sitions like the Temple Scroll and Josephus’s Antiquities, both of
which rearrange pentateuchal law to create a more topically organized
law code.”” On the other hand, an insertion that matches the wording
of a divine command but is cast in the 3"-person perfect instead of
as an imperative (thus making it a fulfillment of that command) is
almost certain to be an addition of material from elsewhere, since the
insertion would make little sense if the original command was actu-
ally removed from its context. Thus, even though we rarely have
enough textual data preserved in the 4QRP Mss to prove decisively
that a given change represents rearrangement rather than addition of
material from elsewhere (or the reverse), the evidence usually points
strongly in one direction or the other.”

2 The Temple Scroll’s reorganization of biblical law is well-known; see Yigael
Yadin, The Temple Scroll (3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1977-83), 1:73.
The best treatment to date of Josephus’s legal rewriting remains Robert P. Gallant, “Jose-
phus’ Expositions of Biblical Law: An Internal Analysis” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University,
1988).

53 For this issue in 4Q365, with the added complication of possible omission, see
section 3.2.6.
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1.3.4 Identifying Changes against the Background of a Fluid Text

I referred earlier to the difficulty of identifying deliberate changes to a
pentateuchal text that was still in a state of constant flux. One cannot
simply compare a given rewritten text to the MT’s textus receptus (or,
for that matter, to other early versions such as G) and take for granted
that the MT (or G) reading constitutes the earliest form in every case.
We must constantly keep in mind the possibility that the rewritten
texts might preserve readings that are in fact earlier than those pre-
served in more well-known versions.*

Given that caveat, however, it is fair to say that in most cases a deci-
sion about the relative lateness of a given change is relatively straight-
forward. Major variants that are not attested in any other textual
witness are unlikely to be particularly early: if they were, it would be
surprising that they were not preserved in any other version.” If there
is evidence that the variants improve the text by filling in gaps or
resolving exegetical issues, then their relative lateness is even more
probable. Since nearly all of the major variants I will be discussing
fulfill one if not both of these criteria, I will generally presume that
they represent secondary changes to the shorter base text represented
by MT and (usually) G. This procedure is not entirely defensible from
a methodological perspective—ideally each variant would be assessed

5 Related to this point, a terminological clarification is necessary regarding my use
of the label ‘Masoretic Text.” Technically, this term refers to the medieval form of the
Hebrew text that includes the work of the Masoretes. However, the fact that many of
the copies of biblical books found in the Judean desert match the consonantal text of
the MT very, very closely indicates that the medieval MT reflects a text type current
in the Second Temple period. For this reason, I will generally use the term MT loosely,
to refer to this earlier text type, with the understanding that a slight anachronism is
involved. On the early date of the consonantal text of MT, see Tov, Textual Criticism,
22-39, especially 27-30.

> There is one case that suggests this rule may not be ironclad. One of the manu-
scripts of Samuel discovered at Qumran, 4QSam’, preserves a paragraph that is
absent in all other versions. While Rofé has argued that the plus is a later addition,
Cross and others present evidence (which I am inclined to accept) that the plus was
original and dropped out of most manuscript traditions due to haplography. See
Frank Moore Cross, “The Ammonite Oppression of the Tribes of Gad and Reuben:
Missing Verses from 1 Samuel 11 found in 4QSamuel’,” in History, Historiography
and Interpretation (ed. H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983),
148-58; Alexander Rofé, “4QMidrash Samuel?—Observations Concerning the Charac-
ter of 4QSam?,” Textus 19 (1998): 63-74. In this case, then, a unique reading may in
fact be original, against what seems to be the general trend. On the other hand, the
paragraph is not totally unique: it is referred to by Josephus, who must have had a
form of it in the text of Samuel that he used; Cross, “Ammonite Oppression,” 151-52.
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on its own terms—but is necessary for practical purposes: it would
take many more pages than is conscionable to defend the lateness of
every variant individually, especially since the arguments are much the
same in each case.

Minor variants are a different story. Additions and changes pertain-
ing to single words are so ubiquitous in the transmission of the pen-
tateuchal text that it is much harder to be certain about the secondary
nature of any one particular variant in a rewritten text. In many cases,
the change might just as easily have occurred at a later stage in the
transmission of the pentateuchal text. Even for minor variants, it is
often easy to detect a clarificatory or exegetical purpose that suggests
relative lateness. Therefore I do discuss a number of minor variants as
illustrative of the compositional techniques present in a given work.
However, my assessments concerning these minor changes should be
taken as less certain than those pertaining to major variants, since it is
much more difficult to be confident that a given variation represents
deliberate change.

Another issue pertaining to the fluid nature of the Pentateuch in
this period emerges even in cases where the relative lateness of a vari-
ant is somewhat clear. That reading still may have originated at an
earlier stage in transmission than the rewritten work it now appears
in; that is, it may have appeared in the author/editor’s Vorlage.* This
in turn raises another tricky question which will recur throughout the
following chapters: who is ‘the editor’ and what constitutes ‘the Vor-
lage’? What evidence is there for regarding the 4QRP Mmss, the various
texts related to SP, and TS as products of one primary editorial hand,
as opposed to texts that evolved gradually over time through the edito-
rial work of many scribes?

I deal with this question and the types of evidence that might help
answer it in section 2.8 below. For now, two points are sufficient. First,
I am only concerned in what follows with unique variants. I generally
do not discuss readings found in the 4QRP mss or TS that are shared
with MT, G, or SP, nor readings in the pre-SP mss or SP that are shared

% Tt should be noted that I use the terms ‘editor,” ‘redactor,” and ‘author’ more or
less interchangeably. In a period in which new texts were often produced via revision
of earlier ones and even producing a new manuscript copy of a given work could
involve substantial individual creativity on the part of the copyist, it seems best not to
make forced distinctions between ‘editing’ and ‘authorship.’
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with MT or G.” Because they occur in multiple independent wit-
nesses, I presume that these readings most likely did not originate
with the texts I am looking at, and therefore do not contribute to an
understanding of how Scripture is reworked in those texts. Second, I
do not assume that each text I will be looking at is the product of a
single editorial hand. As will be discussed below, in all cases, with the
partial exception of the Temple Scroll, there is little evidence for and
a fair amount of evidence against such a presumption. Rather, I take
each text as a (different) witness to the types of rewriting that took
place in the Second Temple period. The question of whether this
rewriting occurred gradually or all at once is considered separately.

% In using MT, G, and SP as the standards to which readings are compared, I do
not mean to privilege these particular text-types or grant them some kind of norma-
tive status in the history of the pentateuchal text. Rather, these texts are the touch-
stones because they are the only full texts of the Pentateuch that we possess, apart
from later translations. While it must be recognized that e.g. MT represents simply
one form of the Pentateuch among other forms current in the Second Temple period,
in practice we must make use of the texts that we have, and this means using complete
versions of the Pentateuch as points of reference for analysis of fragmentary texts like
those found at Qumran.






CHAPTER TWO

COMPOSITION AND EXEGESIS IN 4Q158

My examination of the methods and goals of textual reworking in the
4QRP mss begins with 4Q158.! This manuscript constitutes an ideal
starting point because it combines a relatively limited amount of text
with a relatively wide array of compositional techniques. It consists
of only fifteen fragments, ranging in size from ca. 60 cm? to less than
1 cm?, yet it contains the same diversity of ways of reconfiguring the
pentateuchal text as the larger manuscripts 4Q364 and 4Q365. Space
considerations preclude in-depth discussion of every fragment and
every unique reading in those manuscripts. 4Q366 and 4Q367, on the
other hand, are so poorly preserved that they attest to only a few sig-
nificant cases of reworking. In contrast, 4Q158 can be examined in
detail, and thus can serve as a ‘case study’ to which the other 4QRP
MsSs can be compared.

Of 4Q158’s fifteen fragments, thirteen contain material from the
book of Exodus. One of these, frag. 1, also contains material from Gen-
esis. Of the two remaining fragments, one, tiny frag. 15, cannot be linked
to any scriptural text. The other, frag. 3, depicts Jacob as the speaker
and therefore also seems to reflect Genesis material, possibly Gen
47:29-30.” Since only these two books are attested, 4Q158 may consti-
tute a rewritten version of Genesis and Exodus, as opposed to the
entire Pentateuch.® It is also possible that 4Q158 reflected Exodus
alone: as I will discuss below, in one of the appearances of text from

! 4Q158 can be dated paleographically to sometime between around 50 B.C.E. and
the turn of the era; the handwriting is very similar to that of 1QM, which Cross char-
acterizes as an “early Herodian formal script.” See Frank Moore Cross, “The Develop-
ment of the Jewish Scripts,” in The Bible and the Ancient Near East (ed. G. Ernest
Wright; Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor, 1965), 170-264, at p. 176 (fig. 2 line 4). Strugnell
describes the hand as “formell, hérodienne ou légérement pré-hérodienne”; “Notes en
Marge,” 168.

2 See further below, section 2.4.2.

* This conclusion is of course predicated on acceptance of the thesis that the five
4QRP Mss cannot represent a single composition, contra the original position of the
official editors. Brooke especially has demonstrated the independence of the manu-
scripts convincingly (see above, ch. 1, n. 14), and my analysis here and in the follow-
ing chapter provides confirmation of this independence from a different angle.
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Genesis this material seems to have been integrated into the context of
the book of Exodus. In other words, the presence of some material
from Genesis need not necessarily imply that substantial portions of
Genesis were included in the composition contained in 4Q158.

It should also be mentioned here that 4Q158, as a whole, represents
a further rewriting of an already rewritten text of Exodus: it uses as its
Vorlage a form of the text apparently very similar to that found in the
Samaritan Pentateuch and in the pre-Samaritan text 4QpaleoExod™.*
While 4Q158 does not agree with SP in every reading, it does clearly
contain the major insertions from Deuteronomy 5 and 18 into Exodus
20 that characterize the Sinai pericope in the SP text tradition. 4Q158
thus provides additional evidence that what we now think of as the
‘Samaritan Pentateuch’ originated as an expanded text of the Penta-
teuch that circulated widely in various Second Temple circles and had
no particular connection to the Samaritan community. It became
‘Samaritan’ only at a later date, through a series of relatively minor
further changes that reflect a distinctive Samaritan ideology.’

Because readings that agree with one or more of the major ancient
versions (G, SP, MT) are much more likely to have existed in the Vor-
lage of the composition reflected in 4Q158 than to have originated
with it, my analysis in this chapter will treat only readings that are
unique to 4Q158.° This is not to say that I assume that all variants
unique to 4Q158 originated at the same time. As discussed above,
minor variations in particular may have arisen at virtually any stage in
the text’s transmission, and even major variants may not all have been
introduced by a single scribe/redactor.” I will return to the issue of the
development of 4Q158 at the end of this chapter.

4 See Emanuel Tov, “The Textual Status of 4Q364-367 (4QPP),” in The Madrid
Qumran Congress (ed. Julio Trebolle Barrera and Luis Vegas Montaner; 2 vols; STD]
11; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1:43-82, at p. 47; Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 55; Falk, Parabib-
lical Texts, 111-14.

> On the textual character of SP and its relationship to the ‘pre-Samaritan’ texts
from Qumran, see Tov, Textual Criticism, 80-100.

¢ See section 1.3.4. The same procedure will also be adopted for 4Q364-367 in ch. 3.

7 See section 1.3.4.
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2.1 ADDITION OF NEW MATERIAL

The extant remains of 4Q158 contain eleven clear cases of addition of
new material (that is, material not attested elsewhere in the Pentateuch
or other known sources). Of these, eight consist of only a single word.
Three are more substantial.

2.1.1 Large and Moderate Additions

The largest addition of new material preserved in 4Q158 occurs in
frag. 1-2 7-10:®

Gen 32:30b-312° ...5R"15 DIpNN DW PP RPN DW INR T1a7, “And
he blessed him there. And Jacob called the name of
the place Peni’el...”

4Q158 1-2 7-10
]a3[am Ml a9790 1 R ow imr J[han] 7
Joi onn H1on noben Aral npla] 8
|2y o mmora Ty 9
5N oipnn ow 21y XIP] DY IR 19733 19972 T 10

7. [And he bless]ed him there, and he said to him, “May YH[WH]
make you fruitful [and multiply Jyoul...]
8. [knolwledge and understanding, and may he deliver you from all vio-
lence and ?|...]
9. until this day and until eternal generations|...]
10. And he went on his way after having blessed him there. And [Jacob]
ca[lled the name of the place Peni’el...

The context for this addition is Jacob’s encounter and wrestling match
with the mysterious “man” at the Wadi Jabbok in Gen 32:25-33. The
statement DW IR 772", “and he blessed him there,” in Genesis most
likely refers simply to the man’s taking leave of Jacob.' The scribe

8 All transcriptions and translations of 4Q158 are my own, and reflect the version
to be included in the forthcoming revised edition of the contents of DJD 5 (see ch. 1,
n. 9). For reference, a complete transcription and translation of 4Q158, along with a
brief description of editorial principles, can be found in Appendix 1.

® Unless otherwise noted, all citations from the Hebrew Bible follow MT for con-
venience. Because my goal is to focus on unique readings in the texts examined here,
SP and G have been checked in each case; if they are not mentioned it can be assumed
that they do not differ from MT in ways significant to the reading at hand.

1 This interpretation is reflected in several modern translations (e.g. NAB, “With
that, he bade him farewell”; NJPS, “And he took leave of him there”). See also Segal,
“Biblical Exegesis,” 59. The connection, of course, is that a greeting or parting word
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responsible for this change in 4Q158, however, either did not per-
ceive or was not satisfied with this level of meaning—in his view,
apparently, one should expect Scripture to contain the transcript of
an apparently divine entity’s blessing of a patriarch, if such a blessing
is mentioned. At the very least, it is clear that the scribe did not
regard the blessing as simply pro forma, and regarded a transcript of
the blessing as desirable. He therefore inserted the actual words of a
blessing, which now occupies lines 7-9; line 10 begins with a Wieder-
aufnahme that brackets the insertion." The insertion appears to con-
sist of new material; that is, it does not appear that the editor ‘cut
and pasted’ a blessing from elsewhere in the Torah. The opening
verbs of the blessing, 778 and 727" (reconstructed), do occur in
Isaac’s blessing of Jacob in Gen 28:3, although the formulation is
slightly different. The continuation of the blessing in lines 8 and 9,
however, shows no trace of any further connection to Genesis 28,
suggesting that Gen 28:3-4 did not serve as a model in any meaning-
ful way."? No other clear scriptural sources can be identified."”

It is possible that this addition was also present in 4Q364. Frag. 5b
col. ii reads™

ARRM [A3Aw A S R AT KM 2py] 12
1 9]ARM B[w MK TaN WS SRwn At and] 13

MT and other witnesses follow the end of Gen 32:30, OW INXR 7727,
with...2py* R3IpP"M, “And Jacob called...,” and not 7IR"M; thus 4Q364
and 4Q158 share a unique reading. But 4Q364 5b ii 13 is the last pre-

would often be accompanied by a blessing; see E. A. Speiser, Genesis (AB 1; Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1964), 202. Compare also the etymology for English ‘goodbye’
as a contraction of ‘God be with you’ (OED, s.v.).

' On the technique of Wiederaufnahme or repetitive resumption to mark an inser-
tion, see Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 85-86.

12 Contra Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 116.

» The phrase 1321 NPT does not occur in the Hebrew Bible, although nyT
13112M does occur once, at Prov 2:6. At Qumran, 13°21 NYT appears a handful of
times; see 4QShirShabbf 17 3; 4QIncantation (4Q444) 1-4 i + 5 3; 11QShirShabb 8:2;
note also 4Q426 1 i 4, 13'21 1YT *2252 HR 0. For onn 91an n25en (. 8), the
most relevant scriptural verses are Ps 18:49 *19°¥11 DN W'RNA // 2 Sam 22:49 WRN
15N D'oAN. None of the approximately 30 appearances of DN at Qumran are
particularly close to the usage here. I interpret the biblical and Qumran evidence to
mean that the composer of the inserted blessing used appropriate terminology
attested in the late Second Temple period and possessing some biblical overtones,
but did not have a specific source (biblical or otherwise) in mind.

! This transcription follows Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:213.
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served line in the column, so it is impossible to determine for certain
whether the addition was present in 4Q364."

Another substantial addition, though not so large, is partially pre-
served in 4Q158 frag. 6. Here, an editor has made further modifica-
tions to the expanded version of the Sinai pericope known from SP
and 4QpaleoExod™:

Exod 20:21b SP' (= Deut 5:29 + 18:18)

wnb ot 5o mikn R WS NR AR onb At 0aad em o n
...TI2 DAMR 29pn DAY DpR KA1 O9pH oraam onb avw, “If only
they had such a mind as this, to fear me and to keep my commands
forever, so that it might go well for them and for their descendants for-
ever! A prophet like yourself I shall raise up for them from among their
kin...

4Q158 6 5-6
D' 912 TMmzn AR WS mIR] AR Annd i 2350 A 5
[ ... 722 o5WY Anmmaas nnnb avr pnb
AR 27pn RN opR] KA1 annd (AR MaT Yp R 6
...7121m2

5. they had this mind, to fear [me and to keep my commands forever,

so that it might go well for them and for their descendants forever.
?2? ]

6. the sound of my words. Sa[y] to them: A prophet [like yourself I shall
raise up for them from among their kin...

The addition at the beginning of line 6 occurs at precisely the point
where the expanded, pre-Samaritan version of Exodus 20 moves from
Deut 5:29, God’s wish that the people be inclined to heed his com-
mands, to YHWH’s promise to raise up a prophet and the subsequent
prophet law in Deut 18:18-22. Extra space at the end of line 5 when
reconstructed according to SP indicates that the addition must have
begun there. Since the first three preserved words of the addition con-
stitute a direct object phrase (*™127 91p NR), they must have been pre-
ceded at minimum by a subject and a verb.

A satisfactory guess at a reconstruction of the missing words requires
a look at the context of the addition in the pre-Samaritan Vorlage of

15 See also the discussion in Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 60. It is worth noting Brooke’s
observation that, despite substantial overlaps between 4Q158 frag. 1-2 and 4Q364
frag. 5b ii, the two fragments cannot have had exactly the same text for Gen 32:29-30
(“4Q158,” 229).

16 Versification is that of BHS; the text of SP here and throughout follows Abraham
Tal, The Samaritan Pentateuch: Edited According to MS 6 (C) of the Shekhem Syna-
gogue (Tel Aviv: Tel-Aviv University Press, 1994).
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4Q158. As mentioned above, the pre-Samaritan version of Exodus 20
(partially preserved in 4QpaleoExod™) contains two paragraphs con-
sisting of texts interpolated from the book of Deuteronomy. The new
sequence is as follows (versification according to BHS):

Table 2.1: Exodus 20 in the Samaritan and Pre-Samaritan Version

Sequence of Verses in Pre-SP Contents

Exodus 20
Exod 20:18 People witness theophany and are afraid
Exod 20:19aa own R 1KY, “and they said to Moses”

Deut 5:24-27 + Exod 20:19b People describe their fear and request
Moses’ mediation

Exod 20:20-21 Moses tells people not to fear and
approaches God

Deut 5:28b-29 God approves of people’s request

Deut 18:18-22 Prophet law: God will raise up prophet
like Moses

Deut 5:30-31 God instructs Moses to dismiss the people

Exod 20:22-21:1 God speaks to Moses: introduction to the

Covenant Code

The presence of material from Deuteronomy 5 and 18 in the Sinai
pericope in Exodus is due to the fact that, in Deuteronomy, it is said
explicitly that these particular passages were spoken at Mt. Sinai. An
astute reader, however, would search the account of the revelation at
Sinai in vain for any record of these words. An editor in the pre-
Samaritan tradition thus retroverted these passages into Exodus 20 in
order to provide the textual basis for Moses’ later recollections on the
plains of Moab.

Within this revised version of Exodus 20, the placement of the Deu-
teronomy 18 material (God’s promise to “raise up a prophet” like
Moses and the subsequent prophet law) in relation to the Deuteron-
omy 5 material is also significant. As the table indicates, the prophet
law is actually sandwiched in between the two halves of the addition
from Deuteronomy 5, such that the long addition in SP/pre-SP
Exod 20:21b consists of Deut 5:28b-29 + Deut 18:18-22 + Deut 5:30-31.
This sequence must have been prompted by the immediate context of
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the prophet law. Deut 18:16 states that God’s promise to “raise up a
prophet” like Moses was prompted by the people’s request for a medi-
ator at Horeb, so that they would no longer have to listen to God speak
directly to them. Precisely this same issue of a mediator dominates the
post-Decalogue conversation in both Deuteronomy 5 (vv. 23-28) and
Exodus 20 (vv. 18-21). Since Deuteronomy 18 presents the material
on the future prophet as part of God’s response to the people’s request
for a mediator, the pre-SP editor logically makes this material part of
that response as depicted in Deut 5:28-31, in which God acknowl-
edges that the Israelites should not have to hear him speak directly and
instructs Moses to act as mediator henceforth."”

Given that the further intervention preserved in 4Q158 occurs pre-
cisely at the juncture between Deut 5:29 and 18:18, it seems most
likely that the additional phrase that ends with ™37 9P n& would
have pertained to the very issue that dominates the surrounding con-
text, namely the issue of mediation and the unwillingness or inability
of the people to hear God’s words directly. If this is true, then N&
™37 5P, “the sound of my words,” would signify what the people
need never again hear, because (as he is about to indicate), God will
raise up a future prophet to speak in his name. I would therefore ten-
tatively suggest a reconstruction for the end of line 5 along the lines of
™27 9 DR [T wnwr K15 ANy, “But now, they shall no longer
hear the sound of my words.” If the basic thrust of this reconstruction
is correct, then the addition in 4Q158 may have been designed to
smooth the somewhat abrupt transition from Deut 5:29 to Deut 18:18.
Deut 5:29, God’s wish that the people be of the proper mind to revere
him and keep his commands, could be seen as something of a digres-
sion from the issue of mediation as expressed in the previous verses.

'7 Note that there are specific parallels of language between Deut 5:28b and 18:17.
This probably implies that there is a compositional connection between the two peri-
copes in Deuteronomy—possibly that the legislation/promise of a future prophet is
based on and extends the original promise at Horeb that Moses would henceforth
serve as mediator between God and the people. On the other hand, the relationship
between the two passages could be synchronic, as suggested by Marc Zvi Brettler,
“‘Fire, Cloud, and Deep Darkness’ (Deuteronomy 5:22): Deuteronomy’s Recasting of
Revelation,” in The Significance of Sinai (ed. George J. Brooke et al; Leiden: Brill,
2008), 15-27, at p. 22.
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Thus the addition in 4Q158 serves to bring the focus back to the
topic at hand.'®

The final two words of the addition, 779 TNAK, also deserve com-
ment. They make explicit the expectation that Moses will convey this
divine speech to the people.” This expectation might seem obvious,
since throughout the Pentateuch when God speaks the assumption is
generally that Moses will pass on God’s directives to the people (see
for instance Exod 21:1 and Deut 5:31). However, the issue seems to
have attracted the notice of the scribe who composed this addition in
4Q158. As it stands in Deuteronomy 18, there is no mention of Moses’
obligation to repeat the material on the future prophet to the people.
Verse 17 simply has “YHWH said to me, ‘What they say is fitting,””
and v. 18 launches into the promise of a future prophet and the legis-
lation concerning that prophet as well as false prophets. The problem
is not solved by the retrojection of the law into the Exodus Sinai nar-
rative in 4QpaleoExod™ and SP, where it is simply pasted in without
any further changes. The lack of any instruction to transmit this law
to the people stands in contrast to the rest of the mediated laws in the
Sinai pericope, for all of which it is made clear that they are to be
passed on to Israel as a whole.? The short addition of A7% AN in

'8 Strugnell makes two suggestions for reconstructing the missing words; see
Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 172. The first, ™27 51P nKR [wwnwyr I}JD5 anyl, “[And
now, so that they might hear] the sound of my words,” seems unlikely because in the
context precisely the opposite is expected: God is conceding that the Israelites no
longer need hear him speak directly. That 91p refers to direct, unmediated speech
and not somehow to God’s words as conveyed through Moses is clear from, e.g.,
Deut 5:25, “If we continue to listen to the voice (31p) of YHWH our God any lon-
ger, we shall die.” Strugnell’s second suggestion is L«"lp DR [ANYRnw wRd Ny
327, “[And now, when you have heard] the sound of my words.” This is somewhat
more plausible, and would refer to Moses now as the sole audience of God’s direct
speech, most immediately the prophet law, which he then will pass on to the people.
Like the suggestion I offer above, although somewhat more obliquely, this reading
would also bring the focus back to the issue of mediation. Ultimately, of course, any
attempt at reconstruction is speculative.

19 Raphael Weiss suggests that the two words 771 918 may have been modeled
on the similar command...Dn5 N8 '['7 in Deut 5:30; see Raphael Weiss, “D1072
nonn O MYann WIN,” in Studies in the Text and Language of the Bible (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1981), 319-34, at p. 325. If Weiss is correct, then this part of the addition
would in fact constitute addition of material from elsewhere, since the formulation
would be drawn from an existing pentateuchal text. On the other hand, it seems just
as likely that the person responsible for this expansion in 4Q158 could have come up
with this formulation independently.

2 The bulk of the legislation appears, of course, in the Covenant Code, the intro-
duction to which specifies D1"18% D'WN IWR DVAWAN NHR), “these are the ordi-
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4Q158 elegantly resolves the issue by making clear that this set of
precepts, too, is to be transmitted by Moses to the rest of the people.

Thus, in smoothing the transition from Deut 5:29 to Deut 18:18,
and in clarifying the ultimate destination of the laws concerning
YHWH’s prophet, the editor responsible for this moderate addition
improves the text from both a stylistic and a logical point of view. This
addition is especially interesting because it provides evidence of the
successive reworking and updating of scriptural texts, something
scholars have long postulated but for which empirical evidence is
rarely found. At this point in 4Q158 we find a response directly to the
pre-Samaritan version of the Sinai pericope, which of course is itself a
response to the shorter version preserved in MT and G.

Just one more addition larger than a single word is preserved in
4Q158, this time in frag. 7-9:!

K15 NN K1Y .02 IR AY [AAAR Ny n3)ar nx] 1
[mayn 85 2130 RO a8In

ma Tnnn &Y "ap]3 nwk Tinn &Y pw Ty n3[ynal 2
[F2p75 wR 517 ... navn

AnoARY AnalY iaw annd nR T owin S8 Mo R 3
[...m0p Ty ma o

RN 1M ouR AWK PIRa wy oTabn WK Dvawnn NR1 4
[...nnw Y

1. your [father] and your mother[ so that your days might be long...
You shall not murder. You shall not commit adultery. You shall not
steal. You shall not give]

2. false testimony [against] your [neighbor]. You shall not covet [your]
nei[ghbor’s] wife. [You shall not covet your neighbor’s house...nor
anything that belongs to your neighbor.]

3. And YHWH said to Moses, “Go, tell them: Return t[o your tents! But
you stay here with me...]

4. and the ordinances that you will teach them so that they might do
them in the land which[ I am giving to them to inherit.”...]

nances that you shall set before them” (Exod 21:1). The altar law (Exod 20:23-26),
which appears prior to this introduction, is covered by God’s instructions to Moses
in Exod 20:22, H8w* %12 YR KRN 12, “thus shall you say to the children of Israel”
(SP: 58w 12 5K 937).

2! Lines 1-3 can be fully reconstructed according to Exod 20:12-17; Deut 5:30-31.
I have abbreviated the reconstruction here for ease of presentation. For the full version,
please see Appendix 1.
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The addition in line 3, AWM 58 M KM, “And YHWH said to
Moses,” occurs in the context of a major alteration of the sequence of
the pentateuchal text. Lines 1 and 2 of frag. 7 preserve the latter sec-
tion of the Decalogue (Exod 20:12-17). In line 3, after the underlined
addition, 4Q158 moves directly to Deut 5:30. In the framework of
4Q158’s pre-SP Vorlage (see Table 2.1), this means that most of Exod
20:18-21 is skipped over, including the insertion from Deut 5:24-27
in the SP version of Exod 20:19 and the material from Deut 5:28b-29
+ 18:18-22 in the SP version of Exod 20:21. As the discussion of the
previous addition shows, some of this intervening material is
preserved in 4Q158 frag. 6. I will discuss the nature of and reason for
this change of sequence more fully below.?? For now, it is sufficient to
note that the addition of new material occurs at the transition point
between the Decalogue and Deut 5:30-31 (part of SP Exod 20:21b).
Again, an editor of 4Q158 seems eager to smooth rough edges
between juxtaposed sections of text.

More specifically, John Strugnell suggests that this short addition
serves to indicate a change of speaker. On the basis of this conclusion
he argues that the Decalogue as presented in frag. 7 1-2 is spoken by
Moses to the people; the addition indicates that now YHWH begins to
speak again.” This is certainly possible, but the addition can also be
interpreted in a different way. It is at least as likely to mark a change
in addressee; that is, even if YHWH is the speaker of the Decalogue as
well as the following command, some kind of transition from one text
to the other is still necessary. The Decalogue is full of second-person
singular verb forms and object suffixes: it is addressed to an individual
‘you’ that represents each individual Israelite (or, alternatively, the
nation as a collective entity). But God’s speech immediately following
the Decalogue in 4Q158 frag. 7 is also formulated in the second-
person singular, now addressed not to the entire nation but to Moses
alone:... N5 MNK '[’7, “Go, tell them...” Going straight from one to
the other would have created confusion as to who is being addressed
by the imperative 5. The addition of the short introductory phrase
alleviates this problem.

2 Section 2.5.
# For more on the issue of who is speaking the Decalogue in 4Q158 7 1-2, see
section 2.5 below.
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2.1.2  Minor Additions of New Material
The eight one-word additions extant in 4Q158 are as follows:

1) Gen 32:25a 1725 apy oM, “And ]egcob remained alone.”
4Q158 1-2 3 anw 11a[h a]pY[* NP0, “And Jacob remained alone
there.”

2) Gen 32:27 MT?* ...nmbw 9nK7, “He said, ‘Release me...>”
4Q158 1-2 4 ...mnbW 1]HR AR IMMRY[1, “And he seized him. He
said to him, ‘Release me...””

3) Gen 32:28b apy” pial Y “And he said, Jacob.””
4Q158 1-2'5 21py] 15[ RN, “And he said to him, Jacob.””

4) Gen 32:33 771 2 5 WK Wi T3 NR, “the tendon of the sciatic
nerve which is upon the hip socket”

4Q158 1-2 13 TN Mo v 5}7 [WR AwIn T3 DR, “the tendon

of the sciatic nerve which is upon the two hip sockets”

5) Exod 4:27 ...7R S8 M 90K, “YHWH spoke to Aaron...”
4Q158 1-2 14 ...ARY PR SR [ KRN, “YHWH spoke to
Aaron, saying...

6) Exod 24:4 HRw* *0aw qwy 0w, “for the twelve tribes of Israel”
4Q158 4ii 3 HRW Pvaw Wy 0w 18onY, “for the number of the
twelve tribes of Israel”

7) Exod 20:21b SP (= Deut 5:31) D'0awnn, “and the ordinances”
4Q158 74 ©wawnn nX1, “and the ordinances”

8) Exod 30:32b D2% nve WP KRIN WP, “It is holy; holy it shall be for
you.” .
4Q158 132 anab ] wIR wNp XA WP, “It is holy; most

holy it shall be for you.”

Most of these one-word additions are inconsequential to the meaning
of the passage in which they occur. Some, such as the addition of 1% in
frag. 1-2 5 (example 3) or of WANRY in frag. 1-2 14 (example 5), may
well be unintentional, caused by the scribe’s innate linguistic expecta-
tions. The same could be said of the addition of the direct object
marker DR in frag. 7 4 (example 7), though the change may also rep-
resent an attempt to conform the text to typical Hebrew syntax.” If
these pluses do represent intentional scribal activity, they presumably
served the purpose of smoothing out grammatical bumps (such as the
absence of NX or IMNRY where it would normally be expected) or of

% G = kod elnev oh1d); see also Syr. G is cited throughout according to Alfred Ralphs,
Septuaginta (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1935).
» For addition of DR in SP, see p. 140 below.
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making the meaning of the text more explicit, even though no real
ambiguity would seem evident (such as in the addition of 7AW and
¥ in frag. 1-2, and of 790NY in frag. 4; examples 1, 3, 6).

A few of these additions, however, carry substantial meaning despite
their small size. The addition of I7IMR"M, “and he seized him,” in frag.
1-2 4 seems designed to clarify a question that arises from the text as
attested elsewhere: why does the man ask to be “let go” ("3n5W)? The
demand suggests that Jacob is somehow preventing his opponent from
leaving, yet there is nothing in the text that would indicate this. The
editor responsible for the addition reasoned that Jacob must have been
holding on to the man, physically preventing his departure. This inter-
pretive conclusion is then inserted into the text itself.

Another point of clarification, this time pertaining to halakhah, is
made through the reading 77" M2 *NW for TN 92 in frag. 1-2 13.
The reference to “the two hip sockets” instead of “the hip socket”
makes clear that neither sciatic nerve is to be eaten. The editor thus
comes down on one side of a halakhic debate evidenced later on in the
Tosefta and in Genesis Rabbah concerning whether both or only one
of the sciatic nerves was prohibited.

Finally, the purpose of the addition of D'WTP in frag. 13 2 is some-
what unclear, compounded by the small size and uncertain interpreta-
tion of the fragment as a whole. Although frag. 13 has traditionally
been viewed as containing material from Exod 30:31-34, it may also
have included some unknown material.”” If we assume for the time
being that the usual identification of frag. 13 1-2 as Exod 30:31-32 is
correct, then 4Q158 states that the WP NNwn 10V, the “holy anoint-
ing oil,” is to be regarded as D'WTP WIP, “most holy,” instead of as
simply WP, “holy,” as in the usual versions of Exodus. Again, an
inadvertent expansion to match a standard formula cannot be ruled
out. On the other hand, perhaps an editor reasoned that if the tent of
meeting and its appurtenances are made “most holy” through anoint-
ing with oil (Exod 30:26-29), it is logical that the oil itself have the
status of “most holy.”*®

% See t. Hul 7:1; Gen. Rab. 78:6 ad Gen 32:33; Bernstein, “What Has Happened to
the Laws,” 46.

77 The issue most pertinent to the variant in line 2 is that traces of letters consistent
with the phrase WIp NNwWn jNW in Exod 30:31 appear in line 1, but given the shape
and size of the fragment one would expect to see traces of the following words as the
line continues. Since no such traces are evident, it appears that the text of frag. 13 1-2
did not simply reflect Exod 30:31-32, but may contain a shorter or variant version.

% For the role of the anointing oil in conveying the status of holiness, as well as a
more general discussion of the priestly conception of holiness, see Menachem Haran,
Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1978), 175-88.
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In sum, additions of new material in 4Q158 range from just one
word to multiple lines, and address a range of interpretive issues, from
grammar and style (if the smallest additions are indeed deliberate) to
halakhah, clarification, gap-filling, and smoothing transitions.

2.2 ADDITION OF MATERIAL FROM ELSEWHERE
IN THE PENTATEUCH

This technique is especially well-attested in 4Q158 and, to my mind,
constitutes one of its distinctive features. Although in every case the
technique serves in some way to address the issues of precedent and
interrelationship mentioned above (1.3.3), it is used in a variety of
ways, some highly creative. I will begin from a case where 4Q158 uses
addition from elsewhere to address a glaring lapse in necessary cor-
respondence: a divine command with no record of its ever being ful-
filled. From there I will move to cases where no such actual ‘gap’ is
evident, but an editor has nonetheless used addition of material from
elsewhere to strengthen the connections between two textual units.

2.2.1 Command Lacking Fulfillment

The command without a fulfillment that is addressed in 4Q158 occurs
in the context of the Sinai pericope as reflected in 4Q158 frag. 7:

Exod 20:21b SP (= Deut 5:30-31)-23

4Q158 7 3-6

Da% 12w ond R TH

“TRY THRY 1A ANRY DORRY
mena 53 NR TOR 712TR

WK DOV OPRN

N3 IR WK PIRI W oTabn
anwad onb

RS nwn SR mar 92T 22
DA™Y DAR DRI 33 HR 93T
XY 23 DInY "NIAT OHWN IR "D
21 "nHRY q2 TOR R WYN
...03% wyn KY

1315 i Annd R T

MTRY TIRY MA anRY InoaRY

DR MRAN 51 DR A2OK 793TRY
WK DWOWAN DR 4 [D'pInn

1M1 UK WK PRI W DTAYN
LR RN JWIN T anwad annb
11w 5 [naarb anab 1w opn

1199 AWIN TP PYARD wIR OYn
RS W SR MR AT o]
ARNWRY 6 [IRNR SR 13 SR 937
K15 RONY NNAT DAY R D

ant HRI 402 TOR IR Nwyn
...na% wyn R
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(cont.)
Exod 20:21b SP (= Deut 5:30-31)-23 4Q158 7 3-6
Go, tell them: Return to your tents! ~ “Go, tell them: Return t[o your tents!
But you stay here with me, and I will But you stay here with me, and I will
tell you the whole commandment, tell you the whole commandment,
the statutes and the ordinances that  the statutes] 4 and the ordinances that
you will teach them so that they you will teach them so that they
might do them in the land whichI =~ might do them in the land which[ I
am giving to them to inherit.” am giving to them to inherit.”
So Moses went and told the people,
“Return to your tents!”] 5 So the
people returned, each to his tents,
while Moses remained before
ZYHWH spoke to Moses, [YHWH. YHWH spoke to Moses,
saying “Say to the children of Israel:  saying “Say to the children of Israel:
You yourselves have seen that it You yourselves] 6 have seen that it
was from heaven that I spoke to was from heaven that I spoke to
you. #*You shall not make in my you. You shall not make[ in my
presence gods of silver, and gods presence gods of silver, and gods
of gold you shall not make for of gold you shall not make for
yourselves...” yourselves...”

Line 5 of frag. 7 begins with the otherwise unknown statement that
“each of the people returned to their tents, and Moses stood before
[YHWH].” The actions of Moses and the people here correspond pre-
cisely to the latter two-thirds of YHWH’s instructions to Moses in
Deut 5:30 (frag. 7 3), according to which he is to go and command the
people to return to their tents, and then himself return and stand
before YHWH in order to receive the rest of the divine revelation. A
record that Moses also acted in accordance with the very first part of
YHWH’s command (“Go, tell them...”) is not extant in 4Q158, but
was almost certainly present: when the previous line, line 4, is recon-
structed according to the text of SP Exod 20:21b (= Deut 5:31), space
remains at the end of the line for several additional words. A conver-
sion of the beginning of YHWH’s command in Deut 5:30 into a fulfill-
ment clause, 7M"HARY 7MY 1AW OYPA SR NRT AwIN T, “So
Moses went and told the people: Return to your tents!,” fits the avail-
able space exactly.”” Thus 4Q158 here preserves an addition that makes

» For the lineation and reconstruction, see Appendix 1.
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clear that YHWH’s command to Moses was carried out in every
detail. Because the addition precisely matches the language of the
command (except for the necessary grammatical adjustments), it con-
stitutes a clear example of addition of material from elsewhere.

This addition seems to be another example of what was observed
with regard to the addition of new material in frag. 6 5-6: an editor of
the composition reflected in 4Q158 has taken steps to improve the
logic and clarity of the expanded edition of the Exodus narrative famil-
iar from SP and 4QpaleoExod™. In SP, the text of Exodus 20 proceeds
directly from Deut 5:30-31 (...”TAY TAY 19 ANKRI...DAY R 5,
“Go, tell them...but you stay here with me...”) to Exod 20:22 (927"
..ORAW "33 HR 72T NRD nwn SR M, “YHWH spoke to Moses,
saying, ‘Speak to the children of Israel...’”), and from there directly
into the Covenant Code. God never stops talking, according to SP,
from Exod 20:21b (= Deut 5:28) until Exod 24:3. Moses is supposed to
dismiss the people so that God can relate to him the D*0awnNM PN,
the “statutes and the ordinances,” but then God launches right into
the D'VAWN, “ordinances,” without giving Moses any opportunity to
dismiss the people. In other words, the (pre-)SP text is structured in
such a way that there is no opportunity for Moses to fulfill God’s
command.*

This situation is remedied in 4Q158 through the insertion of notices
that the various components of the command were in fact obeyed.
The insertion severs the Deuteronomy 5 material from its continua-
tion in Exod 20:22: after Deut 5:31, God stops talking, Moses reports
his words to the people, the people depart for their tents, and
Moses stands before God. Only then does God begin speaking again
(Exod 20:22), now explicitly addressing the altar law and the Covenant
Code to Moses alone. Interestingly, this interruption occurs precisely
at the ‘seam’ between material added to the Sinai pericope by a pre-
Samaritan editor and the original text of Exodus; that is, exactly at
the point where the narrative in the pre-SP version transitions from
Deuteronomy 5 back to Exodus 20. The insertion even creates a sort

% Note that the lack of explicit fulfillment is not a problem in the original Deu-
teronomic setting of the verse, because the setting there is Moses’ recollection, on the
plains of Moab, of the events at Horeb. This recollection is interwoven with Moses’
‘present-day’ adjurations to the Israelites; thus in Deut 5:32 Moses stops recalling
God’s words and speaks directly to the Israelites. In other words, God’s command in
the context of Deuteronomy is part of a ‘flashback’ that does not extend to the fulfill-
ment of that command.
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of Wiederaufnahme or repetitive resumption that brackets the earlier,
pre-Samaritan insertion. This can be seen through the parallels
between the addition in 4Q158 7-9 5 and the last verse prior to the
insertion in Exodus, 20:21:

Table 2.2: A New Wiederaufnahme in 4Q158 Frag. 7-9

Exod 20:21 4Q158 7-9 5
PMAN O TRYN POARD VIR DYR AWM
oW WR 597N HR w1 nwm M) 11ah awin Ty
DR
So the people stood at a distance, So the people returned, each to his
and Moses approached the thick tents, and Moses stood before
cloud where God was. [YHWH.

While the addition in 4Q158 cannot technically be called a repetitive
resumption or Wiederaufnahme because it does not take its formula-
tion from Exod 20:21 but from Deut 5:30-31, it seems to serve the
same function: it returns the text’s audience to the point in the narra-
tive precisely before the interruption—here, the addition of material
from Deuteronomy in SP and its forebears—occurred. In Exod 20:21,
the people are removed to a distance while Moses approaches God,
and precisely this same thing happens according to the addition: the
people return to their tents, and Moses stands before God. What is
striking is that this bracketing apparently did not take place at the time
of the original insertion, but at a later stage in the process of transmis-
sion. I do not mean to suggest that the editor of the text in 4Q158 was
aware of the editorial history of the passage: it seems unlikely that he
would have had access to multiple versions of the text. More probably,
the editor simply reacted to the fact that, in his Vorlage, God’s com-
mand to Moses goes unfulfilled. On the basis of the multiple versions
of Exodus available to us, we can recognize that this difficulty in fact
resulted from an essentially mechanical juxtaposition of passages on
the part of an earlier editor in the pre-SP textual tradition. As we will
see further on, there is a certain amount of irony to this textual diffi-
culty and its subsequent ‘correction” in 4Q158, since the SP textual
tradition is itself famous for addressing precisely the problem that its
intervention here has caused: a command without the record of its
fulfillment.
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2.2.2  Fulfillment Lacking Command?

A second probable case in 4Q158 of addition of material from else-
where also concerns command and fulfillment. Here, however, it is not
the fulfillment that is added on the basis of the command, but, very
likely, a command that is modeled on a ‘fulfillment.” The text is quite
fragmentary at this point, but the main thrust of the changes can still
be discerned.

Gen 32:32-33 4Q158 1-2 11-13

NR T3P TWRI WAWA O 1M 32 AR 93P TwRY wawna B [mam] 11
199 5p PO RIM HRID 222 10 By pHv AR HIRua
[

5oIRIN 5K R ARIN oA 12
mos *nw YV WK OwIn T3 DN

w2 IR RY 12 By 33 112 19K R 12 By 70
WK IWIN T DR HRW? [AwR NwIR T3 DR HRW?
MDA TY TP A2 %Y A or[A Ty YA e nw by 13
T332 2Py T 422 a1 D T2 PP T 423 VA1 D
awin [ awin
2" And the sun rose upon him 11 [And ]the sun [rose] upon him
as he passed by Penu’el, and he as he passed by Penu’e[], and he
was limping because of his hip. was limping because of his hip.
227 ]

12 on that day, and he said, “Do
not ea(t the tendon of the sciatic
nerve that is upon the two hip

# Therefore to this day sockets”; therefore] to [this day
the children of Israel do not eat the children of Israel do not eat
the tendon of the sciatic nerve the tendon of the sciatic nerve
that is upon the hip that is] upon the two hip
socket, for he struck Jacob’s sockets, [for he struck Jacob’s
hip socket, at the tendon of hip socket, at the tendon of
the sciatic nerve. the sciatic nerve.]

Between Gen 32:32 and 33, 4Q158 must have contained approximately
one full line of additional material. Of this addition, only five words
are preserved, at the beginning of frag. 1-2 12. Despite the poor pres-
ervation, several tentative observations can be made about the nature
of this additional material. First, the presence of the words 58
()52]81N, “do not eat,” suggests strongly that the avoidance of the
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sciatic nerve, which is presented in Genesis as an Israelite folk cus-
tom in remembrance of Jacob’s injury, is now transformed into a
command. Presumably the entity issuing this command is God,
although the speaker’s identity is not preserved.”® Theoretically it
could be Jacob who issues the command to his wives and children.
However, besides the simple fact that it is God who does most of the
commanding in the Torah, the intervention at this point is probably
more understandable if the concern was to provide divine warrant for
a halakhic practice, as opposed to describing it as commanded by the
patriarch.”> Furthermore, transformation of a folk custom into a
divinely prescribed practice is also attested in Jubilees.*

Second, the substantial extra space at the end of line 11 must have
contained some sort of introduction to the new command, ending
with the phrase IR 01", “on that day,” at the beginning of line 12.
We could speculate that this introduction went something like R321]
ARITA 0P MR RN 21pY° 98 0mHRA, “[God appeared to Jacob
and commanded him] on that day,” though even this would not fill
the available space.

Third, the new command itself, though not preserved beyond the
initial negative imperative, seems to have been formulated on the basis
of the notice of the Israelites’ customary practice in Gen 32:33. From
the small amount of extant text we can see that the command begins
by recasting the negative descriptive clause 1928 8% (3mp imperfect)
into a negative imperative, (1)92]R1N 5. It seems very likely that the
rest of the command likewise reflected the same verse: that the descrip-
tion of what the Israelites are commanded not to eat (in the addition)

3 It is unlikely that the use of Y& instead of 8% in this command is of any signifi-
cance, despite the general rule in Biblical Hebrew that N5 + imperfect represents a
stronger prohibition than 98 + jussive. As Qimron points out, this distinction in usage
between the two negative particles collapses entirely in Qumran Hebrew. See Elisha
Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (HSS 29; Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 80-81.

32 The patriarchs are depicted as issuing commands and instructions to their off-
spring in, e.g., Jubilees, usually in the context of a testament or farewell speech. How-
ever, these commands are always portrayed as divine commands that the patriarch is
simply transmitting, not instructions instituted of his own accord. See for example
Jubilees 21-22, where in 21:10 Abraham interrupts his instructions to Isaac on sacri-
ficial procedure with the words, “...because thus I have found written in the books of
my forefathers and in the words of Enoch and in the words of Noah”; that is, books
containing divine instruction.

» In Jub 28:6, what is presented in Gen 29:26 as a local custom—the obligation to
marry off the oldest daughter before any of her younger sisters—becomes a law
“ordained and written on the heavenly tablets.”
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matched the description of what they, in fact, do not eat (in Gen 32:33).
For this reason, the addition at this point, while it likely contained
some new material in line 11, constitutes an addition of material from
elsewhere in the missing part of line 12.

If this change indeed represents an attempt to root Israelite practice
in divine command, it may not be too far off the mark to compare this
attempt to the later rabbinic claim of Sinaitic authority for oral Torah,
known from tractate Avot in the Mishnah. The most notable differ-
ence is that here a practice already noted in Scripture is provided with
divine provenance (a ‘fulfillment’ is provided with a command!),
whereas one could argue that it is precisely the lack of obvious scrip-
tural roots that contributed to the need to trace rabbinic oral Torah
back to direct divine revelation. On the other hand, since the practice
of not eating the sciatic nerve did become part of rabbinic halakhah,
it is likely that already at this earlier stage the editor regarded this
practice as part of a body of traditional observances.* If this is true,
the move to provide such a traditional observance with roots in revela-
tion as opposed to mere custom does seem analogous to the rabbinic
emphasis in tractate Avot on the Sinaitic roots of traditional practices.

2.2.3 Noting Explicitly a Command’s Fulfillment

The dynamics of command and fulfillment are dealt with in yet another
way in a third example of addition of material from elsewhere.

4Q158 4 ii 1-5
[OR noRWINA ] 725 my| 11

nnn nam an ... 222 a 200 Yy oahra N N Tapn omvnn opn 2
[ naxn AWy onwt AN

[ 222 (2) HRW" "33 w1 DR NOw SR [0aw 9wy onaw taonh 3

[ own o7n Rn v npn
nam]n 5y Pt o7n vnd naRa 5
|

** In fact, it has been argued that Gen 32:33, detailing the Israelite avoidance of the
sciatic nerve because of Jacob’s injury, is itself an editorial insertion intended to root
a traditional dietary practice in Scripture; see Jacob Weingreen, “Oral Torah and
Written Records,” in Holy Book and Holy Tradition (ed. F. F. Bruce and E. G. Rupp;
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1968), 54-67, at pp. 64-65. If my theory
about the reason for the addition in 4Q158 is correct, it would appear that the editor
responsible did not regard custom, even custom as described in the Torah and as
operative from patriarchal times, as a satisfactory explanation for the practice, and
therefore sought to root it directly in divine revelation.



44 CHAPTER TWO

1. [ Jcommanded you [ When you bring out]

2. the people from Egypt you shall worship [God upon this mountain.
?222... He built an altar at the foot of the mountain and twelve stone
pillars]

3. according to the number of the twelve tribes [of Israel. And he sent
the young men of Israel (?) ... ???

4. and he offered up the burnt offering upon the alta[r, and he offered
bulls as sacrifices of well-being to YHWH(?). 222 ... And Moses
took half of the blood and put it]

5. in bowls, and half of the blood he sprinkled upon the [altar ]

As lines 3-5 make clear, the context for the material in frag. 4 ii is the
covenant ceremony celebrated at Mt. Sinai according to Exod 24:3-8.
The words 1129 M¥ in line 1, on the other hand, do not correspond to
that text. In line 2, the three preserved words are clearly drawn from
God’s words to Moses at the burning bush in Exod 3:12b: X IR*®172
ATN 00 9 DAYRA DR NTAYN DMRNN 0PN, “When you lead the
people out from Egypt, you shall worship God upon this mountain.”
Given the cultic acts that follow, the inclusion of material from
Exod 3:12 seems to be intended as a ‘flashback’ or reminder (to Moses,
the Israelites, or the reader) that the covenant ratification ceremony
they are about to perform takes place in conformity with God’s earlier
words.* The missing part of line 1, prior to what must have been the
beginning of Exod 3:12b towards the end of the line, thus may have
contained new material that recalled the original setting of God’s
speech. In that original context in Exodus 3, God’s prediction appears
to function as a promise or reassurance.* However, the words 125 my
in line 1 of this fragment indicate that the editor responsible for this
insertion in 4Q158 interpreted the words as a command, now fulfilled
at Sinai.”” Like the first case of addition of material from elsewhere

» Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 53. See also Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 170.

36 Many commentators interpret the statement 717 91770 t7}7 DYAOKRT DR N1T7aYnN
as the “sign” (M) that God gives Moses as an assurance that it is he who sends him.
Others argue that the future worship cannot be a sign meant to give assurance to
Moses since it is to happen so far in the future; even so, the statement functions in the
context as a divine promise of success, not as a command. For detailed discussion, see
e.g. Brevard S. Childs, The Book of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Commentary (OTL;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 56-60; Cornelis Houtman, Exodus: Vol. 1 (Histori-
cal Commentary on the Old Testament; Kampen: Kok, 1993), 364-65.

% The speaker and addressee of the words 129 1% in line 1 are unclear because
of the fragmentary context. The best options would seem to be 1) Moses speaking to
the people (as a collective), with the sense of “YHWH commanded you to worship
him on this mountain, as he said to me: ‘when you lead the people out...””; or 2)
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discussed above, in 4Q158 frag. 7, this addition is concerned to stress
that a divine command was in fact fulfilled. The conditions here are a
bit different, however, for here there is no question of a ‘missing’
notice of fulfillment as was the case earlier. In all known versions of
Exodus, the Israelites do worship God at Sinai (Exod 24:3-8), thus ful-
filling God’s earlier command/prediction. Yet there is no explicit refer-
ence made in other versions of the text back to that earlier command—it
is left to the reader or hearer to deduce or recall that the covenant
ceremony brings to fruition what YHWH had spoken to Moses at the
bush. The addition in 4Q158, explicitly mentioning that earlier
speech, does not leave the connection-making to chance but embeds
it in the text itself. Thus, while there is no glaring ‘gap’ in the scrip-
tural text at this point, an editor has used the technique of addition
of material from elsewhere in the Pentateuch to strengthen the con-
nections between two related texts.

2.2.4 Providing the “Transcript’ of a Recollection

The next example of this technique similarly elaborates upon a con-
nection that, formally speaking, already exists. While here a clear ref-
erence is made to an earlier text, it appears that that text may have
been expanded or paraphrased in its new context.

Exod 4:27-28 4Q158 frag. 1-2 14-19
I KRN [ anKn
nRIPY 15 N8 OR nIRPY 15 MRS R S8 14
WA TN 13T Iwn WM TN AnaTAn awA|
awn T 2819 pwM DTORA N2 v T 1h pwn ombRA na
52 R AR (512 nR RS
53 nRY INHW WK MR AT 1519 nRY IMOW WK MR MaT 15
IR TWR NNKRD TARM PP IR TWR MMINA

the people speaking to Moses, in which case the sense would have to be “Is this not
what YHWH commanded you...?”
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(cont.)

Exod 4:27-28

4Q158 frag. 1-2 14-19

ar (IRRY) PR DR TwIn
(1R WK MIRA

IR 7aRWINa INRY Y mnd 16
NR N7aYN 0MRAN OYn
[ 222 nrn 00 Sy onbKA

nnn I oode Yy 17
Jowibw

151 17 Jonbs e 18

Jo[ 15[ I5w1 19

YHWH spoke

to Aaron: “Go to meet

Moses in the wilderness.” So he
went, and he met him on the
mountain of God, and he kissed
him. And Moses related

to Aaron all

the words of YHWH with which
he had sent him and all the
signs with which he had
commanded him.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

YHWH spoke]
to Aaron, saying “Go to mee[t ]
M|oses in the wilderness.” So he
went, and he met him on the
mountain of God, and he kissed
him. And Moses related to
Aaron all]

the words of YHWH with which
he had sent him and all[ the
signs with which he had
commanded him. ??? And

Moses said to Aaron, “This is

the sign that]

YHWH [commanded] me, say-
ing “When you bring][ the people
out from Egypt, you shall wor-
ship God upon this mountain
22?]

to go ?%, and see, they are
thirt[y(?) ]
YHWH God[
drew off(?) [

Ih[ Jto[ ]
Jto[ J?2[ ]

These six lines are the last of frag. 1, and they rapidly become more
and more fragmentary. Therefore, as is often the case, analysis of how
4Q158 reconfigures the pentateuchal text at this point must remain
tentative. What does seem clear is that, whereas known versions of
Exodus are content to indicate that “Moses told Aaron all the words
with which YHWH had sent him and all the signs with which YHWH
commanded him” (Exod 4:28), in 4Q158 the ‘transcript’ of Moses’
speech to Aaron is included. This is readily seen from the first-person
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form "9, “to me,” in line 16: we are now dealing with the direct speech
of Moses. Furthermore, Moses begins his report with words that cor-
respond exactly to words that God did in fact speak to Moses earlier
on: again the reference is to Exod 3:12,...0"%010 0OYn DR TRXIA3,
“when you lead the people out from Egypt...” Similar to the case of
the inserted blessing earlier in frag. 1, an editor of 4Q158 seems to
have been unwilling to let stand the indirect reference to a speech
event (“Moses told...”), and thus inserted a record of what Moses
actually said in relating God’s words to him to Aaron.

It must be observed that, after line 16, it seems that we are no longer
simply dealing with a ‘cut-and-paste’ transcription of God’s earlier
words. Here especially the extremely poor state of the manuscript
makes interpretation uncertain, but it is clear that 4Q158 does not
continue with Exod 3:13 and following. On the other hand, the extant
contents of these lines do show some connections to the early chapters
of Exodus. In line 17, if the second word should be read as 072, then
there may be reference to Israel’s status as slaves or to their escape
from Egypt (0*72Y n°an).*® On the other hand, if we read 0'N21, the
reference to sacrifice brings to mind verses such as Exod 3:18.*° The
final extant word, J]owHW, can be tied to the context of the Exodus
narrative either by reading MWW (a reference to the Israelites’ three-
day journey into the wilderness?; see Exod 3:18)* or D'W1HW (a reference
to the 430 years of Israel’s captivity in Egypt?; see Exod 12:40).*' The

% Strugnell suggests that perhaps the scribe meant to write D72y man na%,
but omitted N°21 by mistake (“Notes en Marge,” 169).

¥ The word in question has been read as ©'72Y (Allegro, DSSR) or D02y
(DSSEL), but its interpretation is highly uncertain. What remains of the first letter is
a short vertical stroke. It could represent the top left of ¥, but we would expect to see
the stroke start to slant to the right as is usual for ¥ in 4Q158. The remains would be
most consistent with 1. The 2 is reasonably clear, represented by the upper horizontal
stroke and upper right corner as well as the bottom horizontal stroke, though the
letter could possibly represent an abnormal 2 or . The third letter appears to consist
of an upper horizontal bar and a vertical stroke on the right; i.e. either 3 or 7, but it
is just possible that a left vertical stroke such as that of I or N was present but is
obscured by the crack visible at this point. Possible readings, besides D™2y/0"7aY,
include ©'NA1, 021, or D™X¥M; the correct understanding remains unclear.

“ This is Segal’s reading and interpretation; “Biblical Exegesis,” 52.

1 This is Strugnell’s choice; “Notes en Marge,” 169-70. After WY, the traces of
the top right corner of the next letter are preserved; they are consistent with either N
(Segal) or * (Strugnell), though * appears slightly more likely to me on paleographical
grounds: the traces appear quite vertical, while I in this Ms usually bulges slightly to
the right on the right vertical stroke.
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preserved remains of line 18 are not of much help. The letters
preserved in line 19 may indicate continued engagement with Exodus
3, since the root YW1 appears in Exod 3:5 (7931 Syn 7Hv1 Sv,
“remove your sandals from your feet”).*> From what we can tell, then,
the text continued to deal with themes appropriate to the setting, but
did not follow any section of text closely. It seems most logical to
guess that perhaps Moses here continued his report to Aaron of
YHWH’s words to him at Horeb, but that that report involved a sub-
stantial degree of paraphrase.

2.2.5 Thematic Connection: Covenant

The previous examples of addition of material from elsewhere in
4Q158 all build upon a formal connection between two episodes, such
as command and fulfillment or event and recollection, even if this con-
nection is sometimes only latent or implied prior to the editorial work
preserved in 4Q158. The final two examples of the use of this compo-
sitional technique go beyond these situations of formal correspon-
dence to join texts that are related not formally but thematically.

As mentioned above, 4Q158 frag. 4 recounts the Sinaitic covenant
ceremony as per Exodus 24. However, after line 5, which corresponds
to Exod 24:6, the text of 4Q158 moves in a different direction:

4Q158 4 ii 5-8
IR RIPM 037 90 ApN NAm]A 5y par oTa vl nuuRa 5
Pr? oyn
(Da)1 22?2 21pY DRI privdjeefee HRI DANAR DR MR WR 6
A DR RPN
Jo D HRY oPIT AnAL [Mb onr 7
Jo nifv o 51PNl o] [p] 8

5. in bowls, and half of the blood he sprinkled upon the [altar. And he
took the book of the covenant and read it in the ears of the people
22?]

6. which I showed to Abraham and to #¥4??[ Isaac and to Jacob 2?2 And
(also) I established my covenant]

7. with them to bec[ome] a God to them and to their se[e]d ?[ ]

8. [floreve[r ]¢ [ JI[ ]2 YHWH ?[ ]

4 For the link between ]'7WJ in line 19 and Exod 3:5, see Crawford, Rewriting
Scripture, 54.
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The material in lines 6-7 appears to be linked to the preceding text
of Exod 24:4-6 through the term N"13, “covenant,” though that word
is not extant in this fragment. As Strugnell and Segal have noted, the
language of line 7 is reminiscent of the ‘covenant’ texts Gen 17:7 and
Exod 6:7.# Both contain the construction ' + T'?/DD'? + DTORY,
while Gen 17:7 adds TWVT5. More broadly, both discuss YHWH’s
promise to Abraham and his descendants to be their God and to give
them the Land. The covenant in Genesis 17 is made with Abraham as
well as with his descendants, and Exodus 6 similarly makes clear that
this covenant applies to all of the patriarchs and their descendants: “I
appeared (XIR) to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob as El Shaddai, but
my name, YHWH, I did not make known to them. And I also made a
covenant with them...” (Exod 6:3-4aa). In this fragment, it seems that
YHWH reveals not himself but, presumably, his covenant to the patri-
archs ("DXR'T IWKR).4

The precise transition between the extant parts of lines 5 and 6 is
unclear, but the text shifts from third-person narrative description of
Moses’ actions (P77) to first-person speech of God ("NR7*1). We can
surmise that this switch is related to what follows the extant part of
line 5 (Exod 24:6) in the biblical text: Exod 24:7 begins 780 np"n
oY IR RPN N30, “And he took the book of the covenant and
read it aloud to the people.” Lines 6-7 therefore seem to represent the
contents of the N™2N 180, in the form of a divine recollection of the
covenant made with the patriarchs.® How much space this divine
address originally occupied in the text of 4Q158 is unfortunately
impossible to determine.

A closer look at the new material in lines 6-7 indicates that we
appear to have before us not simply allusion to the earlier covenant
texts but their interweaving into a new whole. That is, this example of
addition of material from elsewhere in fact involves addition of mate-
rial from two locations, themselves parallel, combined into a single
unit. To take the clearest part first, the final four extant words of
line 7, D*MHRH DY ANAS [M]519, “to be their God and (the God)
of their descendants,” match almost exactly Gen 17:7b, DoRY '[5 mo
TANR TV, “to be your God and (the God) of your descendants

# See Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 170; Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 49-50.
* On the interpretation of *'NX71 as an H form, see n. 46 below.
# See Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 170.
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after you.” The shift to third-person plural suffixes was likely prompted
by the formulation of line 6, 581 PRV’ S8 DANAR DR "NRIN WK
[23pY?, “which I showed to Abraham and to [Isaac and to Jacob].” This
formulation, in turn, as well as the DNNX at the beginning of line 7,
seems to have been drawn from Exod 6:3-4:

oY MYTI KD M DY T 9R3 2PV OR1 PR HR DATaR H8 RIN
.12 PR DR DAY NNY DAR *PMa DR NRPR on, “T appeared to
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob as El Shaddai, but by my name, YHWH,
I did not make myself known to them. I also established my covenant
with them, to give them the land of Canaan...”

Although the extant part of frag. 4 ii 6 parallels Exod 6:3 quite closely,
the apparent change in verb form from XIR1 (N) to 'n&77 (H) is
significant.** While in Exodus 6 the verb refers to YHWH’s self-reve-
lation to the patriarchs (“I appeared to Abraham...”), here the verb
seems to refer to YHWH’s revelation or showing of something else to
the patriarchs (a noun or noun phrase that would be the object of
NIRRT and would have preceded TWR at the end of line 5). In the
context of the presumed mention of the N*3377 920 in line 5, the best
option for the identity of this something else that was “shown” to the
patriarchs is the covenant itself. A tentative reconstruction of lines 5-6
might thus run as follows:*

IR RIPM 037 990 ApN NAmA 5y par oTa vl nuuRa 5
nman ar kb oyn
21pY HRI piwYjeePee DRI DANAR YR MR IWR 6

5. in bowls, and half of the blood he sprinkled upon the [altar. And he
took the book of the covenant and read it in the ears of the people,
saying, “This is the covenant |

6. which I showed to Abraham and to #%¢??[ Isaac and to Jacob...]

This reading, which would give line 5 approximately 75 letter-spaces,
would fit reasonably well lengthwise. While the verb N&X3 H is never
used to describe the establishment of a covenant in the Hebrew Bible

* Reading the form as an N infinitive ("TIRJ’7]) is not impossible, but this inter-
pretation seems less likely for syntactical and orthographic reasons. First, the orthog-
raphy of 4Q158 is generally quite full, so we would expect the spelling *NiR7"77 if the
word was indeed intended as an N form. Second, the use of a suffixed infinitive form
following WX is awkward syntactically; we would expect a finite verb. Given these
considerations, it seems best to interpret the form as H perfect 1cs.

¥ T am grateful to Prof. Moshe Bernstein for suggesting this reading.
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or at Qumran, the usage here most likely is due to the creative reuse
of Exod 6:3. Perhaps more problematic is that the word DNR, “with
them,” at the beginning of line 7 likely reflects Exod 6:4, *nnpn o3
DNRX "N NN If this is correct, then my interpretation requires two
references to the covenant within a little over two lines: “...the cove-
nant which I showed to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” (lines 5-6), and
“I established a covenant with them, to be a god to them...” (line 7).
The proximity of the two formulations seems slightly odd, but there is
no real reason that it could not occur.*® There would originally have
been at least a few words on line 6 after the mention of the patriarchs
and before the material from Exod 6:4. Therefore, the text could have
contained some futher remarks on the covenant shown to the patri-
archs before continuing with the comment that this covenant involved
YHWH’s promise to be the God of the patriarchs and their descen-
dants (line 7).

If the supposition is correct that DX reflects the conclusion of the
phrase DNX N33 DR *NNPA from Exod 6:4, then that phrase is mod-
ified in 4Q158 in that it is followed, not by the promise of land as in
Exodus 6, but by the promise to be Israel’s God. This change is likely
the result of the combination or reading-together of Exod 6:3-7 and
Gen 17:7-8. Both texts contain the promise of land and the promise
that YHWH will be a God to the patriarchs, but Gen 17:7 has the lat-
ter promise first, followed by the promise of land. In Exodus 6, the
mention of the covenant is followed first by the land promise (6:4),
then by God’s acknowledgment of Israel’s suffering in Egypt and
promise to redeem them from their suffering (6:5-6). Only then does
God mention that “I will take you for myself as a people and I will
become your God, and you will know that I am YHWH your God who
leads you out from under the burdens of Egypt” (6:7). Since the text
of frag. 4 deteriorates after line 7 (only a few words are legible in line 8),
it is unclear whether 4Q158 originally included at this point any

* On the other hand, this may constitute some evidence for construing *N&X7"1 as
an N infinitive construct instead of an H perfect, despite the syntactical irregularities.
(Perhaps one could read... D717aNR 58 MRPA WK [ IR, “Tam YHWH] whose
appearance to Abraham...”) According to this interpretation, the Sinai covenant
would not be identified directly with the covenant with the patriarchs. The mention
of Abraham nevertheless indicates that, however we understand the verb, YHWH’s
covenant-making at Sinai is being connected to the earlier covenant-making with the
patriarchs.
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mention of the promise of land or of the redemption from Egypt.”
What is clear is that, for whatever reason, the composer appears to
shift from following Exod 6:3-4 to following Gen 17:7. The following
table illustrates the composite nature of frag. 4 6-7.

Table 2.3: Combination of Genesis 17 and Exodus 6 in 4Q158 Frag. 4*°

Gen 17:7-8 Exod 6:3-7 4Q158 frag. 4 6-7

L% DONAR SR RIN1 DOAAR DR NRTR WK
"W 583 2pyr ORI P [...]

myTII KRY M W

onb
WA NMA AR NNPM 'A™MA DR NNpa oN nR DRpn (o))
TANR YT PR IO onK onk ['n™a

oYy nmab onaTh

TV 0vnoRG 15 nrad oAt anad [ni)nb
TINR [...] oHRY

TR Y 120nnn a0 paR Nk DA nnd
55 AR TN PIR DR WK DO™A PIR NN 222

LD PR 3ab nR Rd.. A e

LLoRw

oyy 5 Dany nnpH
o'noRH 0aY oM

I appeared to Abraham, which I showed to

to Isaac, and to Jacob ~ Abraham and to [ ...]
as El Shaddai, but by

my name, YHWH, I

did not make myself

known to them.

¥ It may also be possible, if completely unprovable, that a (somewhat brief) refer-
ence to the land may have appeared in the lacuna in line 6 (reconstructed speculatively
on the basis of Exod 6:4): MY 21py° HR1 prixt]eepee HR1 DANAR YR "NRT TR
..DNR ['N™M3 DR MDA (DX)1 DAMIAA PIR DR 1PID PIR DR DY, If this were to
be the case, then the editor responsible for this change would have retained the general
sequence of Exodus 6 (land promise + promise to be God), but would have reconfig-
ured Exod 6:4 to match YHWH’s promise to be Israel’s God found in Gen 17:7.

% Standard underlining indicates parallels between Genesis 17, Exodus 6, and
extant portions of 4Q158. Double underlining indicates parallels between Genesis 17
and Exodus 6.
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(cont.)

Gen 17:7-8 Exod 6:3-7 4Q158 frag. 4 6-7

I will establish my Also, I established my [(Also,) I established my
covenant between me covenant with them, covenant] with them,

and you and your
descendants after you in
their generations as an

eternal covenant, to be to be[come] their God
your God and (the God and (the God of) their
of) your descendants descendants

after you. And I will to give them theland [ ...]
give to you and to your of Canaan, the land of
descendants after you  their sojourning in 2

which they sojourned
sojourning; the whole  ...therefore say to the
land of Canaan... children of Israel...

I will take you as my

people, and I will

become your God...

The lacunae in the manuscript do not allow for definitive conclusions
regarding precisely how Genesis 17 and Exodus 6 were combined in
frag. 4, but what remains is enough to show that the two passages,
similar in so many ways, were brought together. In this way, the recol-
lection of the covenant with the patriarchs (Exodus 6) is harmonized
with the actual account of the making of that covenant (Genesis 17).
In this case, the ‘addition of material from elsewhere’ already embeds
a merger of two parallel passages. The addition itself—the incorpora-
tion of this material into the context of Exodus 24—entails an addi-
tional level of connection-building or ‘reading-together.” By means of
the addition, the editor responsible for 4Q158 includes in the contents
of the N"327 790 of Exod 24:7 a divine recollection of the covenant
concluded with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. By extension, the Sinaitic
covenant, formally ratified through its public reading and the cultic
events associated with it, is deemed identical with—or at least an
extension of —God’s previous covenant with Israel.” This identification

5! Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 50. It is not entirely clear whether the author of 4Q158
meant to say that the covenant with the patriarchs and the Sinai covenant are in fact
identical, or whether he meant merely to indicate their continuity. If he was trying to
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represents a major re-reading of Exodus; one that in fact conforms it
to the theological perspective of the book of Deuteronomy. Deuter-
onomy regularly depicts the Sinai/Horeb covenant as the direct con-
tinuation of God’s promises to the patriarchs (see e.g. Deut 6:10-15;
7:12-13; 8:18-19), but that view is nowhere expressed in other known
versions of Exodus. There, the promises to the patriarchs are not
mentioned in the context of Sinai, and the N"I2 here ratified is not
associated with God’s earlier covenant-making. In other words, the
editor of 4Q158 has taken two events that are formally independent of
one another and brought them into connection in order to make a
theological and hermeneutical point.

2.2.6  Thematic Connection: Jacob and Moses

The final example in 4Q158 that I classify as addition of material from
elsewhere in the Pentateuch similarly seems to involve thematic, rather
than formal, correspondences. It constitutes one of the most striking
departures preserved in 4Q158 from the text of the Pentateuch as
known from elsewhere. The first thirteen lines of 4Q158 frag. 1-2
reflect the episode in Gen 32:25-33 in which Jacob wrestles with an
unknown assailant (although the very fragmentary remains of lines
1-2 do not straightforwardly fit into this pericope). Starting in line 14,
however, the setting switches to Exodus 4 and the meeting between
Aaron and Moses as Moses is on his way back to Egypt (Exod 4:27-
28). Needless to say, this particular juxtaposition of texts is not attested
elsewhere. Furthermore, the connection between the two sections is
not immediately evident. The only plausible suggestion made thus far
is that of Strugnell, who tentatively proposed that the reason for the
juxtaposition is that both Genesis 32 and Exodus 4 describe an Israel-
ite hero’s encounter with a potentially hostile divine being. This of
course would mean that the connection is not with Exod 4:27-31, the
part of the chapter that is actually extant in frag. 1-2, but with the so-
called ‘bridegroom of blood’ episode that immediately precedes it, in

make the former point, then 4Q158 preserves a remarkable parallel to the outlook of
the book of Jubilees, whose author, instead of speaking of a ‘Noachic’ covenant, an
‘Abrahamic’ covenant, and a ‘Sinaitic’ covenant, implies that God made only a single
covenant with his chosen people, beginning with Noah, which is periodically renewed.
See Endres, Biblical Interpretation, 226-28; Betsy Halpern Amaru, Rewriting the Bible:
Land and Covenant in Post-Biblical Jewish Literature (Valley Forge, Penn.: Trinity
Press International, 1994), 25-30.
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which “YHWH met Moses and sought to kill him” (Exod 4:24-26).%
If indeed this link is the reason the two passages were joined (and no
better alternative presents itself), then the ‘bridegroom of blood” epi-
sode (Exod 4:24-26) must have preceded our current fragment, since
there is no room for it between the end of the Jacob story and the
beginning of Exod 4:27 in line 13.

All this suggests that the original context of this fragment was not
the book of Genesis but the beginning of Exodus.*® In other words, in
the context of the story of the divine attack upon Moses on his way
back from Egypt, the editor would have inserted a ‘flashback’ to the
somewhat similar incident that befell Jacob on his way back to the
land of Canaan. The notion that this juxtaposition constitutes a sort of
‘flashback’ in the context of Exodus 4 explains why I categorize this
change as a case of addition of material from elsewhere. As noted
above, the 4QRP manuscripts do not always provide enough textual
evidence to prove beyond any doubt the correct explanation for
changes in sequence such as this one, but one solution usually presents
itself as the most plausible.’* In this case, it is difficult to understand
how a true rearrangement would have worked conceptually; that is,
how this episode of Jacob’s wrestling match could have been removed
from its location in Genesis and catapulted through some 400 years of
narrative time to the lifetime of Moses (or the reverse). Short of some
sort of prophetic prediction of Moses’ future activity, for which there
is no evidence, it would be hard to imagine Moses” sudden appearance
in Genesis, and it would be even more difficult to imagine a reversion
to Jacob’s lifetime from the perspective of Exodus without some sort

52 Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 169. See also Emanuel Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked
in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special Attention to 4QRP and 4QParaGen-
Exod,” in The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on
the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Eugene Ulrich and James C. VanderKam; Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-34, at p- 131. The two passages were in
fact connected by Rashbam in his commentary to Gen 32:29, where he reasons that
both Jacob and Moses did not behave as God intended and were thus punished by
means of the nighttime encounters. See Moshe Greenberg, Understanding Exodus
(New York: Behrman House, 1969), 111. Modern commentators have noted several
other thematic parallels between these two passages, such as the fact that both Jacob
and Moses are on their way to reunite with their brother. See for example, with litera-
ture, Bernard P. Robinson, “Zipporah to the Rescue: A Contextual Study of Exodus IV
24-6,” VT 36 (1986): 447-61, at pp. 451-52. I am grateful to Leeroy Malacinski for
this reference.

53 Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 48.

** See section 1.3.3.
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of framing of the event as something that had occurred in the past
and is now being recollected, either by the narrator or by one of the
characters. Of course no textual evidence of such framing exists.
Nonetheless, it seems most reasonable to conclude that, in the mind
of whoever juxtaposed these two stories, the Jacob story retained its
place among the patriarchal narratives; that is, we are dealing with a
repetition of the story that therefore constitutes addition of material
from elsewhere.” This does not necessarily mean that this story phys-
ically appeared twice in 4Q158, once in its original location in Gene-
sis and once here in the context of Exodus 4, since there is no clear
evidence that 4Q158 actually covered the book of Genesis. I would
suggest, though, that if 4Q158 did originally cover Genesis as well as
Exodus, this Jacob pericope would indeed have occurred twice.

2.2.7 Concluding Remarks on Addition of Material from
Elsewhere in 4Q158

The previous examples have illustrated the wide variety of situations
in which the compositional technique of addition of material from
elsewhere in the Pentateuch operates in 4Q158. In view of the range
of issues addressed through the use of this technique, a rough picture
of the hermeneutical concerns of (at least one of) the editor(s) respon-
sible for 4Q158 begins to emerge. In the first place, the editor’s activity
points to certain expectations regarding the completeness and self-
sufficiency of the Torah: in the Torah, commands (at least commands
to Moses) must not be left unfulfilled; speech should not simply be
referred to indirectly, but quoted in full.*® Secondly, the repeated use
of this technique actually embeds in the text itself an interest in read-
ing the Torah in light of itself. In the looser, more thematic examples
discussed above, the editor creates or strengthens conceptual connec-
tions between disparate texts in a manner reminiscent of rabbinic
aggadic midrash and the pentateuchal Targumim.”” As I will discuss

5> If this explanation is correct, note the similarity to the addition of material from
elsewhere in 4Q158 4 ii 1-2, which seems to contain a ‘flashback’ to God’s earlier
prediction of Israel’s worship at Mt. Sinai (above, section 2.2.3).

A similar attitude is attested in the pentateuchal Targumim; see Samely, Interpre-
tation of Speech, 118-19. More generally on the assumption of the biblical text’s per-
fection on the part of early interpreters, see Kugel, Traditions of the Bible, 17.

7 On the creation of intertextual connections in rabbinic writings, see Samely,
Interpretation of Speech, 65-67; idem, Forms of Rabbinic Literature and Thought
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 182-84; Marc Hirshman, “Aggadic Midrash,”
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further in chapters 3 and 4, this hermeneutical concern goes far beyond
what is attested in the other 4QRP mss and, despite some similarities,
in the Samaritan text tradition. Furthermore, the concern with
increasing the ‘self-referentiality’ of the Torah also seems to lie behind
some instances of the use of other compositional techniques in 4Q158.

2.3  OMISSION

There are no clear, extant cases of omission in 4Q158; not even minor
cases involving single words. There are two cases where the manu-
script as extant appears to be closely following the biblical text as
known from elsewhere, but reconstruction according to known ver-
sions yields a line that is too long (frag. 5 3; frag. 10-12 8).*® In both
of these situations, haplography seems to be the most likely explana-
tion, especially for the case in frag. 5, where the text is highly repetitive
and the opportunity for an eyeskip seems great. Thus, even in the two
instances where some shortening of the text may have occurred
in lacunae, there is no reason to believe that these omissions were
deliberate.

This assessment, of course, does not pertain to the issue of the orig-
inal scope of the composition contained in 4Q158 and whether that
scope corresponded to the scope of the Pentateuch or any one of its
books. (That is, whether 4Q158 in its original form ‘omitted” or failed
to include large swaths of pentateuchal material.) The issue of scope
has implications for the debate over whether 4Q158 should be consid-
ered a copy of the Pentateuch (or, as is more likely, the book of
Exodus) or should be thought of as a new composition of the type
usually called ‘rewritten Scripture.”” Unfortunately, however, the orig-
inal scope of 4Q158 cannot be determined given the present state
of the manuscript. On the other hand, it is somewhat misleading to
characterize the issue of scope as involving ‘omission.” This would
seem to involve the presumption that the composition in 4Q158
would have or should have covered all of the Pentateuch or one of its

in The Literature of the Sages: Second Part (ed. Shmuel Safrai et al; CRINT II.3a;
Assen: Royal Van Gorcum, 2006), 107-32.

% For the text and the reconstruction, see Appendix 1.

¥ For scope as a criterion for distinguishing ‘rewritten Scripture’ compositions
from editions of biblical books, see Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 20.
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books. If 4Q158 is a new composition whose author, perhaps, selected
and brought together a variety of related materials, then the issue is
one of ‘inclusion’ rather than ‘omission.’

2.4 PARAPHRASE

I employ the term ‘paraphrase’ to indicate instances where the sub-
stance or basic content of a passage has been retained, but is expressed
in different words.®’ A fairly clear and relatively minor example of this
technique in 4Q158 occurs in frag. 4 ii 4: instead of M T, SP noy 1Hym,
“they offered up burnt offerings” (Exod 24:5aB), 4Q158 reads N 5P
[M]amn 59 [A]9Wn, “he offered up the burnt offer[ing] upon the
alta[r].” Since the line breaks off at this point, we do not know whether
the paraphrase continued to cover the material in the rest of Exod 24:5.
However, we see that here 4Q158 reflects essentially the same activity
in slightly different words (including the explicit mention of the altar
and an apparent change of subject from 87w %32 "Y1, “the young
men of Israel,” to Moses).*" Aside from this minor example, there are
two cases in 4Q158 of what appears to be more extensive paraphrase.

% Tov operates with a similar definition when he characterizes as paraphrastic
works that “not only add and omit details but also change the wording of the biblical
text”; see Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked,” 116.

¢l The new formulation here somewhat resembles that of Exod 40:29, natn N\
..mIRn DRI a9en nR vy Sum Tin SRR 1pwn nna ow 15Yn, “And the altar
of burnt offering he placed at the entrance of the tabernacle of the tent of meeting,
and he offered up upon it the burnt offering and the grain offering...” It may be that
the author of 4Q158 for some reason wished to adapt the language of Exod 24:5 to
that of Exod 40:29—perhaps because in both instances Moses supervises cultic pro-
cedures? However, the extant parallels are not all that extensive and consist of com-
mon cultic terms; therefore it is difficult to determine if an allusion to Exod 40:29
really was intended. If it was, then this pharaphrase may have been intended to stress
the similarity between the two sacrificial acts—and would constitute yet another
example of the ‘reading-together’ of related verses in 4Q158.
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2.4.1 Extensive Paraphrase: Fragment 14

Paraphrase seems to be the best descriptor for the textual reworking
that takes place in 4Q158 frag. 14. As has been noted frequently, this
fragment is unusual among the remains of 4Q158 in that it does not
reproduce verbatim any significant string of pentateuchal material.
For this reason, Tov even suggested initially that frag. 14 should not
be considered part of 4Q158, a position for which there is no physi-
cal evidence and that he has since abandoned.®* Despite the lack of
sustained reproduction of pentateuchal text, however, the themes and
vocabulary of frag. 14 do in fact point to two particular scriptural pas-
sages, Exodus 6 and Exodus 15. The evidence, fragmentary as it is,
suggests that these two passages have been paraphrased and combined
with each other and with some new material.

Several similarities in vocabulary create a clear connection between
frag. 14 and the Song of the Sea in Exodus 15. The text mentions
Egypt three times (lines 4, 5, 6), once in the phrase 1NN 0™MX PINRAI
¥, “and in the land of Egypt there will be distress” (lines 4-5). In
addition, we find the verb YR3 (line 5; Exod 15:13); the phrases 0 k)
(line 7; cf. @ 2% Exod 15:8) and DN m%iena (lines 7-8; cf. N7LN
Exod 15:5 and nnAnn Exod 15:5, 8), as well as mention of “the
nations”(0%i37, line 4; cf. ©AY in Exod 15:14-15). The phrase 7121
MNIN may also point to God’s deliverance of Israel from Egypt, in
which M7 plays an important role (Exod 14:21; 15:8, 10). Even though
M7 always appears in the singular in those texts, one could imagine
that an ancient editor envisioned MMM 913, “all the winds,” being
enlisted to help the Israelites pass safely through the sea.* In any case,
the text clearly seems to envision the destruction of Egypt at the sea.

¢ Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked,” 125. Later publications make clear that Tov
now does consider frag. 14 to be a part of 4Q158; see e.g. Tov, “Rewritten Bible Com-
positions,” 339.

¢ For the text of frag. 14, see Appendix 1.

 Of course it is not self-evident that M1 here means “wind,” although on the basis
of usage as well as context this interpretation seems most likely. The phrase MmIn 523
occurs only once in the Hebrew Bible, where it clearly means “winds,” in the sense of
the four cardinal directions: “I shall bring against Elam four winds from (the) four cor-
ners of the earth, and I shall scatter them to all these winds (TI’?NH ninan 9aY)..”
(Jer 49:36). Furthermore, the plural MMY means “winds” everywhere in the Hebrew
Bible except Prov 16:2. At Qumran, the phrase MM 912 occurs in only one other
place, in 8Q5. The context is not preserved, but the phrase in question reads 9121
v 12°385 MM, Given that the MM are here doing something (standing, [PM721]Y
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On the other hand, other aspects of frag. 14 connect thematically
and lexically with Exod 6:3-8, in which God promises to liberate Israel
from Egypt, take them as his people, and lead them into the land
promised to their ancestors. The themes of redemption and people-
hood appear in frag. 14 5-6, DY 5 AW 0N DNORA, “and I will
redeem them from their power, and I will make (them) into my people”
(cf. Exod 6:6 DINR NORM; Exod 6:7 DY *H DINR "nnpH ). Frag. 14
also seems to refer to the future settlement in the land. In lines 6-7
Strugnell proposes the reconstruction P%[N: VIR 19%3a P[T] DR
nvad, “and your children’s descendants I will settle in the land in
surety.”® Even without the reconstruction, the connection to settle-
ment in the land is made highly probable by the word mva%, which in
the Hebrew Bible usually refers to “dwelling” securely.® We also find
the phrases 12wW™ YR, “who will dwell” (line 8) and PIRAY 12735,
“for a blessing for the earth/land” (line 4). Compare Exod 6:8,
nwIn 0ah NN NoN...PIRA 58 DONNR "NRAM, “And T will bring
you to the land...and I will give it to you as an inheritance.”®®

The language of frag. 14, then, without repeating any scriptural text
verbatim, points to a combination of Exod 6:3-8 with Exodus 15. The
combination raises the question of where this new textual unit would
have been located within the larger narrative of Exodus. In this case,
the fragment’s syntax provides a clue. The Song of the Sea in Exodus
15 celebrates God’s victory over the Egyptians by recalling the key
events with verbs in the perfect (e.g. D 253 NN XY, “the deeps
congealed in the heart of the sea”; Exod 15:8). But the verbs in 4Q158

or DTMN|Y?) before or in the presence of God, the phrase might refer to heavenly beings
at this point. This is the interpretation of Arthur Everett Sekki, The Meaning of Ruah
at Qumran (SBLDS 110; Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 165-66. It does not seem justified,
however, to assume on the basis of 8Q5, as Sekki does, that MmN 513 refers to heav-
enly beings in 4Q158 as well. First, the interpretation of the phrase in 8Q5 is far from
certain. Second, given the nature of 4Q158, we might expect its author to be influenced
more by biblical phraseology than by post-biblical Hebrew, and Nim~3 never means
“heavenly beings” in the Hebrew Bible.

6 Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 176.

% Of the 32 occurrances of M2 in the Hebrew Bible, 21 appear with the verb
AW and another 4 with ]2W.

5 The word PINMY is the only case in 4Q158 where the definite marker -7 is not
merged with a prefixed preposition.

% While other covenant texts (e.g. Genesis 15 and Genesis 17) refer to some of the
same themes, the specific terminological connections outlined above, as well as the
lexical parallels between Exodus 6 and 15 (see below), strongly suggest that it is indeed
Exodus 6 that is at issue here.
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frag. 14 are all imperfects and converted perfects, indicating that they
describe an event that has not yet happened ("nfwyn, *an, 1aw»,
D'NYRN). This suggests that a likely setting for 4Q158’s reworked text
is in fact Exodus 6, which similarly predicts God’s saving actions with a
string of converted perfect verbs (Exod 6:6-8 MOR, NORM, ’nnp‘n,
TR, etc.).” In other words, instead of reproducing Exod 6:3-8
verbatim, the editor responsible for 4Q158 has paraphrased it by means
of rewording and integration of material from Exodus 15.7

Although I have been discussing frag. 14 as an example of para-
phrase, the exegetical logic behind this fragment is very similar to that
which informs the cases of addition of material from elsewhere in the
Pentateuch discussed above. Despite some substantial differences,
Exod 6:3-8 and Exodus 15 in fact relate to one another to a certain
extent as promise and fulfillment: Exodus 6 promises a future deliver-
ance from Egypt and resettlement in the land, and Exodus 15 cele-
brates poetically the manifestation of the first stage in that deliverance.
To be sure, the emphasis of each is different: Exodus 15 refers specifi-
cally to the destruction of the Egyptian army at the Sea, while Exodus
6 describes God’s liberation of the Israelites in quite general terms. On
the other hand, Exodus 6 speaks explicitly of the Israelites’ destination
as the Land of Canaan, the land promised as an inheritance to Israel’s
ancestors, while Exodus 15 refers metaphorically to the land as God’s

% For the suggestion that 4Q158 frag. 14 belongs in the context of Exod 6:3-8, see
Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 54-55. The verb tenses (which Segal does not mention) are
one reason why his suggestion strikes me as more plausible than that of Strugnell, who
proposed that frag. 14 was originally located proximate to frag. 4 because the latter
seems to end with God recounting at least some episodes in Israel’s ‘sacred history’;
see Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 175. Strugnell does not address the discrepancy
between the perfect verb of frag. 4 6 and the imperfects and converted perfects used
in frag. 14, nor the problem of a ‘recollection’ or repetition of past events using verb
forms that appear to refer to future events. Furthermore, if the analysis of frag. 4
presented above is correct, the historical ‘recollection’ in lines 6-7 is designed specifi-
cally to associate the covenant with the patriarchs with the Sinai covenant, not to
rehearse Israel’s Heilsgeschichte more generally.

70 Segal has also suggested that frag. 14 represents a paraphrase of Exod 6:3-8 (“Bib-
lical Exegesis,” 54-55); I would amend his argument only slightly. First, while Segal
bases himself upon two cases of shared vocabulary (D'N9RX frag. 14 5 // DINR NIRN
Exod 6:6; DYY ¥ "W frag. 14 6 // BYH *5 DINR NP Exod 6:7), a more persua-
sive case can be made in light of parallels in theme as well as vocabulary. Second,
Segal’s characterization of the passage as a paraphrase of Exod 6:3-8, supplemented
with details from Exodus 15, underemphasizes what I believe is an important point.
The paraphrase is not somehow separate from the addition of material from Exodus
15. Rather, the blending of the two passages itself constitutes the paraphrase.
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“holy habitation” (15:13) and “the mountain of your inheritance”
(15:17). In conceptual terms, however, each describes the same com-
plex of events. The connection is strengthened by lexical parallels: both
texts refer to God’s power ("Y1 PINA in 6:6; TI"N in 15:6; 5132
IV in 15:16), both use the word 5R3 to refer to Israel’s redemption
(6:6; 15:13), both refer to Israel as God’s people (6:7; 15:16), both refer
to God “bringing” (X'2n) Israel to the land (6:8; 15:17). There is,
therefore, a sense in which frag. 14 could be said to contain an exam-
ple of addition of material from elsewhere, although the addition in
this case results in a paraphrase of the text into which the material is
inserted. Once again, the editor responsible for 4Q158 appears to have
taken steps to clarify and strengthen the connection between two
related passages. By rephrasing the promise of liberation in Exodus 6
so that it contains more of the specific details of the account in Exodus 15,
prediction and execution are brought into closer alignment with one
another.

242 Another Example of Paraphrase?

4Q158 frag. 3 may constitute another example of paraphrase, though
its small size makes firm conclusions even more difficult than usual. It
consists only of a few words:

] 2Py RIpM
15n mn para
158 8125 *mar

Joo[ ]

W N =

1. And Jacob called [

2. in this land ml|[

3. my fathers to come to[
4. [ 1220

The contents of this fragment do not directly reflect any pentateuchal
text.”! Strugnell tentatively raises the possibility that the fragment
relates to the end of Jacob’s life: “Pourrait-il aussi faire partie d’'un

1 Allegro suggested that perhaps the words 2Py RIpM represented the begin-
ning of Gen 32:31,...58"10 DIPAN OW apy’ RIPM, “and Jacob called the name of
the place Peni’el...” (DJD 5:2). This solution is unlikely, first because Gen 32:31 was
probably contained in the lacuna in frag. 1-2 10, and second because none of the
material in the rest of frag. 3 has any connection to Genesis 32. See also Segal, “Biblical
Exegesis,” 54.



COMPOSITION AND EXEGESIS IN 4Q158 63

discours de Jacob avant sa mort?”’> The opening phrase 21py* KIp1
indeed occurs in Gen 49:1 to introduce Jacob’s deathbed address to
his children, but, as Segal points out, the content of Jacob’s long
poem does not match the remaining text of frag. 3. Segal may be
correct in suggesting that a better context might be Jacob’s instruc-
tions to Joseph in Gen 47:29-30:

MAR DY NIV DMRAZ 1Mapn K1 OR..H R q0rh 135 R
DNN2PA ANNAPY 0MIRAN INRWY, “Jacob summoned his son, Joseph,
and said to him... ‘Do not bury me in Egypt. When I lie down with my
fathers, take me up from Egypt and bury me in their burial place.””

If this identification is correct, frag. 3 would represent a paraphrase or
retelling of the episode, as there is little actual overlap in vocabulary
aside from *M2AR, “my fathers.” Furthermore, if the line-lengths in the
column represented by frag. 3 are consistent with those reconstructed
for other fragments (ca. 100 letter-spaces), the episode must have been
considerably expanded vis-a-vis Jacob’s short utterance in Gen 47:29-
30, which would only have covered about 1.5 lines. But N1t pIN2a
could easily refer to Egypt, and 98 R12% to Jacob’s request that his
body be returned to Canaan.”* Thus we may here have a case of para-
phrase combined with addition of new material.

2.5 REARRANGEMENT: THE DECALOGUE

There is only one likely case in 4Q158 of what I think qualifies as true
rearrangement; that is, the dislocation of material from its original
context to a new context such that it no longer appears in the original
location. As usual, it is difficult to be certain precisely what has hap-
pened because of the fragmentary nature of the text, but in this case
rearrangement constitutes the most plausible option.”

The case at hand involves an otherwise unattested sequence that
appears in 4Q158 frag. 7. As mentioned above, the first two lines of

72 Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 170.

73 Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 54. .

7 Segal actually reconstructs line 2 as D™[¥1 M PIRI; “Biblical Exegesis,” 54.
However, this syntax strikes me as awkward, and NXM PIRS/2 or NN PIRA 10
never occurs in the Hebrew Bible with an appositional place name. Furthermore, the
final letter on 1. 2, which is only partially extant, is more likely to be a 5 than a ¥.

7> On this issue, see section 1.3.3.
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frag. 7 contain the last six verses of the Decalogue (Exod 20:12-17),
while line 3, after a short addition, jumps to the end of the long inser-
tion of material from Deuteronomy that characterizes Exod 20:21b in
the Samaritan text tradition (= Deut 5:30-31). In the sequence that is
familiar from SP and 4QpaleoExod™, Exod 20:17 would be followed
by Exod 20:18-19a, Deut 5:24-27, Exod 20:19b-21, Deut 5:28b-29,
Deut 18:18-22, and only then by Deut 5:30-31.7 Here in frag. 7 all this
intervening material is absent; on the other hand, much of it (Deut 5:27
+ Exod 20:19b-21 + Deut 5:28b-29 + 18:18-22) is extant in 4Q158
frag. 6.

This textual sequence presents a conundrum: the people’s request
for a mediator and the subsequent discussion (SP Exod 20:18-21b),
which in Exodus and Deuteronomy follows the Decalogue, is presented
in 4Q158 (frag. 6) as coming before the Decalogue. Such an arrange-
ment would appear to be nonsensical, given that Exodus 20 and
Deuteronomy 5 imply that it is precisely in response to hearing God
speak the Decalogue that the people request that Moses serve as inter-
mediary for further divine speech.

In approaching this problem we must note first of all that it cannot
be solved simply by reordering the fragments of 4Q158 such that frag. 6,
containing the request for a mediator, would come after the end of the
Decalogue in frag. 7. After the end of Exod 20:21b SP (= Deut 5:30-
31), frag. 7 continues through the rest of Exodus 20 into the beginning
of the Covenant Code (7 9-11 = Exod 21:1-4), and the text of lines
3-5 makes clear that the people’s request for Moses’ mediation has
been granted: they are dismissed to their tents and God addresses the
Covenant Code to Moses alone. The request for mediation must there-
fore have come before the beginning of frag. 7; thus frag. 6 and frag. 7
are in the correct order.”

Another issue to consider is that the text of Exodus 19-20 as
known from other versions leaves substantial ambiguity as to whether
the Decalogue was in fact addressed to the whole people. The request
for mediation in Exod 20:18, immediately after the Decalogue, implies
that it was, but that verse does not make this explicit, saying only that

76 For this sequence, see Table 2.1 on p. 30 above.

77 Segal (“Biblical Exegesis,” 56) also recognizes that frag. 7-9 cannot come before
frag. 6, though for different reasons, which are somewhat unclear. See also Tov, “The
Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts,” JSOT 31 (1985):
3-29, at p. 28, n. 44.
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the people “saw the thunder and the torches and the sound of the sho-
far and the mountain smoking.” Furthermore, the transition between
Exodus 19 and Exodus 20, extremely awkward syntactically and
almost certainly the sign of redactional activity, might give the
impression that Moses is recounting God’s words rather than God
speaking directly.”® Thus it may be possible that the editor of the text
in 4Q158 regarded the Decalogue as already mediated by Moses
according to the text of Exodus, and therefore moved the entire thing
to a more logical position, after the request for mediation in Exod
20:18 and following.

This solution, however, is rendered less plausible by the appearance
of a word from Deut 5:27 in frag. 6 line 1. This—plus the text’s adher-
ence to pre-Samaritan traditions elsewhere in the Sinai pericope—
strongly suggests that all of Deut 5:24-27 was originally present in
4Q158 preceding frag. 6. Significantly, Deut 5:24 makes very clear that
the people did not simply hear the roar of thunder and the sound of
the shofar, but actually heard God speaking to them: “Today we have
seen that God can speak (727") to humans and they can survive.”” The
reference to God’s speech alludes directly to the Decalogue. Thus, if
this verse was included in 4Q158, as seems almost certain, it is very
difficult to maintain that the editor regarded the Decalogue as medi-
ated entirely by Moses.*” But then we are back to our original problem:

7 The awkwardness results from the juxtaposition of the end of 19:25 with the
beginning of 20:1, ...0MOR 2T DAOHR ARM, “and he said to them. And God
spoke...” The converted imperfect 327" could be construed as the content of Moses’
speech (“...and he said to them, ‘And God spoke...””). However, this would require
that the converted imperfect lose its normal function of connecting to what comes
before, since 727" is disconnected from JNXR" as regards both temporal sequence
and speaker. Bernard Levinson suggests that the retention of the tensive juxtaposi-
tion is intentional, meant to sustain ambiguity as to who actually speaks the Deca-
logue (personal communication). Arie Toeg makes a similar argument with regard
to the lack of reference to any addressee in Exod 20:1—to whom is God speaking?
Toeg suggests that the ambiguity is a deliberate attempt on the part of the interpola-
tor of the Decalogue to address the tension between two perspectives already embed-
ded in the text, one of which regarded the Decalogue as the direct speech of YHWH
to all the people, and the other of which denied the possibility of any such direct
speech. See Arie Toeg, *3'02 17N 1NN (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1977), 61-64.

7 See Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 56.

8 T therefore cannot agree with Falk’s suggestion that the author of 4Q158 has
moved the request for mediation to before the Decalogue, perhaps because of the
similarity of the people’s fear of the thunder and lightning in Exod 19:16 and 20:18,
and/or because of the author’s desire to stress Moses’ role as mediator; see Falk, Para-
biblical Texts, 118. Similarly, Strugnell suggests that the presence of the end of the Dec-
alogue at the beginning of frag. 7 results from the fact that Moses here “repeats” the
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if the people’s request for a mediator (frag. 6) is prompted by God’s
speaking the Decalogue directly to them, then what is the end of
the Decalogue doing in the beginning of frag. 7, after the request for
mediation?

Michael Segal has proposed an ingenious solution to this problem
that takes account of all of these issues.®® He suggests that 4Q158
reflects a textualization of an interpretive tradition found in later rab-
binic material according to which only the first two commandments
were spoken directly by God to the whole people, while the rest were
mediated through Moses. This tradition most likely takes its origin
from the fact that only the first two commandments refer to God in
the first person, while the rest refer to God in the third person.® It also
seems, however, that the confusion in the MT about who speaks
the Decalogue to the people could have been an additional influence.
In any case, Segal hypothesizes that 4Q158 reflects this tradition in
that Exod 20:2-6 were located before the people request a mediator
(Exod 20:18-19 SP), while the rest of the commandments, Exod 20:7-
17, were moved to a new location towards the end of the long addition
in SP labeled Exod 20:21b: after the prophet law from Deuteronomy
18 and before the resumption of Deuteronomy 5 with v. 30, “Go, tell
them, ‘return to your tents.”” This solution allows for both the pres-
ence in frag. 6 of Deut 5:24, with its record that God spoke to Israel
directly, and the location of the (end of the) Decalogue after the request
for mediation.

Although there is no way to prove that the first two commandments
appeared in 4Q158 prior to frag. 6, this suggestion certainly makes the
most sense of the data. With regard to compositional technique, once
again the context favors a given understanding despite the absence of
concrete evidence. The new sequence theoretically might constitute

Decalogue to the people, a repetition that would have begun in the lacuna immediately
following the last extant words of frag. 6; see Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 172.
Strugnell does not elaborate on what he means by “repeat”: does he mean that at some
point prior to frag. 6 God revealed the Decalogue to Moses alone, such that he now
must convey it to the people? If so, this suggestion runs into the same difficulty as
Falk’s: it fails to take into account that the people seem to have heard God speak the
Decalogue to them directly—otherwise, the request that God cease speaking to them
(Deut 5:24-27) is inexplicable. Alternatively, does Strugnell mean that the Decalogue
was spoken directly to the people in the first place? If this is his intent, it is difficult to
understand why Moses would now have to repeat to the people what they have already
heard.

81 Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 57-58.

82 Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” 57 n. 35.
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addition of material from elsewhere; that is, the entire Decalogue
might have appeared prior to frag. 6, in its familiar position, and then
have been repeated at the beginning of frag. 7. Context, however, mil-
itates against this understanding: if the entire Decalogue was already
revealed to the whole people prior to their request for mediation in
frag. 6, why would it then be repeated? True rearrangement, where the
latter portion of the Decalogue was removed from its original setting
and relocated at the start of frag. 7, makes much more sense.*

2.6 MINOR ALTERATIONS

The final category of compositional technique that appears in 4Q158
is that of minor alterations; that is, the replacement of 1-2 words with
other words or the appearance of a different form of the same word.
In general, these types of changes tend to be qualitatively insignificant,
and in many cases one might question whether they should really be
considered deliberate changes at all. Often it is difficult to determine
with any confidence that the reading in 4Q158 is later than other read-
ings, and even if some of these minor variations were to represent later
readings, they could simply be unintentional. Illustrative of this type
of extremely minor variation are the readings AWK IR for MT, SP,

8 Although I believe it is most likely that the Decalogue was simply split apart, such
that God speaks commandments 1 and 2 to the whole people prior to frag. 6 and
speaks commandments 3-10 to Moses alone at the top of frag. 7, Strugnell’s sugges-
tion that Moses is the speaker for the first two lines of frag. 7 raises an alternative
possibility. I do not accept Strugnell’s assertion that Moses repeats the entire Deca-
logue at this point (see n. 80 above). It is plausible, however, that after frag. 6 God
conveys commandments 3-10 to Moses, and then Moses relays these commands to
the people, making Moses the speaker at the top of frag. 7 as Strugnell suggests. (In
formal terms, we would then have both a rearrangement and an addition of material
from elsewhere.) Strugnell’s suggestion is based on his conclusion that the short
addition MW SR M INRM, “YHWH said to Moses,” in 7 3 marks a change in
speaker from Moses to YHWH (Strugnell, “Notes en Marge,” 173). This conclusion,
as discussed above (p. 34), is not necessary; thus there is no compelling reason to
regard Moses as the speaker in 7 1-2 and thus no good reason to posit a twofold
appearance of commandments 3-10 between frags. 6 and 7. Such a repetition is not,
to be sure, impossible. Evidence that this material appeared only once, however,
might be seen in the fact that none of the other divine commands in this section
(e.g. the prophet law of Deuteronomy 18 or the Covenant Code) are understood as
relayed to the people at this point; rather, from the perspective of the narrative, their
repetition is presumably delayed until the plains of Moab.
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G WX in frag. 6 8 (Exod 20:21b SP = Deut 18:20) and DR for SP,
G DN in frag. 10-12 7 (Exod 22:4).%

The two remaining cases of minor alteration in 4Q158 merit more
attention. The first case involves the protasis of the casuistic law regu-
lating the theft of livestock (Exod 21:37):

Exod 21:37 MT® ...0w IR 7MW 'R 213’9, “If a man steals an ox or
a sheep...”

4Q158 10-12 4 ...nW IR MW KR 21 DR|, “If a man steals an ox or
a sheep...”®

The change in conditional from "2 to DX may not be intentional;
nonetheless, it constitutes important evidence for the understanding
(or lack thereof) in the late Second Temple period of biblical legal
syntax. The presence of DR at the beginning of Exod 21:37 in 4Q158
instead of "3 as in MT indicates that, to the person responsible for
this change, the Covenant Code’s careful separation of the two con-
ditionals by role was no longer understood. In the Covenant Code, "2
is always used to introduce the main protasis of a casuistic law,
whereas DR introduces subconditions. The apparent lack of concern
here with the hierarchical use of the conditionals can be contrasted
with the situation in the Temple Scroll. The Temple Scroll’s author,
far from ignoring or misunderstanding the systematic hierarchichal
use of '3 and DR in the Covenant Code, attempted to apply that sys-
tem consistently across the biblical legal corpora.?’”

The final minor alteration in 4Q158 pertains even more directly to
the nexus between the transmission and interpretation of biblical law.
It involves the initial verb of a law that must have been expanded
substantially early in the transmission of the book of Exodus, since
the plus appears in G, SP, 4Q158, and 4Q366.

Exod 22:4 MT 17w31 2pa1 A7'pa NR now1 073 IR TY WR ayar o
09w 1172 20 NTW 2V MR, “If a man causes a
field or vineyard to be grazed, and he sends out his

8 The variant occurs in the context of a multiword plus present in SP, G, 4Q158,
and 4Q366 but absent in MT.

85 SP reads "2%; cf. G.

8 Because the R is only partially extant at the edge of the fragment, the reading
DN is also possible.

8 See, with literature, Bernard M. Levinson and Molly M. Zahn, “Revelation
Regained: The Hermeneutics of *2 and OR in the Temple Scroll,” DSD 9 (2002): 295-346.



COMPOSITION AND EXEGESIS IN 4Q158 69

cattle and they graze in another field, (of) the best of
his field and the best of his vineyard he shall repay.”

Exod 22:4 SP 17wa apa1 1'pa DR MHWI 092 IR ATW WK W O
P2 ATWR 52 DRI ANRIAND 1TWA 09 DY NN
OoW* 17 2V AT 2V, “If a man causes a field
or vineyard to be grazed, and he sends out his cattle
and they graze in another field, he shall certainly make
recompense from his own field, according to its pro-
duce. And if he causes the entire field to be grazed over,
(of) the best of his field and the best of his vineyard he
shall repay.”

4Q158 10-12 6-7 ... AP ATWA 910 DR NRIA[ND ... WR] Oy )

The issue here is the use in MT of the ambiguous root 92 in the
meaning “graze,” rather than the more usual sense of “burn.”® 4Q158
reflects a continuation of the apparent impulse, evident in SP, to
avoid this root in favor of the less ambiguous 7Ya (“destroy,” “lay
bare” > “graze bare”).”” While SP retains 792 in the opening clause
of the law and only shifts to Y2 in the substantive addition to the
verse (...nY2 7TWN 92 DRY), 4Q158 reads NP’ " at the opening
of the law as well.”

8 This orthography is the reading of Tal, following the Shechem ms 6 (C). Other
manuscripts read the expected nYP2; see August von Gall, Der hebrdiische Pentateuch
der Samaritaner (Giessen: A. Topelmann, 1918; reprint, 1966), 163.

% For a thorough discussion of the textual and exegetical issues raised by the vari-
ous witnesses to this verse, see David Andrew Teeter, “Exegesis in the Transmission
of Biblical Law in the Second Temple Period: Preliminary Studies” (Ph.D. diss., Uni-
versity of Notre Dame, 2008), 15-47.

% Aejmelaeus’s argument that 7Y2 may be the original reading, later corrupted to
92 on the basis of the word "3, “cattle,” later in the verse, strikes me as implausible;
see Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septu-
agint?,” ZAW 99 (1987): 59-89, at pp. 82-83. The main problem with this suggestion is
the witness of SP, which uses 192 in the plus but 91 in both instances where it occurs
in MT. If 7p2 was found in his Vorlage, it is highly unlikely that the editor responsible
for the SP form of the text would have used Y2 in the added legal condition but
changed NP2 to W3 elsewhere in the law. Of course one could assume that the so-
called “corruption” in MT occurred after the SP tradition split off, and then SP was
subsequently corrected back towards MT, but in that case we would expect SP to read
Y2 in all cases, not just two out of three. That the longer version of G and SP repre-
sents the original form of the text is unlikely, as Aejmelaeus admits: there is no plausi-
ble reason why the extra condition would be omitted. Thus, in this case, the principle
of lectio difficilior seems appropriate: it is much easier to explain the move from the
confusing W1 to the less confusing Y2 than the reverse. See also Teeter (“Exegesis,”
29-30), who argues that it makes the most sense to regard 73 as the original reading
and Y2 as an exegetical attempt to clarify the text’s meaning.

1 Tt should be noted that G uses the same verb, xatafdoketv, in all three places,
suggesting that its Vorlage consistently used either Y2 or nY2 (Teeter, “Exegesis,”
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2.7 CoOMPOSITIONAL TECHNIQUE IN 4Q158

This description and analysis of the ways in which the pentateuchal
text is reworked in 4Q158 illustrates the variety of compositional
techniques employed and the array of different exegetical concerns
these techniques are utilized to address. Further contextualization of
the textual reworking of 4Q158 must be postponed until we have
something to compare it to; that is, until the following analyses of the
other 4QRP wmss, SP, and the Temple Scroll. At this point, though, a
few points can be stressed.

First, while my primary concern here is to describe the various
compositional techniques attested in 4Q158 and how they are put to
use, the presentation of the text according to compositional technique
may have the effect of obscuring a sense of how various types and sizes
of change co-occur within a single fragment. An alternate arrangement
of the data would illustrate more clearly that some fragments of 4Q158
(e.g. 5, 10-12) contain few or no substantive changes, while some, like
frag. 1-2, embed a great many, of various sizes and purposes. In
Appendix 2 I present a chart listing the variants in each fragment that,
when used in conjunction with the transcription and translation in
Appendix 1, will give a clear impression of how various compositional
techniques were used in succession or even in conjunction to produce
the text of 4Q158 in the shape we have it now.

Second, it is worth highlighting once again both the wide range of
compositional techniques and purposes to which they are put in 4Q158
and the striking frequency with which this manuscript demonstrates a
hermeneutical concern with coordination or connection of parallel or
related texts. While the exegetical concerns evidenced in 4Q158 range

31 n. 44). If G reflects a Vorlage that read N2’ throughout, this reading may also
have been in the Vorlage of 4Q158. (We can never know for sure that 4Q158 had
Y2’ throughout, because the second occurrence of the verb is not extant, but the
two extant uses make the third very likely.) On the other hand, the G translator may
have had a Vorlage that read 792" throughout: this reading appears to be attested in
4Q366 (see below, section 3.3.1). The evidence of 4Q366 may mean that the plus in
its original form had 92, which was subsequently changed to Y2 in a Vorlage of
SP. This may be less likely, however, given that semantically speaking N2 appears
somewhat more suited than 793 to the context of the plus, the destruction of an
entire field. See Teeter, “Exegesis,” 31. More probably, the reading in 4Q366 derives
from the fact that, at some point, a copyist of the SP version, which has both 9p2*
and 1YP2°, was more troubled by the inconsistency in language than by the ambiguity
of 92 and changed the one occurrence of P2 to Y2
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from halakhic issues to the proper sequence of events at Sinai, the
majority of the major changes in 4Q158 serve to relate two passages in
some way or strengthen the connection between them. Addition of
material from elsewhere in the Pentateuch was, not unexpectedly, the
technique employed most frequently to build these connections. Yet
paraphrase seems to be used for a similar purpose in frag. 14. As
mentioned above, the prominence of this hermeneutical concern (as
well as the related prominence of the compositional technique of
addition of material from elsewhere) gives 4Q158 a distinctive profile
among the texts examined here. This distinctiveness will become even
more apparent after the discussion of the other 4QRP mss and,
especially, the somewhat similar use of addition of material from
elsewhere in SP and the pre-Samaritan manuscripts.

2.8 UNDERSTANDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF 4Q158

One final issue remains to be considered in this chapter on 4Q158. Up
to this point, I have deliberately used rather ambiguous language with
reference to the person or persons responsible for the unique version
of the text of Exodus that we find reflected in 4Q158. Now that that
distinctive presentation of the text has been discussed, however, it is
necessary to consider what we can determine about its origin: should
the changes preserved in 4Q158 be viewed as largely the work of a
single editor, or is it better to entertain the possibility that the changes,
even the major ones, were introduced gradually by a series of copyist-
editors? This is an issue that will recur in the following chapters for
4Q364-367, SP and its forebears, and TS.

The tendency in recent discussions of the 4QRP manuscripts, SP
and the pre-Samaritan texts from Qumran, and the phenomenon of
‘multiple literary editions’ of biblical books is to attribute all the major
changes evident in a particular book to a thoroughgoing redaction by
a single individual.®> Thus, in his article on 4Q158, Segal repeatedly
refers to the ‘author’ of 4Q158, just as Tov refers to the ‘author’ of

%2 The idea of ‘multiple literary editions’ of biblical books was developed by Eugene
Ulrich; see e.g. idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1999), 99-120.
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4QRP in two recent publications.”” On the other hand, there has also
been a recognition, often by the same scholars, that the process of
transmission of scriptural texts in the Second Temple period was
characterized by revision and expansion; that is, copyists were not
passive conduits of a fixed text, recognizable only when they made a
mistake, but active partners in shaping the text long after that text
had ostensibly received its ‘final’ form.** If the license to make
changes was part and parcel of the scribal task in the Second Temple
period, what basis do we have for ascribing all the major changes in
a particular text to a single redactor/author?

In discussions of expanded versions of biblical books and of ‘rewrit-
ten Scripture,” a single redactor/author is more often presumed than
argued for. An exception is the discussion of the longer MT edition of
the book of Jeremiah, where there has been some debate as to whether
the expansions present in the MT came about gradually (McKane
speaks of a “rolling corpus”) or as the result of a thoroughgoing redac-
tion.” In the context of this discussion, Beat Huwyler articulates the
criterion that, in order to posit an overall redaction, changes must be
repeated and serve a discernible purpose; that is, there must be a unify-
ing goal or ideology that ties the changes together.”® For Jeremiah,
Huwyler and others cite aspects of the MT version such as an increased
concern with Babylon, Nebuchadrezzar, and the Temple vessels as evi-
dence that the text did undergo an overarching redaction at some

% See Segal, “Biblical Exegesis,” e.g. 47, 48, 51; Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked,”
127; Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions,” 337. (Tov speaks consistently in this latter
article of “the editor” of the pre-Samaritan texts.) See also Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 65.
Here Ulrich refers to “one or possibly more scribes” responsible for the pre-Samari-
tan version of Exodus, though later on the same page this becomes “a scribe.”

% See especially George J. Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the
Distinction Between Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Directions in Qumran
Studies (ed. Jonathan G. Campbell et al.; Library of Second Temple Studies 52; Lon-
don: T&T Clark, 2005), 26-42, at pp. 37-38; Ulrich, “Text of the Hebrew Scriptures,”
103; Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 12, 16.

% For the notion of a gradual accretion of material, see J. Gerald Janzen, Studies in
the Text of Jeremiah (HSM 6; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973);
William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Jeremiah
(2 vols.; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986-96). For the idea of a single main redac-
tor, see Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of
Its Textual History,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. Jeffrey H. Tigay;
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 211-37; James Watts, “Text
and Redaction in Jeremiah’s Oracles Against the Nations,” CBQ 54 (1992): 432-37.

% Beat Huwyler, Jeremia und die Vilker: Untersuchungen zu den Vélkerspriichen in
Jeremia 46-49 (FAT 20; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 67-70.
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point, alongside continual development in minor details. To take an
example from the realm of ‘rewritten Scripture,” one could cite the per-
sistent concern in the book of Jubilees with the calendar, as well as the
frequent mention of the Heavenly Tablets, as evidence for a unified
redactional perspective operative in that work. Huwyler’s basic obser-
vation thus provides some way in to answering the question of whether
the changes in 4Q158 should be attributed to a single redactor.

I have described what I believe is a distinctive hermeneutical per-
spective within 4Q158: the concern to strengthen or create connec-
tions between related texts. Other motivations, however, seem to lie
behind some of the changes in 4Q158. The addition of a 3-line blessing
in frag. 1-2 seems to be a response to a perceived ‘gap’ in the text. In
two instances, additions seem intended to create smoother transitions
within the text (“...say to them,” frag. 6 6; “and YHWH said to Moses,”
frag. 7-9 3). There are also changes that respond to other sorts of per-
ceived problems with the text: in frag. 1-2 12, a folk custom is trans-
formed (it seems) into a divine command (...(1)92]X81N 5R). The
rearrangement of the Decalogue evident in frag. 7-9 seems to respond
to the interpretive difficulties regarding the people’s request for medi-
ation and the switch in voicing from first person to third person within
the Decalogue itself.

While nearly all the changes in 4Q158 reflect a broad concern for
the coherence, unity, and self-referentiality of Scripture, this attitude
towards the pentateuchal text seems to have been widespread in the
Second Temple circles responsible for the transmission and interpreta-
tion of Scripture. We will certainly see the same basic attitude in the
other 4QRP Mss, in the pre-Samaritan versions of Exodus and Num-
bers, in SP, and in the Temple Scroll.”” On the other hand, the spe-
cific concern with various types of textual interconnections is more
distinctive, and is not demonstrated in the same way by the other
texts I will discuss. Does this then consitute the unified redactional
perspective we have been looking for?

In my mind, it would make good sense if this particular set of sig-
nificant changes in 4Q158 were to have been introduced by a single
redactor/scribe. The same editor may or may not have been responsible
for the other major changes in the text—certainty or even a reasonable

°7 Falk also notes this attitude in the 4QRP mss, which he tends to treat as a single
composition (Parabiblical Texts, 119).
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probability seems impossible to attain on this question. At the same
time, caution is necessary even with regard to the changes that reflect
4Q158’s distinctive concerns. It is possible that a few of these changes
were made by one person, and then a later scribe or scribes built upon
the same hermeneutical principle to introduce further changes of the
same type. This multi-stage model may be particularly plausible for
4Q158, given that even the additions of material from elsewhere func-
tion in a variety of distinct, if related, ways. Furthermore, there is evidence
that precisely this sort of thing occurred at various points in the his-
tory of the transmission of the text-type that ultimately became SP.

The point of this discussion is not to argue for or against a single
redactor as responsible for the unique configuration of texts found in
4Q158. My intention is only to indicate that we must keep in mind the
possibility that the text grew in stages. In fact, we already have clear
evidence for at least five stages in the composition of the book of Exo-
dus: the Old Greek, represented by G; the stage preserved in the MT,
with its apparently more developed version of the Tabernacle peri-
cope in chapters 35-39;* the expanded version preserved in SP and
4QpaleoExod™; and the further expanded versions preserved in
4Q158, on the one hand, and in the final, sectarian version of SP on
the other. We should not exclude from our conceptual frameworks
the possibility of further stages just because we do not have manu-
script evidence for them. The issue is not that these stages are recov-
erable (if they did in fact occur)—they are not. But the short history
of scholarship on the Qumran Scrolls has indicated that the data
often challenges the models that lie closest to hand, and that it is best
to resist the temptation to resolve ambiguity. The unique form of
4Q158 may well be the work of a single redactor, but it may also be
the work of a series of scribes/redactors, each of whom endeavored
in passing on the text to make explicit more of the perfection that
was believed to reside in it.

% The situation of the Tabernacle pericope is complicated, but it does seem safe to
say that MT represents a more developed version of Exodus 35-39 than does G
(which, as Aejmelaeus has demonstrated, is more than likely based upon a Hebrew
Vorlage). See Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques—A Solution
to the Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writ-
ings (ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars; SBLSCS 33; Atlanta: Scholars, 1992),
381-402; Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 102.
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COMPOSITION AND EXEGESIS IN THE REMAINING
4QREWORKED PENTATEUCH MANUSCRIPTS (4Q364-367)

In their DJD edition of 4Q364-367, Tov and Crawford characterize
the relationship between the five 4QRP manuscripts as follows:

The five manuscripts of 4QRP share important characteristics. These
five groups of fragments should therefore be seen as copies of the same
composition, rather than, in more general terms, of the same literary
genre. This composition contained a running text of the Pentateuch
interspersed with exegetical additions and omissions. The greater part
of the preserved fragments follows the biblical text closely, but many
small exegetical elements are added, while other elements are omitted,
or, in other cases, their sequence altered. The exegetical character of this
composition is especially evident from several exegetical additions com-
prising half a line, one line, two lines, and even seven or eight lines.!

According to this assessment, then, all five 4QRP Mss are considered
copies of a single composition because they all show the same types
of “exegetical” changes vis-a-vis the known text of the Pentateuch.
Several objections could be (and have been) raised against particu-
lar aspects of this assessment. Why, for instance, would similarity in
“exegetical character” (by which I understand Tov and Crawford to
mean what I call compositional technique—the way the pentateuchal
text is reworked) necessarily indicate that all five manuscripts repre-
sent a single composition?”> One might also ask, of course, whether
there is really a “composition” other than the Pentateuch itself present
in these manuscripts. In this chapter, however, I am going to leave
these metatextual questions aside to focus on the assertion that lies at
the heart of Tov and Crawford’s characterization: that the five manu-
scripts labeled 4QRP each approach the text of the Pentateuch in the
same way.

! Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:191.
% For the difficulties involved in using the term ‘exegetical’ in contexts such as this
one, see section 1.3.1 above.
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This assertion has not gone unchallenged in the brief history of
scholarship on the 4QRP mss. Michael Segal and Moshe Bernstein have
each argued that 4Q158 reflects an approach to the Pentateuch that is
qualitatively different from that found in 4Q364-367.° Segal further
suggests that a distinction should be made between 4Q364 and 4Q365,
on the one hand, and 4Q366 and 4Q367 on the other.* However, no
detailed evidence for these positions has been provided. The purpose
of this chapter is to remedy this situation by presenting the results of
a detailed investigation of the compositional techniques evidenced in
each of the four manuscripts, 4Q364-367.° This investigation provides
firmer footing for conclusions regarding the relationships between the
five 4QRP wmss.

In what follows, I comment on all of the substantial differences vis-
a-vis the MT and other known versions in 4Q364-367, and on most of
the more minor differences. Space does not allow full consideration of
every example of insignificant changes like minor additions and minor
alterations, especially examples that contribute little to our under-
standing of compositional and exegetical technique in the 4QRP Mss.
Similarly, I do not discuss cases where the evidence shows that the ms
differed in some way from known versions, but little more can be said
about the nature of the difference.

3.1 4Q364

4Q364 is one of the larger 4QRP Mmss, with 32 numbered fragments
of varying sizes that cover material from Genesis, Exodus, Numbers,
and Deuteronomy.® Despite the broad scope, the actual extant text is
very poorly preserved: the fragments average only 2.9 fully or partially
extant words per inscribed line.” This means it is often difficult to know

* Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch,” 396; Bernstein, “Pentateuchal Interpretation at
Qumran,” 134.

* Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch,” 397-98.

> All transcriptions from 4Q364-367 that appear below, unless otherwise noted,
follow Tov and White (Crawford) in DJD 13.

¢ 4Q364 can be dated paleographically to around the middle of the first century
B.C.E.; the editors describe the hand as “a late Hasmonean or transitional formal
script” (Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:201).

7 This calculation is meant only as a rough indication of the manuscript’s state of
preservation. In my calculations, I included only lines where at least one identifiable
letter is preserved.
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precisely how the pentateuchal text was reworked at a given point.
Nonetheless, enough remains to allow an analysis according to the
categories used to describe the compositional techniques of 4Q158.

3.1.1 Addition of New Material

4Q364 contains additions of various sizes, just as we saw to be the case
in 4Q158. Of the three cases that I have classified as large additions of
a line or more, two leave us little to go on with regard to their con-
tent and purpose. In frag. 10 7-8, approximately one line of additional
material has been added to the end of Judah’s plea for mercy before
Joseph (Gen 44:18-34), but of this addition only two words remain,
...opAa *mé’z[, “? in the wickedness of...” Similarly, two lines of new
material intervene between Exod 24:18 and 25:1 in frag. 15 3-4. The
addition seems to pertain to what God revealed to Moses during his
stay atop Mt. Sinai: the two legible words on line 3 are ... 135 17p™11,
“He made known to him concerning all/everything...” The sense of
the contents of line 4, however, is unclear: RPN 1% Npb nwy 15[ 2

We are on slightly firmer ground when it comes to the largest addi-
tion of new material attested in 4Q364, although even here the proper
understanding of the addition remains unclear. In frag. 3 ii, six lines
of otherwise unknown text appear before the beginning of Gen 28:6
in line 7. The pericope in question deals with the aftermath of Jacob’s
theft of his father’s blessing from his brother Esau, and Rebecca’s deci-
sion that Isaac should send Jacob away to Laban until Esau’s rage has
subsided. The extant text of the fragment reads as follows:

] ARN IR

] ohwa AR

)7 501 namn

] R DW

©M]277 912 nR 15

1732 2py InR

MR MOV 2P DR PR 73] 2 IR KM
..AwR ow]a 1% nnpY naR [11]a

NNV W

8 Tov and Crawford note that Jub 1:4 similarly provides a description of what
Moses was told in his forty days on the mountain (DJD 13:223), and Segal observes
a related addition to Exod 24:18 in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan; Segal, “4QReworked
Pentateuch,” 393-94. ..

® Tov and Crawford note that the final word could also be read WIpn; DJD
13:222.
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him you shall see [

you shall see in peace [

your death, and before [your(?)] eyes|

both of you. And he called [

to her all the wo[rds

after Jacob her son|

Esau saw that [Isaac had blessed Jacob and sent him]
to Pa[dan]-Aram to acquire [a wife] from [there...

OO\ U W

The main difficulty in interpreting this addition lies in deciding who is
speaking to whom in lines 1-4, and what might have filled the lacuna
at the end of line 4. Given the context, the most likely candidates for
roles in this added scene or scenes are Jacob, Rebecca, and Isaac. We
must also take into consideration the close parallel between some of
the language of the addition here and an expansion at the same point
in the pentateuchal narrative in the book of Jubilees. In Jub 27:13-18,
Isaac comforts a grieving Rebecca after Jacob’s departure for Mesopo-
tamia. He assures Rebecca that God will keep Jacob safe “...until he
returns to us in peace and we see him in peace” (Jub 27:16, cf. IRIN
o WA, line 2), and that “he will not be lost/perish” (Jub 27:17, cf.
127, line 3).'° A similar scene appears in the book of Tobit, which, in
language very similar to that of Jubilees, describes how Tobit comforts
his wife Anna after their son’s departure for Media (Tob 5:18-22).!
Against this background, several interpretations of the new material
are possible, although none proposed so far (including the reading I
adopt here) is entirely satisfactory. Since a thoroughgoing study is not
possible here, I will simply present the reading that seems most plau-
sible to me, in recognition of the proposed alternatives.

The preserved portions of lines 5-6 provide the clearest place to start.
The third-person feminine singular suffixes in these lines (7%, m13)
almost certainly refer to Rebecca, the only woman present in the nar-
rative context. The phrase “after Jacob her son” (line 6) implies that
Jacob has already departed, as does the fact that the next line contains

19 T am grateful to Professor James VanderKam for providing a literal translation
of these verses that highlights the parallels with 4Q364. Unfortunately, this section of
Jubilees has not been preserved in the Hebrew fragments from Qumran.

' For an in-depth discussion of this fragment in light of the parallels in Jubilees and
Tobit, see the forthcoming essay by Hanna Tervanotko, ““You Shall See’: Rebekah’s
Farewell Address in 4Q364 3 II, 1-6,” in The Hebrew Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls
(ed. Kristin De Troyer, Armin Lange, and Shani Tzoref; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, forthcoming). (I am grateful to Ms. Tervanotko for sharing with me a pre-
publication version of her paper.)
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Esau’s reaction to Jacob’s having been sent away (= Gen 28:6). If this
is the case, then the person who, it seems, tells “all the[se] words” to
Rebecca in line 5 is likely to be Isaac. It also seems probable that Isaac
is the subject of the verb 8P, “and he called,” in line 4.'

More difficult is determining whom Isaac calls in line 4 and who is
speaking to whom in lines 1-4. The parallels with Jubilees and Tobit
would suggest that Isaac is also speaking to Rebecca at the beginning
of the fragment, but the second-person masculine verb forms and suf-
fixes (RN, 72MA) indicate that here either Isaac or Jacob is the
addressee. Technically, Rebecca, Isaac, or Jacob could be the speaker.
Given the context, it seems unlikely that Jacob is the one doing the
talking here.”” Deciding whether it is Isaac or Rebecca that speaks,
however, is vexingly difficult, as is deciding whether Isaac or Jacob is
the addressee if Rebecca is understood as the speaker. The parallels in
Jubilees and Tobit might lead us to expect that this language, which
appears to be that of reassurance or consolation, should be directed to
one of the grieving parents—thus perhaps Isaac is the addressee, which
means Rebecca must be the speaker.' Yet 4Q364 already diverges from
Jubilees and Tobit in that the mother cannot be the one being reas-
sured, so it seems that we cannot put too much weight on the parallels.
Some evidence that perhaps Jacob is the addressee may come from
Gen 27:42-45, in which Rebecca urges Jacob to flee from Esau. Here,
the word D2MW appears (Gen 27:45, TNR OP2 0IW 03 HIWNR 1ND,
“Why should I lose both of you in a single day?”), and Jacob’s death
is being contemplated, though with use of the root 3377 rather than
mn (Gen 27:42, 73779 79 DRann MR WY 1A, “See, your brother
Esau is consoling himself by planning to kill you” [NRSV]). Perhaps
the first four lines of the addition represent an additional address of
Rebecca to Jacob, or even a paraphrased version of her speech in Gen

2 Note the reconstruction of lines 4-5 by Tov and Crawford in the DJD edition:
? 1ORA 0M]3T0 D12 nR 1O [2 T WK Apan SR priwe] Kp1 (DJD 13:206).
Although the number of letter-spaces in line 4 according to this reconstruction (34) is
slightly less than the 41 letter-spaces that result when line 7 is reconstructed according
to the biblical text, I think this or a similar reading makes the best sense in the context.
(See also below, n. 16.)

13 If Jacob is the speaker, that means Isaac must be the addressee, but then it is dif-
ficult to understand who the “him” could be that Isaac “will see” according to line 1.
One might imagine “him” refers to Esau (the only other male besides Isaac and Jacob
who plays a major role in this narrative and that Isaac may be concerned about see-
ing), but it is unlikely that Esau’s departure would be at issue here, since it is not until
after the biblical narrative resumes (Gen 28:9) that Esau leaves home.

! This is the suggestion of Tervanotko, ““You Shall See’.”
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27:42-45." The main problem with viewing Rebecca as the speaker
in lines 1-4, whether she is speaking to Isaac or to Jacob, is under-
standing what “all the[se] things” are that Isaac then apparently tells
Rebecca in line 5. If Rebecca has been speaking, what does Isaac now
have to tell her?'

Given this difficulty, it seems somewhat more justified to view Isaac
as the speaker and Jacob as the addressee. According to this under-
standing, Isaac would speak to Jacob, and then call Rebecca and relay
the conversation to her. This in fact would fit well into the context,
since according to the biblical text it is Isaac’s blessing and sending
of Jacob that immediately precedes the note about Esau in Gen 28:6
(= 4Q364 3 ii 7). The new material would constitute an extension of
Isaac’s instructions to and blessing of Jacob in Gen 28:1-5. Perhaps we
should in fact understand the 2ms imperfect forms in lines 1-2 as jus-
sives rather than indicatives, in line with the blessing form: “may you
see him”; “may you see in peace” (compare Tobit 5:17, where Tobit
says to Tobias, “May God in heaven bring you safely there and return
you in good health to me...” [NRSV]). This does not preclude view-

5 If we posit that lines 1-4 paraphrase Gen 27:42-45 in the sense of replacing
them, however, we need to consider how this paraphrase and the further addition
in lines 4-6 fit into the biblical text, specifically what happened to Isaac’s blessing of
Jacob in Gen 28:1-5. It is probably better to surmise that, even if lines 1-4 do draw
upon Gen 27:42-45, they constitute additional material that would have extended or
come after Isaac’s speech in Gen 28:1-5.

16 Tervanotko (““You Shall See’”) avoids this problem by suggesting that the lacuna
in line 4 depicted Isaac blessing Jacob and sending him away; “all the[se] things” that
Isaac told Rebecca would thus refer to the words of the blessing Isaac gave Jacob,
which words, however, would not actually have been recorded in 4Q364. Her recon-
struction of line 4 reads: [T41 1AM5WM 1R 7127 PP O8 pPRwr] KRIPM DI
...7HRMA 0™M]277 912 N8 15, This reading is certainly possible and would elegantly
resolve the difficulty of what Isaac has to tell Rebecca if Rebecca is the speaker in lines
1-4. Two aspects of the suggestion make me uncomfortable, however. First, according
to this reconstruction, the text switches abruptly from Isaac dealing with Jacob to Isaac
speaking to Rebecca, but Rebecca is not mentioned by name (“...he blessed him and
sent him away. And he told her...”) One would expect a new introduction of Rebecca,
such as...n5 [T ﬂp:ﬂ5 RIPM], “[And he called Rebecca and told] her...,” but
Tervanotko’s reconstruction creates a rather long line as it is, and additional material
is unlikely. Second, it seems unusual that the phrase “all these things” would be used
to refer back to such a laconic (seven-word) description of Isaac’s interaction with
Jacob: the usage of the phrase in the Torah usually has a more well-defined anteced-
ent (see Gen 20:8; 29:13; Exod 19:7; Num 16:31; Deut 4:30; 12:28; 32:45). Given these
difficulties, I prefer a reconstruction more along the lines of Tov and Crawford’s sug-
gestion, in which the entire line is dedicated to the transition to a new scene in which
Isaac speaks to Rebecca (see above, n. 12).
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ing the material in lines 1-4 as related to Rebecca’s speech to Jacob in
Gen 27:42-45: the editor might have drawn upon the language of that
speech to construct an expansion to Isaac’s speech to Jacob, which cur-
rently focuses on the issue of Jacob’s marriage rather than the threat
from Esau. The most serious difficulty with this suggestion that lines
1-6 represent an extension of Gen 28:1-5 is that there appears to be
no room in the text for the notice that Jacob actually departed for
Padan-Aram (Gen 28:5)."” Since this notice is repeated in Gen 28:7
(IR 737D T2 MR ORI AR DR AP YW, “So Jacob listened to
his father and his mother and went to Padan-Aram”), perhaps the
editor of 4Q364 considered the earlier mention of Jacob’s departure
in 28:5 unnecessary.'®

Despite the tantalizing parallels to Jubilees and Tobit, in the end it is
difficult to say much about this sizable addition with confidence. What
we can determine with some certainty is that the addition focuses on
concern about Jacob’s safe return and provides additional informa-
tion about interactions between Jacob, Isaac, and Rebecca around the
time of Jacob’s departure for Padan-Aram. Its relationship with the
addition at the same point in the book of Jubilees remains unclear.
It is possible that Jubilees knew and further reworked the expanded
version of the story attested in 4Q364, or that both editors drew on a
common source or tradition.”

4Q364 also preserves several less extensive additions of new mate-
rial. The two cases of moderate addition (less than one line) each seem
to respond to an exegetical issue arising from earlier versions of the
text. The first occurs in frag. 1 3:

'7 Note that this same problem, along with others, applies to the suggestion that
Rebecca speaks to Jacob in lines 1-4; see the previous note.

'8 Taking note of this difficulty and the abrupt switch in speaker that would result
if Rebecca were viewed as the speaker in lines 1-4, Daniel Falk has made an alternate
suggestion, proposing that the speaker in lines 1-4 may be an angel (Falk, Parabiblical
Texts, 116). Although Falk does not elaborate on this tentative proposal and does not
indicate who he thinks the angel would be addressing, it would make good sense to
theorize that the angel would speak to Isaac, and then Isaac would relate the angel’s
words to Rebecca in lines 4-6. The introduction of an angelic messenger at this point
is of course pure speculation, but the suggestion does have the advantage of allowing
the entire insertion to come between Gen 28:5 and 28:6, since now there is nothing
requiring that Jacob be present.

1 The same conclusion is reached by Tervanotko, ““You Shall See,’
ford, Rewriting Scripture, 65.

>

> and by Craw-
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Gen 25:19b  prY’ NX TN OANAR, “Abraham begot Isaac.”

4Q364 12-3 1]AWR 7w Y [A79) 2w [ ? prwe R 750 O33R,
“Abraham|[ begot Isaac ? | whom Sarah [his] wife b[ore]
to him.”>?

Cf. Gen 25:12  ¥P7 73 A7 WK DANAR {2 HRyAw nTHn nHN
DAaRY AW Nnaw 0™, “These are the descendants
of Ishmael son of Abraham, whom Hagar the Egyptian,
Sarah’s maidservant, bore to Abraham.”*!

The relationship between the addition and the formulation in Gen
25:12 makes clear the logic involved: if the mother was noted in the
case of Ishmael, Abraham’s son by a servant, how much more so
should the mother be mentioned in the case of Isaac, Abraham’s true
heir, born to his wife?

The second moderate addition also seems to fill an exegetical gap:

Gen 30:14 17W1 O'RTIT XXM D'ON PRP D2 12IRT '['7’1, “Reuben

went at the time of the wheat harvest, and he found man-
drakes in the field.”

4Q364 4b, ei 8 ...a2]ipy’ R o[*oN PEP A 2R T, “[Reu-
ben went at the time of the whea]t [harvest] after
Jaco[b...

Whoever was responsible for this addition must have thought that
Reuben’s presence in the field required explanation: inserted into the
text after the phrase o'on ¥p, “wheat harvest,” are the words INNX
a]ipyr, “after Jaco[b,” and the addition probably continued for sev-
eral more words; Tov and Crawford reconstruct 1"aR 21]ipp* IR
[MTwn R, “after Jacob his father to the field.”? Whether or not this
reconstruction is correct, it is clear that the addition means to indicate
that Reuben was out in the field because that is where his father was,
harvesting the wheat.

The smallest additions in 4Q364, consisting of just a single word,
are the most difficult to evaluate. Of the four minor pluses extant, two
are trivial and have no discernible purpose—they may not even be
additions at all.” Two cases, however, show somewhat clearer signs of

20 Tt should be noted that the addition may have been one or two words longer, as
there is extra space at the end of line 2 when it is reconstructed according to MT/SP.

2! The parallel is pointed out by Tov and White (Crawford), DJD 13:205.

2 DJD 13:208-9.

% Frag. 24 12 (7in3) and frag. 30 4 (P2°[37Y9).
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purpose, meaning they can more confidently be classified as second-
ary. One of the additions seems designed to improve the text syn-
tactically, while the other may have a more ‘exegetical’ function. The
former describes Isaac’s marriage to Rebecca:

Gen 25:20 5Xna na P27 DR INNpPa NIW D'WAIR 12 pnxky *An
AWRY 1 MR 1A% MINR 0IR 770 NIRA, “Now Isaac
was forty years old when he took Rebecca—daughter of
Betu’el the Aramean, from Padan Aram, the sister of Laban
the Aramean—as his wife.”

4Q364 13-5 N2 ]Apan NR INpa AW Opaar 3 pnwr )
AwKRH 115 [A7a01 135 [MAR IR 7790 NIRA HRIN3,
“[Now Isaac was forty yea]rs old when he took Rebecca[—
daughter of Betu’el the Aramean, from Padan Aram, the
sister] of Laban—and she beca[me] hi[s wife.]”

There is nothing wrong with the syntax of the MT, but the final indi-
rect object phrase is separated from the verb and direct object by the
long clause detailing Rebecca’s genealogical background. The scribe
responsible for the change must have found the syntax confusing, and
solved the problem by making the final words into an independent
clause.

The other notable example of a minor addition, on the other hand,
may be the result of reading (and copying) a verse in light of its larger
context.

Deut 3:1 ...unRWPY [wan Ton 1y KM wan 777 5y 1an, “And
we turned and went up the road to Bashan, and Og, King of
Bashan, came out against us...”

4Q364 24 15-16  1wan Ton 1Y K Apnon Wwan 7T noyn
M[aN8IPY, “And we went up the road to Bashan for
battle, and [Og, King of Bashan, came out against]
us...”

The verse according to 4Q364 indicates proleptically that the Israelites
will not make it through Bashan without a fight. The addition could
be viewed simply as an anticipation of the events to follow. However,
it might also reflect a harmonization of the encounter with Og to the
meeting with Sihon described earlier, in Deut 2:24. YHWH explicitly
instructs Moses that the Israelites should go up and fight Sihon (93n1
AN 13, “engage him in battle”). Thus, even though Moses sends
messengers to Sihon proposing a peaceful transit, both he and the
reader know that warfare will follow. Since the defeats of Sihon and
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Og are so closely connected in the stories of the wilderness wandering,*
it is feasible that an ancient scribe might have reasoned that war with
Og, as with Sihon, was intended from the start.

3.1.2 Addition of Material from Elsewhere

This compositional technique, as we saw above, occurs fairly fre-
quently in 4Q158. It is much less common in 4Q364, with only three
unique instances, one very small and the others only slightly more
extensive.”

The first of the two moderately-sized additions from elsewhere
seems intended to specify the pentateuchal verse in light of informa-
tion from a nearby context.

Gen 30:26 T'NTAY WK NTAY DR NPT ANKR ¥2...°W3 DR 70, “Give
me my wives...for you well know what service I have pro-
vided you!”

4Q364 4b, e ii 2-3 2?6 N2NTAY WK NTAY DR [ANYT A[OR 0]
MW 73wy A[paar, “[for well yo]u know [what

service I have provided you (?), fouJrteen y[ears!]”

Cf. Gen 31:41 ...T'MI3 "NWa MW _1IWY PR THTAY, “I have
served you fourteen years for your two daughters...”

The key phrase here is M1]w 7w N[PAIR, “fou]rteen y[ears,” which
occurs in known versions of the Jacob story only in Gen 31:41 (Y2IR
NIV 79WY).¥ Both Gen 30:26 and 31:41 refer to Jacob’s period of

24 See Num 32:33; Deut 1:4; 4:46-47; 29:6.

» 4Q364 shares two larger instances of addition of material from elsewhere with
the Samaritan text tradition: 4Q364 4b, e ii 21-26 (= Gen 30:37 SP) and 4Q364 23 i
1-4 (= Deut 2:8 SP). In the first instance, Jacob’s account to his wives of his dream
about the goats (Gen 31:11-13) is retroverted into an account of that dream by the
anonymous narrator of Genesis and inserted after Gen 30:36, in order to indicate that
Jacob did in fact experience the dream that he later relates to his wives. The second
instance represents an attempt to lessen the inconsistencies between the wilderness
travel narratives of Numbers and Deuteronomy by inserting details from the Numbers
version (Num 20:14a, 17-18) into Deuteronomy. On insertions of this type in the SP
text tradition, see section 4.2.

% There is space for another word or two here at the end of line 2, although addi-
tional material does not seem strictly necessary.

7 The form AIWY AYPIIR is technically incorrect, raising questions about the
accuracy of the reconstruction. Obviously, no reconstruction is ever more than an
educated guess, and the DJD editors do not defend their choice in this case, but there
is some evidence that, despite the unusual form, this suggestion may be correct. The
first consideration is contextual: in the context of Jacob requesting that his servitude
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servitude, but no specific amount of time is mentioned in the first
instance. If the reconstruction is correct, the addition seems to func-
tion almost as a gloss on Jacob’s statement in 30:26 that specifies it
in light of the second instance (and the larger narrative context): “for
well you know what service I have provided you™: fourteen years! the
gloss states.

The second example similarly provides specification to a text in light
of a related passage:

Deut 1:17a  *397 11130 RY ppnwn 5732 0P vawna 07 1770 K
RI7 DMORD VAWNAN '3 YR, “Do not show partiality in
judgment; you shall hear (the case of) the small as well as

the great. Do not fear (any) man, for judgment belongs to
God.”

4Q364 21 1-2 7180 1N K1Y pw]Awn M0 jopa vawna [ona]
n]pa KB[ Jo[ K ombRY vaw]dn R [WR
[ 222 ... 70V, “[partiality] in judgment; you shall
he[ar] (the case of ) the small as well as the great. [Do
not fear (any) man,] for judg[ment belongs to God. ]?
[ 1 Do not talke a bribe...22?

Cf. Deut 16:19 ...70W Npn 89 075 720 8Y vawn 1vn &Y, “Do
not pervert justice. Do not show partiality, and do not
take a bribe...”

.o

The editor responsible for the insertion of part of Deut 16:19 into Deut
1:17 must have noticed that both verses contain instructions to judges
on how to judge with righteousness (P7X), and both forbid partiality

with Laban be ended, a number involving the word 19wy seems highly likely to be
“fourteen,” referring to Jacob’s total years of service. The second is paleographic: theo-
retically, one could argue that the preserved 1 does not belong to a word P39I but
to an unrelated word, with the number in question simply 7IWY, “ten.” However, the
initial 11 is written very close to the following ¥, with much less space between words
than is customary, perhaps indicating that the two words were construed as a unit.
The final consideration is grammatical/phonological: Elisha Qimron has noted several
instances in the Qumran corpus where the numerals Y2 and Y2V are used with the
wrong gender, because of the weakening in the pronunciation of gutterals. As he puts
it, “NYaw and YaW were pronounced alike and were interchangeable.” Qimron then
cites our passage in 4Q364 as another example of this same phenomenon. Thus there
is precedent for the confusion of the two forms of the numeral such that the ‘wrong’
form appears. See Qimron, Hebrew of the DSS, 25.

% The reconstruction indicates that the additional material would have continued
for several more words, to the end of line 2; perhaps part of the following motive
clause in Deut 16:19 was also included (OP*T¥ ™27 450" DA2M 1Y WY TNWN *3,
“for a bribe blinds the eyes of the wise and twists the words of the righteous”). See Tov
and White (Crawford), DJD 13:229.
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in judging (both include the phrase 018 (1)72n &Y). Differences
in context—legal corpus vs. narrative frame—that might discourage
modern readers from connecting these passages too closely appear to
have been unimportant to this editor. Surely if bribe-taking was for-
bidden by Moses in one passage, its proscription by Moses was also
intended in the other. The addition ‘makes official’ or enshrines that
interpretation in the text.

The final case of addition of material from elsewhere, which is very
small in scope, seems to be a case of harmonization of language:

Gen 30:33 ...DMPA ROV TPI IR TWR 92, “every one which is not
speckled or spotted among the goats...”

4Q364 4b, e ii 14 [...0Mpa RHYOY TP UPR WIR AW 91, “every
sheep wh[ich is not speckled or spotted among the
goats...]”

The addition—which, admittedly, may not even be intentional—brings
the verse into conformity with the formulation in the prior verse
(30:32), where Jacob says QW D2 Dwn 10N DN TINR 592 LapR
R15V1 TP3, “let me pass through all your flock today, removing from
it every speckled and spotted sheep.”

It should be noted that these instances of addition of material from
elsewhere in 4Q364 function somewhat differently from the additions
of material from elsewhere in 4Q158. There is a basic similarity in
that, in all examples of this technique, two passages are brought into
(closer) connection with one another through the addition. However,
in the cases in 4Q364, the connections are general and function largely
at the level of vocabulary, while in 4Q158 there is a more specific focus
on coordinating command and fulfillment or an event’s prediction
and its occurrence.”

3.1.3 Omissions

Unlike 4Q158, which had no extant cases of minuses, 4Q364 has sev-
eral, mostly consisting of only a single word. However, the nature of
most of these minuses is such that they may well represent an earlier
form of the text as opposed to a later omission. Two examples will
suffice. First:

2 On the issue of different uses of addition of material from elsewhere, see also
section 3.5.
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Deut 2:32-33 ™ ORI AAMOAY MY 521 K0 UNRIPY M0 R
...117185 1nHR MY 173, “And Sihon came out against
us—he and all his army, to do battle—to Jahaz. And
YHWH our God gave him over to us...”

4Q36424 6 WMHR[ P M N onndnd my S alRin]
... 1373, “[he] and all his army, to do battle. And [YHWH
? ] our God g[ave him] into our hand...”

It is true that the place-name Jahaz could have been omitted in 4Q364,
but there is also a very good reason why it might have been inserted
into Deut 2:32 if it had originally been absent: Jahaz is mentioned as
the site of the battle against Sihon in the parallel passage in Numbers
(Num 21:23). Rather than the 4Q364 reading representing an omis-
sion, it seems more likely that the reading preserved in other versions
represents an addition meant to harmonize the recollection in Deuter-
onomy to the account in Numbers.
A second example is similar:

Num 33:38-39 DW naM M "8 9 a0 90 HR 190 1R M
wIna o0mxn paNkn HRIYY 32 NRYY D'Y2IRN Niwa
DRy omwm whw (=R iatad] wInh TnRa wnna
...Mw, “Aaron the priest went up to Mt. Hor at
YHWH’s command, and he died there, in the forti-
eth year of the departure of the children of Israel from
Egypt, in the fifth month, on the first of the month.
Aaron was 123 years old...

4Q364 19 5-8 M]A[M M '@ Y 90 0 OR Man R Sy
AMEA PARN HRIW[Y 12 NRYY DPIIRD MIwa oW
LW (R 0w wibw 13 pn]ARY, “[Aaron the
priest went up to Mt. Hor at YHWH’s command, and
he d]ie[d there, in the fortieth year of the departure of
the children of I]srael from Egypt. Aa[ron was 123]
years old...

I see no compelling reason—either exegetical or technical—why this
clause would have been omitted, while it could easily have been added
by a later editor wishing to make the date more precise.*® Perhaps
4Q364 here again represents the earlier reading.

* Tov and Crawford state: “Probably 4Q364 represents an exegetical shortening of
the text,” but provide no arguments for why this should be the case; see DJD 13:226.
Nam argues that this is a deliberate omission reflecting calendrical controversies in the
Second Temple period, but does not explain convincingly why this date in particular
should be subject to dispute; see Nam, “How to Rewrite Torah,” 156.
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There is one small minus in 4Q364 that may well have originated
in the course of the textual reworking visible in the manuscript. Even
here, however, it is unclear whether we are actually dealing with a true
omission:

Deut 10:1 ... AKX RIOD DA, “At that time, YHWH said...”
4Q364 26b, eii 3  MA MAKRM, “YHWH said...”!

The two lines preceding the minus in this fragment do not simply
contain the end of Deuteronomy 9, but a rearrangement or addition
from elsewhere that may be intended to clarify the sequence of events
in Deut 9:15-10:4.>> Given those changes, the words X177 NP3 may
have been omitted in order to create a smoother connection with the
preceding text. On the other hand, the smoothing may have been
accomplished by rearrangement, such that the phrase X177 nNya was
moved to the end of the preceding line:

RiA7 npa A5 owanr! or] 2Wwanr ma: uah HHanrr 2
L. aw naboa M akm 3

2 And I prayed before YHWH for forty [days and forty nights at that
time,
3 and YHWH said to me, “Carve for yourself two [tablets...”

Thus despite several cases of minuses, we have no unequivocal evi-
dence for deliberate omission in 4Q364.%

3.1.4 Paraphrase and Rearrangement

Clear cases of paraphrase and rearrangement are difficult to find in
4Q364. There is one instance, probably moderate in scope, of what can
be identified with some confidence as paraphrase. I could not identify
an obvious case of rearrangement, but there are two passages where

31 Tt is characteristic of 4Q364 to mark off the tetragrammaton with two preceding
dots, like a modern colon.

32 See further section 3.1.4 below.

» The two unique minuses in 4Q364 that have not been discussed above are both
minor and difficult to assess. Frag. 26b, e ii 4 lacks the indirect object 7% in the phrase
PR 75 Anwn (Deut 10:1). Frag. 24 15 reads n9p3 for MT 5y 1821 SP Ypa1 maon
(Deut 3:1); perhaps the longer version represents a conflated or ‘double’ reading. One
further minus is not, strictly speaking, unique, as it is shared by the Vulgate (V): frag.
1 5 has simply 125 for MT, G, SP "R 129, “Laban the Aramean,” in Gen 25:20.
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rearrangement is one of several possible explanations for the text. The
one case of paraphrase reads as follows:

Deut 2:34 371 00A 'Y 93 AR 0901 R0 Dpa P 92 nR 70
T IIRWA RY q0M O'W, “And we captured all his cities
at that time, and we exterminated every city—men and the
women and the children—we did not leave a survivor.”

4Q364 24 8-10  [NR onn R0 Np]3 p o nr TEH[n 8
JAwR wR 510 nnaf "] 9
T IIRWA XY R[N ] 10
8 And we] cap[t]ured all his cities at[ that time, and we exterminated]
9 all Jin them, every man and woman|
10 ] we [extermi]nated; we did not leave a survivor.

The reading of 4Q364 in line 9, “every man and woman,” constitutes
a paraphrase of one part of Deut 2:34, which reads O'W3 0nn. The
paraphrase involves linguistic updating: the editor replaces the rare
and difficult word DN”N “men” with the standard term W'R.** Given
the apparent repetition of the root D31 in line 10, it may also have
involved addition of material from elsewhere. Because of the lacu-
nae, we cannot know what the rest of the intervening material looked
like and how it related to Deut 2:34 (the spacing is such that 4Q364
must have had a longer version of the verse). However, enough evi-
dence remains to demonstrate that paraphrase is attested as one of the
rewriting techniques used in 4Q364.

The two possible cases of rearrangement each occur in fragmentary
contexts where the precise nature of the reworking is unclear. In the
first, 4Q364 14, rearrangement was suggested by the official editors,
but does not in fact appear to be the most likely explanation.

Exod 24:11-12:

TR INWN 19IRM DTORA R T T NOW KD DRI 13 DR HR)
770 JARA 0N DR Y INR DW T 1000 R 1OV nwn R mine
...71RNM, “But against the leaders of the children of Israel he did not
stretch out his hand, and they looked upon God and they ate and drank.
God said to Moses, ‘Come up to me on the mountain, and remain there,
that I might give you the stone tablets, the teaching and the command-
ment...””

** Similar cases of replacement of rare or unusual words with more common ones
are noted for SP by Raphael Weiss, “I"21 771007 NNoI P2 08773 mawd o n
ANn 5w nemwn Anown,” in Studies in the Text and Language of the Bible
(Jerusalem: Magnes, 1981), 63-189, at pp. 173-85.
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4Q364 14 1-4:

[ 222 ()IwM 1HaRM O nHRA DR N T YW

[ ] 100 A'nnna

nR 125 manR1 ow ] 0 [POR A1y nwin DR Mo nRm 3
[(D7)1arn mmb

LRI AN 4

N =

1 s[trech out his hand, and they looked upon God and they ate and
drank(?) 22?2 ]

2 at the base of the mountain. [ ]

3 God said to Moses, “Come [up to me] on the mountain, and re[main
there, that I might give you the stone tablets,]

4 the teaching and the commandment...”

The phrase 977 N'NNN3, “at the base of the mountain,” occurs in
the Hebrew Bible only at Exod 19:17. The W of line 1, as Tov and
Crawford note, is not consistent with the text of Exod 19:16-17.% It
is also inconsistent with the preceding passage in Exod 24:9-11. The
only word beginning with W in those three verses is MW in v. 11. As
the presentation above shows, taking the W to represent MW at the
end of v. 11a yields a line-length that is much too short. Thus this
reconstruction may not be correct, and even if it is we should reckon
with additional material at the end of frag. 14 line 1. Tov and Craw-
ford do not consider the possibility that the W might represent Exod
24:11. Instead, they suggest that this fragment may represent a version
in which material from Exodus 19 was combined with material from
Exodus 24, noting that in many ways the two chapters are parallel.
Such a combination of materials from two places into a single whole
would constitute a type of rearrangement. On the other hand, if Exo-
dus 19 in its original state also appeared in this manuscript, then the
repetition of elements from it here would rather suggest an addition
of material from elsewhere.”” Yet it is not at all clear to me that Tov

% The transcription of line 1 differs from Tov and Crawford (DJD 13:221) in the
reconstruction, which will be explained below. The empty space in this line that Tov
and Crawford label vacat appears to be narrow enough to constitute simply a normal
space between words.

% DJD 13:221.

¥ Tov and Crawford do not address this issue directly, though their wording seems
to suggest that they mean that 4Q364 has created a single version of the episode that
combines elements of both chapters; see DJD 13:221-22. This would imply to me rear-
rangement as opposed to addition from elsewhere (since the original ‘source’ of the
language would no longer be included). Tov and Crawford do not pursue the issue
further, though their idea would seem to have major implications for the way the Sinai
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and Crawford’s suggestion is correct. It should be noted that the only
evidence of the presence of material from Exodus 19 is the phrase
300 nnnnA itself. The W in line 1 constitutes evidence that there
was not a large block of material from Exodus 19 present at this point,
since it is not consistent with the passage immediately preceding the
phrase 911 N'NNN2.% Of course the W could represent material from
elsewhere in chapter 19, but it is just as likely that the lacuna preced-
ing line 2 contained completely new material. An even more likely
scenario, however, is that the W simply represents M9W of Exod 24:11.
In this case, there would still be a change to the text of Exodus at this
point, but it is likely to be no more than a moderate addition or addi-
tion from elsewhere. The point of such an addition may have been
to explain precisely where the banquet described in v. 11, where the
elders see the God of Israel and eat and drink in God’s presence, took
place. Use of the words 9711 N*NNN2A to indicate this location would
certainly strengthen the parallel between Exodus 19 and 24: in both, a
larger group (the people/the elders) remains at the base of the moun-
tain while Moses ascends further in order to receive the divine laws.
But the integration need not go farther than that.

While one of these more moderate interpretations strikes me as
more plausible, Tov and Crawford’s suggestion of some sort of larger
integration of Exodus 19 material into Exodus 24 cannot be ruled out.
Thus, in this instance, the state of the text precludes a firm decision
between rearrangement, a (large) addition from elsewhere, a large
addition of new material with only two words, 977 n'nNnNnN3, added
from elsewhere, or a moderate (half-line) addition of new material or
material from elsewhere.

In a second case in which the precise nature of the reworking is
unclear, rearrangement may be a more likely option. In frag. 26b, e ii,
line 3 begins with Deut 10:1, and the fragment appears to follow the
biblical text closely from that point (lines 3-9 = Deut 10:1-4). Lines
1-2, however, diverge from known versions:*

pericope would have been structured in 4Q364: if Exodus 19 and 24 are combined
into a single unit, where are the revelation of the Decalogue and the Covenant Code
located within the narrative?

% In her recent monograph, Crawford recognizes this issue, suggesting that instead
of a juxtaposition of Exodus 19 and 24 we are dealing with “an otherwise unknown
harmonization.” See Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 43-44.

¥ This transcription omits Tov and Crawford’s reconstructions.
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IR 7honi [ ] 1
] mwaaR min: nab dhanry 2
1w 79508 HR I ARM 3

1 []rand]I cast the [
2 and I prayed before YHWH forty [
3 YHWH said to me, “Carve for yourself two [

The few words in lines 1-2 manifestly do not come from the few verses
preceding Deut 10:1—in fact, parts of these verses, Deut 9:27-29, are
preserved in frag. 26c-d. Tov and Crawford tentatively identify the
words in line 1 as Deut 9:21, which describes Moses’ disposal of the
golden calf: [977 11 TN Smin 5 map] nx Thwst S[aph...,
“...into du]st and I cast [its dust into the stream which ran down from
the mountain].”® This identification is certainly possible. However,
the word 7w also occurs in Deut 9:17, where it describes Moses’
actions as he hurls down and smashes the tablets that God gave him
on the mountain (..."T "N Syn DOWRI NNdA WA wankg, <1
seized the two tablets and I threw them out of my two hands...”).
Although the precise match between the extant letters of line 1 and
Deut 9:21 makes an identification of line 1 with this verse the most
obvious choice, a somewhat rewritten version of 9:17 would also be
possible and, as I will indicate, may even fit better in the context.

As for line 2, the extant material approximates the contents of sev-
eral verses in Deuteronomy 9, but is not identical to any of them:

4Q364 26b, e ii ] nwaIr Mo 2189 5oanr
Deut 9:18 DPAINI DY_DWAIR MIWRID 1 *3ah HainNg
ak)

Deut 9:25 D'PaIR DRI DA DWIIR DX M 185 HainNy
50

Deut 9:26 LRRY M O HHanK

The extant fragments of 4Q364 give tantalizing hints that this unfa-
miliar arrangement might have been part of a larger series of changes
affecting Deuteronomy 9-10. Besides the evidence of this fragment
that Deut 10:1-4 was not preceded by Deut 9:29 as in MT, there are
se