Distribution Agreement

In presenting this thesis or dissertation as a partial fulfillment of the requirements for an
advanced degree from Emory University, | hereby grant to Emory University and its
agents the non-exclusive license to archive, make accessible, and display my thesis or
dissertation in whole or in part in all forms of media, now or hereafter known, including
display on the world wide web. | understand that | may select some access restrictions as
part of the online submission of this thesis or dissertation. | retain all ownership rights to
the copyright of the thesis or dissertation. | also retain the right to use in future works
(such as articles or books) all or part of this thesis or dissertation.

Signature:

John Frederick Quant Date



Rewriting Scripture Inside and Out:
A Typology of Rewriting in Variant Editions and Rewritten Scripture
By
John F. Quant
Doctor of Philosophy
Graduate Division of Religion
Hebrew Bible

Brent A. Strawn
Advisor

Carol A. Newsom
Committee Member

William K. Gilders
Committee Member

Sidnie White Crawford
Committee Member

Accepted:

Lisa A. Tedesco, Ph.D.
Dean of the Laney School of Graduate Studies

Date



Rewriting Scripture Inside and Out:
A Typology of Rewriting in Variant Editions and Rewritten Scripture

By

John F. Quant
M.A.R., Yale Divinity School, 2007
B.A., University of Minnesota, 2003

Advisor: Brent A. Strawn, Ph.D.

An abstract of
A dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the
James T. Laney School of Graduate Studies of Emory University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in Hebrew Bible
2014



Abstract
Rewriting Scripture Inside and Out:
A Typology of Rewriting in Variant Editions and Rewritten Scripture
By
John F. Quant

This dissertation explores the relationship between rewriting and redaction by comparing
common models and assumptions in diachronic studies with documented cases of scribal
activity. | make the case that the latter can be subdivided into examples of “Continuing
Composition” or growth within the confines of a given book, and “Authorial Composition”
when an earlier work is used to create a new work while maintaining significant textual
overlap with its source. The former case is attested by what are frequently called “Variant
Literary Editions” or divergent copies of a specific book. The examples explored included
Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel. The specific types of changes evident in Continuing
Composition include addition and rearrangement. In the later case of Authorial Composition
where a new composition is created, | examine Chronicles, Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll
showing that the distinctive features that mark the creation of a new work are the selective
use of a base-text, a change in literary setting, or a change in narrative voice. After exploring
these two groups of texts, | apply the insights of these data sets to evaluating approaches to
Esther and Deuteronomy, showing specifically that demarcating layers by identifying
beginnings and endings as well as separating stages by relating them to identifiable
ideologies are unreliable criteria for diachronic reconstruction. In addition to these negative
cautions, this dissertation provides some clarity for further understanding the relationship
between copies of a single book (Variant Literary Editions) and the texts often referred to as
“Rewritten Scripture,” as well as how the data from these texts might function for calibrating
expectations in diachronic reconstruction.
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Chapter 1
SOURCES, STRATA, AND EMPIRICAL MODELS:
RECONSTRUCTING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BIBLICAL TEXT
1.1 The Composition of the Hebrew Bible and the Question of Redaction
Do texts grow? As there is no shortage of discussions of textual growth, it may be
more fitting to assume a positive answer and instead pose the question of how it is that
texts grow or develop.' Do they grow when an author uses a pre-existing text as the basis
or as an element of a new composition and then adds to it? Is there an on going process of
Fortschreibung or progressive expansion? Are there redactional stages or a series of
“editions” of a text, each marking a completed stage of growth? Are scribal glosses and
insertions to be understood as a continuance of composition, as if it were an on going
process and not a fixed moment or part of the process of transmission? The origins of the
Hebrew Bible can and have been investigated along the lines of who, when, why, and
how. This study will focus on the “how” by examining the extant evidence of textual
development and reuse of earlier material, which | loosely term rewriting, and seek to

apply it to the evaluation of many standard models and assumptions about how the

biblical text came to be.? Geza Vermes first coined the now widely used term “Rewritten

! e.g., Klaus Koch, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition: The Form-Critical Method (trans. S. M.
Cupitt; New York: Charles Scrivener’s Sons, 1969); Kristin De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text: What
the Old Greek Texts Tell Us about the Literary Growth of the Bible (SBLTCS 4; Leiden: Brill, 2003);
David M. Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2011); the list could easily be multiplied and one should note the recent formation of a program unit
within the Society of Biblical Literature for papers specifically focused on “Textual Growth: What Variant
Editions Tell Us About Scribal Activity.”

21 use the term “rewriting” to denote the wide range of activities of textual reuse including
incorporating an earlier text into a later one, altering an earlier text, or using an earlier text as a source for a
new composition. Richard Elliot Friedman attempts to answer the question of “Who?” in his Who Wrote
the Bible? (2d. ed.; San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1997), with the answer that J, E, P, and (Jeremiah) the
Deuteronomist were responsible for much of it. Alexander Rofé, Introduction to the Literature of the
Hebrew Bible (JBS 9; Jerusalem: Simor Ltd., 2009), 608, answers the same question differently, “Who
wrote the Hebrew Bible? we would have to answer: An entire people wrote it”’; William M. Schniedewind,
How the Bible Became a Book: The Textualization of Ancient Israel ( New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 4, “The real import of this question is not who is the author, but rather when was the text
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Bible” that he used to describe the “introduction of a contemporary interpretation into
the...text.”® The use of “rewriting” in the present work is broader and denotes any
significant reuse of an earlier text.* Such reuse is often interpretive, but not necessarily so,
and it does not require recognition of a fixed canon or “bible.”

A central assertion of biblical studies over the last two centuries has been that the
books of the Hebrew Bible were composed through a long process in which older
materials were used in the construction of new texts and these texts were further

expanded over time ultimately stabilizing in the early centuries of the Common Era.®

written”; Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge, Ma.:
Harvard University Press, 2007), 5, states that “the quest for the individual author is pointless. The making
of the Hebrew Bible is owed to the scribal class rather than a limited number of individuals. We should not
be looking for authors but seeking to penetrate the mindset of the scribal elite.” The present study examines
“rewriting” as it occurs in documentable examples as a means of shedding light on the means by which
many of the books we know of from the Bible have been composed.

® Geza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill,
1973), 179. See also idem., “Bible Interpretation at Qumran,” Erlsr 20 (1989): 184-91. Vermes’ discussion
of “Rewritten Bible” and “Rewriting the Bible” will be returned to in chapter 3.

* By the term “significant” I mean that enough words are reused verbatim or near-verbatim so that,
on the one hand, the source can be easily and unambiguously identified, and on the other hand, that if only
a fragment of the “rewritten” text survived, it may not be immediately clear whether the fragment was a
copy of a Vorlage or a new composition based upon an earlier source. Much more will be said on this
distinction in chapters 2 and 3. For a broader discussion of “rewriting” see Natalio Ferndndez Marcos,
“Rewritten Bible or Imitatio? The Vestments of the High Priest” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran,
and the Septuagint Presented to Eugene Ulrich (eds., P. W Flint, et. al.; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 321-36; and
also George J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” EDSS 1:777-81.

® The focus here is on the extension or alteration of texts as well as the use of earlier texts to
compose new ones. Neither of these require that the source in question have any particular sacred status or
fixed wording; the source need only have prior existence. On the question of textual standardization see
Julio Trebolle-Barrera, “Qumran Evidence for a Biblical Standard Text and for Non-Standard and
Parabiblical Texts,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed., T. Lim, et. al.; London: T &
T Clark, 2000), 89-106; Eugene Ulrich, “The Qumran Biblical Scrolls — The Scriptures of Late Second
Temple Judaism” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context, 67-87; and Armin Lange, “‘“Nobody
Dared to Add to Them, to Take from Them, or to Make Changes’ (Jesophus, Ag. Ap. 1.42) The Textual
Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls, in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea
Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (eds., A. Hilhorst, et. al.;
SJSJ 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 105-26. See also, Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judacan
Desert — An Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and
the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E. Herbert & E. Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 139-66.

® Most introductions delve right into the literary separation of the text into its presumed
component parts with little felt need to argue for the composite nature of the text, e.g., Otto Eissfeldt, The
Old Testament: An Introduction including the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, and also the works of
similar type from Qumran: The History of the Formation of the Old Testament (trans. Peter Ackroyd; New
York: Harper & Row, 1965); Samuel R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament
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Much research down to the present has focused upon “sources,” or the earliest core of
materials reused or reshaped during this composition process. As John Barton puts it, “In
discovering ‘sources’ in such works as the Pentateuch, literary critics simultaneously
discovered ‘redactors’, the Israelite scribes, archivists or collectors who must have been
responsible for combining the sources into the finished works we now encounter in the

Old Testament.”’

These “redactors” are the scribes ultimately considered responsible for
the “final shape” of the Pentateuch, Primary History, Prophets, Psalms, and indeed the
Biblical canon as a whole.? In talking about the mechanics of rewriting in the formation

of the Hebrew Bible, it is necessary then to discuss redaction, especially as it relates to

composition.

(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1920); on the eventual stabilization of the text see Emanuel Tov,
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d. ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 174.

" John Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study (rev. and enl. ed.; Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 45; Michael V. Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther: On
Reading Composite Texts (SBLMS 40; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 5, “Redaction criticism proceeds
from source criticism by reversing its thrust. Source criticism moves backward from the finished work,
segregating its stages of development with a view to retrieving the work of the participants in the creative
process. Redaction criticism moves forward from the results of source criticism, reconstructing the process
from the parts. Redaction criticism and source criticism are thus two phases of a single operation. Both are
oriented to intention — of author and redactor — and both regard literature as a medium and reading as
communication.”

8E.g., Richard Coggins, “What does ‘Deuteronomistic’ Mean?” in Those Elusive Deuteronomists:
The Phenomenon of Pan-Deuteronomism (JSOT 268; ed. Linda S. Schearing & Steven L. McKenzie;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 22-35, who points out how nearly every portion of Hebrew
Bible has been accused at one point or another of having undergone a Deuteronomistic redaction; Koch,
Growth of the Biblical Text, 57-9; Rolf Knierim, “Criticism of Literary Features, Form, Tradition, and
Redaction,” in The Hebrew Bible and Its Modern Interpreters (ed. Douglas A. Knight & Gene M. Tuker;
SBLCP; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), 152. While the present study deals primarily with narrative
material, the book of Jeremiah is also frequently examined. Just as the method of redaction criticism has
been broadly applied to all corpora of the Bible, and as all the available evidence points in the direction that
various genres of texts where transmitted, read, and copied by the same scribes, | can see no reason that
methods of rewriting should be genre specific, unless the data dictates otherwise; I find the terminology
“final shape” problematic. Konrad Schmid, The Old Testament: A Literary History (trans. Linda M.
Maloney; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 20, cites Erhard Blum’s comment that there are “as many
final forms as textual witnesses.” The term “final form” or “final shape” is only useful in contrast to
theoretical stages, thus “final” equals extant.
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1.2 What is Redaction?

According to most handbooks on biblical criticism, Redaction Criticism is the
sequel to Source or Form criticism. Once some type of earlier material has been
identified by either of these methods, redaction criticism asks questions about how it has
been altered, arranged, or augmented with the ultimate aim of identifying the perspective,
message, or theological outlook of the author or redactor.” This approach, by name,
began with Marxsen’s study of Mark, and was first used primarily with the synoptic
Gospels, especially where adoption of the two source theory allowed material distinct
from Mark or Q within Luke or Matthew to be isolated and studied in terms of its general
tendencies and theological perspective.'® From the beginning the approach could be
applied to either gospels like Mark, whose sources must be inferred, reconstructed, or
theoretically identified, or to works like Matthew, Luke, or even Chronicles whose

sources are more or less extant.** The results of such studies are, obviously, more

° Norman Perrin, What is Redaction Criticism? (GBSNTS; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969);
John H. Hayes and Carl R. Holladay, Biblical Exegesis: A Beginner’s Handbook (rev. ed.; Atlanta: John
Knox Press, 1987), 101-108; Joseph Kudasiewicz, The Synoptic Gospels Today (trans. Sergius
Wroblewski; New York: Alba House, 1996), 10, “The most important achievement of redaction criticism
wherein it goes beyond the limits of form criticism is the view that the redaction of the Gospels and their
composition along with their arrangement within a geographical and chronological framework that has a
clear and precise point of view is the work of the evangelists-redactors. With the help of redaction criticism
the evangelists were shown to be both authors and theologians.” There is no consensus on the question of
whether redactor’s should be construed as “authors” or as something else. The arguments are largely
semantic, and as such the terms are less important than the concepts they represent. | will suggest terms for
the concepts | advocate further in this study.

Owini Marxsen, Der Evangelist Markus (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1956); see also
Robert H. Stein, “What is Redaktionsgeschichte?” JBL 88 (1969): 45-56, “We are not primarily concerned
with all that the evangelists believed. Rather we are concerned with ascertaining the unique contribution to
and understanding of the sources by the evangelists. This will be found in their seams, interpretative
comments, summaries, modification of material, selection of material, omission of material, arrangement,
introductions, conclusions, vocabulary, christological titles, etc.” (53).

“Hayes and Holladay, Biblical Exegesis, 106-7; Barton, Reading the Old Testament, 53-4.
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objectively assessed in the latter cases where the source in question is extant.*? In the
study of the Hebrew Bible, often a series of strata or layers of redaction are detected and
separated out in a relative chronological sequence.™ It is generally stated that in Europe
the tendency is to think in terms of horizontal divisions of the text (i.e., redactional strata),
while in North America composition is more often conceptualized as vertical divisions of
the text into blocks or chunks of material that have been combined, compiled, or
otherwise arranged.™* However one conceptualizes textual growth, any diachronic study
necessarily will have to deal with both horizontal and vertical divisions.

Another point of dispute is the motivation of redaction. Redaction Criticism as a
specific method or approach has focused from the beginning on the Redactor’s particular
ideology. In the earliest work on the synoptic gospels this was put in terms of the
evangelists’ theology, which was thought determinative for the texts’ meaning. In much
recent work on the Hebrew Bible, the specific outlook, ideology, or theological viewpoint

remains the central means of relative chronological differentiation.” This focus on

12 6 g., Fox, Redaction, 5, “The uncertainty is reduced, though never eliminated, when we have an
external witness to the process, such as a prior version of the text, or at least a collateral version that
developed from a common ancestor.”

'3 This is an outgrowth of Gunkel’s form-critical method, especially as applied to redaction by
Rolf Rendtorff and his students. See Rolf Rendtorff, The Problem of the Process of Transmission in the
Pentateuch (trans. John J. Scullion; JSOTSuppl 89; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990); idem., The Old
Testament: An Introduction (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991).

1%e.g., see the discussion in Konrad Schmid, Genesis and the Moses Story: Israel’s Dual Origins
in the Hebrew Bible (trans. James D. Nogalski; Siphrut 3; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 336-347; see
also Reinhard G. Kratz, The Composition of the Narrative Books of the Old Testament (trans. John
Bowden; London: T&T Clark, 2005) trans. of Die Komposition der erzdhlenden Biicher des Alten
Testaments (UTB 2157; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 88-89, 157; Joel S. Baden, The
Composition of the Pentateuch: Renewing the Documentary Hypothesis (ATBRL; New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2012), 54-67; for earlier distinctions of the terms Blockmodelle and Schichtenmodelle see
H. Weippert, “Das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk: Sein Ziel und Ende in der neueren Forschung,” Tru
50 (1985): 213-49; Steven L. McKenzie, “The Chronicler as Redactor” in The Chronicler as Author:
Studies in Text and Texture (JSOTSupp 263; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 70-90.

50dil Hannes Steck, Old Testament Exegesis: A Guide to the Methodology (trans. J. D. Nogalski;
2d ed.; SBLRBS; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1998), 48-9; Carr, Formation, 149, “I suggest that
it is possible, using different strategies and building on excellent work done in past and present scholarship,
to identify certain biblical texts that can be dated to broad periods in the history of Judah and Israel (e.g.,
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ideology or theology is distinct from earlier source critical work that was based upon
literary distinctions of style, doublets, contradictions, or vocabulary, although many
redactional studies also use the criterion of literary flow to demarcate strata.'®

The older view of compilation, especially related to the now classical “new
Documentary Hypothesis” of Graf and Wellhausen attributed to the redactor only
minimal intervention making him much more of a compiler and the very

reconstructability of the texts is due to the redactor’s ineptitude.*’ A new element in the

Persian, neo-Babylonian, neo-Assyrian). Furthermore, one can build a noncomprehensive profile using
such texts of at least some type(s) of texts that were written in each such period. Thus, the analysis of texts
more obviously dating to the Persian period can lead to the Persian dating of less obviously Persian-period
texts.”

®schmid, The Old Testament, 25, “Traditionally, Old Testament literary criticism discusses
different stages of growth of the biblical books primarily on the basis of the observation of doublets, breaks,
tensions, and contradictions in the text. But the solely formal, text-immanent procedures have proved
inadequate. .. Therefore linguistic observations must be supplemented by theological-conceptual
considerations in reconstructing prior literary stages, that is, literary criticism must be coupled with
theological-historical reflection...identifying theological positions in the Old Testament that have proved
themselves historically to be shaping factors for the inner-biblical discussion”; on the problem of
methodological starting assumptions see Knierim, “Criticism of Literary Features,” 133; on the criterion of
narrative flow see the following discussion of Friedman and Kratz.

"Barton, Reading the Old Testament, 56-60; John Van Seters, The Edited Bible: The Curious
History of the “Editor” in Biblical Criticism (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 7; Koch, Growth of the
Biblical Tradition, 57-67; On one school continuing to defend this approach, the “Neo-Documentarians,”
see Jeffery Stackert, “Distinguishing Innerbiblical Exegesis from Pentateuchal Redaction: Leviticus 26 as
a Test Case,” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on Current Research (eds., Thomas B.
Dozemann, Konrad Schmid, and Baruch J. Schwartz; FAT 78; Tlibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 369-386;
and Carr, Formation, 111-5, 121; for a recent defense of this general position see Baden, Composition, 215,
“the activity attributed to the redactor cannot outstrip the simple function required of him by the theory: the
combination of the four source documents into a single text. The redactor owes his existence only to the
fact that the documents have been combined and is defined by this role; we cannot assign to him anything
beyond his single necessary function...For this reason I have referred throughout to the redactor as
‘compiler,” for this term emphasizes the authentic role required of this figure.” For a similar conception of
the redactor applied to the Temple Scroll see Michael O. Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll from
Qumran Cave 11 (SAOC 49; Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 1990), 33, “the TS is manifestly a redacted
work. Furthermore, its redactor was no skilled surgeon, moving surely to join sources with precise and
invisible sutures. He was a more careless sort, stitching unevenly and even leaving a sponge or two in the
patient; and we may be thankful that he was such.” Wise’s method of identifying the redactor involves first
identifying passages at redactional seams (i.e., TS 29:3-10 and 51:5-10) and using the redactor’s “favorite
phrases and typical vocabulary” from those passages to identify his hand elsewhere in the TS.
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discussion is the view that each redactional layer is thought to have its own ideology or at
least coherent and consistent tendencies.™

Depending on how one conceptualizes composition and redaction, it is possible
for strikingly different results to be achieved by different reconstructions, even when the
scholars share many similar assumptions and work from the same text. To illustrate, I
want to examine briefly the reconstructions of two scholars, Richard E. Friedman and
Reinhard G. Kratz. | have selected these two because their general assumptions are
largely representative of various approaches across North America, Europe, and lIsrael.
Furthermore, both address the entire narrative of the Primary History (Genesis to 2
Kings), making it possible to discuss the metaphorical “trees” as well as the larger

“forest.” I will begin with Friedman.

1.2.1 RICHARD ELLIOT FRIEDMAN
Richard E. Friedman in a number of scholarly and popular works has sought to
defend a form of the traditional documentary hypothesis in which four separate literary
works (J, E, P, and D) have been combined in two redactional stages.
In his best-selling Who Wrote the Bible? and the related The Bible with Sources
Revealed, Friedman argues for why the biblical texts should be understood as composite,

and how he identifies the sources within them. Friedman’s book, The Hidden Book in the

¥Baden, Composition, 54. Baden terms this view, with which he disagrees, “the European
approach,” and gives numerous examples from the works of both European and North American scholars
who work from this set of assumptions. See also Van Seters, Edited Bible, 7, who contrasts redaction based
on traditional Source Criticism, which envisions a semi-mechanical compilation of documents, while more
recent Form Critical based redaction becomes a kind of Tradition History and replaces “authors” with
“editors.”
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Bible, argues in the other direction. ° There he makes the claim that the source he calls J
is in fact not complete in the Pentateuch—it is the beginning of a larger ancient work, the
rest of which still survives because of its use as a source in the Deuteronomistic
History.? This larger ancient work—the earliest work of prose, according to Friedman—
is a unity composed of what readers of the Bible have, for millennia, understood to be
separate texts or books. In contrast to his other books mentioned above, where the
arguments point toward the division of the work in the question, in The Hidden Book
Friedman must argue for why a number of apparently separate texts should be properly
reconstructed into a unity. The arguments are the same in both cases, and depend on
Friedman’s identification of a source, meaning a literary work. How is such a distinct
work identified?

The criteria by which Friedman identifies a source are as follows. The first is
language.?* According to Friedman, J and E consistently represent the earliest attested
period of Biblical Hebrew, followed by P, D and Dtr, Ezekiel, and finally various
representations of Late Biblical Hebrew such as Chronicles or many of the texts from
Qumran.? The second criterion is terminology, especially the name of God used but also

distinctive terms which occur consistently only within that source division with no or

*Richard Elliot Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible? (2d. ed.; San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1997);
idem., The Bible with Sources Revealed: A New View into the Five Books of Moses (San Francisco:
HarperCollins, 2003).

“Richard Elliot Friedman, The Hidden Book in the Bible: Restored, Translated, and Introduced by
Richard Elliot Friedman (San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1998); Friedman follows the reconstruction of his
teacher Frank M. Cross on the Deuteronomic History. See Frank M. Cross, “The Two Editions of the
Deuteronomistic History” and related articles in Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History
of the Religion of Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973).

21 The order here follows that of Friedman’s introduction in The Bible with Sources Revealed.

2Robert Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward An Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose
(HSM 12; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976); Avi Hurvitz, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship
between the Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel: A New Approach to an Old Problem (CahRB 20;
Paris: J. Gabalda, 1982); idem, “Continuity and Innovation in Biblical Hebrew: The Case of ‘Semantic
Change’ in Post-Exilic Writing” in Studies in Ancient Hebrew Semantics (ed. T. Muraoka; AbrNSup 4;
Leuven: Peeters, 1995), 1-10.
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very few exceptions. Third, consistency of content regarding the revelation of the
tetragrammaton, or by what means or mediums one can access the divine.? Fourth, is the
criterion of narrative flow—ecach of these four source divisions “reads as a complete,
continuous story...with only an occasional gap.”?* Fifth, the sources display consistent
connections with other biblical works, D with Jeremiah, P with Ezekiel, and J with the
Court History.? Sixth, the sources relate to geography and history. The source J is from
the south and filled with Judean concerns, while E is from the north. The Priestly source
is connected with the period of King Hezekiah’s rule, and D hails from the time of
Josiah.? The final and most important criterion or piece of evidence in Friedman’s view
is convergence, the fact that the other six “lines of evidence” function simultaneously to
demarcate the same source divisions.?’

A number of assumptions are in play within Friedman’s work. In regard to the
linguistic development of the Hebrew language, Friedman relies on work that assumes
that Hebrew developed linearly from a Classical Biblical Hebrew to a Late Biblical
Hebrew, drawing mainly on the work of Avi Hurvitz and Robert Polzin.?® Since the time
of Polzin’s and Hurvitz’s work, however, other scholars have questioned the proposed
linear development of Hebrew—e.g., many features of later Hebrew existed earlier in

specific regional dialects and only later became common in the language at large, thus

23 Baden, Composition, 16, refers to this as a text’s distinct historical claims, i.e., its story. “The
hallmark of a unified composition, one created by a single author, is internal consistency: consistency of
language and style, consistency of theme and thought, and, above all, consistency of story. Every narrative
makes certain claims about the way events transpired—who, what, when, where, how, and why.”

>4 Friedman, Bible, 13,

% Ipid., 14-17.

%8 |bid., 18-24.

*7 Ipid., Bible, 27-28.

%8 Ibid., 8.
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their appearance does not automatically render a text late.” Others account for linguistic
difference without reference to chronology at all.*°

Concomitant with this assumption of stable linguistic development is a high
degree of trust in the Masoretic Text. In particular Friedman assumes a trustworthy MT
to the extant that he does not, to my knowledge, address the variation in divine names in
the LXX and Qumran manuscripts vis-a-vis MT.3 This confidence also overlooks several
known examples where the Vorlage of the Old Greek presents an earlier text of a
Pentateuchal verse than MT, and the difference is significant for source divisions.*

Friedman does consult the versions, and on a three occasions chooses a variant

over the MT for his delimitation of the sources of the Pentateuch:

% 1an M. Young, Robert Rezetko, & Martin Ehrensvard, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts: An
Introduction to Approaches and Problems (2 vols.; London-Oakville: Equinox, 2009); Note the highly
critical review by Jan Joosten, “Review of lan Young, Robert Rezetko, with the assistance of Martin
Ehrensvard, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts. An Introduction to Approaches and Problems, 2 vols.,
Equinox, London—Oakville, 2009 in Babel und Bibel 6: Annual of Ancient Near Eastern, Old Testament,
and Semitic Studies (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2012), 535-542; see also Carr, Formation, 125-32, 442-
55; Avi Hurvitz, “The Recent Debate on Late Biblical Hebrew: Solid Data, Experts’ Opinions, and
Inconclusive Arguments,” HS 47(2006): 191-210; Dong-Hyuk Kim, Early Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical
Hebrew, and Linguistic Variability (VTS 156; Leiden: Brill, 2012). Kim provides the most recent synthesis
and critique from the perspective of sociolinguistics. While Kim defends Hurvitz’s traditional position that
Early Biblical Hebrew and Late Biblical Hebrew can rightly be understood as chronologically distinct and
are not a stylistic choice (as Rezetko and others maintain), he concludes that it is not methodology sound to
date difficult texts by appeal to dating methods. Kim’s study does not take into account the strong
possibility of linguistic updating by scribes during the course of recopying the text, though doing so would
only give further grounds for distrust of linguistic dating methods.

¥5ee especially Young, et. al., Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts.

%! The Old Greek witnesses show variation in the use of kvptog and 6goc, which are translation
equivalents for the tetragrammaton and o°7%x, respectively. For a list of several examples see Carr,
Formation, 106. Often times these have been (rightly) attributed to variation on the part of the translator,
but with the evidence from Qumran this can no longer be assumed in every case. The existence of any true
variants is potentially problematic for the criterion of divine names. Here true variants are opposed to non-
variants or pseudo-variants, see Emmanuel Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint (2d. rev. and enl.; JBS
8; Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 162-3, for the distinction. Although the MT is an exceptionally good text (esp.
in the Pentateuch) and our overall best witness to the earliest textual form of the Hebrew Bible, alternative
evidence requires that each case be evaluated on its own merits. See also Russell Hobsen, Transforming
Literature into Scripture: Texts as Cult Objects at Ninevah and Qumran (Sheffield: Equinox, 2012).

%2 See Carr, Formation, 102-3, for examples of source divisions by Néldeke and Baden that are
undermined by evidence from the Old Greek showing where the MT and SP have harmonizing or
coordinating insertions.
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(1) in Exod 9:30 where the anomalous combination of the tetragrammaton with
D°779X is judged suspect because of the LXX’s minus of the word ooox,

(2) Num 16:24 and 27 where the names Dathan and Abiram are omitted by the
LXX and judged by Freidman to be redactional in the MT,** and

(3) in Deut 1:39 where the quotation of Num 14:31 is witnessed by MT and a
Qumran text but not the LXX.%

Friedman emends the MT more often in reconstruction of the source he calls o12
“In the Day.”*® He does so with Gen 4:8, 24:33, 27:5, 43:28; Judges 16:13-14, 18:30; 1
Sam 11:1,%" 15:27; and 2 Sam 2:8, 6:5, 9:6, 11:21, 12:14,% 15:12, 18:3.%

Most of these are relatively minor cases of the MT loosing one or more words due
to common scribal errors (e.g., “bread” omitted in Gen 24:33). Perhaps the most
interesting are the apparently non-erroneous variants, such as the nwa-names in 2 Sam 2:8,
9:6, 11:21, the “redactional” addition of the names Dathan and Abiram, and the proposed
addition in 2 Sam 12:14.

In the former case of the nwa-names, the manuscript evidence shows that the
change from 5va to nwa occurred late in process of textual transmission (i.e., Hellenistic),

5940

and Friedman notes that this is the work of “a later editor,”™ acknowledging implicitly

* Friedman, Bible, 135.

3 Friedman, Bible, 270. Friedman refers to both this case and the preceding one as “redaction” but
he does not differentiate or contrast it with his two primary redactions.

% Friedman, Bible, 311. Concerning Deut 1:39, the Qumran mss in question, not cited explicitly
by Friedman, appears to be 4Q35 Deuteronomy", which preserves the word naou1. Friedman calls for
caution at this point, either D quotes P (consistent with Friendman’s position that D precedes P) or it may
be a late addition.

*Friedman refers to the work that begins in Gen 2:4b by its first word(s).

%" The Nahash passage from 4QSam” is noted as original, but is not actually printed in Friedman’s
main text.

*8 This is done with no manuscript evidence, following only the a™o *1pn.

**Friedman, Hidden Book, 308, 310-313, 318, 320-322, 324.

“Ibid., 322.
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some amount of redactional activity (however minimal) that continued long after the
work of his R’ and R. The same holds true for Dathan and Abiram in the MT of Num 16.
The possibility of this happening elsewhere is not entertained, and Friedman does not
discuss this phenomenon in any detail. This is important because scribal alterations of
particular words or orthographic variation render linguistic dating as well as many criteria
of source divisions problematic.

It is readily apparent that Friedman’s interests are chiefly in the earlier sources to
be found within the extant shape of the Hebrew Bible. The pentateuchal redactors are not
credited with introducing much material in their own voices. The first has been content to
combine the sources J and E, and the second has only added a bit more. These redactors
are not the theologians that early NT redaction critics made of the evangelists (although
for Friedman, the activities of J and E may be comparable). Friedman’s redactors only
have a discernable ideology in the sense that one source may receive pride of place over
another at any given point, but (at least in Friedman’s analysis) this seems largely
dictated by the larger concern of harmonizing or otherwise bringing the multiple sources
into a (more or less) coherent, or at least continuous, narrative.

1.2.1 REINHARD G. KRATZ

Reinhard Kratz presents another thorough analysis of Genesis-Kings in addition

to the Chronicler’s history (1 and 2 Chronicles + Ezra-Nehemiah), working from a

supplementary model of literary strata.** Kratz calls his method Redaction Criticism

*See Kratz, Composition. This is despite the opening statements of the book’s preface and the
summary on the back of the English edition, both of which claim that—as far as possible—no hypotheses
are assumed. Kratz’s analysis does include the positing of documents, just not the typical four of the Graf-
Wellhausen New Documentary theory. On the broadness of what may be called “documentary hypothesis”
see Konrad Schmid, “Has European Scholarship Abandoned the Documentary Hypothesis? Some
Reminders on Its History and Remarks on Its Current Status” in The Pentateuch: International
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(Redaktionskritik or Literarkritik), but he says the term is not important and the method
speaks for itself.*?As in Friedman’s works, the focus is on demonstration by results.
Instead of following the canonical order, or some reconstructed historical sequence, Kratz
begins at the end with Chronicles. By dealing with a book whose primary (if not sole)
sources are known, Kratz claims he is able to demonstrate his procedure from the onset
with the least amount of speculation. According to Kratz, the general composition of
Chronicles is that of excerpts from the base text of Samuel-Kings supplemented by layers
of expansion or exegesis.*® This is similar to Fishbane’s model of traditum and traditio
(borrowing the terms from their use in Tradition-Historical Criticism).*

Kratz does not typically dwell on the historical origins of the earliest source, but
is content to isolate it and describe the development of the tradition in layers around it.*
He states at several points in the book that theories which try to attribute material to some
hypothesized lost source are merely moving the problem from one unknown to another;
instead he finds the supplementary model of a basic source, accompanied by successive

levels of literary strata to be much more compelling. Thus for any given work, there is a

Perspectives on Current Research,, 20-21; on the three documents Kratz identifies see his Composition,
314.

Kratz, Composition, 5 n8, “I use the term ‘redaction’ for all the literary procedures which in any
way relate to pre-existing material, the ‘tradition,” regardless of whether these go to make up a literary
complex, presuppose it and develop it in writing, supplement or gloss it. The term is not important; what is
meant will be clear from the context.”

*bid., 42, makes the caveat that the version of Sam-Kgs used as a source was not identical to that
known from the MT; in a later publication Kratz states that his reason in beginning with Chronicles was
that it is the earliest example of the literary reception that sees the Torah and Former Prophets as literarily
independent and yet also comprising a consecutive narrative. See Reinhard G. Kratz, “The Pentateuch in
Current Research: Consensus and Debate,” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on Current
Research (ed. Thomas B. Dozeman, Konrad Schmid, and Baruch J. Schwartz; FAT 78; Tlbingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2011), 33.

* Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1985). Traditum refers to tradition as content that his passed on, while traditio refers to tradition as the
process or means of transmitting a given traditum. On the terms see Douglas A. Knight, Rediscovering the
Traditions of Israel (SBLDS 9; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1975), 5-20.

*® He defines the supplementary hypothesis on page 117 as “the assumption of a gradual literary
extension of the core from the inside outwards.”
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very limited amount of core material (e.g., Gen + Sam-Kgs in the case of Chronicles) and
everything else must be attributed to one or more layers of tradition which now surround
and intertwine with it. The governing assumptions are as follows:

1) There is a limited amount of basic material surrounded by (often many) layers
of later strata. The basic material is made up of original fragments of tradition (or
“sources”) that have been combined in a larger framework.

2) The framework varies from work to work but is assumed to be consistent such
that things which do not fit into the structure can be identified as secondary to the basic
material.*® Examples include the genealogies, the Toledoth formulae in Genesis, the
itinerary in Exodus-Joshua, regnal formulae in kings, etc.

3) The basic material is a “smooth” (reibungslos) text, which is “seamless”
(nahtlos)—free of repetitions, interruptions, contradictions, or other irregularities which
break the narrative flow and mark later expansions and exegesis of the text.*’ At times
this seems to include consistency of genre, e.g., the assumption that the basic priestly
stratum P® was only narrative.*

4) Inherent in the above assumption is that there is no significant loss of text (esp.
of the basic material). Although Kratz reckons with the omissions of the Chronicler*® and
P (understood as independent source which rewrites non-P),*® elsewhere he refers to “the

inconvenient assumption of loss of text” as a reason to avoid classical source analysis or

*®E g., Kratz, Composition, 31-33, 163-164, 179, 229, etc.

“7 See Ibid., 20, 26, 41, 117, 147, etc.

*Ibid., 103, 105, 109. In the case of Chronicles, Kratz argues that the care in reformulating the
source text, observable in Chronicles, rules improbable the idea that apparent contradictions could be
original. “‘Scholars tend to content themselves with the view that the Chronicler wrote out the material
before him quite mechanically, and in so doing did not notice that he was contradicting his own intentions.
Given the many careful reformulations of the original, that is quite improbable” (41). The proposed
alternative is to assume a series of secondary expansions.

*° See Ibid., 35-36, on omission, selection, and transposition in Chronicles.

*bid., 238.
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otherwise follow his redaction distribution of the literary strata.>® This shift of
expectation is perhaps puzzling given the initial use of Chronicles as a model, but this
tension in method is perhaps best explained by the fact that Kratz understands Chronicles
as an interpretation, and not a replacement for its source.

5) Layers or strata are identified and removed through subtraction, which requires
an establishing of distinctive features for each book or section of text.>® Some of the
features isolated by Kratz include (for Deuteronomy) the switch from singular to plural in
the second person, literary dependence on the Book of the Covenant (Exod 20:22-23:33),
and the ideology of cultic centralization (Deut 12).>* Others include assumption of cultic
centralization or the first commandment as evaluative criteria within Josh-Kgs, the notion
of “all Israel,” a United Monarchy, or Twelve Tribes; and the presumption of features
peculiar to earlier layers (thus allowing construction of a relative chronology of strata).
Stated differently, there is an assumption of consistency of style, composition, theme, or
ideology at each redactional or compositional stage.™

6) An unstated assumption basic to the entire project is the priority and
sufficiency of the Masoretic Text. Kratz never explicitly states what text he follows, but it

is clearly the MT. All of his references to the Septuagint versions are negative

*!|bid., 239, 244, 290. This may be related to his resistance to any search for lost sources (e.g., 42,
172, etc.). In Kratz’s analysis everything needed is present in the Masoretic Text and everything is
explained; the original reads, “der mifllichen Annahme von Textverlusten” (Komposition, 241).

*2Kratz, Composition, 36. | will return to the issue of supplementation versus replacement in
chapter 6.

Ibid., 100, 249

*Ibid., 117.

*1bid., 119.
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examples—they show a secondary or smoothed over text.”® The reader gathers that
“resorting to the Septuagint™ is a bad thing.57

Like Friedman, Kratz is able to present a coherent explanation for the origins of
the primary history, and he does so working from many of the same starting assumptions
of consistency. Both demarcate their relative divisions (whether sources or layers) by the
criteria of uninterrupted narrative flow, specific themes, or ideological points. The two
differ in the activities that they ascribe to the redactors. Friedman works from what might
be called a block model, where the vertical divisions between sources predominate and
the redactors provide only small bits of linkages aimed at harmonizing the whole. Kratz,
on the other hand, assumes a single core text and emphasizes major horizontal divisions
between redactional layers. For Kratz the work of the redactors is exegetical, and it
follows therefore that layers can be separated into relative sequence by tracing literary

dependence of one layer upon another.

1.2.3 SHARED AND DIVERGENT ASSUMPTIONS AND CONCEPTIONS
This brief overview shows how different conceptualizations can lead to greatly
varying (and even contradictory) results, even when working from the same text with
many similar assumptions. The divergences between these and other scholarly
reconstructions stems from several issues. The first is that one’s conceptualization of the
mechanics of composition and redaction determines one’s results. A second factor,
related to the first, is that this sort of diachronic reconstruction is a highly speculative

enterprise and currently lacks an objective basis by which to calibrate both its methods

*®1bid., 15, 92, 178, 193, 232-233.
*"Ibid., 193. The original reads, “das Losverfahren I&Rt sich nur auf dem Umweg tiber die
Septuaginta aus dem Grundbestand heraushalten,” Komposition, 200.
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and conceptual models. It is impossible to verify these assumptions on internal evidence
alone, as that too can be used against them.

A shared assumption that is nearly universal is that unified compositions are
consistent and remain consistent unless acted upon by an outside force. Redaction,
rewriting, expansion, or other alterations may play the role of that outside force. The fact
that consistency ranks so highly among assured assumptions gives good reason for why it
should be tested. If it can be shown that the assumption is well founded, well and good,
but if not, then there should be cause for caution and further reflection. John Barton
makes the sobering argument that ancient readers and writers were not necessarily fixated
upon notions of unity or closure. Barton provides the valuable insight that both canonical
or “holistic” literary readings as well as what he calls “traditional source criticism” agree
on their expectation that ancient books should show a concern with theme, plot, and
closure akin to modern notions of what constitutes a literary work. This expectation,
Barton argues, is false. For ancients, there were expectations that a book may have some
degree of consistency, but composite works were acceptable, if not the norm, and books
were conceived of as collections of material, often grouped thematically, not as large
literary “works” with a unity of theme and a need for closure.”® Barton’s insight is

challenging because it undermines both approaches which he discusses.

*% John Barton, “What is a Book?” in The Old Testament: Canon, Literature, and Theology
Collected Essays of John Barton (SOTSM; Hampshire: Ashgate, 2007), 139, “By saying that there is a
book called ‘Isaiah’ rabbinic commentators are not implying that it possesses unity of theme or closure in
its literary form, only that there is a collection of verses and paragraphs written by Isaiah and gathered
together in one place,” and 140, “If early Jewish interpreters (and this would include, say, St Paul as well
as the early rabbis) read biblical books with so little attention to their themes, their overall shape and their
closure, is it possible that the books were actually written without attention to those features?” (140. Italics
original); cf., Benjamin Sommer, “The Scroll of Isaiah as Jewish Scripture, or, Why Jews Don't Read
Books” in Society of Biblical Literature 1996 Seminar Papers (SBLSP 35; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996):
225-242.
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Barton questions, if the ancient notion of what made “a book” included
“collections of fragmentary verses and paragraphs without order or closure, then why
should similar works not have been equally acceptable as original compositions?”59 In
Barton’s view this issue problematizes both traditional source criticism and more recent
literary criticism as both of these depend upon the belief that authorial activity is
characterized by consistency, unity, and closure, and “such considerations probably did
not play a very important part in the composition of Old Testament books.”® Barton
points to Chronicles for support of the fact that, on the one hand, the book (an assumed
unity) mixes genres freely without any apparent concern, while on the other hand it
smoothes out inconsistencies from its sources.®* From this Barton concludes that

old-fashioned source critics were probably right to see inconsistency as evidence

for sources, since it occurs in works such as the Pentateuch and Deuteronomistic

History and prophets but very little in works such as Chronicles which are

modeled on these. Evidently it mattered to later writers to iron out inconsistency,

and not to introduce any into their own work.®?

An unavoidable problem is that we have no ideal examples. According to Barton,
“We argue about whether Genesis was put together from earlier sources or written by a

single hand, but no one adopts the second of these options in the case of Chronicles or 1

Esdras.”®® This is not the case. People have and do argue that Chronicles is composite, in

% Barton, “What is a Book?” 142; this can be further complicated by the recognition that the
divisions into books are themselves likely secondary, see Kratz, Composition; Thomas B. Dozeman,
Thomas, Rémer, and Konrad Schmid (eds.), Pentateuch, Hexateuch, or Enneateuch? Identifying Literary
Works in Genesis through Kings (AIL8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), especially the
articles by Schmid, Romer, and Blum; Hendrik Jacob Koorevaar, “The Books of Exodus, Leviticus and
Numbers, and the Macro-Structural Problem of the Pentateuch,” in The Books of Leviticus and Numbers
(ed. Thomas Romer; BETL 215; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 423-54.

60 Barton, “What is a Book?” 146.

¢ But many have argued that contradictions remain, between the source and Sondergut.

%2 Ipid., 146.

% 1bid.
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the sense of being written by multiple hands.®* The same has recently been argued for
Jubilees.® The texts that we would like to appeal to as a control offer no guarantee of
their own purity as samples. Internal inconsistencies in these works can be used to argue
either way: they show that unified compositions may contain inconsistencies or they
show that they are themselves composite.®®
If all our ancient examples are composite, then the ideal state is not something that exists
in nature.

| welcome Barton’s cautions, but his very approach feels helplessly circular.
Without some control is it even possible for one to gain traction in furthering the
investigation? In Barton’s judgment, the Pentateuch (whose sources we must speculate
about) is more clearly “composite” (i.e., the product of multiple writers) than Chronicles!

Against Barton, I suggest that Chronicles, even if it stems from a single hand,
clearly reuses older material, and thus such known cases of textual development should
be used as the control for theorizing about the unknown, and not vice versa. As a means
of compensating for the inability to calibrate assumptions and conceptions solely from an
inductive approach, appeal to “empirical models” of documented examples of textual
development have been sought in order to provide some, more objective controls for

diachronic reconstruction.

% e.g., Kurt Galling, Die Biicher der Chronik, Esra, Nehemia: Ubersetzt und erklart (ATD 12;
Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1954); Kratz, Composition.

®*Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology (SJSJ
117; Leiden: Brill, 2007); James L. Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees: Studies in the Book of Jubilees and
the World of its Creation (SJSJ 156; Leiden: Brill, 2012).

66 Barton, “What is a Book?” 146.
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1.3 Empirical Models

An important trend that has emerged in the last half century is the use of
“empirical models” or examples of documented cases of textual growth and development
as a check on the assumptions and conceptualizes of diachronic reconstruction.®” These
models have been derived from ancient analogues (esp. Akkadian literature), textual
variation within manuscripts (the so-called Variant Literary Editions), and the texts
labeled Rewritten Scripture.

Popularized by Tigay’s work on the development of the Gilgamesh Epic and the
collection of studies in the volume Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, the use of
examples or models of textual development has become increasingly common. The
earliest of such studies aimed at defending the plausibility of the Documentary
Hypothesis in particular by arguing from ancient analogies. George Foot Moore’s 1890
study of Tatian’s Diatessaron could provide a nearly perfect parallel example for the
four-source Documentary Hypothesis: four separate sacred documents (the four Gospels)

were combined into a single whole, presumably in a quest for unity.®® Law codes and

%7 The term “empirical models” is taken from Jeffrey M. Tigay (ed.), Empirical Models for
Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf and
Stock, 2005). Tigay’s earlier study “An Empirical Basis for the Documentary Hypothesis.” JBL 94 (1975):
329-42 is the earliest use of which I am aware. Tigay’s term has been followed by others, e.g., Hans Jurgen
Tertel, Text and Transmission: An Empirical Model for the Literary Development of Old Testament
Narratives (BZAW 221; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994); Molly M. Zahn “Reexamining Empirical
Models: The Case of Exodus 13,” in Das Deuteronomium zwischen Pentateuch und Deuteronomistischen
Geschichtswerk (ed. E Otto & R. Achenbach 2004; FRLANT 206; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2004), 36-55; and David M. Carr, ““Empirical’ Comparison and the Analysis of the Relationship of the
Pentateuch and the Former Prophets,” in Pentateuch, Hexateuch, or Enneateuch: Identifying Literary
Works in Genesis through Kings (eds. Thomas B. Dozeman, Thomas Rémer, and Konrad Schmid; AIL 8;
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011). Carr has recently proposed “study of documented cases of
ancient textual revision” as an equivalent term to “empirical study,” see Carr, Formation, 37; see also
Fleming, D. E., and S. J. Milestein, The Buried Foundation of the Gilgamesh Epic (CM 39; Leiden: Brill,
2010); and Jeffrey H. Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1982.

®8George F. Moore, “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” JBL 9 (1890): 201-
15; repr. in Tigay, Empirical Models, 243-256.
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royal annals have also become other important loci for comparative studies.®® Others
have made use of “inner-biblical parallels” (e.g., Sam-Kgs vis-a-vis Psalms, Chronicles,
or Isaiah), or textual parallels with the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Old Greek versions, or
the manuscripts from the Judean Desert.”® A final locus for this type of comparative
textual study is the group of texts from the Second Temple period (esp. the discoveries
from the Judean Desert). The so-called “Rewritten Bible” texts such as the Genesis
Apocryphon, Jubilees, or even the Temple Scroll reuse large amounts of earlier

material.”

Synoptic study of such texts provides a window through which to see explicit
textual reworking, expansion, and reuse.”

The assumption often driving much of the earliest of such studies was that if a
model were found demonstrating that such theorized methods of composition could have
happened, then the theory was thereby proven. Tertel points out this problem in his own
study of textual growth in the Assyrian royal annals, emphasizing that probability does
not equal proof.” The arguments of Tigay and others do not “prove” any specific

hypothesis, but they do support theories that recognize that many ancient texts are

composite.

% For example, Bernard M. Levinson, ed., Theory and Method in Biblical and Cuneiform Law:
Revisions, Interpolation and Development (JSOTSup 181; Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1994).

¢ _g., Jeffery Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” in Empirical Models.

™ On the terms “Rewritten Bible” and “Rewritten Scripture” see footnote 97 and the discussion in
chapter 3.

"2 Carr, Formation, 57-88 for numerous examples, especially Chronicles; see also work on the
sectarian texts, e.g., Sarianna Metso, The Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule (STDJ 21;
Leiden: Brill, 1997).

"*Tertel, Text and Transmission, 10.
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Instead of functioning as mere justification for an approach, David Carr has
argued that such data of observable textual development can be utilized in two ways."*
First, documented examples of alterations can be used to trace the history of a specific
text. Thus diachronic work on texts like Gilgamesh or Jeremiah can be investigated using
the extant copies of those works. Second, following an examination of several such
examples, one can use observed “trends” as guidelines to reinforce, restrain, or otherwise
direct diachronic studies. Several scholars have previously proposed models, rules, or
guidelines in an attempt to give some concrete guidance for directing or controlling
diachronic exegesis, especially based on Ancient Near Eastern parallels.

Jean Louis Ska’s Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch presents “several

>’ These axioms are “The Law of

axioms for a critical reading of ancient literature.
Antiquity or Precedence,”’® “The Law of Conservation: Nothing is Eliminated,””” “The

Law of Continuity and Updating,”78 “The Law of Economy: Only What is Necessary

"Carr, “Empirical Comparison,” 74; cf., Tertel’s idea of sketching a “general picture” of how
narratives were altered, based on empirical models, which can be used to “tip the balance” in uncertain
cases, Tertel, Text and Transmission, 5-6.

" Jean-Louis Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch (trans. Sr. Pascale Dominique; Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 165. These axioms or “laws” are demonstrated inductively by examples
from the biblical text, except for “The Law of Economy” which draws on Socio-Economic studies as well.

"®Ibid., 165-169. Ska here means the ancient belief or basis that older was better and thus authority
and importance were granted to the text or tradition that could make the best claim (whether actual or
contrived) for antiquity.

Ibid., 169-170. Ska argues this on the basis of the conservative nature of ancient society and on
the apparent existence of various (often contradictory) traditions side-by-side. He states “the desire to
collect everything that tradition had handed down became particularly strong during the time of the Second
Temple. In the first stages of composition, however, the redactors and editors felt freer to rewrite an ancient
text in accord with their own style and criteria. The following section [The Law of Continuity and
Updating] explains this fact.” I will revisit this dynamic between earlier stages of composition (and
redaction) and later stabilization while dealing with some of the extant evidence in chapters 4 and 5; see
further Juha Pakkala’s forthcoming book on omissions.

"8Ska, Introduction, 171-173. Not everything was preserved, instead, Ska states, “only the things
that had value for the present time...[the Pentateuch and Bible as a whole] attempted both to reconnect with
the past and to prove the permanent value of the ancient traditions for the present time.”
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Should Be Written.”"® Ska follows up these “laws” with a section on “Extrabiblical
Parallels,” that, in Ska’s view, confirms the diachronic view of the Pentateuch’s origin.so

The parallels cited relate to developments within Hittite, Sumerian, and Akkadian
legal codes and Tigay’s analysis of the growth of the Gilgamesh Epic.®* Ska echoes the
point that diachronically a work develops in periods, at the earliest of which the scribe
has the most freedom to alter or shape the text whereas in later periods he has less and
less freedom to do so. At the later stages scribes “act like editors and no longer like
original authors.”® Likewise, Ska highlights Tigay’s point that the “substantial
differences between the Sumerian Gilgamesh episodes and their Akkadian counterparts
[differ] to such an extent that it would be impossible to reconstruct a Sumerian episode
on the basis of the form it was given in the Akkadian text.”®

Outside of these examples, drawn mostly from Tigay’s work, Ska makes a few
additional points based on the physical realities of text production.®* First, the cost of
materials and scribal labor render scroll production a highly costly affair.®® Therefore
scrolls were scarce and highly valued. Furthermore, typically small margins left little

room for additions or insertions so any major alteration required the rewriting of the

entire document.®® Recopying was probably done when the scroll was sufficiently worn

"Ibid., 173-177. Ska notes that the briefness of texts may be related to both the expense in
production and their function as aids to memory. For a more recent discussion of the relationship between
text and memory see the work of David M. Carr discussed below.

®bid., 177.

8 See especially Levinson, Theory and Method in Biblical and Cuneiform Law; see further the
collected essays in Bernard M. Levinson, The Right Chorale: Studies in Biblical Law and Interpretation
(FAT 54; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008).

823k, Introduction, 179.

®|bid., 179.

¥1bid., 176.

8 see also, Schmid, Old Testament, 34-5.

86Ska, Introduction, 176; Tov, TCHB, 284, “This suggestion is based on the realia of the Qumran
scrolls: after the scroll was inscribed, it was not technically possible to insert any substantial addition into
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S0 as to require a replacement. Ska presumes the Torah in particular would have received
above average care because of its sacred status. Based on these points, Ska dismisses
studies which posit “the existence of seven or eight (or even more) redactional levels in a
single text” to be implausible, and he adds that the Qumran manuscripts do not show
signs of multiple redactions. Unfortunately, while stating that seven or more layers are
implausible, Ska, himself a strong defender of the redactional critical approach, does not
provide an estimate of how many layers one could realistically imagine.®’

Karel van der Toorn has contributed heavily to the view that a text’s history must
be understood in the light of ancient parallels. In this light, one discovers that there were
no “authors” in the ancient world.® Instead, one should look to ancient scribal culture to
determine who was responsible for the production of the text and how their development
should be conceptualized. The Hebrew Bible, he argues, is the work of scribes, for
scribes. The collection, presentation, and transmission of biblical texts were the work of
scribes which should be understood by comparison with the parallel scribal culture in
Mesopotamia as part of a growing scribal curriculum. Few in the ancient world could
read, and there was little need or demand that required any form of literacy in the larger

populace. Van der Toorn’s study agrees with Ska’s point cited above about the cost of

the text or to delete or rewrite segments larger than a few words or a line”; Emanuel Tov, “The Writing of
Early Scrolls: Implications for the Literary Analysis of Hebrew Scripture” in Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible,
and Qumran: Collected Essays (TSAJ 121; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 208-213. Tov elaborates on
the difficulties of erasures or altering of both papyrus and leather scrolls, and the typically small size of
margins and insists that scribes (however we term their activities) “did not insert their content changes into
existing copies.” Italics original. “Content changes” here refers to alterations beyond a few words or a
sentence. One does however find short supralinear corrections in a number of manuscripts including 1Qlsa®.
See Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts from the Judean Desert (STDJ
54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 234.

8 On Ska’s defense of the redactional approach, see Jean-Louis Ska, “A Plea on Behalf of the
Biblical Redactors,” in The Exegesis of the Pentateuch: Exegetical Studies and Basic Questions (FAT 66;
Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 232-45.

8Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2007).
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scrolls, and the possibility of their alteration only during the somewhat rare event of
transcribing a new copy—which likely lived on as the sole master copy.®® Both van der
Toorn and Ska’s descriptions and guidelines have been heavily influenced by Tigay’s
analysis of the compositional stages of the Gilgamesh epic. A different picture emerges if
the model is formulated based on the Assyrian Royal Annals.

Hans Jirgen Tertel’s study of the Assyrian Royal Annals suggests that as the
annals are updated during a king’s reign, much of the earlier material is omitted, and new
material is added to an abridged version of the previous records. From this Tertel argues
against the widely held view (e.g., Ska’s “Law of Conservation”) that scribes typically
add but rarely (if ever) omit.*® Instead, Tertel argues that based on his model, scholars
need to reckon with omission as the rule, and thus reject much of previous Source and
Redaction Criticism.” Carr has critiqued this position claiming that “this case of
abbreviation has to do with the particular foci of this genre form and is thus genre-
specific.”® While nearly all axioms or models have been based on Ancient Near Eastern
literature, variation within extant manuscripts has also contributed to textual development,

but this data has not been utilized as much to identify specific trends.

8 \/an der Toorn, 146-147; See also the discussion in Norbert Lohfink, “Was there a
Deuteronomistic movement?” in Those Elusive Deuteronomists, 47-54; Tov, “Writing of Early Scrolls.”

%Tertel, Text and Transmission, 234.

1bid., 234-5.

%2 Carr, Formation, 72-3.
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1.3.1 VARIANT LITERARY EDITIONS

The work of textual critics, especially Emanuel Tov and Eugene Ulrich, has
highlighted the existence of multiple literary stages among the textual witnesses.* The
problem this has created for Text Criticism is that one can no longer assume that a given
manuscript can be used as a witness to MT, as it may, in fact, bear witness to a different
stage of the same composition.®* Ulrich, in particular, has claimed repeatedly that the
biblical text grew, from the time of the writing down of the earliest oral traditions,
through a series of “Variant Literary Editions” (VLEs), and that what we see in the
manuscript evidence are several of those stages (both pre- and post-MT). Beyond
orthographic differences or merely preserving a variant reading, a VLE is “an intentional
reworking of an older form of the book for a specific purpose or according to identifiable
editorial principles.”® This definition is very close to that given to redaction in the
handbooks cited above. Following Ulrich, it is increasingly coming into fashion to cite
the examples of the variant editions of Jeremiah and other books as justification for
diachronic analysis just has been done with Tigay’s study of Gilgamesh or Moore’s study
of the Diatessaron. Several scholars have utilized the versional and manuscript evidence

in the reconstruction of specific books, falling into Carr’s first category of use.”® What

% Eugene Ulrich, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives and Reflections on
Determining the Form to Be Translated” in Perspectives on the Hebrew Bible: Essays in Honor of Walter J.
Harrelson (ed. J. L. Crenshaw; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1988), 101-16; Eugene Ulrich,
“Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and the Questions of Canon” in The Madrid Qumran
Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls — Madrid, 18-21 March,
1991 (ed. Julio Trebolle Barrera and Luis VVegas Montaner; STDJ 11; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1:23-41. Repr.
pages 79-98 in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999); Tov, TCHB, 283-5.

% See the discussion in Tov, TCHB, 283-5.

®Ulrich, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text,” 89.

% Carr, ““Empirical’ Comparisons,” 74; e.g., Hermann-Josef Stipp, Das masoretische und
alexandrinische Sondergut des Jeremiahbuches: Textgeschichtlicher Rang, Eigenarten, Triebrkéafte (OBO
136; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994). Stipp argues that both MT and OG texts of Jeremiah
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has not been done is demonstrating whether there is any correspondence between the
stages witnessed by VLEs and those posited in theoretical diachronic reconstructions. Do
the stages found in VLESs support the common assumptions about consistency and
ideology? What can they tell us about composition or redaction?

Ulrich’s pioneering effort has brought the concept of VLESs into the mainstream,
but his descriptions basically assume continuity between the developments postulated by
redaction and source criticism and the types of textual growth he describes in his work on
VLEs. He does not identify specific trends or try to create a model whereby the unknown
might be better understood by the known. The correspondence is simply assumed. Tigay,
Zahn, Carr, and others have discussed several of the scribal techniques seen within this
body of textual evidence, but there has not been a study that has compared the textual
development observed in the manuscript tradition with other observable and hypothesized
examples and created categories to evaluate the different phenomena.”” Ulrich has often
sketched the textual differences in outlining the various “editions” of books, but he has
not examined or laid out the “identifiable editorial principles” that he claims are to be
found in each.% Ulrich has also been vague about differentiating between “editions” of

books and earlier works that have been utilized as sources in the composition of the work

contain their own secondary material, and thus the two texts are simply two extant survivors of a long
process of growth and not two specific “editions.” Adrian Schenker, Alteste Textgeschichte der
Kdnigshicher. Die hebraische Vorlage der urspringlichen Septaginta als élteste Textform der
Kdnigsbicher (OBO 199; Géttingen : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004). Schenker argues for the OG as the
superior witness to the earliest form of the text and MT as a later redaction; one of the earliest combinations
of “higher” and “lower” criticism is Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1871), who saw the utility of the textual witnesses for historical criticism (e.qg.,
the absence of “the Tent of Meeting” in the OG of 1 Sam 2:22 as evidence for the lateness of the wilderness
sanctuary).

°" Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique”; Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten
Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the 4QReworkedPentateuch Manuscripts (STDJ 95; Leiden: Brill,
2011); Carr, Formation.

% Ulrich, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text,” 89.
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in question. It will be the goal of much of the following chapters of this study to create
evaluative categories and amass some of the evidence for such an analysis, including
defining how to distinguish between earlier stages of a work and earlier materials used in
its composition. Many of these works that reuse much of an earlier source fall under the

category of Rewritten Scripture, the final body of extant examples of textual development.

1.3.2 REWRITTEN SCRIPTURE
Rewritten Scripture is the current term widely used for referring to works such as

Genesis Apocryphon, Jubilees, Josephus’ Antiquities, Pseudo-Philo, and Chronicles.”

% The idea of “Rewritten Bible” originated with Geza Vermes, see idem., Scripture and Tradition
in Judaism: Haggadic Studies, 1-10; The term “Rewritten Scripture” was first proposed by James C.
VanderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations in Some Rewritten Scriptural Works™ in The Bible as
Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judean Desert Discoveries; Sidnie White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture
in Second Temple Times (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 2-6; Molly M. Zahn, “Rewritten
Scripture,” in The Oxford Handbook of The Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. T. Lim & J. Collins; New York: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 323-324; Jonathan G. Campbell, “‘Rewritten Bible” and ‘Parabiblical Texts’: A
Terminological and Ideological Critique,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol
Colloguium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-10 September 2003 (ed. J. Campbell, et. al.; LSTS 52; London:
T&T Clark, 2005), 43-68. Campbell highlights the extent to which scholarly ideologies are imbedded in the
terms used for classification. Much of his argument is aimed at exposing the scope of scripture in the
Second Temple period and adopting terms like “Scripture” and “Para-scripture” over “Bible,” “Para-
biblical,” and other terms like “Apocrypha” and “Pseudepigrapha” which fail to delineate the extent to
which many of these works may have been authoritative scripture. | follow Crawford, Zahn, and others in
differentiating “Rewritten Scripture” from “Parabiblical texts.” In the former group, which is relevant here,
I place texts that maintain significant textual overlap with their sources, e.g., Jubilees, Chronicles, Genesis
Apocryphon, and under the later heading | place texts like 1 Enoch that expand upon a figure or narrative
known from an earlier source but do not maintain significant textual overlap with it; Daniel K. Falk, The
Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the Dead Sea Scrolls (LSTS 63; New
York: T & T Clark, 2007), 1-17, gives a good summary, but focuses on the overlap of scripture and
“Rewritten Scripture” instead of the literary relationship of a later text reworking an earlier one, which is
relevant here. On the difference between literary relationship and authoritative status, see Molly M. Zahn,
“Talking about Rewritten Texts: Some Reflections on Terminology,” in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting
and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (ed. H. von Weissenberg, et. al.;
BZAW 419; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 93-163; see also Moshe J. Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible’: A
Generic Category Which Has Outlived its Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005), 169-196; and Daniel J.
Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten (Narratives),” in Early Judaism and its Modern Interpreters (ed. R. A.
Kraft, et. al.; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986). On the inclusion of Chronicles see George J. Brooke,
"Rewritten Bible" in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman and James
VanderKam; Oxford University Press 2000, 2008. Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls: (e-reference
edition). Oxford University Press. Emory University. 28 March 2012 http://www.oxford-
deadseascrolls.com/entry?entry=t264.e446; Molly M. Zahn, “Rewritten Scripture,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Timothy H. Lim and John J. Collins; Oxford: Oxford University
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The fact that the sources of these works (or copies quite close to them) are extant makes
these texts well suited for the study of textual reworking. | will argue in the following
chapters how and why this group of texts is distinct from Ulrich’s VLEs. Most of these
works rewrite some portion of the pentateuchal narratives or law codes, the primary
exception—Chronicles—has been the focus of most theoretical reflection.

Chronicles has frequently been various described as demonstrating composition,
redaction, or inner-biblical exegesis.’® While the rubric under which to place it is clearly
disputed, what is clear is that Chronicles provides as solid of evidence as one can find for
how an ancient writer handled and used earlier sources. This is due to the large amount of
synoptic overlap between Chronicles and the books of Samuel and Kings.

It is widely acknowledged that the Chronicler (hereafter, Chr) made use of some
version of Sam-Kgs that was quite close to that known to us from the MT, but not

identical to it."* Synoptic comparison therefore allows one to create a general picture of

Press, 2010), 323-36. Note also Kratz’s reference to Chr’s activities as rewriting (Fortschreibung) and in
the German original the description of Chronicles as “eine Nachschrift (rewritten bible)” using the English
term in parentheses, see Komposition, 28 (ET: 22-23).

190 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, lists many of these interactions between
Chronicles and other texts as “inner-biblical exegesis.” Noth stated in his Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche
Studien: die sammelnden und bearbeitenden Geschichtswerke im Alten Testament (Tubingen: Max
Niemeyer, 1967), 11, that “Dtr war nicht nur ‘Redaktor,” sondern der Autor eines Geschichtswerkes.” See
also Steven L. McKenzie, “The Chronicler as Redactor,” in The Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text and
Texture (ed. M. Patrick Graham & Steven L. McKenzie; JSOTSupp 263; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1999), 90, follows Noth in stating that “the term ‘redactor’ thus describes the entire creative process
in which he was engaged. The Chronicler as redactor is actually Chr. as author”; See also Thomas Willi,
Die Chronik als Auslegung: Untersuchungen zur literarischen Gestaltung der historischen Uberlieferung
Israels (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), 54-66. Willi characterizes Chronicles chiefly as
“interpretation” (Auslegung), but includes within Chr’s role “redaction” (especially updating the style,
vocabulary, and chronological dates of his sources) as well as interpretation and the writing of a
historiograPhicaI narrative.

103 The main objector to this consensus is A. Graeme Auld, Kings Without Privilege: David and
Moses in the Story of the Bible’s Kings (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994); for critiques of Auld’s approach,
which identifies a “Book of Two Houses” source used by both DtrH and Chr, see McKenzie, “Chronicler
as Redactor,” 80-7; Carr, Formation, 73-78; building on Auld’s theory of a single common source but
emphasizing orality and fluidity of that earlier tradition see Raymond F. Person, The Deuteronomic History
and the Book of Chronicles: Scribal Works in an Oral World (AIL 6; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
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how Chr used the earlier material, with the caution that a number of differences may
derive from the textual base.’® This approach allows for the examination of the pluses
(and minuses) particular to Chr (i.e., its Sondergut) and evaluation of how that kind of
reworking may contrast or exemplify practices of composition or redaction that have
been theorized about other books.

The case of Chronicles also highlights the particular problem of selectivity.
Redaction critical studies typically assume an on-going process of Fortschreibung, that is
continuing expansion, such that each layer rests upon the previous one.'® These strata are
separable because of the fact that not only are they believed to be consistent in outlook
but also in terms of textual integrity: nothing is omitted. If Chronicles is taken as a model
of redaction, we can at once see the model of a source surrounded by what may be called
a redactional frame, but at the same time we see that that source has been used selectively
and large and small portions have been omitted in the process. If Chronicles is to be used
as a model, one must either make an apology for its particular selectivity or else make
allowance for similar scribal practice in the redaction of other works.**

Similar comparisons with other works (e. g., Jubilees) that share significant

overlap with a known source can provide similar examples of how an ancient writer used

one text to make another. Once one has identified what portions derive from sources,

2010). On the textual differences between MT and Chr’s source, especially in Samuel, see Eugene Ulrich,
The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (HSM 19; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1978).

102 sara Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and its Place in Biblical Thought (trans.
Anna Barber; 2d. rev. ed.; BEATAJ 9; Frankfurt a.M.: Peter Lang, 1997), 8; Steven L. McKenzie, The
Chronicler’s Use of the Deuteronomistic History (HSM 33; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1984), 26-28; Isaac
Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite History in Chronicles (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns: 2005), 11-16.

103 0 g., Steck, Old Testament Exegesis, 48.

104 See note 48 above.
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both the added material and the source material not included provide possible data for
understanding and conceptualizing the phenomenon of composition by rewriting.

To summarize up to this point, starting with Tigay’s oft-cited work on Gilgamesh,
the so-called “empirical models” have drawn upon examples of works preserved in two
or more extant versions. These examples have come from Ancient Near Eastern texts—
chiefly Gilgamesh, but also legal corpora, Assyrian Royal Annals, and others—as well as
Variant Literary Editions (VLES) of books known from the later biblical canon, and the
works commonly listed under the heading Rewritten Scripture.'® David Carr has recently

attempted a synthesis of examples from all of these data sets.

1.3.3 DAVID CARR’S SYNTHESIS

David M. Carr’s volume Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture
and Literature tries to bring together the issues of textuality and orality by focusing on
the function of analogous texts in the educational systems of ancient cultures contiguous
with Israel and Judah, and his more recent work has tried to anchor diachronic
approaches in “documented cases of transmission.” Carr argues that the Hebrew Bible
grew out of a scribal curriculum whose chief aim had been to mold the hearts and minds
of elite men for political and cultural roles.'% He argues that the written text was merely
an aid to the memorization and internalization that was the goal of ancient education.*’

The role of this material changed when it was used by the Hasmoneans as a counter-

195 There are numerous other ways that one might differentiate the categories, and there is overlap
to some degree. In what follows I will primarily focus on the VLE and RS groups, and argue for their
distinction from one another. Another possible category one could speak of is parallel-preservation, such as
the parallels between 2 Sam 22 and Psa 18 or Isa 36-39 and 2 Kgs 18-20.

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

197 Carr, Formation, 5-6.
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curricular alternative to the traditional Greek education.'® This new curriculum centered
on the Torah, in Hebrew, complemented by other books (“the prophets”) comprising a
22-work curriculum (its structure based on the 22 letters of the Hebrew alphabet).'® The
non-Torah works were reshaped to focus on the centrality of Torah, e.g., equating the
older language of wisdom now with Torah.

In his most recent work, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New
Reconstruction, Carr attempts to date books and layers or stages of books by a method of
“textual profiling.” Carr’s method of profiling examines all the works that can be
attributed to a given period (as defined politically, e.g., “Hasmonean” or “Neo-
Babylonian”), and establish a “profile” based on their shared concerns, interests, or other
common denominators. Carr then searches for texts which share a given profile, and
attempts to date them on that basis. For each period and for various genres and specific
texts, Carr works out a series of criteria. For example, he argues that in view of the highly
polemical uses of foreign motifs in later periods, texts that show direct dependence on or
influence by Mesopotamian, Egyptian, or non-Israelite Levantine sources without any
polemic or any inversion of motifs are likely fairly early.''° Carr bases his approach to
dating by profile on Wellhausen’s use of Chronicles."" Wellhausen isolated what was
distinctive to Chronicles and other similarly dated texts (esp. with the help of parallels in

Samuel and Kings) and was then able to argue that material that shared those same

108 Carr, Tablet, 258.

199 1bid., 249-50.

119 The earliest period to which Carr attributes any portion of biblical text or tradition is the early
Davidic and Solomonic monarchy in the 10" and 11" centuries.

111 1bid., 148, referring to Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (Edinburgh: A.
& C. Black, 1885; repr. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), 171-72, 294; On Wellhausen’s use of Chroniclers
see Kai Peltonen, “Function, Explanation and Literary Phenomena: Aspects of Source Criticism as Theory
and Method in the History of Chronicles Research” in The Chronicler as Author, 42-48.
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concerns (esp. the Priestly material in the Pentateuch) should be dated much later than
previously thought.

Carr uses a variety of “empirical” examples drawing on Ancient Near Eastern
materials which exist in multiple copies (esp. Gilgamesh), inner-biblical parallels, and
later texts which rewrite or otherwise reuse earlier material. Through these examples he
tries to lay out the kinds or types of alterations that can and did happen, and to identify, if
possible, the circumstances under which they occurred. In this way, Carr is able to argue
that complete sources were on occasion spliced together in a way which can be
reconstructed, but only if the source previously existed independently. Similarly the
insertion of preexisting material often leaves the kind of seams detectable by source
critics.*? Often, Carr states, we are able to know that something happened to the text
without being able to confidently reconstruct exactly what.™ This focus on the oral
teaching and use of memory complicates attempts to establish an Urtext or “original text”
as well as Source- and Redaction-Critical attempts to get back to earlier stages and layers
of the text. The various cases of revision that Carr discusses show, as Tigay argued
previously regarding Gilgamesh, that many texts were reworked in complicated and
unpredictable ways which can only be reconstructed by appeal to variant stages of the

text preserved in the textual witnesses. One assumption that Carr explicitly acknowledges

12 carr, Formation, 105, “the main cases where scholars might be able to reconstruct an earlier
stage are places where tradents have combined originally independent, written traditions rather than cases
where tradents have expanded older traditions with new material... The presence of such indicators [e.g.,
shifts in the name of the Gilgamesh flood hero] in combined texts is probably best explained by the
orientation of scribes toward the preservation of written traditions...This phenomenon would suggest that if
scholars have a hope of finding sufficient indicators to reconstruct any stages in the formation of biblical
texts, that hope would be greatest for finding indicators of whatever separate documents were incorporated
in some form into present biblical books.”

113 Carr, Formation, 40, “the gap between what actually happened in ancient textual revision and
what one actually could reconstruct of such textual revision if we lacked documentation of earlier stages.”
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is that trends observable in the extant examples of parallel traditions are applicable for
understanding textual changes prior to the observable evidence.™*

The documented cases of diachronic textual growth also set some limits or
parameters on the number of stages or layers detectable or expected in a text. Carr argues
that most “long duration” texts seem to have gone through no more than 2-3 major stages
(but in some cases as many as 4), with perhaps a few minor stages of limited alteration.
On this basis Carr judges theories which detect or separate out more than four distinct
layers in a text to be completely unrealistic. Furthermore, even if a text did go through
four major stages of growth, the earliest stage or two may no longer be detectable at all
and almost certainly are not fully reconstructible.

Carr believes that major stages of textual development frequently used sources
selectively—often omitting or altering the beginnings or endings as part of reshaping or
redirecting the text. Much of the time, omissions and insertions can only be detected with
recourse to parallel versions. Carr makes the sobering point that without extant parallels,
any method sensitive enough to detect many of the alterations which have left seams in
the text will likewise generate false results in other cases.''® As a result of this limitation
one must make due with “modest” claims about the text and live with the hard reality that
it is simply not possible to access or assess much of the history of the biblical text.

Carr identifies three main trends of scribal activity in the various cases that he

explores. First is the trend toward expansion. Carr states that scribes generally “either

14 Ibid., 134, “as discussed in virtually every case of parallel text available to us: Samuel-
Kings/Chronicles, parallel psalms and prophecies, documented revisions from Mesopotamia to the late
Second Temple period, etc. Given the breadth and depth of this evidence, the burden of proof lies not on
one who would posit something radically different for earlier stages of development (likely even more
fluid!) that are not documented.”

5 1bid., 134, n.73.
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preserved [a tradition] unchanged. ..or expanded it.”**® Like van der Toorn, Carr argues
that the expansions occurred typically at the “boundaries” of a composition, near its
beginning or ending.**’ Carr also mentions “examples where later authors transformed
earlier compositions, sometimes into completely new wholes, through a mix of
expansions across their various parts (but especially beginnings and endings).”118 A
second trend is that “ancient scribes rarely appropriated earlier compositions in their
entirety. In particular, they often eliminated their beginning and/or end in the process of
strategically redirecting them.”*** This elimination, Carr admits, runs against the general
trend towards expansion, and points towards a general disregard “for compositions as
discrete literary wholes with their own integrity” as many biblical scholars generally
assume.*® The third, and final, trend that Carr identifies is the tendency to harmonize or
“coordinate” various texts and traditions.***

The book can be divided between Carr’s case studies of documented textual
growth and his attempts to establish a method or approach, on the one hand, and his
survey and dating of much of the Hebrew Bible on the other. In regards to the latter part,
Carr operates from an assumption that similar concerns in a text point towards similar
time of composition. It seems to be the case that texts from a certain era contain a
common Zeitgeist, but to try to work back from this as a means of dating is somewhat

|.122

novel.”** A second assumption that governs the whole book is that there are severe limits

% 1bid., 99.

117 bid., 99; van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 151.

18 Carr, Formation, 99.

"9 bid.

120 1hid., 100; cf. Barton, “What is a Book?”

L bid.

122plexander Rofé attempts something like this, only on the basis of Form-Critical criteria in The
Prophetical Stories: The Narratives about the Prophets in the Hebrew Bible Their Literary Types and
History (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988), e.g., “These similarities [in formal structure between The Man
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to how far back one can reconstruct because of the nature of the evidence—the text has
not preserved all of its stages nor in many cases has preserved enough for one to
reconstruct the rest.

It seems striking that since the first quarter or more of the book examines extant
evidence and seeks to determine methodological guidance from it, that the following
portions of the book depend chiefly on an assumption that profile proves date—an
assumption Carr does not derive from his case studies. More relevant to diachronic
method is that Carr gives no criteria by which to differentiate “major” and “minor” stages
of the development of a work, how to identify a given stage as one or the other, or how
that identification might calibrate expectations of scribal activity in cases without extant
parallels. Further, despite the wide range of evidence that Carr examines, he does not
identify controls for conceptualizing about stages of growth, the probability of growth by
horizontal or vertical divisions, or the role of ideology in diachronic reconstruction.** A
final deficit in all of the aforementioned work is the lack of means to distinguish when a
manuscript should be considered “the same text” as its Vorlage (even with variation), or

when it should be handled as a new composition in its own right and how this distinction

of God at Bethel and Jonah], which show no trace of imitation on either side, suggest that these two tales
are closely related in date and provenance, or even that they originated in the same circle” (171); Schmid,
Old Testament, attempts a large scale explanation of the relative dating of the major sections and layers of
the Hebrew Bible into the periods of the various imperial powers similar to Carr’s, but bases his
reconstruction on inner-canonical reception and development of major theological positions; see the
criticism of Reinhard G. Kratz, “The Pentateuch in Current Research: Consensus and Debate,” 60, who
accuses Schmid of bringing “together what cannot be brought together and as a result has to operate with
two unknowns: on the one hand the correlation of all literary strata of the Hebrew Bible (which he
determines — not without reason — mostly vague) among one another and on the other hand correlation of
the literary history with the political history of ancient Palestine and the ancient Near Eastern empires. Both
remain rather guesswork and only help to lose one’s footing.”

128 He does argue against the assumptions of the traditional documentary hypothesis, especially as
revived among the “Neo-Documentarians,” as well as certain assumptions current in many European
redactional approaches (e.g., Ska’s identification of Post-P additions, and the widespread assumption
against any kind of omission). Some of the concerns related to ideology figure into his profiling and dating,
but not to his method and starting principles which he lays out in the preceding case studies.
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should gauge our expectations. It is these various lacunae that | will attempt to fill in this

present work.

1.4 The Present Study — Research Questions and Approach

The present study seeks to investigate extant data regarding textual development
and apply it toward assessing models of textual development posited in theoretical
scholarly reconstructions. The goal is to gain additional leverage from the extant data in
order to refine a little more what is unavoidably a highly speculative enterprise. | will
focus on two corpora of texts, the so-called “Variant Literary Editions,” (VLEs)*** and
texts commonly labeled “Rewritten Scripture” (RS),"® and contrast them with one
another and with models of redaction and composition. | will argue that the types of
textual development seen within these two groups are distinct phenomena each with its
own accompanying traits. What separates these two groups is the fundamental distinction
between copies of what would have been recognized as the same text versus a new text
that draws heavily upon the language of its source.

In Biblical studies when one speaks of method, one speaks less of a specific

procedure as a set of questions and governing assumptions. My primary procedure is

124 This term derives from the work of Eugene Ulrich. See especially, Eugene Ulrich, “Multiple

Literary Editions: Reflections Toward a Theory of the History of the Biblical Text” in Current Research
and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert,
Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (ed. D. W. Parry & S. D. Ricks; STDJ 20; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 78-105; idem.,
“The Bible in the Making: The Scriptures at Qumran” in The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The
Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich & J. VanderKam; CJA 10; Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 77-93; idem., “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and
Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible” in Sha areiTalmon: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the
Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon (ed. M. Fishbane & E. Tov; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1992), 267-91; see also idem., “Our Sharper Focus on the Bible and Theology Thanks to the
Dead Sea Scrolls” CBQ 2004: 14-18.

125 The older term, “Rewritten Bible” was coined by Geza Vermes, and has been replaced by
VanderKam’s suggested term “Rewritten Scripture” see note 97 above. VanderKam, “The Wording of
Biblical Citations in Some Rewritten Scriptural Works.”
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comparative; readings between two textual witnesses are compared and evaluated as are
parallel texts. The aim is to examine extant material in order to move from the observable
and known toward better controls for hypothesizing about the unknown. By looking at
situations where observable stages of growth do exist, | hope to contribute to the
discussion of how to responsibly reconstruct where such extant material evidence is
lacking.

My initial research question regarding these two extant data sets is, “Is the
phenomenon of scribal alteration observable within the VLE group the same as that seen
in the RS group?” A fundamental question that I will also address along the way is “How
is one to differentiate copies of the same work from copies of a new work that share
significant textual overlap (verbatim or near-verbatim) with its source?” After describing
and contrasting the findings from these two data sets, my final question is, “Can the data
from either of these corpora be used to assess redactional (or similar) diachronic
reconstructions of parts of the Hebrew Bible?”” Specifically does the extant evidence
favor models of redactional layers or connected blocks, what is the nature of “secondary
additions” added to older material, do we see evidence for the widespread assumptions of
consistency, and to what degree can ideology be used as a criterion for delimiting stages

of a text?

1.5 Terms and Definitions
For precision, as well as clarity, it is necessary to pay close attention to
terminology. Words like text, work, book, copy, manuscript, etc., require differentiation

and close definition if they are to be instructive.
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The distinction in Dane’s recent work on the history of the modern printed book is
a good place from which to begin. Dane writes,

A book, as understood here, is always something that exists in immediate and
direct relation to a material book-copy, and the distinction between the book and
the book-copy is defined here as basic to any study of material books. A book-
copy is always a material object that exists in time and space and carries with it its
own unique history...The word or term book, in this context, is a technical term;
the word book refers to some abstract concept that allows us to speak of a number
of book-copies as a unit, as essentially identical.*?®

In Dane’s terminology, then, a book-copy is a tangible object, whereas a book is only

accessible through a medium such as a book-copy. In this study I will use the terms
“book,” “work,” or “opus” synonymously with Dane’s description of the abstract idea
“book.” I will use the terms “copy,” or “manuscript” to refer the physical objects (or the
wording of the book contained in them) equivalent to Dane’s term “book-copy.”*’
Another important term discussed by Dane is “edition.” He states that
For early printed books, the term edition refers to those book-copies produced by
a single setting of type at a printing house that were considered by their printers
textually and economically interchangeable. Other terms used for this are print-
run and impression.*?
While Dane’s latter two terms are anachronistic when dealing with texts before the era of

printing, the term “edition” is important due to its frequent use in biblical studies. Equally

important is the idea of interchangeable copies. In the following chapters I will discuss at

126 Joseph A. Dane, What is a Book? The Study of Early Printed Books (Notre Dame, In.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2012), 7-8.

121D, C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (New York: Garland Publishing, 1994),
47, takes the opposite approach of using the term “book” to refer to the physical object (scroll or codex)
that may contain a text. For the sake of clarity and consistency I have chosen to use the terms “book,”
“work,” “composition” and (in some cases) “text” to refer to the larger abstract entity, and “manuscript” or
“copy” to refer to the physical object upon which the former is inked or inscribed. I use the term “copy” as
in each case discussed in this study there at least two manifestations or parallels compared, in many of
cases of the same work, and in no case can any part of the extant evidence be said to be the autograph of a
given composition.

128 Dane, What is a Book, 9; on the meaning of editing before the printing press see Van Seters,
The Edited Bible, 13-8.
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length what Eugene Ulrich has called “Variant Literary Edition(s)” (VLEs) of biblical
books. As best as | can understand, this term refers to copies of the same book
(“essentially identical”) that nevertheless differ, often significantly in their textual content.
In contrast to Dane’s definition, Ulrich and other textual critics, when using the
terminology of VLESs do not refer to identical copies created at the same time. Rather, the
term VLEs refers to copies of the same book produced at different times. In this sense the
term “edition” is a misnomer and has rightly been critiqued on this count by John Van
Seters.'?® These copies are non-identical in their wording, and interchangeable only in the
sense that they were apparently viewed by their contemporary readers as “essentially
identical” copies of the same book. Dane uses the term “interchangeable” to refer to that
which is distinct to printing technology “repeatable, identical, representative, or, the term
used above, interchangeable.”130 No two manuscripts are interchangeable in the way that
printed books are, so | hope to make clear that when | use the term “interchangeable” I
refer not to being identical, but to being recognized, on the emic level, as “essentially

k.131

identical” copies of the same boo The interchangeable aspect of VLESs can be seen in

the fact that later collections often contain a single “variant edition” (e.g., Exodus in SP
and MT; or Jeremiah in LXX and MT) and most later codices likewise contain only a

single copy of each book.**?

129 \/an Seters, The Edited Bible. | agree with Van Seters on this point that it is misleading to
characterize these groups of manuscripts as “editions.” His criticisms of Redaction Criticism will be
addressed in following chapters.

130 Dane, What is a Book, 10.

131 will discuss the reasons and arguments for understanding this emic distinction as an ancient
reality in chapter 3.

132 Ernst Wiirthwein, The Text of the Old Testament (2d. rev. ed.; trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 71-5; Tov, TCHB, 4. Three known codices preserve two alternative versions of a
single book—ms 88 contains Theodotion and Old Greek Daniel and ms 93 and 108 contain both LXX
Esther and the Alpha Text of Esther. On these particular cases see the discussions in chapters 4 and 6.
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The terms “text” and “work” are similar to “book.” All three refer to the abstract
entity contained in a manuscript. | want to further add that there is not a one-to-one
correlation between a work and a manuscript, meaning that a physical manuscript may
contain multiple works (e.g., 4QGen-Exod?) or conversely a single work may span across

multiple manuscripts (e.g., Josephus® Antiquities).*®

The term “text” is probably the most
ambiguous as it can be used to refer to the work or book on the one hand, or to the
orthography or wording found in a specific copy of a work on the other. I hope that

context will make clear which of these two possible meanings is intended.

1.6 Plan of the Present Study

The plan of the present study has been to first attend to the question of the history
of the development of the Hebrew Bible and the assumptions inherent in source and
redaction criticism. In the second chapter I will look at text critical data and the so-called
Variant Literary Editions (VLES) as an empirical data set for understanding textual
development, and address the question of a divide between composition and transmission
as distinct phases and the question of whether redaction occurs at a specific point in
either of them. In the third chapter | will examine the creation of new compositions and
corpora commonly denoted as “Rewritten Scripture” (RS) as a second empirical data set
for textual development and argue for a means of identifying the formal grounds by
which one can identify a new composition. In the fourth and fifth chapters I will provide

examples of textual development from the VLE and RS groups respectively, and in the

133 Although the join between Genesis and Exodus has not been preserved it seems likely that the
scroll contained both works. On this and other examples, see Tov, Scribal Practices, 75.
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final chapter 1 will apply the data gleaned from both groups back to an assessment of

diachronic reconstruction and the research questions | have posed above.



Page 43 of 314

Chapter 2
THE LINE BETWEEN COMPOSITION AND TRANSMISSION
VARIANT LITERARY EDITIONS AS A WITNESS OF REWRITING

2.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter | showed that diachronic approaches frequently depend on
a series of assumptions of consistency, completeness, and identifiable ideology. In many
redaction critical approaches the posited layers have distinctive ideological traits that give
them their Raison d'étre and simultaneously allow for their identification by scholars.
Opponents of this view have raised the charge that redaction should be limited to a
mechanical compilation, a strictly literary endeavor, and all other activities should be
rightly the domain of authors. As a way of adjudicating between competing conceptions |
pointed to the various attempts at developing “empirical models” from the synoptic study
of Ancient Near Eastern analogues, manuscript evidence, and the texts frequently labled
Rewritten Scripture. | will use data, particularly from these last two corpora to address
fundamental points of dispute regarding the relationship between composition and
transmission, the relationship of ideology to textual development, and the place and
relationship of authors, copyists, and redactors. This present chapter will examine the
phenomenon of Variant Literary Editions and what information those texts can give
concerning conceptualizations of rewriting, whether termed redaction, composition, or

otherwise.
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2.2 Composition, Transmission, and their Respective Methodologies

The traditional position is that an author composes a work, and upon its
completion, transmission begins as the work is repeatedly copied and recopied by
scribes.! Thus, Literarkritik (esp. Source and Redaction Criticism) was thought to deal
with the compositional period, and Textual Criticism handled the period of transmission.?
Perceived in this way, composition could be described as an action taking place at a given
moment or a process (i.e., a series of actions at different moments). Transmission is a
little clearer: once a work has been created, its continued preservation depends upon its
being recopied. We can speak about transmission then as the process in which a work is
handed down and preserved by the repeated act of recopying. Textual growth requires a
notion of a series of compositional moments or of growth within the transmission process.

Traditionally, growth on the transmissional level is separated from composition and thus

'Odil Hannes Steck, Old Testament Exegesis: A Guide to the Methodology (trans. J. D. Nogalski;
2d ed.; SBLRBS; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1998), 39-41, “The ‘original text’ means, in
essence, that wording which existed in the Old Testament at the end of the process of productive, written
formation...Prior to the endpoint of productive text formation, intentional changes within the arena of the
written transmission of a text block mentioned in section A (such as additions, and corrections of
formulation), fall within the arena of literary criticism. All changes in the text occurring after the above
mentioned break constitute text critical problems” (italics original); Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible (3d ed. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 265, continues to differentiate “readings created
during the textual tradition” from others derived “from an earlier stage, that of the literary growth,” but
shows less confidence than the second edition on distinguishing these two: “Textual Criticism deals with all
mattes pertaining to the biblical text, the nature, copying, and transmission of the biblical text, whereas
literary criticism deals with various matters relating to the literary composition as a whole,” TCHB (2d ed.
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 315. Even in the second edition Tov points to some overlap due to
continued existence of earlier forms of a text even after a revised form had entered circulation, and thus the
difficulty in maintaining a strict differentiating as was typical in the past.

“The term “Literary Criticism” is frequently found in the secondary literature but this is more than
slightly problematic because it can refer to two different groups of approaches in Biblical studies. The term
generally refers to methods developed in literature departments, esp. English and Comparative Literature,
but it is also commonly used as a translation of the German Literarkritik for which there is not a good
English translation. In this work I will try to avoid the term Literary Criticism in order to avoid confusion
with its other referent, and use the German term Literarkritik or a more specific approach such as Source
Criticism or Redaction Criticism.
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normally viewed as a corruption of the text.® Thus redactional analysis has typically
treated “additions” positively as stages of growth of the tradition at the compositional
level, but in practice both redactional and text-critical analysis has viewed “additions”
negatively—secondary material which must be removed in efforts to reconstruct a
desired earlier text.

Ideally, then a work is composed by its author, and following the compositional
moment the work becomes transmitted by copyists. This picture quickly becomes
complicated by the fact that scribes did not perfectly copy the text before them but often
altered them—intentionally or unintentionally. Furthermore composition is viewed by
many scholars not as a single act, but a series of acts resulting in a series of compositional
stages. Redaction, in the sense of Fortschreibung, must be either be viewed as
consecutive stages of composition (with intermittent transmission of each individual
stage), an intermediary stage between composition and transmission, or part of the

copying and transmission process.

2.3 Variant Literary Editions — Literary or Textual Stage?

Bénédicte Lemmelijn summarizes the new changes in text-critical approaches as follows,

Until recently, and still even today, the common view on this matter has held that
textual criticism as the study of the transmission of the finished literary work
started where literary criticism [i.e., Literarkritik] as the study of the literary
origin, formation and development ended. Linking up with recent research, | think
that both processes are not so clearly distinguishable, for it is very probable that
the textual transmission of some biblical texts already had begun before the
composition had been finished literarily.*

® Steck, Old Testament Exegesis, 80.
*Bénédicte Lemmelijn, “What are We Looking for in Doing Old Testament Text-Critical
Research?” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 23/2 (1997), 69-80; Tov, TCHB, 165-7.
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The identification of “Variant Literary Editions” (VLEs) within the textual
tradition, i.e., different textual forms of a given composition that occasionally bear
witness to a different stage than MT is the cause of this shift.> Awareness of this
phenomenon has led to changes in the perceived goals of textual criticism, specifically a
shift away from seeking an Urtext, archetype, or “original text.”®

Accompanying this shift is a frequently attributed correspondence between the so-
called VLEs and redactional stages of growth, as if the former were fossilized evidence
of the latter.” This identification blurs the methodological line between Literarkritik and
Textual Criticism as literary stages are found within textual witnesses. The once
conventionally clear-cut stage of composition has now bled over into the realm of

transmission. As composition continues, the work exists simultaneously in several

different forms among the different manuscripts. Some argue that this means that one

®Eugene Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition
of the Bible,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), 63, Ulrich defines a VLE as “a literary unit — a story, pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc. —
appearing in two or more parallel forms (whether by chance extant or no longer extant in the textual
witnesses), which one author, major redactor, or major editor completed and which a subsequent redactor
or editor intentionally changed to a sufficient extent that the resultant form should be called a revised
edition of that text”; see also Tov, TCHB, 283-326; against such a view see John Van Seters, The Edited
Bible: The Curious History of ‘the Editor’ in Biblical Criticism (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 318-
332, and the discussion below.

®0n these terms see Tov, TCHB, 171; Eugene Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the
Composition of the Scriptures,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible(SDSSRL; Grand
Rapids, Mi.: Eerdmans, 1999), 12-13. Ulrich lists 8 possible meanings of the term “original text,” to which
more could likely be added (e.qg., esp. between numbers 2 and 3); Ronald S. Hendel, “The Oxford Hebrew
Bible: Prologue to a New Critical Edition” VT 58 (2008): 329, “The practical goal for the OHB is to
approximate in its critical text the textual ‘archetype,” by which I mean the ‘earliest inferable textual
state.””; see also Ronald S. Hendel, The Text of Genesis 1-11: Textual Studies and Critical Edition
(Oxford/New York, 1998); See the review, H.G.M. Williamson, “Do We Need A New Bible? Reflections
on the Proposed Oxford Hebrew Bible,” Biblica 90 (2009): 153-175.

Tov, TCHB, 285, “The recognition of literary (editorial) variants should be considered ‘modern’

because it has developed since the find of the Judean Desert scrolls, which contain a number of such
variants.”
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cannot distinguish between the methods historically demarcated as “Higher” and
“Lower” Criticism, Literarkritik and Textual Criticism.2

Hermann-Josef Stipp treats the relationship of Textual Criticism (TC) to
Literarkritik in a pair of articles.® In the first, he examines the distinctions between the
two methods in previous publications, pointing out that while many scholars admit
overlap between the two, there is a continued trend to keep them separate as distinct
disciplines. The problem arises, however, that upon closer analysis there is no clear
criterion by which to differentiate a text-critical case from one falling within the
jurisdiction of Literarkritik. Steck’s handbook offers the suggestion that Textual
Criticism should address unintentionally or accidentally created variation, whereas

Literarkritik should address deliberate alterations.'® Stipp argues that this criterion is

8Julio Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: An Introduction to the History
of the Bible (trans. Wildred G. E. Watson; Grand Rapids: Brill and Eerdmans, 1998), 370, “Even though in
theory the domains and methods of these two disciplines are quite separate, in practice they often overlap.
The meeting point causing friction between them is in the editorial process where the previous process of
collecting material and of composition and of editing the text ends and the next process, textual
transmission, begins.”; George J. Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction between
Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Direction in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium
on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-10 September 2003 (ed. Jonathan G. Campbell, et. al.; LSTS 52; London: T&T
Clark, 2005), 26-42.; Arie van der Kooij, “The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible before and after the
Qumran Discoveries,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judean Desert Discoveries (ed. E.
D. Herbert and E. Tov; London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 167-177, esp. 172-175,
“One might object to the idea of co-operation on the grounds that, methodologically speaking, textual
criticism should come first, and literary criticism next. In theory this makes good sense, but in practice it
does not work,” 172; Bernard M. Levinson, “Textual Criticism, Assyriology, and the History of
Interpretation: Deuteronomy 13:7a as a Test Case in Method,” in Bernard M. Levinson, in “The Right
Chorale” Studies in Biblical Law and Interpretation (FAT 54; Mohr Siebeck: Tiibingen: 2008; repr.
Winona Lake, In.: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 112-144, esp. 113, “The separation of textual criticism from
exegesis—as if the former were an ancillary ‘lower criticism’ in relation to a purportedly ‘higher
criticism’—is untenable.”; See also Tov’s preference for viewing both as aspects of “one holistic account,”
TCHB, 285 nb5.

°H.-J. Stipp, “Das Verhéltnis von Textkritik und Literarkritik in
neuerenalttestamentlichenVer6ffentlichungen,” BZ 34 (1990), 16-37; H.-J. Stipp, “Textkritik — Literarkritik
— Textentwicklung: Uberlegungen zur exegetischen aspekt systematik,” ETL 56 (1990): 143-159.

IOStipp, “Das Verhiltnis von Textkritik und Literarkritik,” 34-35; Steck, Old Testament Exegesis,
39, “Two processes come under the primary consideration as the sources of mistakes: unintentional
oversight during transcription (e.g., confusion of similar letters, haplography, dittography, omission
through homoioteleuton), and intentional changes (e.g., improving a supposed mistake in the Vorlage,
replacing or expanding unusual expressions, and removing objectionable formulations).” Italics original.
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questionable as there is no clear way to separate intentional versus unintentional variation
in all cases. What happens in practice is that a reading is judged to be intentional or
unintentional by a scholar, and it is then relegated to “Higher” or “Lower” Criticism in
hindsight, depending on the working hypothesis of the scholar. Thus the judgment is
made on the basis of the given hypothesis and not the data itself.*! Stipp attributes the
continual division of labor between the textual and literary realms to the academic
system: because there are two disciplines, it follows that there must be a clear
differentiation of the types of data so as to justify the disciplinary distinctions.*? Stipp
goes on to deny the ability to adequately distinguish between Literarkritik and Textual
Criticism other than to make them responsible for different classes of data. Concluding
his survey, Stipp proposes a tentative criterion by which to distinguish between the two,
namely that “Textkritik analysiert Daten der Texttberlieferung, Literarkritik solche der
Textbeschafenheit.”™® This distinction defines the methods not in terms of their goals but
in terms of the nature of data with which they work, textual transmission deals with the
transmission of the text while Literarkritik investigates the composition of the text. It
seems clear that for Stipp both methods are thus equal and simultaneous elements of
Vorstufenrekostruktion, as he demonstrates in an article of case studies published the
same year.™ Tov has moved towards a similar position as seen in the changes from the

second edition to the third of his influential handbook on Textual Criticism.*®

Steck relegates the intentional changes to the realm of Literarkritik while the unintentional changes are the
proper concern of textual criticism.

UStipp, “Das Verhiltnis von Textkritik und Literarkritik,” 35.Stipp notes how the readings of Ez
2:3 rw nna (LXX Vorlage) and 5xw »32 (MT) have been variously handled by Zimmerli and Greenberg.

Ibid., 36, “Da es beide Disziplinen gibt, muRes auch eine klare Trennung der Kompetenzen
geben; folglich muf sie gefunden werden.”

Blbid., 37.

“Stipp, “Textkritik — Literarkritik — Textentwicklung,” 143-159, esp. 156.

1> e.g., Tov, TCHB, 285 n5.
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Tov, in the second edition of his handbook, states,
At the end of the composition process of a biblical book stood a text which was
considered authoritative (and hence also finished at the literary level), even if only
by a limited group of people, and which at the same time stood at the beginning of
a process of copying and textual transmission.
Tov here distinguishes the “compositional process” from the “process of copying and
textual transmission,” while going on to point out that there are manuscripts that derive
from earlier stages of the text. Here Tov distinguishes two different processes while
acknowledging the over lap of earlier stages continuing to exist after later versions of the
text had appeared. The written stages he refers to are stages of the text that exhibit “large-
scale differences displaying a certain coherence.”*’ These formed part of the
compositional process, and are attributed by Tov to “author-scribes,” for lack of a better
term. These are qualitatively different than “small-scale differences between textual
witnesses...which cannot be combined into a coherent pattern within a biblical book
[and] were probably created later, by the first generation of scribes, who allowed
themselves the freedom of inserting these elements, and thus became small-scale partners
in the creation of biblical books.”*® Tov here seems to be relegating the small-scale
changes into the category of transmission, whereas the larger patterns belong to the
sphere of composition, based on the criteria of size and coherence. Tov thus maintains the
distinction between Textual Criticism and Literarkritik corresponding to transmission and

composition while admitting its difficulties. He says, in the revised third edition,

¥Tov, TCHB 2001, 177. “Finished at the literary level” must mean something like, “not in need of
any further changes or additional writing.” It is not clear what an “unfinished” text would look like or if we
have any examples of ancient texts other than “finished” ones. Van Seters, Edited Bible, 320-1, makes a
similar critique, and the language of “finished” texts no longer appears in the third edition of Tov’s work,
which still makes clear that these texts are “not drafts” (TCHB, 166).

" Tov, TCHB 2001, 314.

8 Ibid., 314.
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A major complication for any theory is the assumption that the textual
transmission was operative before the completion of the final literary
stage...These earlier stages were not “drafts,” but each literary stage was
considered final then released, in modern parlance. Literary activity continued all
the time until the 1% century CE; it did not cease with the acceptance of the
canonical status of the proto-Masoretic text, since the OG and some Qumran
scrolls attest to early compositions that rewrote the proto-MT text or a similar
text.'
As Tov elsewhere in the book refers to the large differences in VLEs as “editorial,” i.e.,
different redactional stages of the books growth, and the picture portrayed here continues
to be one of VLEs demonstrating successive stages of compositional activity.?® Ulrich
likewise has been quite explicit that the stages of VVLESs are the same phenomenon as
hypothetical reconstructed source and redaction critical stages.*

Eugene Ulrich argues that the goal of Textual Criticism should not be
reconstructing an original text (however construed), but rather “the text as it truly
was...not the single...but the organic, developing, pluriform Hebrew text—different for
each book.”? Thus Textual Criticism is the examination of the ancient witnesses in order
to understand the history of the biblical text in its various forms. Ulrich formulates this
thesis in response to the first edition of Tov’s handbook The Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible, which although it takes stock of the existence of variant “editions” of

books, continues to relegate them to the task of “Literary Criticism” (meaning

Literarkritik) and not Textual Criticism proper.

' Tov, TCHB, 166.

%% 1bid., 241, 283-326.

2le.g., Eugene Ulrich, “The Jewish Scriptures: Texts, Versions, Canons,” Eerdmans’ Dictionary of
Early Judaism (ed. John J. Collins and Daniel C. Harlow; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 111-112; idem,
“The Evolutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books” in Changes in Scripture (ed.
Weissenberg, et. al.; BZAW 419; Berlin: de Gruyter: 2011), 47-64; idem, “The Text of the Hebrew
Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and Jesus” in Congress Volume Basel 2001 (ed. A. Lemaire; VTS 92;
Leiden: Brill, 2002), 85-108.

22Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures,”15. It is not clear
whether Ulrich imagines “text” a singular or a collective noun.



Page 51 of 314

Ulrich rejects the notion of a natural end to the process of composition,

There would normally have been, at any one time, not one but two or possibly

more editions of many of the biblical books in circulation. Was there really an

‘end of the process of the composition of a biblical book’ that was anything more

than the abrupt interruption of the composition process for external, hostile

reasons (the Roman threat or the Rabbinic-Christian debates)? And clearly, for
some books two variant editions stood at the beginning of a process of copying
and textual transmission.?

What appears new in Ulrich’s work, and others have since stated similar claims, is
that composition is now viewed as a process of numerous textual stages, generally treated
equally, and those variant stages found in the manuscripts are perfectly analogous to the
earlier undocumented stages. As mentioned in the previous chapter, this means that VLEs
show us different redactional stages, and that earlier stages or sources are simply VLEs
that have not been preserved. In this view, VLEs are hard, tangible evidence of the blocks
or strata of textual development, composition and transmission are essentially blurred,
and Literarkritik and Textual Criticism are separated methodologically only by the

apparent fact that the latter deals with the stages preserved in material witnesses and the

former investigates stages unattested by material evidence.

2.4 Eugene Ulrich — Variant Literary Editions as Stages of Compositional Growth
Ulrich has developed this idea of a sequence of VLEs into a grand theory of the
origins of the biblical text. In many of Ulrich’s most recent articles and presentations, he
identifies the various “editions” of the text found among the textual witnesses as
synonymous with the earlier, unattested stages hypothesized by source critics. Thus in

speaking of the history of the book of Exodus, Ulrich describes J, E, P, LXX Vorlage,

2Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures,” 3.
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MT, 4QpaleoExod™, SamP, and others as “editions” in a sequence comprising the textual
history and diversity of the book of Exodus.**
Thus | propose that the main lines in the picture of the history of the biblical text
were formed by the deliberate activity of a series of creative scribes who
produced the new or multiple literary editions of the books of the Bible. These

multiple literary editions have been demonstrated for us over the past forty-five
years in the biblical manuscripts from Qumran; they have been under our noses

for centuries in the new literary editions preserved in s and & or attested in
Josephus; and they have been described for us by literary [source-] and historical

critics since the Enlightenment as the successive literary editions constituting the

history of the very composition of the Scriptures from the beginning.?

Ulrich’s proposal identifies the literary growth of the books of the Bible in
periods before our earliest textual evidence as identical to the kind of growth he has
pointed out in the manuscripts from Qumran and other early extant witnesses. He
emphasizes that these editions are intentional and creative endeavors by scribes. His
emphasis on “successive literary editions” sets up a model in which all or at least the
most important data are laid down in a linear sequence.?® In a more recent article, Ulrich
maps out a possible textual history for the main lines of the development of the book of
Exodus.”” He lists twelve possible editions including

1) The oral crystallization

2) The writing down and pan-Israel adaption of the early traditions
3) The J narrative

24Eugene Ulrich, “The Evolutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books”; see
the earlier “variant edition” of the article published as, Eugene Ulrich, “The Evolutionary Production and
Transmission of Scriptural Books™ in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Transmission of Traditions and Production of
Texts (ed. S. Metso, H. Najman and E. Schuller; STDJ 92.; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 209-225.

% Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 107.

%The proto-Samaritan texts precede both 4QRP and the SamP, but the latter two cannot be laid
out in a linear sequence with one another. Some kind of stemma would be required. Why Ulrich opts for
4QRP—whose scriptural status is highly debated—instead of plotting SamP in his outline, is not clear. For
a fuller critique of Ulrich’s linear approach see Hans Debel, “Greek ‘Variant Editions’ to the Hebrew
Bible?” JSJ 41 (2010): 161-190, esp. 172; and the discussion in the following chapter.

27Eugene Ulrich. “The Evolutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books,” in
Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (ed.
H. von Weissenberg, et. al.; BZAW 419; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 47-64.
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4) The E narrative

5) The joining of those two (R’F)

6) The addition of the Priestly material

7) The addition of the Tabernacle account

” 8) The addition of an alternative Tabernacle account witnessed by MT against
LXX

9) The instructions in Exod 25-31 rearranged to correspond with the following account

10) The 4QpaleoExod™ scroll showing the Proto-Samaritan harmonizations

11) The small variant promoting Mt. Gerizim

12) Finally the 4QPentateuch (i.e., 4QRP) with its additional hymn before Exod
15:22.%

The definition of what constitutes a VLE seems here to be pushed to its logical
extreme, and the linear model is also stretched with the identification of J and E as the
third and fourth “editions.” A bigger meta-question, unaddressed by Ulrich, is at what
point does a work become “Exodus”? Ulrich himself mentions the oral stage as “the first
edition of what will become the Book of Exodus.”*® So apparently what we have, to
borrow another phrase from Ulrich, is not the Book of Exodus, but a Book-of-Exodus-in-
the-Making. If so, does the growth at the early stages that Ulrich describes correspond to
a model of multiple literary editions of Exodus, or do we have traditional material handed
down and reshaped at some point becoming Exodus and then a series of editions of that
book (and not another, e.g., a book like Jubilees)? If VLESs are understood as copies of
the same book, then one must ask if all Ulrich’s “editions” of Exodus are editions of “the
same book” at all or something else.™

The confusion may lie in the fact that Ulrich has not been completely consistent in

his use of the term VLE. His claim that the book (i.e., “the literary opus”) and not its

exact wording was what mattered for later canonicity implies a line that distinguishes the

*Exod 35-40

29U1rich, “The Evolutionary Production,” 54-55.

“Ibid., 54.

%! Distinguishing copies of the same book from new compositions that maintain a large amount of
textual overlap with their sources will be the focus of the next chapter.
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specific book at hand from different books. Michael Segal has put this distinction on even

firmed ground, demonstrating that there is every reason to believe that ancient readers

and writers could distinguish one similar composition from another while identifying
other varying manuscripts as copies of the same composition.

In another article, Ulrich uses the terminology of new literary editions more broadly.
Rarely, probably less than once per century for any given book, a creative
religious leader or theologian produced a new edition of a work — analogous to the
revised edition of the Gospel According to Mark produced by the redactor of
Matthew or Luke — that transmitted the traditional content faithfully but creatively
reshaped it in light of the contemporary historical, theological, or cultural
situation. In form, such could be termed a new Iiterar%/ edition of the work; in
content and motive, it was a new theological edition.*

Ulrich says here that a book like Matthew’s gospel is a “new literary edition” of Mark in

form, but in “content and motive” it is something else. Ulrich terms this something “a

new theological edition.” There is some kind of slippage here as Ulrich refers to this new

composition (e.g., Matthew, not Mark) as “a new edition of a work” but it is not. For the
category of VLE to be of continuing usefulness its referent must be restricted to new

versions of the same work (on emic grounds) and not new compositions. Here we see a

problem in Ulrich’s terminology. On the one hand, VLEs have been equated with

redactional stages, and Matthew or Luke vis-a-vis Mark are the quintessential examples

of differences in redactions.* On the other hand, we have the issue of continuity of

composition with which to reckon. Copies of Mark’s gospel that exhibit the longer and

%2 See Michael Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran
(ed. Matthias Henze; SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-28; see further the discussion of
Segal’s work in the following chapter.

33Eugene Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural Scrolls Found at
Qumran,” in E. Herbert and E. Tov, eds. The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judean Desert
Discoveries (London: The British Library and Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 191.

% As pointed out in the discussion of the development of Redaction Criticism as a method, in the
first chapter.
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shorter endings might be construed as VLEs of Mark, as they are all copies of Mark that
differ somewhat significantly.® The problem might be removed if one considers VLEs
not as a series of editions of the same book, but a series of different books. This solution,
however, produces more problems than it solves.

If the term VLE is restricted to copies of the same composition, it appears that one
cannot say that each biblical book developed as a series of VLEs of that book, because
there is a point at which earlier stages were not part of “that book.”*® Instead those earlier
stages were earlier sources creatively rewritten, as Ulrich reiterates, but not continuous
with the same textual identity as their predecessors (i.e., they would not have been
identified by their ancient readers as the same book). Thus one must reckon with different
kinds of stages. There may have been twelve or more stages of the development of what
became Exodus, as Ulrich illustrates, but it seems that the number of VLEs of Exodus is
much fewer. The book itself (as Ulrich defines it) did not arise from a sequence of VLEs
alone, but also from more transformative compositional processes which still fit very well
with Ulrich’s theory of “successive layers of tradition, revised to meet the needs of the

37 The latest edition of Tov’s handbook

historically and religiously changing community.
shows some awareness of distinguishing copies of a given work from similar or
derivative works, but is not consistent in working through its ramifications, a point we

will return to further below.*®

% On the four endings of Mark’s gospel, see Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the
Greek New Testament (2d. ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994).

% See Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 63, where a Variant Literary Edition is defined as “a
literary unit — a story, pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc. — appearing in two or more parallel
forms...intentionally changed to a sufficient extent that the resultant form should be called a revised edition
of that text” (emphasis added).

3$"Ulrich, “The Evolutionary Production,” 55.

% Tov, TCHB, 189-90, 284.
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2.5 John Van Seters — Denial of Editorial Activity at Any Stage

Some of the strongest resistance to viewing the textual evidence as witnessing
stages of growth has come from John Van Seters. In his book The Edited Bible: The
Curious History of the “Editor” in Biblical Criticism, VVan Seters surveys the history of
editing, and the history of theories of editing, or redaction, in Homer, the New Testament,
the Pentateuch, and the Bible writ large with the ultimate claim that such views are both
unfounded and anachronistic. His argument is that notions of redaction—or as he
consistently puts it, “editing”—derives from the Renaissance rediscovery of the classics,
the invention of the printing press, and the creation of modern editing and publication
(esp. by scholars). Scholars from the late medieval time forward saw an analogy between
their work and that of the Alexandrian scribes, esp. Aristarchus, who worked on the text
of Homer. What the Alexandrian scholars, Origen, Jerome, the Masoretes, and any other
ancient analogues did rarely parallels modern editing—thus Van Seters repeatedly calls
attention to the use of the term as anachronistic. What all ancient “editors” did have in
common was a desire to preserve the text and remove corruptions (either accidental or
deliberate), which had infiltrated the text over time. These “editors” were not authors—
they did not add to the text or contribute to its composition, and in the rare case that they
put forward an “edition” it was of limited impact on the scholarly community and had no
effect on the vulgate text (either of Homer or the Bible) used by the larger literate
population. Thus, in his view, texts did not grow by editing (i.e., “redaction”) or in a

series of “editions,” but only by authors whose work was later transmitted by scribes.
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Later scholars of the modern period, by their own frequent conjectural
emendations to the text, created the possibility of analogous “bad editors” in the distant
past who had inserted their own alterations into the text. Van Seters shows how the
notion of a redactor or editor in biblical studies was directly related to the parallel and
slightly earlier development of such theories in the related discipline of Homeric studies.
Many of the concepts of editing developed in the Renaissance and the wake of the
inventing of the printing press. Notions of editors and their roles, as well as editions of
books took shape in the minds of scholars who often viewed the ancients as reflections of
themselves. The Masoretes, Origen, Jerome, Aristarchus, and others are viewed as editors
similar to their late medieval counterparts, and in the modern period both Homer and the
Bible are seen to be the result if not the creation of editors.

For Van Seters the crime committed is a destruction of authorship, and “we are
left with the ludicrous scenario of editors editing the work of editors, with no original
authors at all.”* This collapse can be seen in work like the redaction-critical studies that
Van Seters criticizes so strongly and in Ulrich’s identification of textual witnesses as
representing earlier or later stages in the development of the text (vis-a-vis MT), that has
just been discussed above. Van Seter’s solution is an extreme one: excise the editor and
return to authorship. This means that one must draw a line in the sand between
composition and transmission. Additions or other modifications to the text, following

composition, are in text-critical terms “corruptions,” and all other aspects of textual reuse

%Van Seters, Edited Bible, 395.
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must be relegated to the author.“’ This is a line that VVan Seters accuses some earlier

scholars of failing to delimit. VVan Seters writes,

Wellhausen does not seem entirely satisfied with [Kuenen’s] whole scheme and
expresses some reservations about how to draw the line between a text-critically
recognized gloss and a literary-critical revision or redaction. Similarly, he seems
uncertain about how to distinguish between an author who supplements a text and
a redactor who does the same thing.

As we can see from the above discussion, the application of the notion of editor to
explain literary and text-critical aspects of the biblical text’s composition and
transmission was the result of scholars’ employing a modern concept
anachronistically to the editorial activity of ancient texts, beginning with the
Renaissance and on to the present day...the “redactor” had taken on a reality and
become a “disease of language” with which scholars were reluctant to part—a
dogma as passionately maintained as any article of faith.**

Like Ulrich, Van Seters points to the example of the synoptic gospels. The gospel
of Mark exists in what might be classified as VLEs as most manuscripts have a longer

1.*2 Mark also serves as a source for Matthew

ending, some a shorter, and some none at al
and Luke. In Van Seters’ view, Matthew and Luke should be viewed as distinctive
compositions, by authors who drew heavily upon Mark, their primary source. Conversely,
the manuscripts of Mark which exhibit the shorter and longer additional endings should
be understood not as further stages of the composition of Mark’s gospel, nor as new
compositions (e.g., Matthew) but as texts of Mark containing spurious material, i.e.,
corruptions which a textual-critic should remove to correctly restore the (original) text.*®

According to Van Seters, editing was a highly conservative scholastic activity

which had little effect on the Vulgate text (i.e., that text of a given work which was read

“Ibid., 10.

“Ubid., 242-243.

*2To my knowledge the terminology of VLE has not spread to New Testament Textual Criticism
where it might apply best to Mark’s endings, the pericopae adulterae in John 7:53-8:11, and the so-called
D-text or Western text of Acts. On these passages see Metzger, Textual Commentary.

*This is perhaps comparable with phenomena like the nwa-names which are clearly secondary
scribal changes, as comparisons with the LXX and Chronicles reveals. See Tov, TCHB, 247-9, 267-268.
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and generally accepted outside the hands of a few scholars); thus the general transmission
of Homer or parts of the Bible was not the product of “editing,” nor did these works
circulate in authorized “editions.”* Van Seters describes what he sees as a fundamental
contradiction inherent in the use of “editors” or “redactors,” namely, the model of a
conservative editor trying to preserve his sources by means of conflation (formulated by
the Documentary Hypothesis), on the one hand, and the model of redactor who alters the
text and introduces innumerable insertions (growing out of a combined Form Criticism
and Tradition History), on the other.*

Despite Van Seters’ harsh criticisms he agrees that scribes did do many of the
things (interpolation, trans-position, etc.) claimed by redaction- and text-critics—but he
claims this should not be construed as “editing,” because those types of activities do not
fit with the conception of editors of any period, ancient or modern. He differs from those
he criticizes primarily by seeing such changes as the work of authors. For example he
points to the example of a historian like Eusebius who, unlike an editor, “takes great
liberty with his sources, abbreviating them, expanding them, adding interpretative and
ideological content, arranging them to suit his own framework and perspective.”*® The
critique by Konrad Schmid is helpful,

Closer scrutiny shows that VVan Seters is not so far from the position he opposes,

but he takes a very different perspective on the biblical texts and their genesis.

While the redaction-critical research he attacks distinguishes a basic layer and

later redactions, he investigates the supposed works within the Bible that he sees

as the work of authors he characterizes as ancient historiographers...and about the
traditions they incorporate but that, in his opinion, can no longer be extracted
from the text but were “authorially” edited. One should also consider the fact that

Van Seters almost exclusively considers the narrative traditions in Genesis-2
Kings and the historical work, as he proposes it, of that Yahwist and the

4 Van Seters, Edited Bible, 39,
5 Ibid., 7, see also 44-45, 115, 394.
* 1bid., 112.
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Deuteronomist; he scarcely incorporates any of the literary relationships in

prophecy and Psalms into his reflections.*’

Schmid goes on to give examples such as the passages in Gen 50:25, Exod 13:19, and
Josh 24:32 which are all connected by the theme of the transportation of Joseph’s bones
from Egypt to Canaan, and are “unimaginable except as parts of a single literary layer.”48
While one can possible construe them as “authorial,” it seems to be a different activity
than that of the author-historian that VVan Seters imagines.

In some ways, Van Seters’ position is a return to the standard opinions of pre-
Qumran text-critical research. Van Seters wants major activities to be limited to the
arsenal of authors, while scribes who transmitted the text contributed nothing of value.
According to him, further late changes of a major sort (e.g., addition of P supplement) are
an additional stage of composition by another ancient author. The question which then
arises is, has he failed to grapple with the ramifications of the new textual evidence from
Qumran or have practitioners of “lower criticism” been become so enthralled by the
possibilities of their “promotion” that they have failed to precisely identify the
phenomenon which they are witnessing?*

A few observations are in order. First, the fact that text-critical data provides

valuable insights into diachronic development seems undeniable. Leaving aside questions

*"Konrad Schmid, The Old Testament: A Literary Introduction (trans. Linda M. Maloney;
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 36-37; see also the book reviews of Eckart Otto, review of John Van
Seters, The Edited Bible: The Curious History of the “Editor” in Biblical Criticism, RBL 5 (2007)
[http://www.bookreviews.org], and Van Seters’ response in J. Van Seters, “Author or Redactor?” JHS 7
(2009): 2-22; for a thorough response to Van Seters’ approach in his earlier work see Bernard M. Levinson,
“Is the Covenant Code an Exilic Composition? A Response to John Van Seters” in “The Right Chorale,”
276-330; and Van Seters’ response in J. Van Seters, “Revision in the Study of the Covenant Code and a
Response to my Critics,” SJOT 21 (2007), 5-28.

“Schmid, The Old Testament, 37.

“Arie Van der Kooij,“The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,” 172, 175, discusses the recent
discussion of the combination of “Higher” and “Lower” Criticism in the wake of the Qumran discoveries
and congratulates Textual Critics on their “promotion.”See n.8 above.
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of earlier “editions” of books or even earlier stages preserved in manuscripts,
comparisons of the witnesses can identify later changes—whether pre- or post-dating MT.

Second, although it is now undeniable that in the Second Temple period the
textual tradition was pluriform with diverging manuscripts of various books existing
simultaneously and in some cases in proximity to one another, as Tov points out, “most
of the known textual variation, in major as well as minor details, should be viewed as
genetic.”®® This means that these are not truly parallel, alternative texts with no previous
history, but instead two (or more) related texts whose readings derive from a common
source, although subject to different levels of transmission corruption or alteration. In
theory, one should be able to work back to a common archetype if the text has not been
thoroughly corrupted in transmission. There may be shorter and longer texts closer or
farther typologically or chronologically from the archetype, but the genetic relations
confirm rather than discredit the search for an earlier common ancestor.

Third, these variant, related texts are not recensional or otherwise edited in the
strictest sense. A “recension” generally implies conscious correction in a certain direction.
The features which do separate texts typologically, whether the additions found in the
Samaritan Pentateuch and the “pre-Samaritan” manuscripts, the David and Goliath pluses
in MT vis-a-vis OG, or the shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah are all quite localized. In
his article in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, Tov attempts to contrast all of the
MT pluses in Jeremiah as “edition 2” over against the shorter “edition 1”” witnessed by

the Greek, but it is impossible to unite those pluses as an identifiable layer from the same

% Tov, TCHB 2001, 172; cf Tov, TCHB, 165-7.
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hand.*® In the case of the pre-Samaritan texts, the changes in the Plagues narrative do, in
all likelihood, derive from the same scribal hand as the pluses that harmonize the stories
of the appointment of the elders, as Sanderson has argued.®” These pluses do go together,
so we may perhaps be permitted to speak of a “layer,” and perhaps even a systematic one,
but it does not span the whole book of Exodus, and the changes that they make do not
seem to be accurately described as an “edition” or a recension. It seems that we have
typologically distinct copies of the books, which may vary in significant ways, but not
variant editions in the strictest sense.
2.6 Variant Literary Editions as Evidence for Development within a Given Work
To summarize to this point, the question of “redaction” is chiefly debated by
denying it any place in either the process of composition or transmission, as VVan Seters
has done.> In contrast, Steck advocated distinguishing processes of composition and
transmission and their corresponding methods (Literarkritik and Textual Criticism) based
on whether the scribal changes were intentional or unintentional. The former are
considered compositional, the latter, transmissional (and secondary). Stipp denied the
possibility of accurately detecting intention and instead proposed methodological

distinction based on whether one focused on the text’s shape (Literarkritik) or the text’s

*'Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of Its Textual
History,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. Tigay; Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvannia Press, 1985; repr., Eugene, Or.: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2005), 212-237; see especially
Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des Jeremiahbuches, and the discussion in chapter
4 of the present study.

%2 Judith. E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExod™ and the Samaritan
Tradition (Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1986), 206; Bénédicte Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical
Study of the So-Called ‘Plagues Narrative’ in Exodus 7:14-11:10 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 200; See also
Jeffery Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J.
Tigay; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985; repr., Eugene, Or.: Wipf and Stock Publishers,
2005), 53-89.

%% See also Joel S. Baden, The Composition of the Pentateuch: Renewing the Documentary
Hypothesis (ATBRL; New Haven: Yale University Press, 2012).
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transmission (Textual Criticism). Ulrich’s work collapses any distinction other than that
Textual Criticism deals with extant stages, while Literarkritik addresses equivalent, but
unpreserved stages. Tov leans toward those who advocate both criticisms as elements of a
single holistic approach, but he continues to distinguish literary from textual stages.>*
The distinction of literary stages from growth within transmission appears
somewhat awkward in Tov’s work as he separates literary from textual growth but
elsewhere points to texts that have become “new compositions” as if there were a kind of
textual development beyond his literary and textual categories.>® As | have stated above
in regards to Ulrich’s work, if the term Variant Literary Edition is to have continuing
utility, it is only if the term is restricted to copies of the same text, not to related but
separate works. Applying this observation to Tov’s divisions, I propose that all textual
development within the confines of copies of the same work be understood as part of
transmission. This contradicts Tov’s working assumption that “copyists were not
involved in large-scale content changes.”56 Tov follows van der Toorn in recognizing that
expansions typically occurred at the time of creating a new copy of a text, but, as van der
Toorn argues himself, in the ancient world the activities of the scribal class were by no
means limited to strict-copying.>” As there is no ancient evidence for a body of scribes
who were strictly copyists, in ancient Israel or in the surrounding cultures, | argue that,
until proven otherwise, the more probable scenario is that the same people who copied

manuscripts also created the expansions that they added to them during later re-copying.

% Tov, TCHB, 285 n.5; on distinguishing literary growth from growth within transmission, see
Tov, TCHB, 240, 283-4.

> |bid., 111, 240, 320-1; but note the overlap in the case of the Chronicler on page 181.

% Ibid., 284.

> Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge: Harvard,
2007).77-107.
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Viewing the matter this way, all variation typically used to demarcation VLES should be
viewed as growth occurring within the transmission process.

Composition, correspondingly, if the term is to continue to be useful, should be
restricted to the creation of a new work. Now, as one may reasonably argue, the
expansions or alterations evidence in VLEs testify to some act of “composition” so how
can that be fairly relegated to transmission? The distinction | am proposing is that the
processes of Composition and Transmission be distinguished by the creation of a new
text in the former and the continued recopying (and alteration) in the latter. While Van
Seters’ focus on “authors” may be overstated, considering that in Israel and the Ancient
Near East works are the anonymous creation of scribes, we could adopt the term in
distinguishing Authorial Composition (i.e., creation of a new work; the process of
composition proper) from Continuing Composition (i.e., textual development within the
transmission of a single work).

With this distinction we now have rubrics under which trends can be catalogued
and further distinctions drawn. In the next chapter | will argue for a means of
distinguishing between copies of the same text and copies of a new (but genetically
related) text and point to differences in the compositional method (especially in terms of
the use of sources) of each. Once the grounds for this distinction is established, texts
under each heading (i.e., Authorial Composition and Continuing Composition) can be
analyzed and compared. Following this analysis we can return to the initial question
about redaction, composition, and textual development. Do proposed theories of
composition or redaction more closely resemble one group or another? If theoretical

reconstructions diverge from the trends of either group of extant examples, it should be
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considered whether there is just cause to explain the divergence or whether the particular

model or assumption should be disregarded as less probable.

2.7 Summary

Textual development has been frequently divided between the processes of
Composition and Transmission, corresponding to the methods of Literarkritik and
Textual Criticism. Redactional theories have posited either a series of stages of
compositions or an intermediate stage overlapping the two. The textual evidence of large
scale differences between manuscripts, termed by Ulrich “Variant Literary Editions,” has
provided evidence for textual development, but its nature is debated. Some like Ulrich,
collapse any distinction between earlier “literary” stages and those preserved in VLEs.
Tov appears to follow this by continuing to separate “literary” from “textual” stages. Van
Seters has denied any kind of “editing” or redaction at any stage, and in the process of his
argument has denied that the varying texts of Jeremiah (as the main example) can be
characterized as editions or are evidence of redaction.

Van Seters’ critique is largely a game of semantics, but his work contributes some
food for thought. Is there a third option for describing textual growth other than the
dichotomy of authorship and scribal corruption? | have proposed that there is. The key
lies in recognizing a distinction between composition which creates a new text and
composition which expands on otherwise adds to an existing text. This distinction is
implicit in a few parts of Tov’s updated handbook, but its ramifications are not worked
out. Ulrich’s description of the development of biblical books ignores this distinction, yet

such a distinction is necessary in the quest for empirical models.
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In the next chapter I will demonstrate that delimiting between copies of the same
text and copies of different (but related) texts can be made and identify the criteria for
doing so. Once this distinction is recognized, the terms Composition and Transmission
can remain useful if the former is used to refer to the period of creating a new text (what |
will call Authorial Composition) and the latter to describe textual growth that only
expands or adds to the text (what | will call Continuing Composition).>® The benefit of
this conception is that, as I will show, the two types of composition are characterized by
different methods of handling their sources. In chapters 4 and 5 | will survey examples of
both types of composition and identify their accompanying traits and trends. In chapter 6,
I will provide test cases applying the findings of chapters 4 and 5 towards the evaluation
of different compositional models to see if there is correspondence between the
theoretical models and either data set and show how the data can be utilized as a control

and guide for such reconstructions.

*8 These terms merely serve to mark the different types of textual development. | have no interest
or intention of reading back any notion of “authorship,” modern or otherwise. I assume that all ancient
writers of the text addressed here were scribes of some sort or other, so if I speak of “authors,” I have in
mind scribes in the role of creating a new text rather than copying (or altering while copying) a text. On the
problem of modern notions of authorship see Roland Barthes, "The death of the author,” in idem, Image-
Music-Text (trans. Stephen Heath; New York: Hill and Wang, 1977), 142-48; Michel Foucault, “What is an
Author?” in The Foucault Reader (ed., Paul Rainbow; New York: Pantheon Books, 1984), 101-20. On
ancient authors and scribes, see Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible
(Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 2007).
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Chapter 3
REWRITING AND THE CREATION OF NEW TEXTS

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter | discussed variation within the textual tradition which has
been classified under the rubric of variant “editions” of biblical books. Inherent in the
notion of variant “editions” is the premise that these are versions of the same text.'A
point in present dispute is whether one can draw a line between when a text is considered
a copy of its Vorlage, i.e., an updated or expanded copy of the same book, and when it
should be considered a new text in its own right. Delimiting this line between “the same
text” and “a new composition” builds upon and adds to what has been said about
composition and transmission.? Why is the book of Chronicles, for example, not
considered a variant edition of Samuel or Kings? On what basis can one distinguish
between divergent copies of “the same text” and two different texts that share much
textual overlap? These questions will be the focus of the present chapter. We will begin
with some of the texts often labeled “Rewritten Bible” and then move towards
comparison with “Variant Literary Editions” (VLEs). I will argue that the distinction
between copies of the same text and between a new text and its base-text (main source) is

both possible and helpful. The distinction will enable us to further distinguish between

! The newest edition of Emanuel Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 189-90, 284-5, 240, explicitly separates “Rewritten Scripture” from VLEs
because the former are “New Compositions” and thus implicitly also different texts than their sources. How
texts which vary in their wording or content can be recognized as “the same” is ultimately a socio-religious
question, and one that Tov does not take up, but appears to follow Michael Segal. Below | will provide a
few observations about what kinds of differences exist in what appear to have been interchangeable copies
of the same work, and argue for a means of delimiting points at which texts become new compositions in
their own right, no longer interchangeable with their sources. On the notion of an ancient book not being
tied directly to its wording or even a physical copy, see Susan Niditch, Oral World and Written Word:
Ancient Israelite Literature (LAI; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 41.

2 By “the same text” I refer to the abstract understanding of “book” discussed in the first chapter.
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textual growth within copies of the same work (Continuing Composition) and textual
development that results in the creation of a new work (Authorial Composition).
3.2 The nature of “Rewritten Bible”

Terminology both enlightens and conceals; it focuses attention in highlighting
some aspects while distorting others. For this reason, some reflection on the terms used,
as in previous chapters, is important. Books such as Jubilees, and in more recent
discussions, Chronicles, have been held up as examples of “Rewritten Bible,” a confused
category referring to texts which expand upon, build upon, interpret, or otherwise rewrite
earlier texts known from the Hebrew Bible.? Sidnie White Crawford’s definition fits the
general consensus,

A “Rewritten Bible” text may be defined as a text that has a close narrative

attachment to some book contained in the present Jewish canon of scripture, and

some type of reworking, whether through rearrangement, conflation, omission, or
supplementation of the present canonical biblical text. This category is to be
differentiated from the “parabiblical” texts, which may be tied to some person,

event or pericope in the present canonical text, but do not actually reuse
extensively the biblical text.*

® Geza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2d. Ed; StPB 4; Leiden:
Brill, 1973), 1-11; Moshe J. Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived its
Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169-196; James C. VanderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations in
Some Rewritten Scriptural Works” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judean Desert
Discoveries (ed. E. Herbert & E. Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 41-56; Molly M. Zahn, “Rewritten
Scripture,” in The Oxford Handbook of The Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. T. Lim & J. Collins; New York: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 323-324; Jonathan G. Campbell, “‘Rewritten Bible” and ‘Parabiblical Texts’: A
Terminological and Ideological Critique,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol
Collogquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-10 September 2003 (ed. J. Campbell, et. al.; LSTS 52; London:
T&T Clark, 2005), 43-68; Hans Debel, “Rewritten Bible, Variant Literary Editions and Original Text(s),”
in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period
(ed. H. von Weissenberg, et. al.; BZAW 419; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 84.

*Sidnie White Crawford, “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” in The Hebrew Bible and Qumran:
The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Proceedings of the Jubilee Celebration at Princeton Theological
Seminary) Vol 1 (N. Richard Hills, Tx.: BIBAL Press, 2000), 173-174. 1t should be added that “Rewritten
Bible” texts, as opposed to what White Crawford calls “parabiblical” texts, are so textually close to their
source, that some scholars have expressed doubt about any possibility of distinguishing these texts from
“variant literary editions.” See White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (SDSSRL;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 12-14. See also Daniel K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for
Extending the Scriptures among the Dead Sea Scrolls (LSTS 63; New York: T & T Clark, 2007), 1-25;
Debel, “Rewritten Bible, Variant Literary Editions, and Original Text(s).” I will return to this topic below.
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Because the very notion of a “Bible”—a fixed corpus of sacred books, in a certain
order, perhaps even bound together as a single volume—is inappropriate for historical
discussion of Jewish scripture in the Second Temple period, there has been a move to
refer to this category as “Rewritten Scripture.” By switching from “Bible” to “Scripture”
one avoids the anachronism of a fixed canon and one leaves open the possibilities that
many texts considered “extra-biblical” or “pseudepigraphic” may in fact have been
authoritative literature (i.e., “scripture”) for some groups in antiquity. The problem which
arises from the new term is that “rewritten” and “scripture” deal with two separate issues,
one of literary relationship and one of authoritative religious status.

George Brooke attempts a definition of what he terms a “Rewritten Scriptural
Text.” His elements are (1) form (running text) and (2) continuity of order, content, genre
and possibly (3) language of a work’s source.® Additional features Brooke mentions as
possible indicators are that (4) the work does not seem intended to replace its source, (5)
has an interpretive strategy, (6) is limited in its ability to comment upon scripture (as
opposed to later commentary forms), and (7) typically is not cited as scripture.” Brooke’s
“rewritten scriptural texts” includes Jubilees, the Temple Scroll and possibly the highly

debated Reworked Pentateuch.® He additionally identifies Deuteronomy as well as 1 and

® Cf,, VanderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations in Some Rewritten Scriptural Works,” 43:
“The word Bible is anachronistic for the texts we are studying, that is, works from the Second Temple
period. Moreover, as we shall see, it turns out to be a rather slippery term in Early Judaism...Perhaps a
more appropriate term is Rewritten Scripture(s). It has in its favor the fact that the term scripture(s) is used
in our sources. Naturally it would embrace the idea that a book of the Rewritten Scripture(s) could itself be
a part of the scriptures for a group” (his italics). See also George J. Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets
and Psalms: Issues for Understanding the Text of the Bible,” in The Bible as Book, 31-40; White Crawford,
“The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” 174-175.

®Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms,” 32-33 (emphasis added).

" Brooke points out Jubilees as an obvious exception to the final criterion, and one wonders how
much we can trust the accidents of preservation in regards to other texts.

8lbid., 31. The 4QRP manuscripts will be discussed further below.
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2 Chronicles as “rewritten scriptural texts” that became scripture.’ Thus his category of
rewritten scriptural texts overlaps with that of canonical scripture (i.e., “Bible”™) itself.
Brooke states that
there is no neat separation of the two classes of works [i.e., scriptural and
rewritten scriptural compositions]. It is certainly not the case that the emerging
authoritative collection contained no rewritten works. The categorization into
canonical and non-canonical does not serve our purposes suitably. Rather, it
seems as if there is a sliding scale of affinity or dependence and that function
needs to be considered in a qualified way too. This sliding scale approach
prevents us from applying the anachronistic labels of scriptural or non-scriptural
too quickly to manuscript evidence which is so obviously replete with variety,
pluralism, multiple editions of books and range of secondary compositions.*
Brooke’s explanation is correct when the primary question is of authoritative
status. VanderKam similarly discusses a textual “continuum” upon which texts might be
plotted between Scripture and Rewritten Scripture.** The problem is, as Brooke and
VanderKam both recognize, that texts labeled “Rewritten Scripture” were often also
“Scripture.” This makes the notion of a “continuum” or “sliding scale” in regards to
“scripture,” relatively useless, as each model suggests a linear range of plotting while
what is needed requires overlap between elements of both poles of the literary spectrum
with the authoritative dimension.
Rewritten books certainly could become scripture as Jubilees and Chronicles

clearly did for some groups. But this is a socially determined issue, and the literary nature

of a text’s origins does not necessarily determine a text’s scriptural status.*? Strategies of

*Ibid., 32.

O1bid., 36 (emphasis added).

'V anderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations,” 46.

2This is a hotly debated point, and many scholars emphasize the self-presentation of certain texts
as divine revelation. The investigation of such presentations are important, but the fact remains that
strategies for claiming authority are not, by their mere existence, successful, and numerous texts which
have no such obvious self-presentation where nonetheless considered so. Thus, claims within a text for
being divine revelation were certainly a factor for a works acceptance as authoritative, but they are by no
means decisive. On determining authoritative status see James C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today
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rewriting can claim authority or acquire a similar sound or stamp to known authoritative
literature, but no process of rewriting makes or excludes a text from authoritative status;
that falls to the decisions of a given group or community.

A glance at figure 3-1 below illustrates the overlap between the categories of
“scripture” and “Rewritten Scripture” using a Venn diagram." Relative degrees of
authority have no correlation to smaller or greater quantities of rewriting. On the one
hand, “rewriting” (the re-use of a material from a source text) is a method frequently used
to compose texts. On the other hand, “scripture” is a religious category of authoritative

status.

Fig. 3-1 Overlap of Scripture and Rewritten Scripture
prevents these categories from being meaningfully
contrasted with one another.

(2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 187-95; VanderKam, “The Wording of Biblical Citations,” 41-53.
On texts becoming scripture see Eugene Ulrich, “From Literature to Scripture: Reflections on the Growth
of'a Text’s Authoritativeness,” Dead Sea Discoveries 10 (2003): 3-25. Ulrich highlights the fact that the
origin of scripture lies not in scripture itself but in literature which subsequently became scripture. This
seems to be implicit in VanderKam’s criteria. See also, White Crawford, “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,’
176-177; Armin Lange, “The Status of Biblical Texts in the Qumran Corpus and the Canonical Process,” in
The Bible as Book, 21-30; Zahn, “Talking About Rewritten Scripture,” in Changes in Scripture.

BFor the suggestion of Venn diagrams, see Zahn, “Talking about Rewritten Texts,” 115.

il
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Sidnie White Crawford has proposed a “spectrum of rewriting” ranging from
small minute changes (e.g., a single word scribal gloss) to full-scale rewriting (e.g.,
Jubilees).* This model of a spectrum is helpful heuristically in that it focuses solely on
the literary element of rewriting, leaving aside for the moment the question of religious
status and allowing that any or all of the texts might possibly have been considered
scripture. While there may not be a clearer way to delimit the kinds of rewriting than the
basic outline she provides, a major question that she is unable to answer is at what point a
text is sufficiently rewritten so as to be considered a new text.' Furthermore, just as the
categories “Scripture” and “Rewritten Scripture” resist plotting along a linear spectrum, a
quantitative scale of rewriting, such as White Crawford suggests, does not work either. It
is not the amount of rewriting, but the specific kinds of changes, as Molly Zahn has

shown.®

&
L 4

Small Changes Thorough Rewriting

Fig.3-2 A Linear Spectrum of Quantitative Rewriting. At what point is a new work created?

YCrawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, 4-5.

>White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 5: “At a certain point of change a book would cease to be,
say Genesis, and become something else. But when that ‘tipping point” occurred is a matter of some debate.
If the sacred text is not yet fixed in the late Second Temple period, how can it be characterized as
‘rewritten’?”; for another recent study that places importance on the identification of new works, but does
not investigate how they are determined, see Molly M. Zahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture: A
Reassessment,” JBL 131 (2012): 271-288.

®*Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the
4QReworkedPentateuch Manuscripts (STDJ 95; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 10-11, 239-241. Zahn highlights the
fact that qualitative changes cannot be represented on a quantitative scale, such as a spectrum ranging from
small to large amounts of rewriting. Secondary variants which alter the meaning of the text should be given
more weight than secondary variants which did not, but a qualitative representation does not demonstrate
this.
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After discussing Jubilees and other texts as examples of “rewritten biblical
compositions,” Brooke uses an exegetical variant reading in 4QGen? (o»)to demonstrate
“how very difficult it is to be clear quite how each manuscript should be classified.” He
goes on to state, “In one sense every copy of an authoritative scriptural book made in the

late Second Temple period is a rewritten scriptural manuscript.”’

According to Brooke,
there appears to be no distinction between the kind of re-writing evident within “biblical
manuscripts” such as 4QGen? and that found in Jubilees. Likewise just as either has a
strong claim to be considered authoritative scripture, for Brooke there seems to be no
means by which to differentiate between these two: they over lap in methods of rewriting
and both might be considered “scripture.” The similarities are enlightening, but the issue
remains: there can be no mistaking that 4QGen? is a copy of the book of Genesis (i.e., a
“variant literary edition”) while Jubilees is not, despite its frequent verbatim overlap, and
continuity of order, content, genre, and language. But how do we know this? How can
one distinguish between a copy of Genesis (e.g., 4QGen?) and a new book based on
Genesis (Jubilees)?™® For Brooke and several other scholars it seems that the vague
overlap between rewritten compositions and VLEs is to be accepted if not welcomed as a
step closer to more accurately portraying the rather blurry reality of texts in the Second
Temple period.19 While our understanding has grown significantly in recent decades, it

seems to me that a vague collapsing of this distinction is unhelpful, especially if other

alternatives present themselves.

17Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms,” 34.

18 4QGen?is sufficiently fragmentary that we do not know for certain that it is indeed a fragment
of a complete copy of “Genesis,” though that does appear to be the case.

19 See also, Debel, “Rewritten Bible, Variant Literary Editions and Original Text(s).”
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3.3 The Creation of a New Composition

Geza Vermes included Josephus’ Antiquities among his original list of “Rewritten
Bible” and several recent lists also include 1 and 2 Chronicles.”® In terms of genre these
works are historiography, yet in some respect they are also rightly compared with texts
such as Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon. In the case of Antiquities and Chronicles
they display interpretation of their source material that is fairly obvious when compared
synoptically with their sources. Despite extensive textual overlap between Antiquities and
Jewish scripture, Antiquities is not a “variant edition” of any book of the Pentateuch or
Former prophets despite its usefulness as a text-critical witness.?* This is true also in the
cases of Chronicles, Jubilees, and Genesis Apocryphon vis-a-vis their respective sources.
Despite differences in genre, for it seems doubtful that Jubilees (not to mention the
Genesis Aprocryphon) is properly construed as historiography, the common process of
rewriting shared by these texts is a compositional process that results in the creation of a
new work distinguishable from its source.?

The solution | propose is to separate texts into categories based on the literary
distinction of new versions considered to be copies of “the same text” as their Vorlage

(i.e. Ulrich’s “variant literary editions”) and new compositions. Here we shift from etic

2\/ermes, Scripture and Tradition, 1-10; on the inclusion of Chronicles see George J. Brooke,
"Rewritten Bible™ in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman and James
VanderKam; Oxford University Press 2000, 2008. Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls: (e-reference
edition). Oxford University Press. Emory University. 28 March 2012 http://www.oxford-
deadseascrolls.com/entry?entry=t264.e446; Molly M. Zahn, “Rewritten Scripture,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Timothy H. Lim and John J. Collins; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2010), 323-36.

2'Eugene Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (HSM 19; Missoula: Scholar’s Press,
1978); idem, “Josephus’ Biblical Text for the Book of Samuel,” in Josephus, the Bible, and History (ed.
Louis Feldman and Gohei Hata; Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 81-96; repr. in The Dead
Sea Scrolls and Origins of the Bible, 184-201.

22 7ahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture,” points out that genres are not exclusive categories and
that texts can participate in multiple genres. My purpose is not to dwell on the question of whether
“Rewritten Scripture” is a genre, but to investigate what separates texts often grouped under that heading
from variant literary editions.
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classifications to emic ones. While “Rewritten Scripture” or some such similar category
remains useful for classification, as Bernstein has argued, it is not a category that would
have held any meaning for ancient readers, and it does not provide any aid to the current
question of when a text becomes a new text (or why Jubilees is not a VLE of Genesis).?®
While we have no evidence of ancient categories or terms for such distinctions,
there is some evidence that ancient readers made a distinction between copies of “the
same text” and new texts. If we, for the present, now leave behind the debates about
“Rewritten Scripture” at Qumran or elsewhere, we can nevertheless consider many of the
texts placed under that rubric as examples of this phenomenon. The fact that Jubilees
itself refers to Torah as “the first law” (Jub. 6:22), shows that its own writer distinguished
between it and its source. The fact that Jubilees is quoted in the Damascus Document by
name demonstrates that the writer of the Damascus Document distinguished Jubilees as a
separate book from its sources, esp. Genesis.?* Chronicles similarly refers to its sources,
and in later codices (starting with the Greek Uncials of the fourth century) Chronicles
always appears as a separate book from Samuel or Kings.? It neither replaces or is
confused with them. These three examples of referencing sources, being cited by title,

and codicological placement show that from the point of view of both authors and readers,

2 On the usefulness of a clearly defined category of “Rewritten Bible” see Moshe J. Bernstein,
“‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived its Usefulness?”” Textus 22 (2005): 169-196. |
agree with Bernstein’s position in general, with the main reservation being that I feel the distinction should
be made on literary criteria distinguishing “new texts” from “new versions” (i.e., variant editions) without
the language of canon, authority, or Bible, all of which needlessly confuse the discussion and have led to
most of the disputes over the terminology; Zahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture,” makes the strongest
case for a nuanced understanding of Rewritten Scripture as a genre, and she highlights the creation of a new
(but related) text as a one of the distinguishing features; On the etic nature of the category see White
Crawford, “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” 177.

2% For the citation see CD 16.3-4 and its parallel in 4Q270. The Hebrew title of the book is 750
QMY o°921H 2 nYT mphna.

ZChronicles refers to its source material as the work of Samuel, Nathan, and Gad, three prominent
prophets mentioned in the narratives of Sam-Kgs (1 Chr 29:29); On the contents of manuscripts and
placement of books see Ernst Wiirthwein, The Text of the Old Testament: An Introduction to the Biblia
Hebraica (2d. ed.; trans. E. F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 72-73; Tov, TCHB, 4, 122.
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from our earliest evidence onwards, despite drastic overlap of text and content, Jubilees
is not an updated version or “edition” of Genesis nor is Chronicles in regards to Samuel
and Kings. Since Crawford’s model of a quantitative spectrum failed to be able to delimit
the “tipping point” at which a text becomes a new composition, it seems both necessary
and possible to look for criteria that might reveal this crucial moment and thus

substantiate the division between a new or updated version and a new composition.?

3.4 Criteria for Determining When a Text Becomes “a New Composition.”

Michael Segal’s pioneering article has provided criteria for distinguishing
between “Bible” and “Rewritten Bible.”’ Segal points out that “the canonical status of
these works, is essentially a socio-historical issue,” but as an alternative “one can ask
whether ancient readers distinguished between the rewritten compositions and their
sources on a literary level.”?® This gets to the heart of the issue of why Jubilees is not
Genesis and why Chronicles is not Samuel or Kings, yet the LXX and MT forms of
Jeremiah are both recognized as “the book of Jeremiah.” Segal’s rewritten category is one
which results in the creation of a new work no longer identifiable with its source.? Like
Brooke’s earlier definition, Segal proposes continuity of language, order, and content

(“scope” in his terms) as criteria, but whereas Brooke uses these to show the closeness of

“\White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 5.

“"Michael Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed.
Matthias Henze; SDSSRL; Grand Rapids, Mi.: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-28.

28Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 17.

21 will not follow Segal in using the terms “Bible” and “Rewritten Bible” as these distract from
his main point of when and how a text becomes a new composition and not an updated version of “the
same text,” and reintroduce the problems addressed in the above discussion of sacred status.
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“Rewritten Biblical texts” to their source, Segal emphasizes that these criteria are
required for identifying a text as “the same composition.”30

The features, which Segal identifies as criteria for distinguishing “a new
composition,” are changes in the aforementioned categories of language, order, and
content in addition to (1) a new narrative frame (i.e., new literary setting), (2) a new
narrative voice, (3) abridgment in addition to expansion, (4) a tendentious editorial layer,
and (5) explicit references to source compositions. Segal argues that copies of “the same
text” will not abbreviate the text, while they might expand upon it. This refers to selective
use of the work’s base-text (i.e., its Vorlage), not textual minuses resulting from
parablepsis.®* One further caveat, is that selective use does not include replacement, i.e.,
loss of text at the seam of an expansion. Occasionally, when a scribe has combined two
texts, pronouns will be changed to fit the new context (e.g., from first to third person in
Samaritan Pentateuch Exodus 18), and occasionally a full sentence may be dropped to
smooth the transition from the added material back to the base-text.

Jubilees is clearly paradigmatic for Segal’s “new composition” category as it
alone meets all of these criteria: it has a new literary setting (Mt. Sinai), new voice
(usually the angel of the presence), abridgment as well as expansion, a tendentious
editorial layer with specific calendrical and halakhic concerns, and explicit references to

the Torah as “the first law” (Jub. 6:22). Other texts share many of these, for example the

Temple Scroll frequently shifts the narrative voice of Deuteronomy (and other parts of the

30Segal himself uses the language of “the same work,” “the same composition” or “another edition
of the same composition” in contrast to “a new text.” Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 20, 24.
By “the same work” Segal means that books such as Jeremiah existed in shorter and longer forms, both of
which were still recognized as “the book of Jeremiah,” even though MT Jeremiah is expanded and exhibits
changes in the order of the oracles concerning the nations.

31Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 34.
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Pentateuch) into divine speech, and Chronicles has an identifiable ideology that has been
overlaid upon its source, as well as references to its sources.*

If a text does not need to meet all of these criteria, as clearly most in the category
do not, then how much or how little is required? Segal does not make this clear, and he
does not provide any hierarchy or relative value for any of the criteria. Jeremiah is his
quintessential example of a rewritten text that nonetheless remains the same book, even
while containing both changes of content and order.*® This shows that the criteria of order
and scope are not essential. Likewise the criterion of ideology needs to be further
nuanced in order to be useful as Segal does not provide clear criteria for defining it and
some VLEs do show evidence of a specific Tendenz that may be termed ideological.>*
Likewise the criterion of language does not hold up.**Abridgment seems to grow out of
the larger category of change in scope and to be related to change in narrative frame. It
seems simpler to boil these down to the shared criterion of selective use of the base-text.

By altering the literary setting or narrative voice, the source text is no longer the

foundational structuring element but has been subjugated to a new framework. The

%2 See note 21; On the ideology of Chronicles see Sara Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of
Chronicles and its Place in Biblical Thought (BEAT 9; Frankfurt a.M.: Peter Lang, 1989); Isaac Kalimi,
The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite History in Chronicles (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005); and earlier,
Martin Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien. Die sammelnden und bearbeitenden Geschichtswerke
des .Alten Testaments (Tbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1957).

*These changes include the ideological insertion of Jer 33:14-26 which includes Levites within
the Davidic covenant, and the changes in order of the oracles concerning the nations. See the following
chapter for a discussion of this passage. See also Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of
Jeremiah in the Light of Its Textual History,” in 212-237; Molly M. Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing
the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of the Above?” DSD 15 (2008):
324.

% Contra Segal, variant editions can and frequently do contain ideological additions or
recognizable Tendenz. For a summary of some examples from the LXX see Kristin De Troyer, “The
Seventy-two and their Many Grandchildren: A Review of Septuagint Studies from 1997 Onward” CBR
2012: 8-64, esp. 25-29; for a further discussion of ideology see chapter 6.

*0n the problem of the language criterion see Anders Klostergaard Pedersen, “Rewritten Bible as
a Borderline Phenomenon: Genre, Textual Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?” in Flores Florentio, 288;
Hans Debel, “Greek ‘Variant Literary Editions’ to the Hebrew Bible?” JSJ 41 (2010): 161-190; Zahn, “The
Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts,” 328-29.
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presence of one of these types of alterations is the common denominator of all the
“rewritten” texts that can be distinguished from VLEs on other evidence (reference to its
own sources or later citation by name or codicological placement along side but not in
place of its source). One would search in vain for an example text that had a new frame
or voice yet did not use its base-text selectively.*® Conversely, such selective use can also
result in the creation of a new text without any need for an accompanying change of
scope or voice.*’

Thus, it appears that while a change of frame / voice or an explicit reference to a
source clearly marks a text as a new composition distinct from its source, the simplest
common denominator is that of selective use of a work’s base-text (i.e., conscious
omission, abridgment, or excerption).® When a source is used selectively, it ceases to be
the sole foundation upon which one builds and becomes the materials with which one

builds. This compositional distinction of foundation versus materials, | argue, is the most

*0ne can easily imagine a text that is preserved in its entirety while being completely reframed,
yet | have been unable to find a clear example where the source text has not been utilized selectively.

$T«Selective Use” does not seem to apply to short omissions that are replaced in the process of
inserting new material. In the next chapter I will survey a number of examples of rewriting within the
confines a single book, and will show that, speaking descriptively and not prescriptively, VLEs do not
show evidence of conscious omission with the exception of text replaced in the process of adding new
material. As this replacement is extent while other omissions are not, and that surviving VLES were
interchangeable copies of their sources, it seems to me best to distinguish replacement from other practices
that we might label conscious omission. The short omissions like those observable in some parts of Samuel
are a more difficult case. See these see Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction? Textual
Development in the MT of 1 Sam 17 in Textual Criticism and the Dead Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of
Julio Trebolle Barrera: Florilegium Complutense (SJSJ 158; ed. A. P. Otero and P. A. Torijano Morales;
Leiden: Brill, 2012), 1-18; and Tov, TCHB, 254-6. Samuel may be a special case similar to the Alpha Text
of Esther, on which see the discussion in chapter 6.

*Excerption is a slightly different phenomenon than the others, but it does not affect our criteria.
On the distinction see Emanuel Tov, “Excerpted and Abbreviated Biblical Texts from Qumran,” in Hebrew
Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran: Collected Essays (TSAJ 121; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 28; Brent
A. Strawn, “Excerpted Manuscripts at Qumran: Their Significance for the Textual History of the Hebrew
Bible and the Socio-Religious History of the Qumran Community and its Literature,” in The Bible and the
Dead Sea Scrolls Volume Two: The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Qumran Community (ed. J. H. Charlesworth;
Waco, Tx.: Baylor University Press, 2006), 107-167; Zahn, “Genre and Rewritten Scripture,” if one accepts
Zahn’s arguments for recognizing “Rewritten Scripture,” as a genre that has a specific function, then I think
that abbreviated texts differ in that they serve a different social function than “Rewritten Scripture” texts,
but both are marked as new compositions by their selectivity.
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solid criterion by which to distinguish the creation of a new text from the expansion or
updating in the form of a new “edition.” By contrast, to use the example of Jeremiah
again, the MT text shows a rearranged text (in the oracles concerning the nations) and
various expansions, but the source material is not used selectively nor is the voice or
setting changed (although admittedly in non-narrative texts one cannot accurately speak
of a narrative voice).
3.5 Application of Criteria

To summarize up to this point, | have highlighted three criteria, namely (1)
change in literary setting, (2) change in narrative voice, and (3) selective use of the
work’s base-text (i.e., its Vorlage), which, as argued in the previous section, effectively
create a new text by subordinating the source text to a new governing structure. If these
criteria are applied to different texts we can observe how these function to differentiate
between copies of the same text and a new composition based on earlier material. Our
three examples will be Greek Daniel, the Epic of Gilgamesh, and the
4QReworkedPentateuch manuscripts.

The book of Daniel in Greek contains three major additions, the story of Susanna,
Bel and the Dragon, and the Song of the Three Youths in chapter 3.% These additions can
be found both in the Old Greek and Theodotian texts. Although in some cases the story of

Susanna is placed before chapter 1 as way of prefacing the court narratives with an earlier

% John J. Collins, A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1993), 3-7; Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah: The Additions: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary (AB; New York: Doubleday, 1977); James A. Montgomery, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1959), 8-9.
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introduction of Daniel, this action does not change the narrative voice nor does the
literary setting of the later stories change.*

Chapters 4-6 of the Old Greek diverge dramatically from the MT. Ulrich argues
that neither version is original as both contain secondary variants to a presumed source.
Thus we are dealing with the case of two parallel, not serial, related versions stemming
from a common Vorlage. Synoptic comparison of the two versions show additions on
either side, but not omissions from what can be identified as material from a shared
Vorlage.”!

Working from the three criteria of selective use, new literary setting, and new
narrative voice, we can see that no text of Daniel evidences any of these three.
Furthermore, although the divergences between the OG and MT texts were largely noted
in Antiquity, both books were still considered interchangeable copies of the book of

Daniel.*?

The version of Theodotian replaced the OG version almost completely in
transmission due to greater perceived fidelity to the Semitic “original.” It is the
interchangeability, i.e., that they are versions of the same text, that allows one to replace
the other. A similar phenomenon can be seen with Gilgamesh.

The Epic of Gilgamesh provides another instructive analogue. As Tigay has

shown, the Akkadian Epic of Gilgamesh was a new composition created using earlier

%0 For example, works like The Canterbury Tales, The Arabian Nights, or The Aleph-Bet of Ben-
Sirah all contain stories framed within the context of an earlier story. Jubilees similarly open with Moses at
Sinai and the follow creation and patriarchal narratives are now reframed as divine or angelic discourse at
Sinai.

* For examples from Daniel 4, see Amanda M. Davis, “A Reconsideration of the MT and OG
Editions of Daniel 4” (M.T.S. thesis, Candler School of Theology, Emory University, 2012). See chapter 4
for more detailed discussion of Dan 4-6.

2 E.g., Origen’s Letter to Africanus. For the text, see the edition by M. Harl & N. R. M. de Lange,
Origeéne, Philocalie, 1-20, sur les Ecritures et la Lettre a Africanus sur I’Historie de Suzanne (SC 302;
Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1983).
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independent Sumerian stories about Gilgamesh as sources.*® The utilization of these
stories—selectively and within a new framework—illustrates what we have described as
the creation of a new text.** The growth seen within the work in the different stages of the
Old Babylonian (OB), Middle Babylonian (MB), and the late Standard Babylonian (SB)
texts illustrates something akin to Ulrich’s “variant literary editions” where a prologue,
flood story, and other episodes such as the description of the underworld are added.
While the emphases may be altered from version to version, the whole remains “the Epic
of Gilgamesh,” at least as understood in emic terms as evidenced by replacement of
earlier versions within the scribal curriculum. Insertions such as, say, the Prologue in GE
I, I, 1-26 provide new emphases like wisdom, but this additional material to reshapes the
story without creating an altogether new composition, a situation similar to the effect of
Mordechai’s dream in Addition A of Esther.*> Thus the move from the Sumerian
Gilgamesh stories or the hypothesized Akkadian Huwawa narrative to the Epic of
Gilgamesh resulted in the creation of a new composition, due to the new literary setting
and the selective use of the source material. But the development from OB to MB, to SB
Gilgamesh is growth within the (same) composition, primarily by expansion, and does

not meet the criteria for the creation of a new text. It is instead an example of what | have

* Jeffrey M. Tigay, “The Evolution of the Pentateuchal Narratives in the Light of the Evolution of
the Gilgamesh Epic” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1985; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2005); idem, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1982.

*For a more recent discussion utilizing all the extant material and arguing for the Huwawa
Narrative as the central source of Akkadian Gilgamesh see Daniel E. Fleming and Sara J. Milstein, The
Buried Foundation of the Gilgamesh Epic: The Akkadian Huwawa Narrative (CM 39; Leiden: Brill, 2010);
see also Ska, Introduction, 179, “Of course the editors still added some sentences, even entire sections, or
reformulated poetic passages in more modern lagnuage. However, it is clear that they did not “create” a
new work. They handed on a ‘revised’ version of the work that had been composed at an earlier period. To
put it more simply, they acted like editors and no longer like original authors.”

*See Jeffery Tigay, “The Evolution of the Pentateuchal Narratives in the Light of the Evolution of
the Gilgamesh Epic,” in Empirical Models, 41; On Greek Esther see the discussion in chapter 6.
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called Continuing Composition. These three versions are all “Gilgamesh” and
recognizable as such.

Finally, the much debated 4QReworkedPentateuch scrolls, due to their
fragmentary nature, can serve only a heuristic function vis-a-vis our proposed distinction.
Most debates center on the question of whether or not the 4QRP scrolls constitute
“biblical” texts.*® For the present purpose, however, the question is whether any of five
4QRP scrolls is a new text based on its sources, or an expanded text of the Pentateuch?
Again the major difficulty is the fragmentary nature of the texts. From what is extant, it
appears that the narrative voice of the text remains unchanged. More difficult to
determine is the possibility of selectivity. Molly Zahn, in discussing 4Q158, has pointed
out that “There are no clear, extant cases of omission in 4Q158; not even minor cases
involving single words.”*” Thus, at least as far as that manuscript goes, our knowledge is
limited by accidents of preservation.*® Presumably if we had the complete text, one could
categorize it clearly: if there are omissions due to selective use of the base-text (Vorlage),
then we are dealing with a new composition, but if not, then it is an expanded copy of the

Pentateuch. The internal considerations of the manuscripts as we currently have them

*See 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 VanderKam; Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-34; Michael Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or
4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years After Their Discovery (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman,
et. al.; Jerusalem: Israel Museum, 2000), 391-99; White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 56-57; Zahn, “The
Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworkedPentateuch Manuscripts.” The growing consensus is that the
various 4QRP scrolls were “scriptural” (i.e., authoritative) texts, yet this does not mean that any of the
4QRP scrolls held complete copies of the Pentateuch as we know it from later witnesses.

#'7ahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, 57-58.

*7ahn, “The Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts,” 331-32: “the
fragmentary nature of the 4QRP manuscripts makes any definitive determination of their scope
impossible.”
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(once again, fragmentary) point toward the latter, while the reconstructed length of an
expanded Pentateuch points towards the former.*

Utilizing the above criteria, it has been shown by the expanded and altered textual
forms of Daniel and Gilgamesh why these are best understood as copies of “the same
text,” while the 4QRP texts remain ambiguous because of their fragmentary state. Placed
in the context of the previous chapter’s discussion of distinguishing between composition
and transmission, and Ulrich’s proposed outlines of the development of Exodus, we can
now see the need to describe composition in the form of a larger stemma including stages
of growth within “the same composition” and stages of growth where a new composition

is created.

3.6 A Stemma of Exodus — Ulrich’s Theory Revised

The picture presented by many the material witnesses is one in which texts grew
as a series of “books,” i.e., new compositions, each of which experienced internal growth
in the form of “variant editions,” and—at various points along the way—further smaller
textual variants. This means that we can conceptualize the process of development as one
in which books grow through (1) a process of initial composition, (2) transmission, often
accompanied by growth “within the book™ and at times the selective use of that book as a
source of an altogether new composition (a return to the first step). Thus we must think of
a sequence of stages to a book’s growth, similar to that posited by Ulrich, but not always

linear, and with the inclusion of a series of stages of different books. As | have argued

*See Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing,” 327, 333. To my mind the present question of
whether 4QRP are new compositions or new versions of their source is different from the other two
questions of whether any of the 4QRP are“biblical” (i.e., authoritative scriptural) text or whether or not it
can be filed under the heading of “Rewritten Scripture.”
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above, “Variant Literary Editions” by definition must refer to “copies of the same text.”
There is a need to distinguish when the earlier materials actually become the work known
as “Exodus.” Ulrich’s work often fails to make this distinction between a work and its
sources, referring to the whole composition and transmission process as growth by
“Variant Literary Editions.”® Thus to revisit his example of Exodus, we must delimit
“pre-Exodus” to that stage where the materials are not actually anything which could be
identified as “the Book of Exodus” but rather “Exodus-in-the-Making” (from our later
perspective, just as Genesis might be viewed as “Jubilees-in-the-making”). In view of our
new understanding of a new composition and an updated version, Ulrich’s placement of
“4QPenateuch” (i.e. 4QReworkedPentateuch) at the end of his linear sequence seems
incorrect, if not idiosyncratic. One would do better to place the Samaritan Pentateuch
after 4QpaleoExod™, as SP is undisputedly “Exodus” while 4QRP is, at least for the
present, unclear.>® Whatever existed prior to “Exodus,” was, by definition not “Exodus,”
but something else, and later works that drew heavily upon “Exodus” are, in fact, other

works. Thus the primary new distinction introduced here over Ulrich’s original

50 E.g., Eugene Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls — The Scriptures of Late Second Temple Judaism,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls in their Historical Context (ed., T. Lim, et. al.; London: T & T Clark, 2000), 86, “it is
a reasonable hypothesis that the succession of developing literary editions of the books which is
documentable in the latter half of the Second Temple period is only the visible part of the literary iceberg,
and that the phenomenon is simply the continuation of the series of major redactional growth-spurts that
constitute the compositional process for the books of the Bible for their very beginnings. If this is correct,
that would mean that the growth of the individual biblical books developed through repeated creative new
editions over time, that this process was constitutive of the biblical books from start to end.” See further,
idem, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the
Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids, Mi.: Eerdmans, 1999), 11-12; idem, “The Canonical
Process,” DSSOB, 53, 77-78, “the procedures of these scribes were equivalent to the procedures of those
tradents we normally think of as the successive composers of the Scriptures” (53); and idem, “The
Evolutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books,” 47-64.

*! See Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworkedPentateuch Manuscripts: Bible,
Rewritten Bible, or None of the Above?” DSD 15 (2008): 315-339. If 4QRP were better preserved, it
would be much easier to classify. The estimated length of the scroll makes an entire pentateuchal scroll
unlikely without some kind of excerption. Following the argument above, excerption would immediately
identify 4QRP as “a new composition” and thus not an expanded edition of the Pentateuch.
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formulation is the distinction between growth within copies of the same work, and

changes arising when one work is used as the source or base-text of a new composition.

| 4QRP(?
Sources later used in the creation of “Exodus’j 4QRP()
. 17
Copies ﬂfthe “Book ﬁf Exodus” U U

RE ‘ OG \ MT \ 4QpaleoExod™
] I

Fig.3-3 A Revision of Ulrich’s Stemma ~
—> .

In fig. 3-3, I have rearranged Ulrich’s proposed sequence of variant editions and

SP ‘ New Works

included a few related texts. | have simply borrowed the elements of J, E. R*5, P, and P-
Tabernacle from Ulrich’s study. At this point I am solely interested in the
conceptualization, and not the specifics of stages preceding the extant evidence. The large
vertical lines show the point at which a new text is created (compositional stages). In
contrast to Ulrich’s series of 12 editions, rearranging Ulrich’s stages into my categories
results in—even if limited to the extant evidence—4-5 sages of growth within Exodus
(Continuing Composition, i.e., growth within copies of a single “book™) and 6-7 stages of
growth between books (i.e., the selective reuse of Exodus in the composition of Jubilees,
and the use of earlier material in the composition of Exodus, what | have called Authorial
Composition). The stages of growth within the book of Exodus cannot all be arranged
linearly as the four main witnesses are merely four survivors of a greater diversity and
each of them contains multiple stages of Continuing Composition, as | will demonstrate

in the next chapter.
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3.7 Summary

According to Ulrich the major stages of textual growth of a biblical book are to be
found not in individual variants but in what he terms Variant Literary Editions. | have
argued here that VLEs must be understood as copies of the same text. Building upon
Segal’s earlier work, I have argued that citations of works by title, back-referencing of
sources, and later codicological placement point to the fact that ancient readers and
writers did distinguish between copies of the same book (which often varying in their
wording) and other books that had significant textual-overlap with their sources. In trying
to examine descriptively what features separated “New Compositions” from copies of the
same text, | have argued that selective use of a base-text, change of narrative voice, or
change of literary setting effectively created a new text out of an old one, whereas
expansions upon a base-text—even when varying ideologically—were viewed by readers
and writers as copies of the same text as its source or Vorlage. These features explain
why Jubilees is not a VLE of Genesis and why Chronicles is not a VLE of Sam-Kgs.

While Ulrich has stated that VLES represent the greatest point of change, | have
argued that he has failed to address the stage of growth where one book is used in the
creation of another. Using the example of his stemma of Exodus, | have argued that he
has used the label VLE too broadly to include stages that were not “Exodus” but different
works used in its composition. As stages where new composition are created make use of
a new voice, new literary setting, or use their base-text selectively, while VLEs do not,
the type of stage identified should guide our expectations of what types of alterations may
have been made. Building on the distinction | proposed in the previous chapter of using

the term Composition to refer to the creation of a new text and Transmission to refer to
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all changes that occur within copies of the same text, VLES are a witness to growth
within the transmission of a text. Compositional stages that reuse much preexisting
material change it much more dramatically. The next chapter will examine in more detail
examples of the former case of Continuing Composition where a work grows within the

process of transmission, within the confines of a single “book.”
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Chapter 4
CONTINUING COMPOSITION: GROWTH WITHIN THE BOOK

4.1 Introduction
One of the greatest shifts brought about by the Qumran discoveries is in the

evaluation of the Greek witnesses.! Before the texts from the Judean desert had been
published, the most common trend was to view the Septuagint (LXX) or Old Greek
manuscripts (OG) as witnesses to a translation of a Hebrew Vorlage essentially like the
Masoretic Text (MT), thus, when at variance with the MT the Greek text was thought to
manifest interpretive or stylistic changes by the translator.? But, as Ulrich has put it, the
impact of the Qumran discoveries has sharpened our focus.? In many cases we do not

have much new information, but in all cases the nature of the data at hand is much clearer.

! Emmanuel Tov, “The Nature of the Large-Scale Differences between the LXX and MT S T V,
Compared with Similar Evidence in Other Sources,” in Adrian Schenker, ed., The Earliest Text of the
Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew Base of the Septuagint
Reconsidered (SCS 52; Atlanta: SBL, 2003), 133, “one notes that beyond MT, the LXX is the single most
significant source of information pertaining to the editorial development of the biblical books. No such
information is included in any other ancient version,” and 135, “the Qumran corpus, through much larger
than the LXX, reflects much fewer literary differences of type found in the LXX.” Italics original.

% See Emanuel Tov, The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d. Ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress,
2012), 116; Anneli Aejmelacus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques — a Solution to the Problem of the
Tabernacle Account?” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (2d Ed.; Leuven:
Peeters, 2007), 107-21; Natalio Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek
Versions of the Bible (trans. Wilfred G. E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 70-9; Judith E. Sanderson, An
Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleocExod™ and the Samaritan Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1986), 291; Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek with an Appendix
containing the Letter of Aristeas edited by H. St J. Thackeray (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1902), 315-20, Strictly speaking there is no “the Septuagint” but a “series of versions” made various
translators at various times, the manuscripts have also been subject to recensional changes especially
following Origin’s Hexapla and the work associated with the name Lucian. Since this corpus of Greek
books contains a variety of works beyond the Torah attributed to the translation of “the Seventy (two)” and
the various manuscripts contain different degrees of contamination or influence by the various recensions
and translations (e.g., “the three” Aquila-Symmacus, and Theodotian), specialists often use the term “Old
Greek” to refer to the earliest Greek translation made while “Septuagint” is used to refer to the larger
collection of Greek biblical works. See Tov, TCHB, 129; A ‘recension’ implies “self-conscious, systematic,
and clearly identifiable revision of an existing text,” Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the
Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 46; Tuukka Kauhanen, The Proto-Lucianic Problem in
1 Samuel (Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 2012), 1-31.

® Eugene Ulrich, “Our Sharper Focus on the Bible and Theology Thanks to the Dead Sea Scrolls,"
CBQ 66 (2004): 1-24; Eugene Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” in The Community of the Renewed
Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich & J. VanderKam; Notre
Dame: Notre Dame Press, 1994), repr. in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999), 31.
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The discoveries of Hebrew texts with many of the same readings as the reconstructed
Vorlage of the LXX has helped to shift the nature of the assumptions of scholars away
from attributing differences to translators and towards the possibility of variant
Vorlagen.* The necessary check upon this assumption is the study of translation
technique whereby one can analyze statistically to what extent a given translator shows
consistency in his or her renderings.® A fairly literal translation can be used with relative
certainty as a witness to its Vorlage, whereas a translation which is less literal, meaning
not consistent in its lexical and syntactical translations, must be used with much greater
caution, if at all. The notion of “literalness” is problematic. When he uses he term, Tov
essentially means consistency of one-to-one lexical equivalents so that a bilingual reader
could identify the Vorlage based upon consistent equivalents. Aejmelaeus puts more
emphasis on the consistency of syntactical renderings—a more nuanced approach, which
is less representable statistically than Tov’s. Davila has further complicated the picture
of analyzing Vorlagen, in his study related to pseudepigraphic texts whose (theoretical)
Semitic Vorlage has not survived.®

A second major shift, discussed in chapter 2, was the recognition of “Variant

Literary Editions” (VLE) or major groups of variants thought to correspond to a different

* Yet note the contrary opinion in John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1990), xv: “there will be passages where the translator either had a different reading or
misread his parent text, but it is suggested that one must begin with a prejudice towards the text that we
actually have.” Wevers bases this “prejudice” on the importance of the LXX for the community of
Alexandria and an assumption that as such, it “could not have been wildly different from MT.” The various
Hebrew fragments of books which we do have now show that this estimation cannot be taken for granted;
on this point see J. Gerald Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah (HSM 6; Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1973),7-8.

® Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation Technique” in On
the Trail of the Septuagint Translators, 205-22.; Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in
Biblical Research (2d Ed.; JBS 8; Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 18. That some of the translators in question
may have been female is in theory possible, but unlikely.

® James R. Davila, “(How) Can We Tell if a Greek Apocryphon or Pseudepigraphon has been
Translated from Hebrew or Aramaic?”” JSP 2005:3-61.
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literary stage than that witnessed by the other manuscripts. Recognition of this category is
an outgrowth of the realization that the major discrepancies between the LXX and MT
can often be attributed to a different textual base, rather than the will of the translator.
Jeremiah has been the most prominent example ever since the publication of 4QJer”
which preserves a fragment of a text like the Vorlage of LXX Jeremiah.” In the wake of
discussions of Jeremiah, manuscripts of other books have also increasingly been
identified as VLEs. As discussed in previous chapters, these VLESs are often treated as
examples of stages of compositional growth (as distinct from transmissional growth).
The present chapter will survey a number of cases of textual growth observed
within the manuscript tradition of several books. In each case, the growth occurs within
the confines of a single book, meaning that it does not result in the creation of a new
work, but builds upon or otherwise expands its source resulting in a new copy of “the
same text.” The goal is to secure and support the thesis advanced in preceding chapters
that only in stages of Authorial Composition (where a new work is created) do we see the
base-text (Vorlage) used selectively or recontextualized by changing either the narrative
voice or literary setting. This survey will be broad in its coverage, but limited to three
major examples (Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel) that have significant evidence of scribal
alteration, especially in the form of expansions or rearrangements. The guiding questions

are: Does the evidence support the thesis that in Continuing Composition one may find

" Armin Lange, Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer Band 1: Die Handschriften biblischer
Bucher von Qumran und den anderen Fundorten (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009),300-301; Eugene Ulrich,
“Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives and Reflections on Determining the form to Be
Translated” in James L. Crenshaw, ed., Perspectives on the Hebrew Bible: Essays in Honor of Walter J.
Harrelson (Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1988); repr. in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of
the Bible, 40; Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of Its Textual
History,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985;
repr. Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2005), 211-37. Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah.
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expansions or rearrangements, but not the three types of changes identified in chapter 3?
If a layer can be identified, how consistent is it and how wide is its scope? Is there an

ideology or tendency that can explain the changes?

4.2 Exodus

The book of Exodus serves as our first case example of inner-book textual growth.
As an exhaustive catalogue of all variants is outside the scope of this project, we will
confine ourselves to several pericopes where conscious change is evident, namely the
plague narrative in chapters 7-11, Jethro’s advice to Moses in chapter 13, the golden calf
incident in chapter 32, and the tabernacle account in chapters 35-40. We will likewise
restrict ourselves to four texts: The Masoretic Text (MT), the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP),
the 4QpaleoExod™ scroll, and the Septuagint (LXX).® In discussing the tabernacle
account it will also be necessary to make reference to the Old Latin Codex Monacensis as
a witness to the Old Greek that did not survive in later LXX manuscripts.” All of these
examples will further illustrate what | have described in the previous chapters as
“continuing composition,” meaning a process of composition that does not create a new
text but expands and rearranges material with the result that the composition would have

continued to have been recognized as “the same work™ (e.g., a copy of the book of

8 For the texts of the Samaritan Pentateuch, we confine ourselves to the secondary literature,
which generally follows the BHS apparatus or the critical (but much-criticized) edition of August Freiherrn

von Gaul, Der Hebraische Pentateuch der Samaritaner (Berlin: Alfred Topelmann Verlag, 1966). For the

purposes of this section, the designation Septuagint (LXX) refers to the text of the Géttingen edition, and
the term “Old Greek” will be used to refer to the earliest Greek stage, often synonymous with LXX. | adopt
here de Lagarde’s theory of a single original translation for each book, as is standard among Septuagint
specialists. The text of 4QpaleoExod™ follows that of Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, and DJD IX.

® The term “Old Latin” refers to Latin translations of Greek biblical manuscripts and is to be
contrasted with the later Latin Vulgate just as the “Old Greek” refers to the earliest Greek translation in
contrast to the Septuagint, which sometimes, though not always, equals the OG. See notes 2 and 8 above.
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Exodus) as its source. The scribal alterations to these passages do not consciously omit
from the base-text, change the narrative voice of the base-text, or change its literary
setting—the three activities singled out in the previous chapters as marking the creation
of a new literary work, which the current study calls “Authorial Composition” (see
further chapter 5).
4.2.1 THE PLAGUE NARRATIVE

The Plague Narrative of Exod 7:14-11:10 exhibits nine harmonizing (perhaps
better “coordinating’) expansions in the SP, six of which appear in the “proto-Samaritan”
4QpaleoExod™ scroll.*® These expansions add words from parallel passages in Exodus
with the result that all the words which God commands Moses or Aaron to speak to
Pharaoh are actually repeated in the narrative. The text is lifted, almost verbatim from
immediately preceding verses.'! I will at times refer to variant readings being “earlier” or
“later,” these references are relative to the presumed archetype, and refer to the
typological stage of the section in question, not the absolute dating of the manuscript in
which the reading is found. Although the MT is witnessed by much later manuscripts

(e.q., 10" century), its readings often show less expansion than those of LXX or the

19 For the term “coordination” see David M. Carr The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New
Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 90. Carr build’s on Molly Zahn’s
identification of problems with the term “harmonization,” and offers “coordination” as a replacement
which may be a better heading for the many ways in which scribes bridged or connected texts. Tov calls the
changes “editorial rather than harmonizing,” (TCHB, 80). For a description of the cases and manuscripts as
well as a full synopsis of all witnesses see Bénédicte Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study
of the So-Called ‘Plagues Narrative’ in Exodus 7:14-11:10 (OtSt 56; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 197-357;
Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 196-207 claims that 4QpaleoExod™ included all nine, though three have not
been preserved among the surviving fragments.

11 See the summary in Tov, “Large Scale Differences, 133-5, and idem., “Rewritten Bible
Compositions and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5
(1998): 334-54. Lemmelijn, Plague of Texts, 197-207.
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4QpaleoExod™ scroll that are much earlier chronologically.*? While the age of a
manuscript should always be considered, there is no necessary correlation between the
age of a manuscript and the amount of scribal alteration to be found within it.

Major Expansion #1
Exodus 7:18

MT
WA DR NIYY 2YI%R 7 0T WRI N W2 7T
SP
1K1 Y79 PR TIOR8 JwR 122 AR M 2% MNWY 2982 IR IROT WR N1AN IR0 WK AT
AR 739 779 TV NVAR K2 0301 12722 01729 SRV DR 12w NRD TOR IPW 2212V PaoR 0 100X
WK 73701 272 1997731 IN°2 WK 277 2K 2772 WK 710N 797 IR 717 710 2K 9D VTN DRI
RO 1A 20 MINWD 22X IRDI IR WRA NN XA

4QpaleoExod™

]mnpn RE[M]N2 4

vajcat R pmon5

M YOR MI[R] 6
J7avmmy w7

PR]TA M MR 08
]wRnuma A[0]H 9

R P2 wr A7) 10
IR A o MInjws o)A 11

oG
Kal ol ix0Veg ol v T@ motau® teAevTHoOLGLY, Kal EMOlETEL O TOTAUAG, Kol OV

duvroovrtat ot Atyvmtiot el Udwp &mod To0 ToTapoD.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG
AT T D NN 2°%R NP1 IR WRI NN D02 WK AT

The MT and OG seem to share the same text, and the SP and 4QpaleoExod™
likewise appear to agree. The plus material found in SP and 4QpaleoExod™ is taken
directly from verses 15-18a with the initial verbs changed so that, whereas in the

preceding verses 15-18a, God is commanding Moses to go to Pharaoh, demand the

12 On the quality of MT Exodus, despite its date, see, Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 309; and
Lemmelijn, Plague of Texts, 217-18.
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Israelites release, and announce the threat of the blood plague, in verse 18b Moses (now
accompanied by Aaron) is described as actually performing the immediately preceding
commands. In the reformulated text, the verbs are changed grammatically from the 2" to

the 3" person, and Aaron explicitly accompanies Moses and shares the task with him.

Major Expansion #2
Exodus 7:29

MT
DY Y TIYT0IN YA MR
SP
71T AR 79 19X 17277 A9 OR IR WA RN QOVTI0ET 19V 7°72V79021 Java) 10
1291 2OUTI9X N POV 2°VTI9¥2 72123 52 DR AA1 023X 737 72WR ONK N7 ORI 217280 Y DR 1w
T°72Y 9921 TV 721 TRIRYADY TNIND AV TV 2N221 T°PhYA DI TP20WA 7702 TN IR
DYDY 1Y

4QpaleoExod™
MR 2
TN [ 3
aly7e[xn 4
OG (8:4)

Kal €l o€ Kol €l ToUG OgpdmovTdg oov Kal £l toV Aadv cov dvafrcovtat ol
Patpayot.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG
Boy70 199 T 7ava 1o

As in the previous case, the plus material in SP and 4QpaleoExod™ is taken from
the immediately preceding context. In the earlier stage witnessed by MT and OG, God
had commanded Moses to tell Pharaoh about the coming plague of frogs; in the plus
material, Moses (with the addition of Aaron) is narrated as performing the actions

verbatim. The only changes to the reused text are the apparent addition of Aaron and the

3 It is possible that the Vorlage had the same order as MT, but has been harmonized to agree with
the order in verses 9 and 11. See Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 107.
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change of verb from the imperative to the third person, (re)narrating what was previously

commanded.

Major Expansion #3
Exodus 8:1

MT

DR TRV DYTIHITN

SP
DY QORI P¥Y 20RO DY NN DY 0N 77 DR 01 7R PR AR wn DR T R
nx DX IR 2V Y7987 HYM Juna 770 DX 01 10K DR W INRN 29787 TIR DY 2V 719K

4QpaleoExod™
]7vma[ 5

0G (8:5)
ginev 8¢ kOproc mpdg Mwusiiv Eimov Aapav T¢) &8eA@G cov “EKTEIVOV T XE1pl THV
paBdov cov £l TOUG TOTAMOVE Kal £TL TAG d1PLYAG Kal £l TX EAN, KAl Avayaye TOUG
Patpdyoug.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG

DOAMRT OV 2RO DY M DY U2 7 DR 01 IR PR 2R MR awn DR 00 KRN
D°YTID¥T DR HYM

The plus material in the SP appears to have also been in 4QpaleoExod™ although
only the phrase “with your staff” is extant.** The plus recounts Moses doing exactly as he
was told in the first half of the verse, with the middle portion “over the rivers, over the
streams, and over the marshes” omitted. The plus ends with “upon the land of Egypt,” the

exact phrase after which it began, utilizing the technique of resumptive repetition or

14 sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 197.
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Wiederaufnahme.™ The Greek adds the phrase “your brother,” most likely coordinating

with Exod 4:14, and lacks the phrase “upon the land of Egyp‘[.”16

Major Expansion #4
Exodus 8:19

MT
T DXT T NIRY TRY TR RY TR YD mi
SP
719 1R 11K Y79 9K 1KY WA R T MIRT T 0RY AV 1721 Ay P N7 NN
2995 DR TN AV AV 72 AW 1T HY DR TRwA TR OR D 17297 MY DR A9 Mo KR
OV TAY MY WK WA PIR DR KT 012 090 0¥ 05 WK SRR O3 2795 DR 2781 2N2 RN

MIRT 727 N2 TAY 121 1Y 192 NITD DA IR 2722 M0 PIR 0D YN (YA? 29V oW 11’0 °N7aY

in|

4QpaleoExod™
AN 4
Pan Ay 5
oo ]PIxn N2 X[ 6
JyaRnxxwmn ora’
MR D vIn N[ 8
MRy [ 9

OG (8:23)

23 \ 4 \ b4 \ 7 ~ ~ ~ \ \ 7 ~ ~ ~ b
Kal 30w S1aoTOANV Gva pésov ToD Epol AaoD Kol Gva pécov Tod 6od AaoD: év
O¢ Tf) avprov €otal To onueiov toTo £mi TAG YTG.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG
PIRT DY AT MIRA T 9L TR P ony 1A nTd Yannn

15 On the Wiederaufnahme, see C. Kuhl, “Die ‘Wiederaufnahme’: Ein literarkritisches Prinzip?”
ZAW 64 (1952):1-11; Bernard M. Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 17-20; Jean-Louis Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch
(trans. Sr. Pascale Dominique; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns: 2006), 77-82; Michael Fishbane, Biblical
Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 29 n25, 86 n20, etc.

18 Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 107-8, points out the minus and the addition of
“your brother” but does not offer an explanation of either.

7 The first word might just as plausibly reconstructed as *nawn identical to MT since both words
are often found translated by 313wt in the LXX, see T. Muraoka, A Greek-Hebrew/Aramaic Two-Way
Index to the Septuagint (Louvain: Peeters, 2010), 30; Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 126,
calls it an “unexpected” and non-standard rendering; These words are even found as “synonymous
variants” within the MT tradition as documented by Shemaryahu Talmon, “The Textual Study of the Bible
— A New Outlook” in Frank Moore Cross & Shemaryahu Talmon eds., Qumran and the History of the
Biblical Text (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975), 340-2; see also Tov, Text Critical Use of the
Septuagint, 60-7.
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The plus in verse 19 of SP and 4QpaleoExod™ draws directly from verses 16-19,
changing only the grammatical person, as in the pervious cases. What God has
commanded, Moses (again with Aaron) is reported to have done—going to Pharaoh,
demanding the sending out of the Israelites and announcing the plague of locusts. The
plus “Upon the land” is added in the OG for grammatical reasons and was probably not

present in the Hebrew Vorlage.*®

Major Expansion #5
Exodus 9:5

MT
IR T AT M AR 2 MR T i o

sP
TR 79 POR 1INRN O PR 1R AWR RN PR AT 1270 DR AN AWY 00 MR 13 M awn
OTW MWR TIPN2 30 MY T 830 02 PO T A2WD S0K IR OX *D 217297 MY DR 02w 0212970 29K M
991 N KDY 02X 71PN Y ORI FIPA 12 MY XDOM TR 72D 727 (XX 1p23 2°9132) 2271102 2°0102

TIR2 717 1277 IR 719 AW I0n 127 ORI 21

4QpaleoExod™
[ ] 787 725 727 8% P22 o571
[ 1297 mia> R o3 mapn[ ] 2
yoRa g "I ain ] 3
oG

Kal £dwkev 0 Be0¢ Gpov Aéywv 'Ev Ti] aliptov motrjoet KUpLog To pijux todto £mi
™me yne.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG
PR T 0277 T AW 0D KD TV 22K Ow

As before, the SP and (as far as the fragments show) 4QpaleoExod™ contain an
expansion that details Moses (and Aaron) performing the immediately preceding

commands from Exod 9:1-5. As in the previous examples, the insertion ends with the

18 \Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 118.
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same phrase with which it began, resuming the narrative by Wiederaufnahme. The OG
reconstructed by Wevers has “God” instead of the tetragrammaton as the initial subject;
this could be stylistic variation by the translator since the tetragrammaton appears a few

words later in the same sentence, or could represent a true variant.™

Major Expansion #6

Exodus 9:19
MT
NP1 I3 R W 79720 DI A2 77 WK NRY TRRIR TYE N2Y AAY)
NRY 7327 0777y TN 03T NN,
Sp

AOR DY 777W2A KX’ WK 72727 QTR 22 7702 T2 WK 22 DRI 77PN DX TV 00w a0

DX T2W 0°72077 098 M0 AR 79 PR 1K™ V70 R 1108 7w X201 NR 7127 27008 7 000
592 51113 TR °2 ¥TN 722 7V 7072V 727 DY 2Noan 93 DX 09w PR NNIT Qv 9D 217237 ny
712V2 TRTAYE DRT 22 27N PIRT 12 7090 0272 TV DR IR T9K) 070 DR CNARW a0V 00 PR
772 717 DY UAR P30 anPw PN925 YA KRN0 T PIRT 992 AW 190 WA N0 IR TR
72 WK 99 DRI 7R DR VA m9W 0V 00V T 07070 217 00812 10102 700 KD WK TRA 72D
1NN 7727 279V T 00T Q0K XYY 7w R¥RY WK On7201 QIR 99 07wa

4QpaleoExod™
W[ o]n® onPa% shA[va ]
oran? o032 ] 29
aTxRn 2o 072 79 [wr ] 30
927 o[ ] 31
nm] 32
0G

vV 0DV KOTAGTEVGOV GUVAYOYEIV To KTV 60V Kai 8ca 6ol 8oty &v ¢ mediey: mavTeg
yop ol GvOpwmol kol Té kTN, 6oa Gv gupebdi] &v Tolg mediolg kol un eicéAOn €ig oikiav,
néon 0¢ &’ antd 1| yorala, TEAEVTNOEL.

Reconstructed Vorlage

1% For a number of examples of alteration between *17x and 77> in Hebrew and Greek manuscripts
see Russel Hobson, Transforming Literature into Scripture: Texts as Cult Objects at Nineveh and Qumran
(BW; Sheffield: Equinox, 2012), 119-131; and David M. Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New
Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 106-7.
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AOR? K1 77w RYA WR 72N 07X 23 77w T2 WK 93 1RY TIpn DX 19 19w 00
2%y 7937 ooy 7 A

As in the previous cases material from the verses just preceding the expanded
section have been reused, and appropriately altered so that what was commanded by
YHWH in verses 13-19 is narrated as having been done by Moses (and Aaron) with the
grammatical tenses changed, and ending with the same phrase as the initial verse thereby

creating a Wiederaufnahme that resumes at the very point where the expansion began.

Major Expansion #7
Exodus 10:2

MT
DRYT) D3 "FRY WS "TNR-NN) DY1¥R3 HP2YNT YN MR 127197 92 I3 eon WP
A ORI

SP

1T 2IR 0D ANYTN 02 DAY WK SMINR DRI 228N SNYOYNT WK DR 712 127 712 °IIR2 190N R
OR 72 °172¥°1 MY DR 72w 2197 NAY? NINK 2NN TV 222V7 *O28 3100 IR 139 0¥ DR NAK1 02%9K
99R) TIRT DR NIRI? 297 RD) PAIRT 1Y DR 7091 721232 729X 072 X221 2137 °2Y DX 72W7 ONX IN?
IRDAY TTWI 12 007 AT PV 210 20 IR PR 2wy 99 DR 7oK1 7725 1 227 NIRWIT 1957 20 DX
17 010 7Y AR DY anva ara ThaR NARY TNAR IR XY WK 22731 90 °na1 7072y 99 Ny na

0G

8mwg dinyrionode eic Td OTa TOV TékvwV VUGV Kal TOIC TEKVOLG TOV TEKVWV DUGY Soa
EUMETALY A TOIG AlyuTTiolg, Kal T oNUELd Hov, & €moinoa €v avToig, Kal yvwoeode 8Tt
£YW KOP10G.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG

SN 9D ONYTM 02 NN WK SNNR DR 2°7%N2 SNYHYNT WK 03°12 %121 03°12 IR 190N Wn
21
e

Here in the SP we see another expansion, this time taking the words spoken by

Moses and Aaron in Exod 10:3-6a and inserting them into the preceding divine command

20 For an explanation of the OG see Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 133-4.
2L 1 have retroverted the Hebrew with the plural “your (pl) son and your (pl) sons’ sons” although
the Greek could be a translation of a Vorlage identical to MT.
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which ended in 10:2. There is no repetitive resumption (Wiederaufnahme) this time
because the narrative is not being altered; the divine speech is simply being expanded.
The text of 4QpaleoExod™ is not fully extant but the size of the lacunae suggests that it
also contained the expansion found in SP.?

Major Expansions #8 and #9

Exodus 11:3
MT 4:22-23
TR 07032 232 T RN 2 YO AN
SRR RTINS T 00 T WD IR0 T3 33N M2 PN 1K)
MT Exod 11:3

YI27TAY RV 0TI TN TRY 2173 A WORT 103 07087 Y2 DY TN T 00
NabiRARRY

SP
TR M52 95 Nl @281 PR TIN2 XYY IR 7290 DX RWM 2°I%7 1V 10 avi 11 DX NN
TPV 0P 302 99 1192 7 22000 IR AWK 00w 7102 T IRDD DY AW a¥10 71021 2Xn
772 TV WORAY 1w 270 7 XY PRI 212 7991 Aon KD 71401 70003 X2 1IN0 WK 211301 7273
YD 972V 1V 0¥ PR TR 273 WA WORT O3 DRI 121 2°I8A 12 MY K99 WK vIN wnb
IRANI 2172871 %12 DR 790 IR 1K) DRIW 192 012 M AR 19 Y10 DR awn RN avi ey
7192 712 DR 30 M TR

0G

KUp10G 8¢ Edwkev TV Xdptv T® Aa@ avtol évavtiov t@v Atyvrtiwv, kai €xpnoav
a0TOIG Kal 0 &vOpwiog Mwuot|§ UEyag éyeviiBn o@ddpa évavtiov TdV Alyvntiwy Kat
evavtiov dapaw Kal Evavtiov Taviwy tev Bepandvtwy avtod.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the OG
VY YD TV DA 1Y TRA T W WORM DLRWM 0¥ 21w 2213 ava i nx mi
24
172V 72

22 patrick W. Skehan, et. al., Qumran Cave 4: Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts
(DJD 9; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 55, 81.

% The Greek possessive pronoun in the reading “his people” is common way of rendering the
Hebrew demonstrative, so the Vorlage likely read niti oy rather than 1y,

2+ \Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 163, states that while the possessive in “his people”
comes from the OG translator, the ending of this verse “is only explicable on the basis of a different parent
text.” The plus of m2xw» in the Vorlage of OG parallels part of the plus in the SP, and may be influenced by
Exod 12:36.
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Sanderson describes two distinct additions in Exod 11:3. First, the SP has been
expanded with the contents of 11:4b-7. The opening verb has been changed to the first
person so that it matches the first person verbs in the expansion. The OG and SP have an
additional demonstrative in “this people,” and the verb phrase oy>xwm not found in MT.
The former may be a true variant, perhaps accidentally omitted from the MT, but the
latter is more likely a later coordination with 12:36.”> The text of 4QpaleoExod™ is not
extant at this point, but the lacuna shows enough space for the expansion from 11:4b-7.%°

The second expansion in the SP comes at the end of 11:3 where coordinating text
from 4:22-23 is included. Whereas all the previous examples of expansions came from
the immediate context, usually the preceding or follow verses, in this case the source text
is several chapters earlier.?” This shows that in some cases a coordination has a broader
scope than simply the immediate context.

Summary

In the plague narrative in the SP and 4QpaleoExod™ scroll, a number of
expansions are evidenced. Every word is copied exactly from its source: no new text is
added.?® The only “new” thing here is the changing of the grammatical person of the
verbs as needed to fit the context (e.g., God’s commands are narrated as Moses’ actions).
In these cases the (micro) changes fit the pieces into their new literary context. The

source is altered to be sure, but the narrative voice and setting of the base-text remain

25 Neither Sanderson nor Lemmelijn comments on the additional demonstrative. It is listed in
Lemmelijn’s variant list, but not in Sanderson’s list. Although the LXX and SP seem to offer independent
testimony for the reading ni'7xwii, this is most likely a case of independent coordination with 12:36 so that
the despoiling motif is used to gloss the nature of YHWH giving the Israelites favor in the eyes of the
Egyptians. See Lemmelijn, Plague of Texts, 192.

%6 DJD IX, 84, has lines 6-26 missing, 11:3b would have been in lines 11-16.

2" sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 206-7.

8 E.g., Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 274.
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unaltered. A similar situation obtains for the next example (4.2.2): the type of distinctive
expansion in the plague narrative, as much as far as this can be determined from the
surviving texts, is preserved in both 4QpaleoExod™ scroll and the SP. The similarity of
the expansions to one another in terms of style and location in the narrative as well as the
fact they are found together in both witnesses suggests that these expansions were created
by the same person or group since we do not have any manuscripts that contain some of
the expansions but not for others. Furthermore, the narrative is not leveled equally: some
sections are not expanded (e.g., 8:12-15, 9:8-12, 10:21-27). Sanderson and Lemmelijn
both explain this by pointing to divine speech as a common denominator for the
expanded passages.”® God does not directly address Pharaoh in the unexpanded sections.
Thus a particular consistent concern is evident to show that God’s commands are carried
out, either a concern of scribes to protect the portrayal of God in the text or perhaps for
dramatic effect on the listeners, as Sanderson suggests.* In all of these cases we see
different degrees of expansion and coordination, but no examples of deliberate omission
from the base-text of Exodus.** Some of these changes likely stem from the same scribal
hand, but others are clearly independent. As defined in earlier chapters of the present
study, this type of growth is growth within copies of the same book, not the creation of a

new book. It is resolutely Continuing Composition.

4.2.2 EXobus 18: DEUTERONOMY MEETS *EXODUS
In Exodus 18, Jethro advises Moses to select a number of judicial assistants from

among the people. Deuteronomy 1 contains a parallel story, rewriting Exodus 18 with the

2 | emmelijn, A Plague of Texts, 199; Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 203-205.
%0 sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 206-207, 223.
%! 1bid., 313.
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result that the selection of the judges is Moses’ idea and not that of a foreign priest, and
so that the judicial system’s origin follows the divine revelation at the mountain.*
Several texts of Exodus, including the Samaritan Pentateuch and the proto-Samaritan
texts from Qumran, contain a text which coordinates the Deuteronomy version into the
Exodus text.*® Tigay calls this coordination “conflation,” referring to “the combination of
different texts—often variants of one and the same text or tradition—into a single text.”**
Such a combination could place the parts side-by-side, insert one inside of the other, or
weave them together. Tigay places the MT and SP passages of Exodus 18 and
Deuteronomy 1 into a synopsis marking how the SP has expanded its source by the
insertion of material taken directly from Deuteronomy 1.*° Both of these passages refer to
the selection of elders, thus the scribe responsible for this expanded text likely felt the

need or desire to smooth out the discrepancies between the two stories. Tigay likens this

coordination to that found in Tatian’s Diatessaron in which the four gospels are woven

%2 On the problems and history of exegesis see Brevard Childs, The Book of Exodus: A Critical,
Theological Commentary (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1974), 321-36. On the dependence of
Deuteronomy upon Exodus at this point, see Bernard M. Levinson, “Deuteronomy’s Conception of Law as
an ‘Ideal Type’: A Missing Chapter in the History of Constitutional Law” 58-68 in “The Right Chorale”
Studies in Biblical Law and Interpretation (FAT 54; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008); and idem., “The First
Constitution: Rethinking the Origins of Rule of Law and Separation of Powers in Light of Deuteronomy”
Cardozo Law Review 27 (2005-2006), 1865-1869; for the less-convincing alternative that the Exodus 18
narrative is dependent on Deuteronomy see John Van Seters, The Life of Moses: The Yahwist as Historian
in Exodus-Numbers (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1994), 212-8. Van Seters tries to solve the
problem of timing by hypothesizing an original location for the pericope after Sinai from which the story
was moved by the Priestly writer. Van Seters claims the attribution of the office’s creation to Jethro is done
to “create a link to the larger context.”

% Jeffrey H. Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” in Jeffery H. Tigay, ed., Empirical
Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 61-68.

34 Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” 54.

% The assumption, which seems quite valid, is that the SP is based on a text similar to the
chronologically later but typologically earlier MT.
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together to make a single text.* Text from Deuteronomy is copied into Exodus, with the

Deuteronomy version placed directly after that of Exodus.

MT 18:21-27
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% Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” 54; See also the reprint of G. F. Moore’s
article “Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,” JBL 9 (1890) reprinted in Empirical

Models.
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Tigay highlights how “the redactor” of the conflate text has changed the

grammatical person of the Deuteronomy text in order to make it fit its new location.*” In

addition to these alterations, there is the triple omission of the phrase “at that time” from

Deut 1:9, 16, and 18 which likewise would not fit the new context into which it is

inserted. The fact that the omission of the phrase occurs three times points to the fact that

it is an intentional omission and not a scribal error. While these brief omissions might go

undetected if we had only the evidence of SP, Tigay argues that based on a number of

incongruities the conflate text could be recognized as such by source critics even if the

non-conflate texts had not survived. He points to the incongruities between the Jethro

advising Moses to seek out selective individuals and Moses’ asking the people to do the

choosing, the qualifications for the leaders, and the specific vocabulary used in the two

sections. Tigay uses this example as a sort of apologia for the source-critical approach.

3 Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” 63-67.



Page 107 of 314

On the one hand he claims that this example shows that the sorts of changes predicted by
scholars did, at times leave visible traces. On the other hand, he is forced to admit that
one could not extrapolate accurate data about the nature of the source nor reconstruct it
without additional textual evidence (in this case, MT). As in the expanded plague
narrative, there is no new composition created, and the words added contain only material
found in the source. The content of MT Exod 18:25 is omitted from SP in the process of
smoothing the transition between the base-text and the expansion, since Deut 1:15 is
roughly synonymous semantically.® This is the phenomenon of replacement, mentioned
in chapter 3, where words may be altered grammatically or replaced in the process of
adding to an existing text. This is a necessary adjunct to addition, and should therefore be
differentiated from selective use of the base-text, distinctive to Authorial Composition.

In the case of Exodus 18, a distinction should be made between the base-text and
the source text. In this case, Exodus serves as the base in the strict sense because the
work continues to be Exodus. The changes are accomplished viz material stemming from
Deuteronomy, which in this case would be the source text. The phrase “at that time” is
omitted from the source text, thus Deuteronomy is being used selectively. This shows
that the source text is no longer Deuteronomy but (snippets of) Deuteronomy within
Exodus. On the one hand, this is authorial composition: the material from Deuteronomy
has been used selectively and thus resulted in a new work (i.e., words from Deuteronomy
are now part of Exodus) and not a new copy of Deuteronomy. On the other hand, we see
continuing composition as the base-text of Exodus remains intact, therefore the final

product continues to be Exodus.

%8 Ibid., 67, “rather than interrupt the insert momentarily for the sake of a variant which offers
nothing substantially different from Deuteronomy’s description, the Samaritan preserves Deuteronomy’s
version and drops that of Exodus.”
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In summary, the additions to Exodus 18 from Deuteronomy are similar to what
we saw in the plague narrative, where material from another textual location is used to fill
in the text at another point. In the plague narrative the new material was drawn from
elsewhere within Exodus. In Exodus 18, the added material was drawn from a different
composition—Deuteronomy—and while the source was used selectively the base-text
(Exodus) remained intact. The scribe did not compose any additional words, the only

creative elements are the grammatical alterations necessary to suit the new context.

4.2.3 THE GOLDEN CALF: DEUTERONOMY MEETS *EXODUS AGAIN

Both Exodus and Deuteronomy record stories of Aaron fashioning a cast-metal
calf. As in the Jethro pericope, material from Deuteronomy has been copied back and
inserted in various places in various witnesses to coordinate or otherwise harmonize and
level the texts, although in these examples the reused text amounts to only a few words
rather than several verses as in the previous case. The LXX, MT, and (proto-)Samaritan
texts (i.e., SP and 4QpaleoExod™) all show different degrees of scribal alteration in
Exodus 32.
Example #1
Exod 32:7

LXX:

Kol éAaAncev kVp1og tpog Mwusiiv Aéywv Badile kataPnoi o taxog éviedbev:
nvéunoev yap 6 Aadg cov, obg EENyayeg €k yig Alyomtou mapéfnoav taxv €k thg 0800,
¢ évetefdw avToic émoinoav £avtoic udoyov kai mpookekLVAKAGLY AOTG Kai TeDOKAGTV
a0T® kai gimav O0to1 oi Beol oov, ToparA, oitivec dvefifacdv oe €k yAg Atydmrov.

Reconstructed Vorlage of the LXX
190 D°IXN PIRD MOV WK TAY DAY 0D 71 2R 71 70 ABRD nwn PR I 027
YR PRI TR TR 1R 12 1720119 NANWNY AV 077 WY anMX WK TIT0 7 0
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RN TIRD T0VR
MT:

1D°I¥A YIRA DOV WK Y DAY 0D N i) WRTOR T 02T
WK DRI TR TR 1R 127N I NNNW 7901 DAY 077 WY antIE WK TITI7IR 102 170
D°I%A YIRD 9V

SP:

TI77 37 32 100 22X PIRD DOV WR Ay Dw 0 77 72 K2 wn PR M 02T
D°I%A PIRD TPV WR PRIW AR 79X 17282117 17201 12 NNW 7001 PAY 037 WY WK

4QpaleoExod™ Col XXXVII line 27
%77 MA[R? Awn PR M7 027

MT Deut 9:12:
WY QN WK TN WA 170 2O NIRXIT WK TAY DAY 9D 711 200 71 21 9K 71T KN
inlelaNahaiy)

Exodus 32:7 Variants

LXX: IR | LXX: ™
MT: - | MT: ™
SP: TNRY | SP: ™
4QpaleoExod™: 71mx> | 4QpaleoExod™:-
LXX: 2 | LXX: B
MT: - | MT: -
SP: - | SP: -
4QpaleoExod™: - | 4QpaleoExod™: -

At Exodus 32:7 there is minor variation across the four witnesses examined. The
MT lacks “saying” (m»x>) found in the other three witnesses, and 4QpaleoExod™ lacks
“go!” (72) found in the others. More significantly, the LXX contains a plus “quickly from
here” (7t 7an). This plus in the LXX is more easily explained as a secondary expansion

based on Deut 9:12, which contains the phrase it 27 in the context of the molten calf

%9 Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 56. Sanderson reconstructs oy» for LXX but it could just have
reasonably been identical to MT.
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rather than an earlier variant that was lost in the other manuscripts.*’ The plus “saying”
(Mmx?) in all but MT may also arise from coordination with Deut 9:12,

Example #2

Exodus 32:9-10*

MT:

Q7K 0772 ORI 22 7037 AN 1R QWTAWRTOY 730 AT0 QVITNR CNOKRI JWRTIR M0 0K
2173 017 TNIR TWYR)

LXX:
Kal vOv €acdv pe Kal Bupwbelg opyfi €i¢ adTovg EKTpiPw avTOVG, Kal TOL oW OF €1G
€0vog péya.

Reconstructed Vorlage of LXX
2173 12 MR AWYRY 299R) 02 DR NN °H 37717 A0

SP:
TWYRY Q79K 02 9DR N 0 AP A0V R A WP OV 83T 310 2V DR DRI JWR DR M0 K
1R TV Wwn 295071 17702 IRD T QIRNT 1IOR) 2173 137 TR

4QpaleoExod™ Col XXXVIII lines 1-2
I7RWI? TR M NIRNT PR 2173 W[ TN]IR
va[cat MInR va nwn 9990

MT Deuteronomy 9:13:
XIT AIY-AWRTOY 1M T8 QVATAR PN IMR? 9K T IRKRN

Deuteronomy 9:20 MT:
XITT NYA PR 7Y2703 PR9NRY 1TAWRD TRA I AIRNT PR

The contents of MT Exod 32:9 are missing from the LXX. As there are no
obvious reasons for positing accidental or conscious omission, and since the absent text is
identical to Deut 9:13, it is most probable that here the shortest reading is the earliest and

4QpaleoExod™, SP, and MT have all been expanded by adding coordinating words from

%0 \Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 521-2, “Exod’s parent text must have read nn T
N as in Deut 9:12 where the Greek is the same as in Exod.” Wevers does not point out that the longer text
in LXX Exod is a result of coordination with Deuteronomy. On the influence of these passages upon one
another see further, Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 93.

! LXX Exod 32:9 = MT Exod 32:8b. The material of MT Exod 32:8a is a minus in LXX.



Page 111 of 314

Deuteronomy 9:13.%* The SP and 4QpaleoExod™ scroll share another plus against the MT
and LXX, “and YHWH was very angry with Aaron (enough) to destroy him, but Moses
prayed on behalf of Aaron.” This phrase is also most likely taken from Deuteronomy
9:20.* The grammatical person of the verb has been changed from Moses’ perspective in
Deuteronomy (“I prayed”) to a third person narration “Moses prayed” to fit the narrative
context of the base-text. As with the example in the Jethro pericope of the SP and
4QpaleoExod™ scroll above, the Deuteronomic phrase “at that time” (X>777 nva) has not
been included in the expansion as it fits Deuteronomy’s reflection on past narrative but
not the context of Exodus.

The MT of Exodus lacks the phrase from Deut 9:20 but contains the expansion
from Deut 9:13, the LXX lacks both of these expansions, and the (proto-) Samaritan texts
contain both. In these verses we can see a progressive coordination of Exodus 32 with
passages from Deuteronomy that also refer to the golden calf.** The Vorlage of LXX
shows a typologically earlier (i.e., pre-MT) text in these verses,* the MT shows a stage
where that text has been expanded, and the SP and 4QpaleoExod™ scroll show a still later
stage where the text has been expanded by a second expansion taken from Deuteronomy.

As in previous cases there is no new text (i.e., unparalleled or freely composed material).

%2 sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 240-1, 278, “Because this one major expansion is shared by Q™
SP MT, it must have been made late enough so that Q™ SP MT were still together or at least under mutual
influence” (241). Cf, Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 523, “All other witnesses including the
parallel in Deut 9:13 have it, and there is no evidence for a possible shorter parent text...and I can see no
palacographic factors which would make such an omission accidental” (emphasis added). Wevers is unable
to explain the omission though he recognizes the parallel in Deut 9:13. It should be only one more logical
step to see that the presence of such a reading in a parallel passage is itself evidence that the text in question
may be a secondary coordination in the manuscripts in which it appears. Deuteronomy 9:13 is the evidence
for a shorter parent text of Exod 32:7. Wevers points out coordinations within LXX Exodus in other places,
but fails to reckon with the similar possibility here of the influence of parallel passages outside of Exodus.
E.g., LXX frequently adds that Aaron is Moses’ brother, see John William Wevers, Text History of the
Greek Exodus (AAWG 192; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992), 252.

*% See Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 208.

* See also Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 93.

> But note how LXX has the typologically later (i.e., more expanded) text in verse 7.
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What is new is the location, not the content. As the parallel passages both refer to the
same narrative event, it is understandable that details from one account have influenced
the other. It is perhaps worth noting that the expansions and influence that we can see in
the textual witnesses all go in the direction of Deuteronomy influencing Exodus.* So
again the (proto-)Samaritan text of Exodus shows us continuing composition in the case
of Exodus, while conversely the excerpted material from Deuteronomy is drawn

selectively and becomes part of a copy of Exodus, not a copy of Deuteronomy.*’

4.2.4 THE TABERNACLE
The largest and most glaring of the textual differences between the textual
witnesses of Exodus 35-40 are to be found in the description of the tabernacle in the MT

with that of the LXX and Old Latin witnesses.*

LXX Exobus* MASORETIC TEXT OF EXODUS
Priestly Vestments Structure of the Tabernacle
Ephod 36:9-12 Curtains 36:8-19
Precious Stones 36:13-14 Boards 36:20-34
Breastplate 36:15-29 Veils 36:35-38

*® This could be variously explained by either Deuteronomy being more authoritative and thus less
open to alteration, or, as | think more likely, that Exodus has been expanded because it occurs earlier in
narrative time. For examples of material from Exodus influencing Deuteronomy see the discussion of the
Decalogue in Sidnie White Crawford, “Reading Deuteronomy in the Second Temple Period,” in Reading
the Present in the Qumran Library: The Perception of the Contemporary by Means of Scriptural
Interpretations. (eds., K. De Troyer and A. Lange; SBLSymS 30; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2005), 127-140.

*" According to Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 200, 244, 313, there is no evidence of conscious
omission from the text of Exodus, while frequently words are omitted from the text of Deuteronomy that is
reused in the expansions.

*8 Tov, TCHB, 316. The SP and 4QpaleoExod™ scroll do not have significant differences from MT,
so they will not be discussed separately from it in this section.

* For similar charts and descriptions see Swete, Introduction, 231-6; S. R. Driver, An
Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1920), 40-2;
William H. C. Propp, Exodus 19-40: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB; New
York: Doubleday, 2006), 631-7.
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Robe of Ephod 36:30-34
Linen Vestments 36:35-40
Structure of Tabernacle Furnishings and Court
Curtains 37:1-2 Ark 37:1-9
Veil 37:3-6 Table 37:10-16
Court 37:7-18 Lampstand 37:17-24
Gold Altar 37:25-29
Bronze Altar 38:1-7
Laver 38:8
Court 38:9-20
Furnishings Priestly Vestments
Ark 38:1-8 Ephod 39:2-5
Table 38:9-12 Precious Stones 39:6-7
Lampstand 38:13-17 Breastplate 39:8-21
ovtog section® 38:18-26 Robe of Ephod 39:22-26
Bronze Altar 38:22-24 Linen Vestments 39:22-26
Oil and Incense 38:25-26 Crown Plate 39:30-31
Laver 38:27

Aejmelaeus summarizes the basic differences between the Hebrew and Greek
texts of Exodus 35-40.>" First, she points out that both texts share Exodus 25-31, which
details the command to build the various accoutrements of the tabernacle, but the order of
25-31 is not followed in the reports of chapters 35-40 in either the MT or the LXX. The
LXX presents the construction order as: priests’ vestments, tabernacle, ark and cover,
golden table, lampstand, altar of burnt offering, anointing oil and incense, and laver,
followed by several lists of the metals used, works finished, items to be erected, and
items having been erected.>® This text is significantly shorter than the MT, excluding

references to the incense altar, the goat-hair coverings, and the wooden frame of the

%0 | XX Exod 38:25-26 should also be considered within this section, but I have listed them
separately for ease of comparison with the MT arrangement. On the one hand, these verses are mostly
paralleled by MT Exod 37:29 and 38:8, yet they are formulated with ovtog like the preceding list. The
ovtog section is a plus in the LXX that lists the materials out which various components of the Tabernacle
and its furnishings were created, beginning each list with the word ovtog. For example, LXX Exod 38:22
explains that the altar of burnt offering was made from the bronze fire-pans of Korah’s company.

*! Aejmelaeus, “The Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” 107-110.

%2 Ibid., 108-109.
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Tabernacle. The main differences are the position of the furniture and the position of the
vestments. Furthermore, the LXX has an additional section describing the origin of the
metals used for the altar and laver.

As the Hebrew and Greek texts are clearly very similar, the different arrangement
rules out accidental change. One must reckon in this case with conscious alteration of the
texts, in one direction or another. Gooding understands the LXX form to be secondary,
either the work of the translator or a later editor. He denies that the omissions or changes
in sequence reflect any difference in Vorlage.*®

Aejmelaeus takes issue with Gooding’s assumption that abbreviation was
something that could be reasonably be expected from the translator.> Her approach is to
appeal to translation technique as a means of control on the translator’s attitude or
approach to his or her task. She argues that there is no conceivable reason why a
translator would have rearranged or shortened the MT text into one like the LXX, and
that the evidence from Qumran and the rest of the LXX points toward imperfect
translators who nonetheless faithfully attempted to render the text they had. The problem
with this line of argumentation lies in the fact that we do not know what text the
translator was translating and can therefore only reason by analogy that as the LXX, in
the main, follows MT the fact that it departs so severely in these chapters gives reason for
positing a different Vorlage. Wade, for example, comes to the opposite conclusion,

namely that the LXX order can be explained as alterations by the translator.>® She does

%3 D. W. Gooding, The Account of the Tabernacle: Translation and Textual Problems of the Greek
Exodus (TS 6; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), 99-100; a similar position is presented by
Martha Wade, Consistency of Translation Technique in the Tabernacle Accounts of Exodus in the Old
Greek (SBLSCS 49; Atlanta: SBL, 2003).

** Aejmelaeus, “The Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” 111.

*° \Wade, Consistency of Translation Technique.
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not give compelling reasons for why the translator would modify the text, nor does she
engage the textual evidence of the Old Latin, discussed below. Nevertheless, the absence
of certainty about the Vorlage of the LXX makes her position possible, though less likely.
Aejmelaeus has the evidence of Qumran and other portions of the LXX on her side, and
is correct to argue that we do not have clear evidence for abridgment by the Greek
translator(s).>®

The LXX section of Exod 38:18-26, containing pluses vis-a-vis MT, presents
another problem. This section begins each listing with the work ovtog which Aejmelaeus
argues would not be a normal method of composing such a list in Greek. It does, however,
makes much better sense if one imagines it as a translation of a Vorlage reading x»1 in
each case.”” She regards the passage as a late addition to the Vorlage, which explains its
appearance in the LXX and its absence from the MT. Thus, as in several of the sections
examined above, we see independent textual growth within a text-type over time. The
ovtog section probably derives from a different hand and a different time than the MT
expansions (and possibly organization), which themselves may not all be of one piece.

An even earlier stage of textual growth might be seen in one of the “daughter
versions” (i.e., translations based on the OG). According to Bogaert, the Old Latin codex

6225 or Codex Monacensis (VL") bears witness to a text antedating the Vorlage of

*® The Temple Scroll may provide further evidence of a Hebrew Vorlage for the arrangement
found in LXX. While the relevant section of TS is, unfortunately, very fragmentary, some of the extant
sections agree with the order of LXX against MT. See further, George J. Brooke, “The Temple Scroll and
LXX Exodus 35-40,” in Septuagint, Scrolls, and Cognate Writings (eds., G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars;
SBLSCSS 33; Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1992), 81-106. For similar results aligning TS with the LXX over
and against SP and MT, see Magnus Riska, The Temple Scroll and the Biblical Text Traditions: A Study of
Columns 2-13:9 (PFES 81; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007); and idem., “The Temple Scroll —
Is it More or Less Biblical?” in Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea
Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo (eds., A Voitila and J. Jokiranta; SJSJ 126; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 607-13.

> Aejmelaeus, “The Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” 118. She suggests the possible parallels
of 2 Kgs 14:7, 22, 25; 15:35; 18:4, 8.
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Codex Vaticanus (LXX®) and MT.>® This manuscript is a palimpsest which was
reconstructed and published by Leo Ziegler in 1883.>° The surviving sections of VLV
contain a text implying a Vorlage with content and arrangement close to that of Codex
Vaticanus, but with a few differences, especially minuses.®

Adrian Schenker has provided methodological guidelines for handling such cases
where we are confronted with having to decide between variant readings in the early
versions.®! Schenker’s first working principle in working with the Greek is that the
further a reading is from the MT the more likely it is to be an earlier form of the OG, as
the history of the transmission of the Greek text all points to numerous recensional
activities that moved the text closer to the MT.% This principle has to be checked by
three conditions. First, the variant text must not derive from textual corruption at the level
of the Hebrew Vorlage.®® Second, the variation must not be the result of inner-Greek
change or corruption.®* Finally, the variant text must not be a literary or redactional
alteration of the Proto-MT. Schenker adds two questions to this final condition: (1) Is the

Vorlage of the variant the Proto-MT? (2) Are the literary modifications at the level of the

%8 Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “L'importance de la Septante et du Monacensis' de la Vetus Latina
pour l'exégese du livre de I'Exode (chap. 35-40),” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redaction — Reception
— Interpretation (ed. Marc Vervenne; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 399-428. The manuscript is
listed as “*'cod 104 in the Géttingen apparatus.

% Leo Ziegler, Bruchstiicke einer vorhieronymianischen Ubersetzung des Pentateuch aus einem
Palimpseste (Munich: K. Hof-und Staatsbibliothek, 1883); Swete, Introduction, 94.

% For detailed discussion see Bogaert, “L'importance”; idem., “La construction de la Tente (Ex
36-40) dans le Monacensis de la plus ancienne version latine: 1’Autel d’or et Hébreux 9,4” in Adrian
Schenker and Philippe Hugo, eds., L ’enfance de la Bible hébraique: Histoire du texte de I’Ancien
Testament (MB 52; Genéve: Labor et Fides, 2005), 62-76.

8 Adrian Schenker, Alteste Textgeschichte der Konigsbiicher: Die hebraische Vorlage der
urspriinglichen Septuaginta als alteste Textform der Kénigsbiicher (OBO 199; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2004), 1-7.

82 |pid., 2-3, “je weiter ndmlich eine Lesart der LXX vom MT entfernt ist, umso eher kann sie
einer urspringlichen Textform der LXX entsprechen.”

®% Ibid., 4.

* Ibid.
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Greek translator or at the level of his Hebrew (Proto-MT) Vorlage?® If one is able to
confirm that the variant text is neither the result of textual corruption of the Hebrew
Vorlage, an inner-Greek change, nor the result of redactional activity upon a text
identical to the proto-MT, then, according to Schenker, one is justified in identifying the
variant text as the Old Greek.

LMo we can deal with it as a witness to the Old

Applying these guidelines to V
Greek, with the caveat that one must also reckon with the same questions on the Greek to
Latin level. Given the limited tools and data for reconstructing the Old Latin (as
compared to LXX), and the two stages of retroversion involved, the reconstructions
below are offered as tentative guides to the major divergences between VLM, LXX, and
MT. In what follows | have provided the MT, the LXX, the Latin of VLM from
Ziegler’s edition, a proposed Greek retroversion of the Latin, and a further retroversion

from Greek into Hebrew.

MT Exod 38:21-2

:197 TIIRT12 AR 102 0990 NTAY AR 97OV TR YR NI 1200 WD STIPD 7R
TERTIN M MR IR APY T TR M0TIR TINTIR 2R7E

LXX Exod 37:19-20

Kai attn 1 oOvtadig thg oknvii¢ Tol paptupiov, kabd cuvetdyn Mwuod], Thv

fory €1 BV AeLITGV S1d TOaudp ToD LoD Aaphv Tob iepéwc 2 kal BeoeAenA
0 100 00pl €k QUATC Tovdx €moinoev kKabd cuvétalev KUPLOG TGO MwWUGT]

VLM Folio 97, Lines 3-9 (Exod 37 :19-20)

HAEC CONSTITUTION TABERNACULI TESTIMONII SECUNDUM QUAE PRAECEPTA SUNT MOYSI
HAEC FECERUNT BESEEL FILIUS OR FILI URIAE DE TRIBU IUDA ET ELIAB FILIUS ECISAME DE
TRIBU DA

Greek Retroversion

% Ipid., 4-5.
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Kot TN 1 6LVTaLS TG OKNVNG TOL HapTLPLOL Kaba cuvetayn Mmvon tavto gxomoev
Beoeni o viog tov Op 10V viov Ovpiov ek ™ eLANG lovda kot EAaf o viog Tov
Aytoapoy €k ™G euANG Aa(v)

Hebrew Retroversion
T2 2RI T RS TR 12 N0 12 R ORI WY W *0 9 T W Cpwnn 1ps v
6727 mun Tronx

MT Exod 38:23
WY 3T NY2IN 1378 12203 0 2w W 177eRY? TR9 R TTR 28070 i)
35:35
Y 3R WY 3T NY2IN3 1538 12202 073U 1w naXGR 22 iy 29 nnon iR X9y
gelvyiaR=iip byl vleprk)

0G 37:21

21 \ \ C ~ \ b ~ /e «© 7 /4 \ € \ \ \
Kal "EAaf O To0 Axioapay €k QUATG Adv, 0G PXITEKTOVIGEV TX DPAVTAE KAl TX

PAPLIEVTA KAl T TTOIKIATA DPAVAL TR KOKKIVR Kal Tf] fUoow.

VLM |ines 10-17

HIC ELIAB ARCHITECTONIZAUIT OMNE OPUS DE LIGNO INPUTRIBILI ET FECIT UELA ET
STOLAS SACERDOTUM TEXTILES ET SUTILES PRAEMIXTAS UARIETATE EX HIACINTO
PURPURA COCCO ET BYSSO TORTA

Greek Retroversion

Kot 0 ovtog EAaf npyttextovnoey mov 10 epyov €K ELAMV OOTTOV KOl ETONGEV TOG
QLAOILOG KOL TOG GTOAG TOV 1EPEMV VOAVTOG KOl pAPLOEVTAG nouqkwges €K vakwOov
TOPPLPAG KOKKIVOL Kol BucGov KEKAWGUEVOL

Hebrew Retroversion
991w wwy nY9N 3R 19302 DR WA 22379 Y732 DY WY DVW YA 7RI 99 WA ARK)

MT 37:1-5

e 30 ) )
129 27 2 W P 0 1 ) 2
P87y NiRU DY N 7Sy nRu Y RYe AW 7Y 3 NYI0 Y2 1

Rl

11377 VXA AR 159X %0 DoNRN DOpY XY IR 2X7¥32 By

® | understand the MT reading of n7vn yown 1own to be secondary to the Vorlage of OG which read
only 1own (see below). In other cases the OG translator renders jown with the full phrase cxnvng Tov
paptupov (e.g., Exod 40:5), and | believe that that is what has also happened here.

87 And these are the records of the tabernacle which he recorded by the mouth of Moses: Bezalel
ben-Hur ben-Uri of the tribe of Judah and Oholiab ben-Ahisamakh of the tribe of Dan made these things.

%8 See LXX Exod 35:35, 37:21. o pogidsuta kot o mowkihta is a double translation of op- see
Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 619.

% And Eliab fashioned all the work of acacia wood and he made the curtains and the priests
garments. He fashioned and wove with blue, purple, scarlet, and fine linen.
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“27 DR AR DRY Ry 072 W

TITNR NRY? 18T NY9E oY N2 D728 XA
0G 38:1-4
Ko €moinoev BeoeAenA T KIBwTdv, % Kol KaTexpOowoev avThV Xpuoiw kabape Eowdey
Kai EEwoev, kal Emoinoev adTi KUUETIOV XpUCOTY KOKAW. ® Kai xdvevoey adT
téooapag daktuAioug xpuoolc, dUo £mi TO kKAiTog TO €V Kal dVo €ml To KAiTog TO devtepov,
4 0peic Toi¢ Swotfpotv Gote aipery adTV v adToiC.
VLM Lines 18-25 (37:
ET FECIT ARCAM ET IN AURA UITEA BESEEL AURO RUTILO INTUS ET FORIS ET FUDIT El
QUATTUOR ANULOS AUREOS DUOS IN PARTE UNA ET DUOS IN ALIA OMNES LATOS
GESTATORIIS AD TOLLENDAM ARCAM

Greek Retroversion
kot Beoen enomoev v KiBeTov Kot xpuoto ta epmAokia’ xpuoio kaboupo ecmbev kat
e€mbev KOl EYOVEVGEV QLTI TECCOPTOG OAKTVALOVS ¥PLGOVS OVO ETL TO KALTOG TO €V KOl
dVOo €M1 TO KALTOG TO éialm—:pov71 TOVTOG EVPELG TOLG 810)tnp0w72 WOTE PELY TNV KIPOTOV
Hebrew Retroversion
NART WYX Y N2V SNW 27T DYV YAIR 17 PXO YINNAY D021 A0 277 DNV TIRT DR PRHPRD Wy
339877 IR NRWH 077277 2227 9377 NOIw WHK HY nyaw SN
Compared with MT Exod 38:21b (=LXX 37:19b), VLM" has a significant minus.
The reference to the Levites and their work under Ithamar the priest is absent from the
text. There is no reason to suspect accidental omission at the Hebrew or Greek level.
Bogaert claims that the reference to the Levites and Ithamar is a later interpolation based
on Num 4:29. He also claims that the MT plus n7v:7 19wn, a rather awkward phrase to

come right after the word 1own in the MT (i.e., n7yn 1own 1own), is based on Num 1:50-53

and 10:11, the only other passages in the biblical corpus where the phrase n7vn pwn is

70 See the similar phrase in LXX Exod 36:25

™ See the similar phrase in LXX Exod 38:1-3

"2 See the similar phrases in LXX Exod 38:4, MT 37:27

™ And Bezalel made the ark and the cords of pure gold inside and out and he poured out for it four
golden rings, two rings on one side and two rings on the other, all (the rings) enclosed the poles in order to
carry the ark.
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found.” This plus in the LXX® and MT shows a later emphasis on the subordination of

Mon
L [13

the Levites to the Aaronid priests, here V représentent 1’état textuel le plus ancient,

et le TM atteste une refonte soucieuse des droits sacerdotaux.””

VLM also differs in its introduction of the two craftsmen Bezalel and Oholiab. In
the MT, Bezalel of Judah is preeminent and Oholiab follows as a side-kick (31:1-6;
35:30-4; 38:21-3). Bezalel possesses all the artisans skills and is said to have made
“everything YHWH commanded Moses” (38:22). Bezalel acts alone, but Oholiab never
appears without Bezalel and is never the subject of a verb. According to Wevers, the
LXX distinguishes the two craftsmen by associating Bezalel specifically with metal-work
and Oholiab with textiles (e.g., makes of priestly garments and tent’s curtains).”® Wevers
sees the lack of \nx in LXX Exod 37:21 (=MT 38:23) as a conscious omission by the
LXX translator that makes the two craftsmen equal. Wevers states that two craftsmen
have been coordinated over time to give them distinctive roles and more equal status, but
it is hard to see why this would occur. As the kingdom of Judah outlived the northern
kingdom of Israel and became the primary heir to the traditions, it makes more sense why
more credit would attributed to the Judahite craftsman Bezalel, rather than the Danite
Oholiab, and later works certainly support this.”” The MT shows the greatest inequality

between the two craftsmen, the LXX has less, and VLM the least. In VLM Oholiab is

credited not only with fabric, but also with all of the woodwork.”® Bogaert lists nine

™ Bogaert,“L'importance,” 417-418; See also Martin Noth, Exodus: A Commentary (OTL;
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1962), 278-9. If the minus in the Latin text reflects an earlier stage,
the addition may have been motivated by associations between the Levites and the verb 7ps see John R.
Spencer, “PQD, the Levites, and Numbers 1-4,” ZAW 110 (1998): 535-46.

"> Bogaert, “L'importance,” 420.

"% Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, 618-9.

"2 Chr 1:5 only mentions Bezalel, and Josephus Ant. 3.200 singles out Bezalel as the better of the
two craftsmen. Later tradition clearly privileged Bezalel.

8 LM 97.10; Bogaert, “L'importance,” 414-6.
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LM°" and where

instances where some part of lignis aseptis (i.e. *vw yv) is legible in V
the corresponding LXX passage has no mention of wood (e.g., 37:2, 8, 10, 13, 15, 21).”
These occurrences are all in chapter 37 which leads directly into 37:21 where VLM
connects Oholiab with woodwork. By contrast, as far as the manuscript is legible, the
poles, incense altar, and altar of burnt offering, which are made of wood in the MT (37:1,
4; 37:10, 15; 37:25, 28; 38:1, 6) have no mention of wood in VL".% Bogaert
conjectures that Oholiab, who did the woodwork, should be recognized as the main
artisan responsible for the tabernacle’s construction in the earliest layer of tradition, and
that expertise in woodcraft was transferred to Bezalel in order to subordinate the Danite
to the Judean.®" If Bogaert is correct, then at some point the references to the wood in
chapter 37(=MT 36) were removed from a text preceding the LXX and MT, and added to
the descriptions of the poles, ark, altars, and objects now understood to be made of wood,
and overlaid with metal. Whether or not Oholiab was ever the primary craftsman, the
textual evidence does point to a tendency to emphasize the Judean craftsman Bezalel.
Following Schenker’s heuristic principles for establishing the earliest attainable
Greek text and applying it to the Old Latin Codex Monacensis, we can see that Bogaert is
correct in identifying this manuscript as a witness to the oldest textual form of the
tabernacle account. The text has not been corrected towards MT, the differences cannot

LM on

be explained as inner-Greek developments, and the minuses in V are better explained

as additions on the part of LXX and MT, rather than omissions on the part of VLM,
Even in the few brief pieces examined above, we are able to see examples of where later

interests have entered the text. First, we are able to recognize the textual plus in MT

" bid., 414.
8 Ipid.
& |bid., 414-6.
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38:21 (= LXX 37:19) mentioning the Levites under Ithamar son of Aaron the priest, as a
late addition to Exodus. A second change, also pointed out by Bogaert, is the
subordination of Oholiab the Danite to Bezalel the Judahite, a trend already visible by
comparing MT and LXX. Both of these types of alterations, increased focus on Levites
and Aaronids and particular privileging of Judahites, can be observed elsewhere in the

biblical corpus, which further supports the identification of these alterations.®?

4.2.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ON EXODUS

Within the different copies of Exodus discussed here, we have seen support for
the idea that development within the book (i.e., Continuing Composition) may involve
rearrangement or expansion, but not the three types of changes associated with Authorial
Composition (i.e., the creation of a new work). Furthermore, where changes may be
related to one another and relegated to the work of the same scribe, we have not found
evidence of wide-spread layers of consistent alteration.

It may be the case that the conflation of Deut 1 and Exod 13 occurred at the same
level as the coordinations in the plagues narrative. They are found together only in related
manuscripts (i.e., SP and 4QpaleoExod™) and share at least the common trait of omitting
the retrospective reference “at that time” from the parts of Deuteronomy that are reused,
but it must be pointed out, however, that these are independent of and typologically later
than the different arrangement of the tabernacle pericope and its later emphasis on

Bezalel. Likewise, the short addition in MT Exod 32:9 is typologically later than the MT

82 See the discussion of the Levites in Jer 33:14-26 below; see further Daniel E. Flemming, The
Legacy of Israel in Judah’s Bible: History, Politics, and the Reinscribing of Tradition (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2012).
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arrangement of the tabernacle section and independent of the conflation or coordination
seen among the proto-Samaritan group.

Sanderson lists a number of major and minor minuses in the 4QpaleoExod™ scroll,
but in her analysis she attributes all of them to homoioteleuton or some other form of
parablepsis.®® Tigay’s study reveals the omission of the phrase “at that time” as a
redactional necessity to avoid contradiction with the text’s new narrative placement. The
exact same phrase is omitted from Deut 9:20 when some of that verse is incorporated into
Exodus 32:10 in the SP and 4QpaleoExod™. The only other omissions in the expanded
text of Exodus 18 are those which are replaced to fit their new context (e.g., change from
first to third person). The golden calf pericope demonstrated how various types of
additions could occur independently and how no witness was consistently free of
secondary additions. The tabernacle account remains the most complex chiefly due to the
lack of an extant Hebrew text paralleling its reconstructed Vorlage, and continued debate
concerning how to interpret the textual divergences.®* A possible case of omission was
claimed by Bogaert in the apparent replacement of references to wood in VLM Exod 37
by new references to wood in chapter 37 (=MT36) associating woodwork with Bezalel
instead of Oholiab.

Rewriting is thus seen within Exodus in isolated sections and in unrelated
manuscripts of the book. The tabernacle organization of MT, shared with the other
Hebrew witnesses is independent from the expansions in the plague narrative and Exodus

LMon

18 of SP and 4QpaleoExod™. Following Bogaert, we have recognized V as a witness

8 sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 288-90.

8 Wade, Consistency of Translation Techniques, 241, remains the most recent major work on this
section, and while it lists Bogaert’s work on VLM in the bibliography, Wade does not engage the evidence
marshaled by Bogaert or his arguments.
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to the earliest textual form of the tabernacle pericope. Codex Vaticanus and the larger
LXX tradition shows a later textual form where Bezalel has been emphasized over
Oholiab and references to the Levites and Ithamar have been added. The MT, SP, and
4QpaleoExod™ support these changes as well as the later reorganization of the sections
dealing with the tabernacle.

Some of these, like the Jethro and plague narrative expansions may be connected
and considered as part of the same literary level, but these coordinations have been
limited to a particular section of the book. The earliest observable stages (earliest relative
to the work’s creation) suggest more freedom in alteration: changes of order, emphasis on
the Judean Bezalel, and the differentiation of Priestly and Levitical duties. The
typologically latest stages (e.g., in the expanded plague narrative) are either short
additions, or additions taken from elsewhere without the creation of any new text other
than changes of tense or grammatical person to fit the new setting. The only conscious
omissions appear when text has been replaced as part of an editorial seam (i.e., omission
of “at that time”).

What we have in the Greek and Hebrew witnesses of Exodus, therefore, are not
editions, but snap shots preserving specific moments of textual growth, much of which is
parallel (i.e., non-linear). While some texts may be organized into groups such as those
which contain a specific ordering of the Tabernacle account or the expansions in the
plague narrative, the individual members of these groups still vary from one another.
None of the changes examined here are of the type that mark the creation of a new text,
so all these changes have occurred within the transmission of the book of Exodus. They

are all, therefore, examples of Continuing Composition. While much of the growth is
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serial, there are also parallel developments, so one must think in terms of a branching

stemma and not a strictly linear sequence of textual development.

4.3 Jeremiah

As we have seen in previous chapters, the book of Jeremiah has become
somewhat paradigmatic for the notion of Variant Literary Editions.®> Now the larger
question arises as to the nature of the differences between the shorter and longer texts. Do
we find any cases where textual variation points towards the criteria of Authorial
Composition, or, as | have suggested, all the major changes to be understood in terms of
Continuing Composition? Do all the changes stem from a single hand or from a series of
scribes who altered the text? Are the shorter and longer texts two sequential stages or two

extant links of a chain whose other links have not survived?

8 E.g., Ulrich, “Double Literary Editions,” 34-50; Shemaryahu Talmon, “Textual Study,” 326-8,
talks about Jeremiah and Esther as variants of different texts; Fernadez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context,
79-83; Tov, “Large Scale Differences,” 126, calls Jeremiah “the most clear-cut case” where “the LXX
(joined by 4QJer®®), [is] some fifteen percent shorter than MT in its number of words, verses, and pericopes,
and sometimes arranged differently (chapter 10 and the oracles against the nations), [and] reflects an earlier
edition, often named ‘edition I.” The second edition added various new ideas.” Note, however, the minority
opinion expressed recently by Shimon Gesundheit, “The Question of LXX Jeremiah as a Tool for Literary-
Critical Analysis” VT 62 (2012): 29-57. Gesundheit questions the consensus that the shorter text is earlier,
and operates by contrasting the amount of difficulty or smoothness he finds in either text. He argues that
the MT is more fraught with difficulties from the perspective of Literarkritik and thus concludes that the
shorter text is later and has been smoothed out. While | agree with the text-critical favoring of Lectio
difficilior potior, when examining textual growth and not simply scribal “corruption,” it seems to me that a
text that has been secondarily expanded could also be expected to demonstrate more tensions at the literary
level. For this reason, among others, I continue to find the consensus compelling that the shorter text found
in LXX and at Qumran is earlier chronologically than the longer form found in the MT and genetically
prior to it. For a similar critique of the methodological flaws of prioritizing Literarkritik over textual
evidence see William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah (2 Vols.; ICC;
Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1986), 1:621-3. For some of my own arguments and observations relating to the
pluses and arrangement of the LXX and MT see the discussion of various examples below. For a thorough
critique of the idea of deliberate omissions in Jeremiah, see J. Gerald Janzen, Studies in the Text of
Jeremiah (HSM 6; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973), 96-115.
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Emanuel Tov has characterized the shorter and longer texts as two “editions,” by
which he means simply two different stages of the text.®® He calls the longer text
witnessed by MT “Edition II” and the shorter text witnessed by the LXX and 4QJ er’
“Edition L.” In his study, Tov emphasizes the traits and trends exclusive to Edition Il, but

1.8” Given the fact

also points out several variants between the two witnesses to Edition
that there are variants between the witnesses to each of these “editions,” in referring to
Edition I and Edition Il, Tov is limiting himself only to the macro-variants, which Ulrich
calls Variant Literary Editions (VLES), ignoring isolated errors or orthographic
variation.®

In contrast to understandings of the shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah
representing two consecutive editions, William McKane, in his ICC commentary
advocates the concept of a “rolling corpus.”®® While reacting more to earlier redactional

assessments of MT Jeremiah rather than to Tov or Ulrich’s assessment of the textual

situation his work remains highly relevant. He values the LXX as witnessing an earlier

8 Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of Its Textual
History” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. H. Tigay; Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 214 n17.

8 Tov, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 211-37; E.g., 4QJer” contains minuses at 10:6-8, 10 not
shared with LXX, and the LXX likewise has unparalleled minuses in 43:4-6. For further details and
examples see ibid., 213.

8 See Eugene Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections Toward a Theory of the History of
the Biblical Text,” in Current Research and Technological Development on the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (ed. D. W. Parry and S. D.
Ricks; STDJ 20; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 78-105; repr. in The Dead Sea Scrolls and Origins of the Bible, 99-
120. Ulrich claims that the “primary lines in the history of the text” are made by stages of literary growth—
Variant Literary Editions—which are distinct from “individual textual variants” and “orthographic
differences.” In his opinion textual variation can be catalogued under these three headings with VLESs being
the most important changes and developments and orthographic differences being the least. The three
should be distinguished though they often overlap, such that manuscripts of VLEs will have both
orthographic differences and individual variants that are not necessarily related to the particular “edition” in
which they are found.

8 McKane, Jeremiah, 1:xlix.



Page 127 of 314

stage, but does not work from Tov’s assumption that the organization and expansions in
MT form a unified editorial layer.”

McKane’s model of a “rolling corpus” imagines a central kernel of original or
earliest material (whether directly from the prophet or not) that is expanded by exegetical
additions which progressively coordinate and comment upon the earlier sections of the
book.™ This secondary material frequently draws upon the language of the poetic core
and that core serves as a “reservoir” for the vocabulary utilized in the secondary
sections.®” The secondary comments are often unsystematic, and arise typically from a
verse or two which “triggers” comment or expansion.93 The kernel is comprised of poetry
that triggers or generates expansions in prose, while yet further prose expansions may
also arise from earlier prose.* Similarly Duhm’s 1901 metaphor, repeated by Stipp,
likens the growth of Jeremiah to that of an unsupervised forest—the growth is random,
unsystematic, and unplanned.®® Working from the premise that the LXX reflects a
Hebrew Vorlage different than the proto-MT, | will survey a number of examples of the
variation between the two texts and consider whether they fit more closely with Tov’s

model of two sequential stages or of a progressively growing corpus. | will further

% The present study does not make use of Mowinckel’s differentiation of A (authentic Jeremeanic
material), B (additions added by Baruch), C (Sermonic prose material), and D (Deuteronomistic) material,
see Sigmund Mowinckel, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremia (Kristiania: J. Dybwad, 1914). As Tov,
“The Literary History of Jeremiah,” 223-4, points out, the MT additions cross all of these form-critical
boundaries, and if these differentiations are to be of use it is only after first addressing the textual and
literary evidence.

! McKane, 1:.

% Ibid., L:Ivi.

% Ibid., 1:1, Ixii; Tov also emphasizes the unsystematic nature of Edition II, see Tov, “Literary
History of Jeremiah,” 216. The unsystematic nature of the MT pluses is not in dispute, but rather whether
one imagines a single scribe or a series of scribes at work.

% McKane, 1:Ixii, Ixx.

% D. Bernard Duhm, Das Buch Jeremia (KHC XI; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1901), XX, “ein
unbeaufsichtigter Wald”’; Hermann-Josef Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des
Jeremiabuches: Textgeschichtlicher Rang, Eigenarten, Triebkrafte (OBO 136; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1994), 144.
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investigate whether the extant copies of Jeremiah show evidence of Continuing or
Authorial composition, whether various changes can be considered to belong to the same
layer as others, what is the scope of such layers, and whether any such layer is found to
demonstrate the kind of consistency discussed in chapter 1.%
4.3.1 DIFFERENCES IN ARRANGEMENT

The most central of the differences between these two main texts are differences
in length and the different structuring of the book, with an alternative location for the
oracles concerning the nations and a different order of the oracles within that section.”” In
contrast to the MT order, where the oracles are found in chapters 46-51 the shorter text of
the LXX has them in chapter 26-31.% In Jeremiah 25, the Hebrew and Greek texts
diverge in the order in which they present the following sections. In Greek the oracles
concerning the nations immediately follow Jer 25:13.%° The MT collection contains the
oracles in the order Egypt, Philistia, Moab, Ammon, Edom, Damascus, Kedar, Hazor,
Elam, and Babylon. The LXX order is Elam, Egypt, Babylon, Philistia, Edom, Ammon,
Kedar, Damascus, and Moab. Various explanations have been given for the arrangements,
with MT purportedly having the nations arranged geographically from South-West to

North East.*® The LXX ordering has been explained as possibly reflecting the

% The assumption that the LXX reflects an earlier text will be further reinforced by the examples
explored below.

" Tov, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 217.

% While the division of the text into chapters is late and somewhat artificial, it does correspond
quite closely to the pericopes arranged in both texts so | will use the MT and LXX chapter divisions as the
simplest way to avoid confusion about which textual units are being discussed.

% Anneli Aejmelacus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point of History: The Function of XXV 1-14 in
the Book of Jeremiah,” VT 52 (2002): 479, argues that chapter 25 was composed as an introduction to the
oracles at the time of their insertion into the book, and later lost its original meaning and function when the
oracles were moved to the end of the book.

100 Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:313-4, sees chronological succession and geographical organization
active here; McKane, Jeremiah, 2:clxiv, similarly accepts the internal ordering of the oracles in MT as
more original because of the geographical arrangement and correspondence with the list in 25:19.
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arrangement of powers during the Hellenistic era with Elam understood as the Parthians,
Egypt as the Ptolemies, and Babylon as the Seleucids.'®*

Since Janzen’s study of the relationship between LXX Jeremiah and the Qumran
fragments, many scholars have become convinced of the priority of the LXX
arrangement.*®? Several commentators, while accepting the LXX placement of the
Oracles Concerning the Nations as earlier, have maintained that the order of oracles in
the MT is more original.'® The MT order shows a more obvious geographical, if not also
chronological, sequence and aligns more closely with the sequence of nations in the
oracle concerning YHWH’s wrath (Jer 25:15-26) while the LXX order is more difficult

to explain. It seems more methodologically sound to start with the assumption that the

internal ordering of the nations and the placement of the oracles within the book are

101 McKane, Jeremiah, 1:643-4, 2:clxv, 2:1110; Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:313; see the earlier
arguments of C. Rietzschel, Das Problem der Urrolle: Ein Beitrag zur Redaktionsgeschichte des
Jeremiabuches (Gutersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1966), 82-3.

192 Toy, TCHB, 287, says that the question of a Semitic Vorlage underlying LXX Jeremiah “has
been solved.” The remaining arguments must then deal with the relationship between longer and shorter
text. For a general overview, see James Watts, “Text and Redaction In Jeremiah’s Oracles against the
Nations” CBQ 54 (1992): 432-47; for the priority of the MT arrangement see Christopher R. Seitz, "The
Prophet Moses and the Canonical Shape of Jeremiah,” ZAW 101 (1989):3-27. Seitz points out that most
scholars see the Oracles Concerning the Nations as a late addition to the book of Jeremiah, so it is more a
question of whether of the oracles were inserted into the two textual traditions at different times or if they
were first put into one and then moved to the other, and if the latter, then which came first. Janzen,
Jeremiah, 115-6, theorizes that the oracles were added to the book secondarily but that the LXX
arrangement with the oracles in the middle of the book preceded the MT location; see also Alexander Rofé,
“The Arrangement of the Book of Jeremiah,” ZAW 101 (1989): 390-8. Rofé defends the MT organization
of the book without thoroughly engaging with the textual evidence. His arguments depend heavily on the
originality of symmetry and inclusios within the book. Such macro-structure is just as likely, if not more
likely, a secondary development than an argument for an original or earlier state. His argument also
requires that chapter 25 in the MT has been influenced by a typologically later Hebrew text similar to the
LXX-Vorlage, a claim that is possible but needlessly complicated. For arguments that such macro-structure
is often secondary, see Hendrik Jacob Koorevaar, “The Books of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, and the
Macro-Structural Problem of the Pentateuch,” in The Books of Leviticus and Numbers (ed., Thomas Rémer;
BETL215; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 423-53 ; Reinhard G. Kratz, “The Growth of the Old Testament,” in
The Oxford Handbook of Biblical Studies (eds., J.W. Rogerson and J. M. Lieu; OHRT; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006), 482-3; Christoph Levin, “On the Cohesion and Separation of Books within the
Enneateuch,” in Pentateuch, Hexteuch, or Enneateuch? Identifying Literary Works in Genesis through
Kings (eds., T. B. Dozeman, T. Rémer, and K. Schmid; AIL 8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2011), 127-54.

193 Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:5, 313-4; McKane, Jeremiah, 2:clxiv; Both Holladay and McKane link
the ordering to the list of nations in the oracle concerning the Cup of YHWH’s Wrath in Jer 25:15-26.
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related phenomenon, so unless a strong reason presents itself, it will be assumed that if
one location is considered earlier, then its internal ordering should also be considered
earlier. As the MT shows a more obvious sequence of nations, the sequence within the
LXX is the lectio difficilior.*® I suspect that the alignment of the MT with the Cup of
YHWH’s Wrath list is a secondary harmonization given that the lists have only a
superficial resemblance (e.g., there are no oracles against Tyre, Sidon, Uz, Dedan, Tema,
Medlia, etc.) and the final mention of the king of Babylon occurs only in MT.'% The
ending of LXX Jer 25:13, “all of which are written in this book,” provides a natural lead
into the oracles that follow, while the MT contains a plus at Jer 25:13b-14 that segues
into the oracle about the Cup of YHWH’s Wrath, and a further plus in MT Jer 46:1 serves
as a new introduction to the Oracles Concerning the Nations. %

Other than the re-ordering of these oracles, the rest of the book (MT 25-45)
remains in the same order, placed immediately prior to the oracles concerning the nations,
leaving chapter 52 as the common ending of both texts of Jeremiah. | argued in chapter 3
that rearrangement is not a technique that necessarily creates a new text, and it was

shown above how the tabernacle pericope in Exodus had undergone similar

104 The possibility of the LXX ordering reflecting a Hellenistic ordering of political powers not
withstanding.

195 The final element of 25:26 ok nw> qww Tom is only in the MT, where qww =22 following
the wanx code (i.e., X = nand 2 = w) whereby the first letter of the alphabet equals the last, the second
equals the penultimate, etc. Thus Babylon is mentioned in the list only in the MT and only in a roundabout
way, let the reader understand. See also Tov, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 221; Geoffrey H. Parke-
Taylor, The Formation of the Book of Jeremiah: Doublets and Recurring Phrases (SBLMS 51; Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2000), 112.

106 5ee Aejmelaeus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point of History,” 459-82; Tov, TCHB, 287 n9.
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rearranging.’”’ In the following sections I will examine a number of the MT pluses and

compare them to the above examples from Exodus.

4.3.2 DIFFERENCES IN LENGTH
The difference in length between the two texts results primarily from a number of
pluses in the MT relative to the LXX. The differences between the shorter and longer
texts of Jeremiah are too numerous to investigate exhaustively, so several examples from
a few general categories will be examined. The categories used here are based roughly on
those from Tov’s oft-cited study. Tov mentions additions of headings to prophecies, the

108

repetition of sections,™" the addition of new verses or sections, addition of new details

and changes in content, in addition to the already discussed issue of textual

arrangement.*®

The various pluses cannot be easily categorized, but for the sake of a
general survey | will group the examples under the following categories similar to Tov’s:
Headings Added to Oracles, Parallel Sections Exclusive to MT, Parallel Sections Shared
by Both Texts, Unparalleled Expansions in MT.*® There is a significantly smaller
number of pluses found in the LXX against the MT. Janzen lists them, but concludes,
they are quite small, with 18 of one word, 13 of two words, 4 of three words, and

1 of four words...all are innocuous, and of the sort that one might expect to find
in any text tradition. Of the 36, 18 spring from the immediate context (the same

107 Ezekiel in p967 also shows a different arrangement of chapters 37-39. See further, Ingrid Lilly,
Two Books of Ezekiel: Papyrus 967 and the Masoretic Text as Variant Literary Editions (VTS 150; Leiden:
Brill, 2012%.

108 Tov, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 218-219. Tov lists a series of duplicated oracles found in
the shorter text, his edition |; 6:22-24 = 50:41-43; 10:12-16 = 51:15-19; 23:19-20 = 30:23-24; 49:18-21 =
50:44-46. These texts, he reasons, may have been seen as granting permission or precedent for the similar
repetitions inserted into the longer form of the book.

109 1oy, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 217.

10| find it necessary to include the group Parallel Sections Shared by Both Texts as a control to
thinking about the parallels exclusive to MT and studies by Tov, McKane, and Stipp among others likewise

follow this approach.
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chapter). Most, if not all, may be attributed to scribal memory of (slightly

different) parallel passages prevailing over attention to the text at hand.™*
Because the LXX pluses and the variants between LXX and 4QJer® are not significant for
evaluating the shorter and longer texts as Variant Literary Editions, | will focus on some

of the more significant variations.

4.3.3 HEADINGS ADDED TO ORACLES IN MT
One trend seen in the MT pluses is the presence of several headings that have been placed

before oracles such as 2:1-2, 7:1-2, 16:1, 27:1, and 47:1.1%?

Jeremiah 2:1-2
TARY OPWIT 2T NDRIPY T2 SRRY VDR 717727 0

Jeremiah 7:1-2a
NNRY 317 72777 QW DRI T N0 WWR TAY AR T IR WPRTTOR 00 WK 0270

Jeremiah 16:1
, JARY OOR MTPTI2T T
Jeremiah 27:1*

SR TN DRA TPRTTIR 17 0273 700 3707 700 WY1 aPNT NP NPWRIA

Jeremiah 47:1
SITYTNR VN9 1737 0002 2NWHOTIR RIAIT 1TNTTIR TITTNAT 07 WK
LXX Jer 29:1 ’Emti toUg AAo@OAovg = o nws Yy

It should be apparent at a glance that these headings or introductory formulae are

neither consistent in their specific wording nor in their appearance. The headings are

111 janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 67. For the list of pluses against MT see pages 63-5.

12 7oy, “Literary History of Jeremiah,” 218.

13 This verse has no correspondence in LXX Jeremiah 34, where the rest of the chapter’s material
is located in the Greek order.
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found in different parts of the book without any obvious pattern of occurrence. It is not
immediately clear why some pericopae gained such introductions while others did not.
Example #1

Jeremiah 2:1-2
TARY 27w 2R NDRIPY T2 SARY O9R TI7°72T o)

Jeremiah 16:1
MR OOR MTI2T

The headings found in the MT of Jer 2:1 and 16:1 are identical to one another and to
others found in the shorter text (e.g., 1:4, 18:5, 24:4, etc.) The fact that the headings in Jer
2:1 and 16:1 are identical to several headings already found in the shorter text points to
the idea that they are later additions to Jeremiah, modeled on headings already found
within the shorter text of the book. There is no reason to suspect the accidental or
intentional omission of these headings in the shorter text. This first example also shows
that without manuscript evidence it would be impossible in most cases to identify which
headings are later (e.g., 16:1) and which were earlier (e.g., 24:4)."* The heading in 2:1 is
followed by an additional plus directing the words towards Jerusalem, a shift that has
bothered commentators in the past and may be evidence of the MT plus showing how an
oracle was later redirected or applied to a new situation.™*

Example #2

Jeremiah 26:2a

o°Xa7 AT w2 =5Y 1727 MIPTN2 XA TAY AN 0K 0
MmNt Manwn©

114 Aejmelaeus, “Jeremiah at the Turning Point of History,” 462; cf., Tigay, “Conflation as a
Redactional Technique,” 67.

115 See especially McKane, Jeremiah, 1:26-7; also Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 111-4;
Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:63.
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Jeremiah 7:2
D°R27 ATAT22 MTPTIAT WRY DRI 17 D2TATNR QW DROPY NP N2 Wwa TaY
MY NN 7987 0Ywa

As Jer 7:2 is lacking in the shorter text, the best explanation is that the MT plus is
a new introduction that has been created based upon Jer 26:2. While not verbatim, the
agreement in the wording regarding standing in part of the temple and announcing an
oracle against those coming to worship in the temple is very close, as the alignment of the
two parallels shows. The fact that both passages concern the temple and the example of
Shiloh, makes the setting of the temple court or gates appropriate.*'® Since the passages
are connected by the theme of the fate of Shiloh as a warning regarding the temple, it is
not surprising that a scribe would have adding a heading that narrated the oracle in a
similar setting to chapter 26.*
There is no good reason for conjecturing accidental or intentional omission of the

introduction, and no other passage in Jeremiah contains a similar introduction.

Example #3

Jeremiah 27:1 is completely lacking in the LXX, and like the above examples it
resembles other introductions that are extant in the shorter text. The use of the peculiar
synchronism “in the beginning of the reign of X is exclusive to the book of Jeremiah,

being found in the MT in Jer 26:1, 27:1, 28:1, and 49:34, but nowhere else in biblical

118 This is not to say that chapter 7 is dependent on chapter 26 in general, but only in the specific
case of this plus in the MT.

117°50 also Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 36-7; and Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:235-6. Tov,
“Literary History of Jeremiah,” 218, simply states “The added information in this last heading derives from
v. 10 and the parallel passage in chap. 26.” McKane, Jeremiah, 1:158-9 agrees the LXX “preserves a more
original text” but he does not delve into the issue deeply as he is writing “a commentary on the MT” and
the two texts diverge considerably. Jack R. Lundbom, Jeremiah 1-20: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary (AB; New York: Doubleday, 1999), 460, sides with the MT reading, citing 4QJer?®in
support, while not discussing the relationship between the shorter and longer texts.
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literature.™*® A closer glance at the shorter and longer texts reveals that the specific phrase
“in the beginning of the reign of X” is not paralleled in the shorter text of 28:1 (LXX
35:1) or 27:1 (LXX 34:1). The following aligned texts will show the Greek text, a

Hebrew retroversion, and the parallel MT text.

LXX Jer 33:1 (MT Jer 26:1) }
"Ev dpxf BaotAéwg Iwakip viod Iwoia éyevidn 6 Adyog oUtog mapd Kupiov
= T DR 1T 1277 700 PWR 12 2P M27n W2

MT Jer 26:1
ARY T RN 1T 277 700 370 700 TPWRTI 20PN MY wRN2

MT Jer 27:1
SR TN DRA TPATTIR 17 0270 700 370 700 WPWIRTIA 2PN NP NPWRIA

LXX 35:1 (=MT 28:1)
Kad éyéveto év 10 tetdptw £ret Zedexia PaciAéws Tovda év unvi t@ méuntw einé pot
Avaviag viog Alwp 6 PevdompoPnTnc 6 &mo FaPawv év oikw KLpiov Kat’ dPOAAUOVG
AV lep€wv Kal TavTog Tod Aaol Aéywv
= "2 Y2 WK RO MY 12 70237 09K MR WO WA O '[b?) WPRPTX N°Y27T 712 N
TMR? QY 901 DI VY M

MT Jeremiah 28:1
Y1 AN DR AR WIANT WINA NPV DIWA AT ORTR NO9Rn WK1 KO0 MW o
MR QYT 037977 SV 1T 1022 WA W X027

MT Jer 49:34
AR? AT TORTR M19PKR PWRI2 02°YTOR X210 17PN 717°712T 500 WK

LXX Jer 26:1 5
ev apxf PaciAevovtog Zedekiov PaciAéwg Eyéveto 6 Adyog ovTog Ttept Athap
= 0% DY 717 0277 797 7900 7P T NaYAn NWRI2

MT Jer 25:13b
DMATT97OY 1777 R2ITIWR
= LXX Jer 25:14
‘A émpo@ritevoev lepepiag €mi ta €6vn T AtAapl.
> 1y 13 By 3 x21 WK

18 Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:100, understands the phrase to mean “in the accession year of.”
19 Aejmelacus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point,” 467, suspects that the words t& Athay in the
LXX arose form a mistake, so the reconstructed Vorlage would be identical to MT.
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Looking at the aligned parallels, one can see that Jeremiah 26:1 (LXX 33:1) and
49:34 (LXX 26:1) are the only example of the phrase “in the beginning of the reign of X”
extant in the Vorlage of the shorter text. Since the three chapters 26-28 (33-35 in the
LXX) are adjacent to each other in both texts with all three containing the above phrase
in the MT and only one of them in the LXX, it seems logical that the occurrences in
chapters 27 and 28 have been modeled upon 26:1.%%° This was likely done by the same
scribe as these passages all contain the same rare phrase, are all found only in the longer
text, and occur in adjacent pericopae.'?* As Stipp has pointed out, one finds na9a» only in

the MT, but 9 in 26:1 (LXX 33:1) and 49:34 (LXX 26:1).**

Example #4

Jeremiah 46:1
DINTOV RO2IT TNTOR MTI2T 07 WK

Jeremiah 47:1
STIYTNR 7YID 7197 0702 2ONWYDTHR XO2LT NPNRTTOR TITI2T 700 WK
LXX Jer 29:1 ’Emti tovg dAAo@UAovG = o nwd 7y

Jeremiah 14:1
M%7 22779V 1PRTOR MTTIAT 00 WK
Kal éyévero Adyog kupiov mpog lepepiav mept tig aPpoxiog
=> DNII¥2T OV PRI OR MOTIAT 00 WK

120 Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:112; McKane, Jeremiah, 2:685, also suggests that 27:1 and 28:1 have
been modeled on 26:1.

121 Aejmelacus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point,” 478, argues that Jer 27:7 served as a model for
the expansions in MT Jer 25:9, 14 in a similar manner to how | have suggested 26:1 functioned in the
creation of the expansions in 27:1 and 28:1.

122 stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut, 78; Jeremiah 49:34 is odd in that
although it looks like a heading or introduction, in the LXX it comes after the oracle concerning Elam,
instead of before it as in the MT. The LXX oracle begins instead with “A éxpogntevoey Iepepiog émi T
£0vn t@ Atap. The final phrase identifying the nations with Elam in particular is probably an error, see
Aejmelaeus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point,” 476 n38; and McKane, Jeremiah, 1:632. Holladay, Jeremiah,
2:387, hypothesizes that MT and LXX reflect two different traditions that expanded a short original &
07°v; Whether the text of LXX 26:1 is secondary and later moved to the beginning of the oracle as in its
location in MT 49:34 or whether it was displaced from its original location is not clear from the evidence.
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The final examples Jeremiah 46:1 and 47:1 (LXX 29) both add the phrase > “wx
1n7-oR M7e-027 which is found in both the shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah 14:1. In
the case of 46:1, we see a new heading composed to introduce the Oracles Concerning
the Nations, formerly the task of 25:13.'% Jeremiah 46:1 in the MT leads into the oracle
concerning Egypt, while in the LXX the same spot is occupied by the curious LXX Jer
26:1 that addresses Elam, but comes between Elam and Egypt in the LXX ordering.

The Greek text parallel to MT Jer 47:1 implies a Vorlage of simply “Concerning the
Philistines” but the MT adds a historical reference “before Pharaoh struck Gaza.”*** We
have already seen added historical details in 27:1 and 28:1.
* % *

In the examples of added headings, only a few clear trends present themselves.
The additional headings found in MT resemble formulations already found at an earlier
stage of the book. Sometimes the precursors they are based upon are fairly obvious as in
the case of the influence of 26:1 on 27:1 and 28:1, or the heading added to 7:1-2 based on
26:2. In the former case, the expansions occur right after the source; in the latter, the
expansion occurs far from its source. In other cases the formulation is too general for
direct dependence to be determined. While 27:1 may be detectable as an addition due to
the conflict between the synchronism (in the reign of Jehoiakim) and the references to
Zedekiah in the chapter proper, without manuscript evidence we would have no means of
distinguishing between the headings absent in the MT and those such as 13:8 that are
present in both shorter and longer texts. It is worth noting that the process is highly

unsystematic. Moreover, the fact that a number of the headings (the MT pluses) are

128 See Aejmelaeus, “Jeremiah at the Turning-Point.”
124 On the difficulties of determining the historical referent see Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:336.
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secondary additions does not lead to the conclusion that all such headings are secondary.
Furthermore, we see again that the MT pluses are rightly understood as additions, and
that we do not see evidence of selective use of the base-text in the shorter text of
Jeremiah. As in the case of Exodus, above, we see expansions added to the book based up
on other adjacent and remote portions of the book, an example of Continuing

Composition.

4.3.4 PARALLELS EXTANT ONLY IN MT

Jeremiah exhibits the phenomenon of parallel sections, meaning almost identical
content found in two different passages. We have already observed this on a small scale
in the comparisons of the headings exclusive to MT and similar introductions already
present in the shorter text. Like with the headings, there are parallels that are exclusive to
the MT and others that existed already in the shorter text. Has this duplication of material
arisen from the prophet’s own reuse of oracles or statements in different situations? Has a
scribe copied from one section and inserted it secondarily into a new context elsewhere in
the book? Do these sections share a specific theme, topic, context, or location within the
book? The above observations about the headings added to some sections gives weight to
the idea that frequently earlier parts of the book served as models for later sections. The
very fact that in many parallel sections one constituent of the pair is absent from the
shorter text provides an obvious reason for thinking diachronically about this
phenomenon. As the overlap between the parallel passages is near verbatim, and given
the fact that many of them are found in some textual witnesses but not others, leads to the

working hypothesis that we are dealing with a textual phenomenon and not, for example,
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the prophet’s own reuse of material in different contexts (as the MT and LXX point to
much too late a date for this) or mutual dependence on a shared, but now lost, source. In
an effort to start with what is more certain, and use it to illuminate the less certain cases, |
will examine the parallels distinctive to the longer MT text before turning to those found

in both longer (MT) and shorter (LXX) texts.

Example #1
Jeremiah 8
Jeremiah 6:13-15 Jeremiah 8:10b-12
YX2 V¥12 190 01737V aaupn 0D VY2 Y¥2 770 217377V 10pR 0D
SPW WY 122 17077V K021 WPV WY 22 17077 K02
ARG A9PI7HY Y N2WTNR IRDIN TRY A9PI7HY MRYTNa 1AWTNR 1977
0w PRI DY D1 O PRI DY DO
WK W20 WY 7N 0D Wan WK W20 WY AN 00 Wan
0°7512199° 197 WP XY 2°79770) 0°9512199° 197 WP XY 07om
S R 9w 2NTPETNYa S AR YWY anTRD Nva
Variants

6:13 owpn ] 8:10b jupn |6:13 07172 ] 8:10b 5173 | 6:13 195 ] 8:10b 17195 | 6:13 v¥12] 8:10b
Y¥1 | 6:13 ®x°21m1 ] 8:10b %0211 | 6:14 195 ] 8:11 1795 | 6:14 w571 ] 8:11 197 | 6:15-] 8:11
na|6:15wr2n] 8:11 wan | 6:15 w120 ] 8:12 w20 | 6:15 03] 8:121 6:15 07577 ] 8:12 ovon
6:15 o°n7po | 8:12 anpo |

The shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah 8 are largely the same except for verses
10b-12 in the MT, which are not found in the shorter text. While these verses are not
found in chapter 8 of the Greek text, they are found in chapter 6 of both the shorter and
longer texts, introducing the possibility that these verses have been copied from the
context of chapter 6 and placed into a new context in chapter 8.

All of these differences are minor variants with no significant difference in

meaning.'?® The closeness of the text—perfect agreement in all but a few letters—and its

125 Most of these are orthographic. Jer 6:13 contains a pluses adding pronominal suffixes and
conjunctive waw. The variant of o3 and 1 is not orthographic but falls into Talmon’s category of
Synonymous Variant and is of only minor significance for the present study. Others such as o°n7ps\onTps
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absence in the LXX of chapter 8, points strongly to the conclusion that the MT plus in
Jeremiah 8 is a later addition of material drawn directly from chapter 6. There are no
grounds for hypothesizing accidental omission from the LXX Vorlage of chapter 8, and
there is no evidence to support the idea that scribes omitted duplicate statements,
especially when found in different pericopes. Instead it appears that a section of chapter 6
was reproduced to further expand chapter 8. This is very similar to what was observed
above in the plague narrative of Exodus where exact phrases were copied from elsewhere
in the book and inserted into a new context.*?® As in those cases, the insertion is made
completely of preexisting text to which nothing new or novel has been added. The

variants probably arose in the process of fitting the material into chapter 8.

Example #2
Jeremiah 15:13-14 Jeremiah 17:3-4
127 TR 770 127 TRIRT?D 79°1 77w 0T
TNIRLA™2221 7R K7 IR STP21237702 DRV 7PN IR
P123750) 12 °NN1 WK TN20IR 121 TNV
NYT XY YIR2 PORIN N2 NUT=RY AWK 7RI PORIX N7
27PN 029V YORI ANTR WR™D 2TPIN 22TV "DRA DNATR WRTD
Variants

15:13 -1 17:3 n7wa >on | 15:13 xRy ] 17:3 pmxr=90 | 15:13 nna &7 ] 17:3 mma |
15:13 mxvn~9221] 17:3 nxvna | 15:13 - ] 17:4a 7% °nn1 awx Tnoman 721 anopen | 15:14
'nNavm ] 17:4 pn7avm | 15:14 anp ] 17:4 annp | 15:14 035y ] 17:4 anw-7y

Unlike the first example from Jeremiah 6 and 8, where several verses were found
added to another section, here the plus in the MT is longer than simply the paralleled
verses, and the direction of dependence is more difficult to determine. Roughly the same

contents are found in 15:13-4 and in 17:3-4 in MT, but 17:1-4 are absent from the LXX.

In MT, instead of the phrase “without price” (15:13) we find “your high places” (17:3)

reflect different interpretations of the same consonants, in this case, either “[at the time] I visit them” or
“[at the time of] their visitation.”
126 On the similarity of the MT and (proto) Samaritan expansions see Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:6-8.
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and the additional difficult phrase in verse 4 “and you yourself will drop from your
inheritance that I have given to you.” The ill-suited “I will make you cross over” is
clearly an error for “and I will make you serve,” as in 17:4, based on the similar
appearance of 7and 1.**" Because the material shared in common by these two passages
overlaps so closely, commentators have posited a literary relationship between them.
There are two main options, either Jer 15:13-14 is earlier and the MT plus in chapter 17,
is a later addition reusing earlier material as in the previous example, or else Jer 15:13-14
is secondary to 17:3-4 and its absence in the LXX must be explained in a different
manner. It is a least clear that the LXX minus cannot be attributed to conscious omission.

All of verses 1-4 are absent in the shorter text. This could be evidence that 15:13-
14 has been used to create a larger expansion. The fact that the overall theme of 17:1-4
deals with “Judah’s sin,” specifically improper worship practices, makes the reference to
“high places” in verse 3 evidence that these four verses should be viewed as a whole unit.
The textual evidence supports this at first glance, as does the change from =°m»2 to °nn3,
which could be intended as a gloss explaining the word “sins.”*?® The concern with the
“high places” and other forbidden worship practices would then be an example of an
ideological insertion that is congruent with ideas already found in the shorter text (e.g.,
7:31, 19:5, 32:35 = LXX 39:35), and fits the contents of the preceding passage Jer 16:1-
21. Despite all this, this first option has been rarely adopted.

Most often, commentators see the lack of 17:1-4 in the LXX as the result of

homeoteleuton from a scribe’s eye skipping from the tetragrammaton at the end of 16:21

127 | Jer 17:4 preserves the original, it could either mean that it is prior to 15:14 or simply that
15:14 was secondarily corrupted at a later state.

128 Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:448-50 suspects that change was intentional; McKane, Jeremiah, 1:384-
5, follows Duhm in seeing the change as a corruption.
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to that in 17:5, after which the LXX text begins.*?® This has been the recent consensus
and as such should be given some serious consideration. Following this line of thinking,
the absence of 17:4a, from the material in 15:13-14, can be explained if one assumes that
17:4 was the earlier text, and that the difficult phrase was omitted from the source when
that material was reused to create the addition in chapter 15. The location of 15:13-14,
verses that undoubtedly reflect divine speech, are oddly located in chapter 15 in the midst
of speech that must be connected with the prophet’s voice. Jeremiah 17:1-4 follows
somewhat smoothly after the themes of chapter 26, but it does not fit particularly well
with the verses that follow it. While the tetragrammaton in the “Thus says YHWH” is
considered to be the reason for the accidental omission of 17:1-4 by Holladay, among
others, he immediately uses the LXX’s lack of the phrase “Thus says YHWH” to justify
deletion of the phrase from his critical reconstruction.™* Thus in his view, the added
oracular introduction (to a passage that he claims is not an oracle) leads to the accidental
loss of 17:1-4. The following section 17:5b-13 does not connect directly with the theme
of Judah’s idolatry, arguments based on the aesthetics of how the discourse seems to flow
mostly focus on perceived links with the preceding passage.

If 17:1-4 were original to the text, one is left with explaining its relation to 15:13-
14 and the variation between them. Janzen has offered the ingenious solution that 15:13-
14 resulted from a mistaken attempt at correcting the loss of 17:1-4. He claims that Jer
17:14 was first omitted by homoioteleuton and a later scribe mistakenly placed it in a

parallel column, and that MT now displays a conflate reading of both 17:1-4 (presumably

129 Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 117; Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:484; McKane, Jeremiah,
1:384; and Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut, 62-3, 138-9, all view the minus of
17:1-4 as the result of haplography in the LXX Vorlage, and thus 15:12-14 is thought to be “nicht die
Quelle...aber das Derivat” of 17:1-4. See also, Parke-Taylor Formation of the Book of Jeremiah, 23-32.
130 Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:489.
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lost in the part of the tradition) and 15:13-14 (the mistaken attempt to fix it)."*" If
Janzen’s theory is correct, this example should be compared to the other doublets that are
found in both the shorter and longer text rather than treated in the same category as the
material exclusive to the MT. To my mind, however, the MT plus of 17:1-4 is better
explained as a late addition not present in the LXX Vorlage, which expanded upon
material from Jer 15:13-14. While Janzen’s solution is possible, it is needlessly
complicated as it requires that 17:1-4 be omitted by accidently, partly restored in the
wrong place, and that both parallel passages found their way into MT. The current
placement of Jer 15:13-14 is admittedly awkward in its surrounding literary context, so
ultimately it is a difficult choice to determine whether we are dealing with conscious
expansion or accidental duplication. For the present purpose, we need only note that the
LXX minus does not stem from conscious omission and therefore the shorter text is not
the result of selectively abridging the longer text (an activity exclusive to Authorial

Composition).

Example #3

MT Jeremiah 46:27-28 (LXX 26:27-28) MT Jeremiah 30:10-11
2PYY P72V RIPNTHR 0K TITONRI 2PY° 272V X1NTOR 0K
PITN TYWIA 2237 9 PRI NRNTOR) PITIN TYOWIN 2137 2 PRI NINTOR)
2PV’ W DAV 7IRN TYIITIND 2PV WY 2°AW POIRA TYITTIRY
ST PRI JARWY DR TN PRI JARWY LPYY

TTORI 2PV 72V XPNTIR 0K

SIN IR 0D TWIT? 170K CIX TR

131 jJanzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 133, “It is to be noted that 15.11ffand 17.1-4 would
have stood in adjacent columns of an ancient manuscript. 15.12-14 may have originated as a marginal
variant to 17.1-4 (note the numerous variants between the two basically similar passages), or as a correction
(since corrupted) of haplography in the common archetype of 17.1-4 (still reflected in G), wrongly restored.
In either case, 15.12-14 and 17.1-4 would represent conflation in M of two manuscript traditions”; and
McKane, Jeremiah, 1:384, following Janzen describes 15:13-14 as “a fragment of 17:1-4 which does not fit
into the context of chapter 15 but which has a contribution to make to the textual criticism of 17.1-4.”
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DMA77722 7190 TWYR 0MA77922 7190 AWYR 7D
TWYRTRY IR JAW TARTO OWR TWYRTRY IR N QW TRINOT WK
TPIR R? PN vOWAY N0 193 TRIR XY 7PN VOWAY N0 193

Variants
46:28a - ] 30:10 mm-ox1 | 46:28a qvwin ] 30:10 Jyown | 46:28a 21py° ] 30:10 2py» |
46:28a mimaR1 2Py 272y RN HR nx ] 30:11- | 46:28a - ] 30:11 qyowna? mitoN: | 46:28
0] 30:11 mgon | 46:28 nnw ] 30:11 ow | 46:28a 7x ] 30:11 - | 46:28 1nx1] 30:11
INR

This third example is similar to the first in that the content of Jeremiah 46:27-28
(LXX Jer 26) is found in a parallel location in MT Jer 30:10-11 (LXX 37) with only a
handful of variants between them and no obvious marks of intentional change or updating,
yet the two passages are so close in their formulating that some kind of literary
relationship can be assumed. Jeremiah 30:10 contains the words “oracle of YHWH”
absent from 46:27. This textual plus may have been added, but it does not change the
meaning in any way and functions more as an interjection.* Jeremiah 46:28 contains the
phrase “As for you, do not fear, Jacob my servant—oracle of YHWH” which is not found
in the parallel section, although the phrase “oracle of YHWH” appears in the middle of
30:11 and may have been displaced in the course of later transmission or at the time the
parallel was added if the scribe were working from memory.**

The two variants, o7 “I have driven you” (46:28) and 7°mx5:1 “I have scattered
you” (30:11), express similar ideas and constitute synonymous variants, meaning that one

cannot find grounds to prefer one to the other as there is no apparent mark of accidental

or conscious change. Both verbs can be found throughout the Torah, Prophets, and

132 On the syntax and use of M ox1 as an interjection see E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical
Hebrew: Their Function, Origin and Significance,” JSS 25 (1980):171-5.

138 0On “memory variants,” and the case for their existence, see Carr, Formation of the Hebrew
Bible, 13-56.
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Writings spanning genre and book divisions, so there is no reason to suppose that a scribe
has replaced an obscure word with a more common synonym.

The textual evidence of the minus in 30:10-11 should be a clue as to the direction
of dependence, yet despite this McKane remarks, somewhat strangely, that it is
impossible to tell which of the two MT locations is more original.** McKane hesitates on
this point since in the location shared by both texts (i.e., MT Jeremiah 46=LXX 26) the
two verses appear tacked on to the end of the oracle against Egypt and are not integrated
into the context. In MT Jeremiah 30, by contrast, the comfort proclaimed to Judah fits the
larger context of the pericope. Holladay takes a similar view, that contra Tov, Jer 30:10-
11 is original. Prioritizing Literarkritik he explains that the LXX has omitted the second
occurrence since MT Jeremiah 46 and MT Jeremiah 30 are found as chapters 26 and 37
respectively.™®® To my mind, whether Jer 46:27-28 are original to their present context or
not, the textual evidence points towards seeing 30:10-11 as a later expansion drawing
upon 46:27-8. It is methodologically safer to begin with the textual evidence that we
have, rather than an aesthetic judgment that cannot be calibrated with any outside
controls. The frequent appearance of doublets and parallel passages in many parts of the
biblical corpus argues against the possibility that a scribe would omit an apparent

doublet.*’ Giving priority to the Greek order reinforces the theory that scribes were more

3% McKane, Jeremiah, 2:1136.

135 Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:7, 156, 160-1.

138 For similar conclusions to my own see Parke-Taylor, The Formation of the Book of Jeremiah,
119-126. Parke-Taylor takes up the issue of neither section fitting its context well, and the relationship of
the language of these passages to Deutero-lsaiah.

137 Even if one were to try to mount an argument that the parallels lacking in the LXX point to
such a tendency, one would still have to explain why a number of parallel passages are yet shared by both
texts. Even more difficult to refute is that many of the parallels exclusive to the MT show clear evidence of
updating or redirecting its source material (e.g., 17:3-4 and 33:14-26). In SP Exod 18:25 we saw a sentence
omitted from base-text as it was replaced by similar content. While this may be evidence that a scribe who
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likely to fill in parallel material drawing from sections they had recently copied, while the
orthographic and synonymous variants may stem from the use of memory or errors in

later recopying.™®

Example #4
Jeremiah 49:22 (=LXX 29:23) Jeremiah 48:40b-1 (LXX Jer 31 minus)
1510 W9 ORT 0¥ WD TN JRINTIR 191D WD IRT WD 717
%25y JwsnI MIXNT NP 07291
DYTX 072 20 M AR O A% M
7I%N WX 290 X170 02 77X AWK 290 X1 012
Variants

49:22 75y ] 48:40Db - | 49:22 7x71 ] 48:40b 187 | 49:22 5y ] 48:40b 9K | 49:22 71xa ]
48:40b axa | 49:22 - ] 48:41 awoni M7xnm NP 77921 | 49:22 01X ] 48:41a%m

Here again we meet a pair of passages that contain near verbatim overlap, with
one of the passages (Jer 48:40-41) being absent from the shorter text of Jeremiah. One of
the most obvious differences between these two passages concerns what geography the
oracle addresses, Edom or Moab. In the passage exclusive to the MT (Jer 48:40b-1),
twice Moab appears where Jer 49:22 (LXX 29:23) mentions Bozrah and Edom.

The direction of dependence can be verified with more certainty than in previous
examples. What appears to be an MT plus in this alignment, “the cities are seized and the
fortresses taken” is actually found in LXX Jer 31:41 and in the MT that material has been
straddled by the added material. This scenario, in which a verse contains a plus made up
of paralleled material on either side of it, is some of the clearest evidence that the MT

plus material was not accidentally omitted in the LXX Vorlage. If the LXX minus were

is expanding a text may avoid introducing such a doublet, it does not follow from this that a scribe who
encounters such a doublet would omit one of the constituents.

138 In this case the passages are not nearly as close as in the example of Jer 49:22 and 48:40-41
discussed next, but not as distant as Jer 23:5-6 and 33:14-26 (=LXX chapter 40).
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the result of homeoteleuton or a similar scribal error, one would expect the entire block to
be lost, including LXX Jer 31:41. The fact that the material lacking in the shorter text is
found in its entirety elsewhere shows that these verses in the MT are an expansion based
on the passage in MT Jer 49:22 (=LXX 29:23). The switch in geography from Edom to
Moab shows that the passage has been reused and modified to fit into a new literary and
historical context. There is no reason why the extra verb 75y would not be included in
the expansion found in the MT plus, but it is neither necessary nor significant for the
meaning in either case.*

Janzen suggests that “Perhaps the couplet arose as a gloss on 77x2 in 48.24 (49.22
has n1x2 where 48.40 has ax1n) and was taken into the wrong column of the manuscript,
with appropriate change of names.”** This is a clever solution, but requires that the text
was added by accident, yet was then consciously made to fit. If the names had not been
updated to fit the new literary context, the case for an accidental insertion would be much
stronger. As the updating of Edom to Moab must be the result of a conscious change, it is
hard to imagine that the incongruities were noticed and altered during the course of such
a mistake. Janzen acknowledges that “40b.41b cannot really be said to disrupt the
context.” **! I propose that while apparent disruption can be evidence of an insertion, and
is to be expected if the insertion resulted from a mistake, there is no reason to suspect that
all secondary additions will cause such disturbances and a smoother text may point

towards conscious, rather than accidental, alteration.*? As mentioned above, the added

139 See Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:371; and Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 25.

149 Janzen, Studies in the Book of Jeremiah, 59. Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:344, 371 follows Janzen; so
also Parke-Taylor, Formation of the Book of Jeremiah, 138-39.

141 Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, 59.

142 This is the reason for the standard text-critical preference for Lectio difficilior. E.g., Tov, TCHB,
275-77. Tov cautions against such typical canons of criticism. Much of his caution stems from the



Page 148 of 314

text straddles 48:41a (LXX 31:41), and this, with the changes from Edom to Moab,

points conclusively against accidental inclusion because both factors require conscious
effort to fit the new text into its present context. Therefore the changes should be
understood as intentional reuse of earlier material to create further expansions in the book.
This is Continuing Composition from a shorter text to a longer one, there is no conscious
omission from the base-text of Jeremiah.

Finally, as in the previous example, here the expanded pericope comes earlier in
the order of MT Jeremiah than the order of its (shorter) source. When one compares the
arrangements of the two texts, one can see that in the order of the LXX the expanded
section (LXX Jer 31:41) actually comes two chapters after its source (LXX Jer 29:23)
rather than immediately before it as in the MT order. One may expect that a scribe would
more likely expand upon a passage recently copied, but it is not clear whether this pattern
of source preceding expansion is actually typical. Earlier we saw that Exod 11:3 in the SP
contained an expansion that coordinated with 4:22-3, reflecting a horizon beyond the
immediate context, and several of the examples in Jeremiah reflect similar distance
between parallel passages (e.g., 7:2 and 26:1; 46:27-8 and 30:1-11). If the scribe
responsible for the expansion was working from what had just been copied then one
would expect to find an arrangement like the LXX and not like the MT.**

Example #5

Jeremiah 23:5-6 Jeremiah 33:14-26
AP MITPTORI QR 2O 10 MAPT MP-ORI 2°R2 21° 37

argument that scribal errors often lead to more difficult readings. However, the converse must also be true:
intentional scribal alterations more often lead to “easier” readings.

143 This is possible evidence that the expansion found in MT Jeremiah 48 occurred at a time before
the rearranging of the text, thus the MT plus and the different arrangement of the LXX and MT are not the
work of the same scribe. The relationship between the divergences in order and divergences in expansions
has not yet been sufficiently explored.
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2°NRA7 aMAWTNR

33:14 77 n°2 K DRI N°2 9K °N12T7 WK 207 1277 IR | 23:5 pr7e ] 33:14 apTe | 23:5 1o
2w 7o | 23:5 ] 33:16 ann ovna | 23:6 Sxwn ] 33:16 0w | 23:6 Hraws ] 33:16
Mown | 23:6 vaw | 23:6 w0 ] 33:16 n9x1p | 33:17-26+

Jeremiah 33:14-26 is the longest plus in MT Jeremiah. Verses 14-16 parallel 23:5-

6 and are accompanied by an additional ten verses. The reasons for viewing these as a



Page 150 of 314

whole unit are first that they appear together in the MT but not the LXX, and second,
because they are connected thematically.'** Verses 14-16 downplay the focus on a
Davidic messiah from 23:5-6 by shifting the title of “YHWH our Righteousness” from
the figure of the branch (i.e., a male deliverer) to the delivered city of Jerusalem.**® The
shift from “in his days” to “in those days” further moves prophecy to exilic
eschatology.** The following verses repeat the famous promise to David (e.g., 2 Sam
7:8-17), but then follow it up immediately with something completely novel, an eternal
covenant with the sons of Levi.**’ The passage continues in 33:23 with God informing
Jeremiah that the people are saying that God has rejected the “two families which YHWH
chose.” These two, contextually, can only be Judah (David) and Levi. Finally, the oracle
concludes with the restatement of the inviability of the natural order as proof of the
enduring promise to David’s offspring. The distinctiveness of the eternal covenant with

Levi, its affiliation with ideas and themes emphasized in the Hellenistic period (e.g., Jub.

144 Some thorough discussions of this passage can be found in Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation,
471-74; Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut,133-36; Parke-Taylor, Formation of the
Book of Jeremiah, 55-62; William M. Schniedewind, Society and Promise to David: The Reception History
of 2 Samuel 7:1-17 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 135-38.

145 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 473.

14 Ibid., Fishbane also points out that “the good word” in Jer 33:14 most likely refers to Jer 23:5-6
itself, pointing to the former’s later date.

147 A promise of an eternal covenant with Levi is not found explicitly in the Hebrew Bible.
Malachi rebukes the priests in light of a covenant with Levi (Mal 2:4-8), the closest parallel within the
biblical text is the covenant with Phineas in Num 25:12-13, but there is no reason to connect that with Jer
33. On the other hand, Jubilees exhibits some striking parallels with the covenant formula here. In Jub.
30:18-23, Levi’s zeal in slaughtering the Shechemites echoes the actions of Phineas, and in Jub. 31:32-32:1
after Levi and Judah are blessed by Abraham, Levi has a dream in which God promises him an eternal
priesthood. Levi and Judah (in that order) are singled out from the other tribes just as Jeremiah 33:24 refers
to “the two families that YHWH chose.” Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction,
Ideology and Theology (SJSJ 117; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 296-7; 303 n80, highlights another connection
between Jub. 6:4 and Jeremiah 33:25-6 where both similarly emphasize the fixing of the natural order
promised Noah covenant in Gen 9:16. On the late dating, see further P. Piovanelli, “JrB 33,14-26: Ou la
Continuité des Institutions a I’Epoque Maccabéene,” in The Book of Jeremiah and Its Reception (ed.
A.H.W. Curtis and T. Rémer; BETL 78; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1997), 255-76, esp. 268-71.
Piovanelli dates Jer 33:14-26 to the Hellenistic period, but he understands the passage to be of a piece with
the MT plus material. For arguments for an earlier (pre-Hellenistic) date, see Schniedewind, Society and
Promise to David, 136; and McKane, Jeremiah, 2:clxiii.
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6:4), its absence from the LXX, and the careful redirecting of the oracle from chapter 23
argue conclusively against Tov’s opinion that 33:14-26 have preserved authentic
Jeremianic material that was later added into the book, and instead may point to a late
date for this section.'*®

Because of its uniqueness, Stipp considers the plus in 33:14-26 to be sui generis,

unconnected to the other expansions found in MT.**

The doublets explored in the other
examples repeat other sections almost verbatim, but show evidence of only slight
alteration to fit a new context (e.g., changing the addressee from Edom to Moab). The
alterations in this example are much heavier handed.

This passage in Jeremiah seems similar in kind to the special interests of books
like Chronicles and Jubilees, although it is only a brief insertion within a book and not a
thoroughgoing editorial layer. While Tov includes it as part of “edition II”” of Jeremiah,
this particular interest is only visible here and need not be seen as part of a layer reaching
beyond vv.14-26. Stipp has argued for its independence on the grounds of its distinct use
of language and specific interests compared with the rest of the MT Sondergut.* In
chapter 3, I argued against Segal’s claim that an ideological layer was a necessary feature
of distinguishing between copies of the same text and new texts that contained significant
overlap with their sources. In the last chapter I will take this question up again, showing
that the creation of a new text is almost a prerequisite for including a new ideology, but

does not in itself shift a text from one category to the other. Jeremiah 33:14-26 is possibly

the clearest example of such an ideological addition on a small scale (i.e., a single

148 Tov, “The Literary History of Jeremiah,” 220. On the possibility of a late date see the above
note discussing similarities between the MT plus material and Jubilees.

149 stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut, 133.

10 Ibid., 133-136.
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insertion) that, despite its innovation, does not create a new work but becomes part of
new copies of an existing work.

Having examined the parallels within Jeremiah where one constituent of each pair
is missing in the shorter text, we can see that in every case where the direction of
dependence is clear, the MT plus represents a later expansion. In the cases where the
direction of dependence is not clear, the alternative to expansion on the part of MT is not
conscious but accidental omission on the part of the shorter text. In no case have we
found evidence of conscious omissions in these sections of Jeremiah, nor of any other
change associated with the creation of a new text. Let us now turn to the cases where

parallel passages survive in both shorter and longer text.
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4.3.5 PARALLEL SECTIONS EXTANT IN MT AND LXX

Example #1
MT Jeremiah 6:22-24

T19Y ¥R K2 OV 717 3103 AR 12

JPIRTINTO W 173 I

XY K17 OTOK WP NI Nwp
1257 2°01077YY 1A 203 4P AN
XN TPOR 7AMPNY WORD W

17 197 WA TNNR 1VRY

17912 9Om unRIan aOx

Jeremiah 49:19-21

TIITOR 1T IR 9V RO 11T
MY 79V YR YIIIRTD IR
179 91 21130 2 2 TROR PR M2
199 TAY° WK Y 17m

DIIR™IR YV WK TIPCNRY WA 10
12°D 22W-HR AW WK MW
R?-OR IXY;7 °7°V¥ 0120707 RPN
DM oYY W

TPYX VIR AWy 0991 71p0

P YRw1 Q107002

Variants

MT Jeremiah 50:41-46
719X X2 OV 737
ZPIRTIN0TM 1Y 0°27 209911 1T M
X1 7377 27K PO 17001 Nwp
1207° D009 Y 00 O WA
:9227n2 YV annhnRt WORI MW

VT 1D QYAYTNR 7227790 Yaw
77910 9o 1InRIan X

MITOR 70 IR 79 RO 1IN
MY HYN OXIIN VAR K
1T A7 211D 1 0D TROR TPHK TIMa
2197 TRV WK YT M

D2279K Y WR PTNRY Waw 199
D°7WD PIRTIR WA WK PRAWT
X?~0OX N7 °7°YY 01270° RY-OX
T oY oW

PV YORA AWyI1 222 Swona pn
Bi7al7aRag bl

6:22 M R 10 ] 50:41 - | 6:22 -] 50:410°27 0o39m1 | 6:22 v ] 50:410w | 6:231701 ]
50:42 1721 | 6:23x177] 50:42 ;a1 | 6:23 11°% ] 50:42 521 | 6:24 1ynw ] 50:43 vaw | 6:24 - ]
50:43 922 791 | 6:24 wnw ] 50:43 oynw | 6:24 1107 ] 50:43 170 | 6:24 1anpeina ] 50:43
NPt | 49:19 1xoaR ] 50:44 0 | 49:20 o17x ] 50:45 22| 49:20 »aws ] 50:45 vox |
49:20 12°n ] 50:45 07w | 49:20 omi ] 50:45 m1 | 49:21 0%91] 50:46 nwoni| 49:21 - ]
50:46 922 49:21 nwxn ] 50:46 nwyn1 | 49:21 apyy ] 50:46 npyn | 49:21 mo-o2a ] 50:46

02 [ 49:215717 ] 50:46 - |

Though it is found in both the shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah, Jer 50:41-6

otherwise gives every indication of being a scribal creation based upon Jer 6:22-4 and Jer

49:18-21. It appears that a scribe has reused material and reshaped it as an addition

elsewhere in the text. The near-verbatim overlap points toward a literary relationship of

dependence, and the direction of dependence is clear from two factors. First, it is difficult

to imagine that parts of Jer 50:41-6 were at some point copied and changed to be included
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in two very distant and unrelated parts of the book.™" It is much more probable that two
previous sections were combined. Second, not only does it make more sense to see two
unrelated parts brought into one related whole, rather than the other way around, the
common addressee in the longer passage of Jer 50:41-6 is Babylon. In 50:43 “the king of
Babylon” is the subject instead of “we” in 6:24; in 50:42 the “daughter of Babylon”
replaces the “daughter of Zion” of 6:23; in 50:45 YHWH has made a plan against
Babylon instead of Edom in 49:20; and in 50:45 the parallel reads “the land of the
Chaldeans” (i.e., Babylonians) instead of “the inhabitants of Teman” (i.e., Edomites) in
49:20. Both of these parallel sections are present in the MT and LXX, so they should not
be associated with the same level of alternation as found in the MT pluses, but the
closeness of the text with only small changes adapting it for a different addressee gives
every appearance of being a scribal creation. The acknowledge existence of additions in
the MT should speak in favor of viewing Jer 50:41-46 as a similar expansion, only one
that was added at a time chronologically prior to MT Jeremiah. Thus we see Continuing

Composition on two different levels, one preserved only in the MT and one pre-dating

the MT.
Example #2
MT Jeremiah 10:12-16 MT Jeremiah 51:15-19 (LXX 28:15-19)
INMIM2 22N o7 MDA PR AWy INMIM2 22N 197 MDA PIR AWy
Japal7izichRighimigin) 07V 7701 1NN
7297 27Aw2 21 10 NN Mph SY°) 2nWwa 2°n 1A Inn Pt
WY N7 0902 YIRT I8P DKW WY 0AY 0°P02 YIRTINPR DORWI
J1PNNRA M REM JPNNRN M1 RXM
X9 WO DY DTRTYD WAl Q%95 WO NYTA 0IRTDI Tyl

131 See Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:421; and McKane, Jeremiah, 2:1292-3. Parke-Taylor, Formation of
the Book of Jeremiah, 155-7, 175-6, agrees that 6:22-4 is older than 50:41-6, but finds 50:44-6 superior to
49:19-21 textually. Following the consensus of the previous century, he leans toward seeing 50:44-6 as the
source of 49:19-21, primarily because the downfall of Edom would “hardly be considered an earth-shaking
event,” but in the end he refrains from definite judgment.
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:02 MR 1201 pW 3 Hoon 102 MA™RYY 1201 PW %D Hoon
QNTPD NV2A DYNYN AwYA Tan A DNTPD NYA DYNYN WYR man 930
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Y(E)i:rllgnrti:m 151:16 5y | 10:13 yaxi1 ] 51:16 yax [ 10:14 ax ] 51:17 77 | 10:16 2py° ]
51:19 2py° | 10:16 5xw~ ] 51:19 - | 10:16 vaw ] 51:19 vawn |

As the aligned texts in this second example show, there is only the slightest
orthographic variation between these two passages and the plus of the name Israel in Jer
10:16. Unlike the above example of Jer 50:41-6 where a direction of dependence seemed
clear and there were obvious marks of reorientation of the material, here no such traces
can be found.'®® One might conjecture that the material interrupts the flow between Jer
51:12-14 and 51:20 as it switches from a second person address to Babylon to a third
person description about God and thus fits the location in chapter 10 better than that in
chapter 51, but without further evidence this remains only conjecture. This example is

similar to 6:13-15=8:10b-12 and 46:27=30:10-11 where the text is remarkably close but

without new or updated material, yet both passages are found in the LXX.

Example #3
MT Jeremiah 23:19-20 Jeremiah 30:23-24 (LXX 37:23-24)
QY01 IRYY 737 717 NIVD 717 Y0 AR A MY NIV 110
DI DOYWA WRA DY 9nnn DI DOYWA WRA DY 7100
NWYTTY TR W R NWYTTY TR PN W0 KD
D27 N°INR2 127 Mt PRI D27 PN 127 Mt PRI
179°2 73N ‘72 119Ann
Variants

23:19 w01 ] 30:23 7wo | 23:19 H5mnn ] 30:23 2mann | 23:20 - ] 30:24 1 | 23:20 nra ]
30:24 - |

152 The single exception may be 7y™ which is a much rarer form than v. See Parke-Taylor, The
Formation of the Book of Jeremiah, 178.
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As in several examples above, here again we see two nearly verbatim parallel
passages found in both MT and LXX. The variant 17717 in 30:24 is frequently paired with
Ax in Jeremiah, so if Jer 30:23-4 is secondary it is not surprising that it has been added.**®
The difference between 5210 and 7 ann is not clear. Holladay renders the former as

»15% 993 is the less common verb and could be an

“whirling” and the later as “continuing.
error. If the change were intentional one would expect a shift from the less common to
the more common verb (i.e, 30:23 would be earlier than 23:19).° The plus 772 in 23:20
is not reflected in the LXX and not significant for the meaning of the passage. It is more
understandable why it would be left out rather than why it would be added.**® These few
variants do not show any conclusive reason to prefer one constituent over the other. As
there is no manuscript evidence or internal adaptation to show which is prior, arguments
among scholars have centered almost exclusively upon how well either of the two fits
into present context, which is an aesthetic criterion for which we lack outside controls.*’

In the context of chapter 23 the anger of YHWH “against the head of the wicked”
(20) should be understood as directed against the (false) prophets of verses 16 and 21.
That the storm theophany addresses “the wicked” in general and not the prophets in

particular, feels slightly abrupt, but the storm theophany connects well with the denial of

their having stood in YHWH’s secret counsel in verses 18 and 22.

18 E g, 4:8; 4:26; 12:13; 25:37, 38; 30:24; 49:37; 51:45; See Parke-Taylor, Formation of the Book
of Jeremiah, 87.

5% Holladay, Jeremiah, 179.

135 HALOT, 1:184, follows Driver in viewing 971nn as an error of Y»na. It could just as well be a
memory variant of the type championed by David Carr, but in that case one would assume that 30:23 has
the earlier word and 23:19 has updated it intentionally or subconsciously. Holladay, Jeremiah, 179, lists the
possibility of intentional alteration citing G. R. Driver, “Hebrew Roots and Words,” WO 1950 (unavailable
to me).

156 Contra Holladay, Jeremiah, 1:633, who deletes the word on account of its absence in the LXX,
Peshitta, and parallel in 30:24.

157 See especially McKane, Jeremiah, 1:570, 578; 2:772, 778-9.
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In chapter 30, by contrast, the referent of “the wicked” must be assumed to be the
surrounding nations (MT 30:11) from whom the people of Israel and Judah will return.
Verses 23-24 appear tacked on to the end of chapter 30 and interrupt the theme of the
people being YHWH’s people and YHWH being their God in 30:22 and 31:1. Parke-
Taylor concludes “The oracle of judgment (23:19-20) has been thoroughly adapted to a
later situation by its insertion in Jeremiah 30, followed by the hope expressed in 31:1.”*%®
If one of these passages is dependent on the other, 23:19-20 has the better case
contextually, but this situation is much less clear than that of 50:41-6.

—

On the whole, in these cases of parallel passages found in both texts, the shared
text is nearly verbatim and the doublets are short without obvious alteration of meaning
or context. The main exception is the re-orientation of the material from Jer 6:22-4 and
49:18-21 to deal with Babylon in Jer 50:41-6. Like the MT-only parallels examined
above, the oracle against Babylon in chapter 50 draws upon material found earlier in the
book, but several brief changes adjust the new combination of verses so that the subject
in all cases is the king of Babylon, Babylon (Babel), or the land of the Chaldeans.
Examples two and three, by contrast, have only the slightest orthographic variation with
no other added text, and, while there are reasons why 10:12-16 and 23:19-20 fit their
present context better than their counterparts, these two cases are not conclusive. In these
examples we see some further support for the idea that the book of Jeremiah was

expanded, and that such scribal alteration occurred at multiple periods.

158 parke-Taylor, Formation of the Book of Jeremiah, 89; also McKane, Jeremiah, 1:576-578;
2:772, 778-9.
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4.3.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ON JEREMIAH

The paralleled oracles, like the added headings, show evidence of part of an
earlier text being used as a model for the expansions. We do not find any cases where a
shorter text results from conscious selectivity of a scribe. In some cases the expansion is
solely made up of material paralleled in the shorter text, but in other cases the expansion
has been adjusted to suit a new context. In the case of 33:14-26 the parallel section is
followed by new text expressing a special interest otherwise foreign to the book (i.e., an
eternal covenant with Levi). Doublets where one constituent is absent from MT are
frequently found in close proximity such that the source of an expansion is typically no
less than a few chapters before it, as if the scribe added text based upon what had recently
been copied.* The major exceptions to this prove the rule in so far as cases where an
expansion is found before its source or much further on in the MT can be found in an
earlier position in the LXX order.'®® This may be evidence that the expansions in
guestion where made prior to the rearranging of the text. If so, the LXX order, as is

usually claimed, is the earlier order, and the shorter text was expanded before it was

189 E g., the short distance between 6:13-15=8:10-12, two chapters; 15:13-14=17:3-4, two
chapters; 49:22(LXX29:23)=48:40-1(LXX 31), one chapter in the MT, two in the LXX. One exception to
this forward trend pertains to the heading in Jer 7:1-2 added on the basis of 26:2. Recall that the expansions
in the plagues narrative in the (proto-)Samaritan texts came from the immediate contexts, (8 out of 9) plus
11:3b based on 4:22-23, see Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, 206-7; and Lemmelijn, Plague of Texts, 206-7.
Some of the larger gaps observed are 46:27-8(LXX 26:27-8)=30:1-11(LXX 37), sixteen chapters in MT,
eleven in LXX; 23:5-6=33:14-26(LXX 40), ten chapters in the MT, seventeen in the LXX.

160 | one accepts the general consensus that Jer 17:3-4 is the source of 15:13-4, then this might
constitute an exception, but in that case the parallel in 17:3-4 is missing by homeoteleuton and should not
be considered along with the MT plus material, but instead should be compared to the parallels found in
both MT and LXX. The parallels found in both texts have much larger gaps between them, i.e., 6:22-
4=50:413(LXX 27:41-3), forty-four chapters apart in the MT, twenty-two in the LXX; 10:12-6=51:15-
9(LXX 28:15-19), forty-one chapters apart in the MT and eighteen in the LXX; 23:19-20=30:23-4(LXX
37:23-4), seven chapters apart in MT, and fourteen in LXX. The only approximate example was 49:19-
21(LXX 29:23)=50:44-6(LXX 27:44-6), one chapter apart in MT and two in the LXX.
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rearranged. The doublets found also in the LXX tend be much further apart than those of
the constituents only extant in MT.**

In the parallels that are found in both shorter and longer texts we see the same
evidence of scribal reuse and updating seen in the parallels exclusive to the MT. This
makes it likely that these parallels resulted from the same kind of scribal expansion as
those exclusive to the MT, only at an earlier time, given (1) The fact that we have textual
evidence for such parallels being created in at least two different stages (pre-MT and
MT); (2) the fact that the parallels are often localized phenomenon; and (3) the possibility
that the reorganization of the book occurred after some of the MT expansions. These
three factors all support a view that the book of Jeremiah has grown at least three
stages—and potentially more if Jer 33:14-26 is independent of the other MT pluses or if
the differences in order are not related to the expansions in the MT. McKane’s
description of Jeremiah as a “rolling corpus” resulting from a series of alterations, is
perhaps more helpful than being limited to two distinct editions, as Tov has claimed, yet,
as far as the textual witnesses and inner-book parallels can tell us, there is no obvious
central core around which the later expansions snowball.

In sum, then, we have two snapshots or textual moments preserved in the

k.162

witnesses of Jeremiah, not two different editions of the boo The shorter and longer

161 See previous note.

162 Eugene Ulrich has done more than anyone to popularize the terminology of “editions,” but
unlike Tov, who tends to address only the extant manuscripts (e.g., LXX and MT Jeremiah are an earlier
and later edition of Jeremiah), Ulrich tends to see more clearly the plurality implied below the iceberg’s tip.
My main disagreement with Ulrich is that he tries to make the term “Variant Literary Edition” so broad as
to include sources that were never understood as “editions” of what was later made out of them. The term
VLE needs to be understood as limited to differing copies of “the same text.” See further chapter 3 of the
present work and Eugene Ulrich, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives and Reflections on
Determining the Form to Be Translated” in Perspectives on the Hebrew Bible: Essays in Honor of Walter J.
Harrelson (ed. J. L. Crenshaw; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1988), 101-16; repr. in The Dead Sea
Scroll and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 34-50; idem, “The
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extant texts are two surviving moments of an ongoing process, like the tip of an iceberg
that does not show the full extent of the picture. The evidence from Jeremiah is similar to
that of Exodus discussed above where the different textual witnesses show some
independent expansion on each side, reorganization at some stage, and coordination of
different parts that are often limited to a smaller portion of the book. The fact that some
of the doublets are found only in MT while some are shared, in addition to the fact that
both shorter and longer texts have some secondary additions shows that many of these
alterations occurred independently of one another. There is, however, absolutely no
evidence of conscious omission from the base-text, a new narrative frame, or new
narrative voice. All the major variation within copies of the book of Jeremiah has aligned
with the description of Continuing Composition laid out in chapter 3. At no point have
we found evidence of a new book being created using Jeremiah as a main source, rather
we see examples of expansion and rearrangement within copies of what is ungquestionably
Jeremiah.
4.4 Daniel

The text of Daniel provides yet another case of large-scale differences between
copies of the same book. This is most pronounced between the Old Greek (OG) and the

MT. The OG is found only in two extant manuscripts (Chigi MS 88 and p967).*% The

Evolutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books™ in Changes in Scripture (ed.
Weissenberg, et. al.; BZAW 419; Berlin: de Gruyter: 2011), 47-64.

163 See John J. Collins, Daniel: A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1993), 4; Swete, Introduction, 47; Swete refers to the manuscript as Chigi MS 87, but it is
numbered 88 in Holmes-Parsons. On the error see James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Daniel (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 26, MS 88 contains the
Hexaplaric text, while p967 witnesses a pre-Hexaplaric text, (see Collins, Daniel, 4). A further witness to
the hexaplaric text survives in Syriac. See A. M. Ceriani, Codex syro-hexaplaris ambrosianus (MSP 7;
Milan: Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 1874). The Goéttingen edition by Ziegler is based upon these three witnesses
for its reconstruction of the OG, but it has been criticized for not paying enough attention to p967. For
further discussion of the Greek witnesses see Alexander A. Di Lella, “The Textual History of Septuagint-
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rest of the Greek textual tradition contains the text of Theodotion instead of the OG,
which at a certain point was judged to diverge too radically from the MT and thus
replaced.’® The Greek tradition as a whole contains two additional Daniel stories,
Susanna and the tale of Bel and the Dragon.'®®

In contrast to MT, Theodotion, and MS 88, the chapters of p967 are arranged so
that the visions follow the narratives in whose time they are set. Specifically, chapters 7-
8 follow 1-4 and precede 5-6."%° Since it survives in only a single manuscript, it is
difficult to evaluate whether this arrangement was an idiosyncratic trait of this particular
manuscript (a true accident of preservation!) or if it appeared in other manuscripts as well,
including the one from which it was copied.'®” The main evidence for the latter idea is
that Bishop Quodvultdeus in the 5™ century appears to have been working from a Latin
text that reflected the same order as p967.*%® Since p967 is both the oldest manuscript
witness to OG and the only non-hexaplaric witness, and since Quodvultdeus’ work

provides confirmation of a (possibly) more widespread existence of the p967 order

Daniel and Theodotion-Daniel,” in The Book of Daniel: Composition and Reception (eds., J. Collins and P.
Flint; 2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 2:586-607.

164 Collins, Daniel, 3-7; Swete, Introduction, 46-9; Montgomery, Daniel, 24-9, 46-50. On the
textual nature of Theodotion specifically, see Di Lella, “Textual History,” 593-97.

165 Montgomery, Daniel, 8-9; Collins, Daniel, 405-39; Di Lella, “Textual History,” 597-98.

186 Collins, Daniel, 4; Johan Lust, “The Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5,” in The Book of Daniel
in the Light of New Findings (ed. A. S. van der Woude; BETL 106; Leuven: Leuven University Press,
1993), 44-53.

187 Codex p967 is dated between the 2" and 3" centuries CE, and although it is the oldest witness
to OG Daniel as well as the only pre-Hexaplaric witness, it is certainly not an autograph of the original OG
translation, and by default it is a copy of a previous manuscript of Daniel. See further Frederic G. Kenyon,
The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri: Descriptions and Texts of Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus of the
Greek Bible (8 vols; London: Emery Walker Limited, 1933), 1:5-6; Di Lella, “Textual History,” 590-93;
and Johan Lust, “The Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5.”

168 p _M. Bogaert, “Le témoignage de la Vetus Latina dans 1’étude de la Septante. Ezéchiel et
Daniel dans le Papyrus 967” Biblica 59 (1978): 7-76; Lust, “The Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5,” 46; for
the works of Quodvultdeus see R. Braun, Opera Quodvultdeo Carthaginiensi episcopo tributa (CChL 60;
Turnhout: Brepols, 1976). For a critique of the claim that p967 presents an early or earlier order see R.
Timothy McLay “ The Old Greek Translation of Daniel IV-VI and the Formation of the Book of Daniel,”
VT 55 (2005): 304-23.
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beyond p967 itself, Lust and Bogaert have claimed that the p967 ordering is more
original or at least equally original to that of the MT, in contrast to most scholars who
have seen this ordering as a secondary re-ordering of the material so that visions and
court tales that are set during the reign of the same king are placed together.*®® In any
case, we see further evidence that rearranging sections (in either direction) did not create
a distinctly new work, but instead resulted in a new copy of Daniel that had an alternative
order of some parts, similar to the rearrangements already seen above in the discussions
of the tabernacle pericope in Exodus and the oracles concerning the nations in Jeremiah.
The majority of textual differences between OG and MT, apart from the
additional Susanna and Bel stories, are to be found in chapters 3-6. Chapter 3 contains an
extended prayer and song placed on the lips of the three youths who are thrown into the
fiery furnace.”® The prayer, the story of Susanna, and the story of Bel and the Dragon,
171 In

although sizably expanding the book of Daniel, do not change it into something else.

chapter 4, the MT and OG deviate widely from one another both in details and in

169 Daniel scholars almost universally theorize an earlier stage at which the court tales circulated
independently of one another, so it is possible that p967 may be original to the OG but the order of the
components of the book, esp. chapters 4-6 may have been fluid leading up the creation of the Book of
Daniel. Lust, “The Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5,” 42; Di Lella, “Textual History,” 590-92. The
independent origin is assumed on the basis of form-critical and literary-critical observations about the
disconnectedness of the tales (e.g., chapter 3 makes no reference to Daniel), as well as the evidence of
4QPrNab which may represent a form of the tradition behind the narrative of chapter 4, as well as the
stories of Susanna and Bel and the Dragon, the latter of which appears to be based on the shared motif of
the lion’s den shared with chapter 6. See Collins, Daniel, 35-8; 216; Louis F. Hartman and Alexander A. Di
Lella, The Book of Daniel: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 23; Garden City,
Ny.: Doubleday, 1978), 11-24; Lawrence M. Wills, The Jew in the Court of the Foreign King: Ancient
Jewish Court Legends (HDR 26; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 75-152. See also, P.-M. Bogaert,
“Relecture et refonte historicisantes du livre de Daniel attestées par la premiére version grecque (Papyrus
967),” in Etudes sur le Judaisme hellénisque (eds., R. Kuntzmann and J Schlosser; Lectio divina 119; Paris:
Cerf, 1984), 188-224.

179 See Di Lella, “Textual History,” 597-600.

171 See chapter 3 of the present work.
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organization.*’? Ulrich claims that both OG and MT texts of chapter 4 contain secondary

additions, thus neither one is original.}”® This has been further demonstrated by Amanda

174

Davis.”"" Davis provides a synopsis of the OG and MT of Daniel 4, and closely examines

both texts. She concludes, like Ulrich, that both versions grow out of a common Vorlage.
This Vorlage has been expanded in different ways in each textual tradition. She argues
that the MT has a tendency to enlarge and multiply descriptions, while the OG typically
has a shorter text.'”® The OG, where it does expand, typically repeats an earlier line and

then attaches new material to this doublet (e.g., OG 4:12-3 adds “in the mountains like an

OX”).176

Dan 4:12-14
Dan 4:12-14a
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12 Collins, Daniel, 216-7. Emanuel Tov, “The Many forms of Hebrew Scripture: Reflections in
Light of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentatuech,” in From Qumran to Aleppo: Discussion with Emanuel
Tov about the Textual History of Jewish Scriptures in Honor of His 65th Birthday (eds., Armin Lange,

Matthias Weigold and Jézsef Zsengellér; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2009), 20, claims that

OG Daniel 4 has omitted as well as added, but | can find no example of a minus that resulted from
conscious omission, rather the minuses in OG are better understood as additions on the part of MT and the
MT minuses show where OG has independently expanded, see further below. See further Ulrich, “Double
Literary Editions,” 39-50.

173 Eugene Ulrich, “Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition of
the Bible,” in Michael Fishbane and Emanuel Tov, eds., Sha arei Talmon: Studies in the bible, Qumran,
and the Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992, 267-91.
Repr. The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 71;
idem., “Double Literary Editions,” 40; Collins, Daniel, 7.

174 Amanda M. Davis, “A Reconsideration of the MT and OG Editions of Daniel 4” (M.T.S. thesis,
Candler School of Theology, Emory University, 2012). T agree with Davis’ textual analysis about the
differences and relationship between OG and MT of Daniel 4, but I am not yet persuaded by her proposed
historical development and preservation of the texts. See further, Dean O. Wenthe, “The Old Greek
Translation of Daniel 1-6” (Ph.D. thesis, University of Notre Dame, 1991) (Unavailable to me).

15 Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 32.

178 Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 52-3.
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But let them leave a shoot of its roots in the
earth--in bonds of iron and bronze in the
grass of the field—with the dew of heaven
let him be wetted and his lot shall be with
the beasts in the herbage of the earth. His
mind shall be changed from a man and the
mind of a beast will be given to him and
seven times shall pass over him. This
announcement is the decree of Watchers
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And thus he said, “Leave for him one root
in the earth, that with the beasts of the
earth let him eat grass like a bull upon the
mountains, and from the dew of heaven let
him change his body and seven years he
will feed with them until he knows the lord
of heaven has authority of all in heaven
and upon the earth and whatever he wishes
he does to them. It was cut out before me
in one day, and his destruction in an hour

and this request is from the word of the
holy ones, until it results that the living
shall know that the most high has power
over human kingship and he gives it to
whom he wishes and the lowliest of men he
sets up in its place.

of the day, and his branches were given to
all every wind, and it was pulled and
thrown. He would eat grass with the beasts
of the earth and he was given over to a
guard, in bronze fetters and handcuffs with
them.

In Daniel 4, minuses in either text are better explained as more original than the

corresponding plus material, which can be shown to be almost certainly secondary.”’

Often the secondary material coordinates with other expansions; for example, the MT

expands by adding a court competition in 4:3-6 with references to Daniel being named

Belteshazzar, having the spirit of gods in him, and being chief of the magicians—all of

which tie the narrative more closely to chapters 1, 2, and 5.*" The reference to dwelling

with the beasts, being wet with dew, and eating grass is repeated twice in MT Dan 4:20-

7 The pluses are almost always doublets or repetitions of near-by words or phrases. At other
times they are expansions (e.g., the size of the tree in OG Dan 4:9) or additions that coordinate with other
narratives in the book (see below). See also, Collins, Daniel, 219-21; Montgomery, Daniel, 247-49; and
Ulrich, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives.”

178 Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 46; Collins, Daniel, 220; Montgomery, Daniel, 247-8.
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23, from its source in 4:12 (=OG 4:12-13), there is no reason to think that these
repetitions have been omitted in OG.'"® Several of the OG expansions are also quite large,
such as the recounting of a full-scale “conversion” of Nebuchadnezzar into a worshipper
of the Jewish God in OG Dan 4:34a.'®° Furthermore the OG changes the order of the
Vorlage by moving the letter to the end of the story and adding the regnal formula in its
earlier place.'® While Davis only notes that the pluses are better explained as expansions
than omissions, | believe that one can say with certainty that both OG and MT are both
copies of Daniel (sharing a common archetype), neither of which omits from or otherwise
abridges its source to any noticeable extent.®* Each text has secondary additions
independent of the other, and sometimes the shared Vorlage has been altered (or
corrupted) to a degree that the archetype cannot be reconstructed (e.g., the bounds of iron
and bronze in MT 4:12-3 and OG 4:14a)."® The differences in chapters 5 and 6 are
similar, yet not as dramatic.

Both MT and OG contain expansions. For example, the MT adds the conspirators’
belief that “we will not find anything against this Daniel unless we find it against him in
the religious practices of his God” (6:6), and that “before they reached the bottom” (6:25)
the lions devoured the conspirators and their families. The OG ends with Darius

proclaiming not only that the God of Daniel be honored, but that Darius himself promised

179 See Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 26. There is no reason to posit accidental or intentional
omission by a scribe, and since the pluses are repetitions of material found near-by, they should be
understood as expansions reusing earlier material—a phenomenon encountered repeatedly in this chapter of
the present work.

180 Dan 4:34a; Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 76; Collins, Daniel, 232; Klaus Koch, “Stages in the
Canonization of the Book of Daniel,” in The Book of Daniel: Composition and Reception, 2:426;
Conversion of the foreign king is not limited to chapter 4 in the OG, as Darius makes a similar
monotheistic proclamation in OG 6:27.

181 Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 20-1, 52; and Collins, Daniel, 220.

182 E.g., Davis, “A Reconsideration,” 74 n30.

182 On the difficulty of several of these verses and the possibility of textual corruption, see Collins,
Daniel, 219-21; and Montgomery, Daniel, 220-49.
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to serve God and reject idols made with hands (5:27). Lust has argued that there is a
larger trend of coordination linking chapter 5 back to chapter 4 in the MT, while the OG
by contrast lacks this level but shows more coordination between chapters 6 and 5.2 The
OG plus of 5:11 to Daniel “in whom are the spirit of the holy gods™ ( Pw>Tp 17778 M1 7
72) is an expansion that coordinates with the description in Dan 4:6, 15, the only other
place where this phrase occurs.'®® Similar references back to chapter 4 are found in the
MT plus in 5:11-12 that gives more details of Daniel’s successful career under
Nebuchadnezzar including that he was called Beltshazar, a detail found in OG Dan 1:7
and 2:26 but not in chapters 4 and 5 of OG. There is no reason to suspect abridgement or
any kind of accidental omission in either MT or OG.*® A further plus in MT 5:18-22
explicitly fills in details from chapter 4, such as Nebuchadnezzar being driven from
humankind because of his pride, living with the beasts, eating grass, being soaked with
dew, and finally acknowledging the Most High God. Daniel chides Belshazzar for not
humbling himself as his father Nebuchadnezzar had done ending with the rebuke “You
his son, Belshazzar, did not humble your heart though you knew all this!” ( >7 229>

v 7o) %

According to the ,
Independent Daniel

Traditions

tradito-historical

s “The S 4 umepcndcni Dasmt::l39 52
ust, “The Septuagint\Version o ”
Tﬁ‘% i)

185 Lust, “Septuaglnt Versw ani

Archetype of *Daniel
(New Composttion Created)

184

evidence of any Tendenz in Daniel, and suggests that major deV|at|ons be V|ewed as reflectlng a different
Vorlage rather than changes by the OG t

r
187 \p i - f oretical. Compositiop of *Danjel.fro
Wills, The Jew in the Court c&: XISE&%H;PJ% T?Eut%or?éll golﬁ? dglpterrsmn oﬁbamg] 4-

5.” 40; Collins, Daniel, 242. ion)



Page 167 of 314

hypotheses of Collins and other commentators, the narratives of chapters four and five
were originally independent of their current literary context.'®® If so, the MT plus of Dan
5:18-22 is somewhat textually ironic, as it is only as the narratives were progressively
brought closer together that a character could reference a previous occurrence. In the OG
version of the story, which does not contain the summary of the events of chapter 4,
Belshazzar did not “know all this.” Even if one were to doubt the hypothesis of an
independent origin of the tales, the textual evidence is undeniable that regardless of
whether the court tales were originally part of a single narrative or were originally related
to one another; in the MT, the connection between chapters 4 and 5 has been filled out
and made explicit, bringing the two narratives closer together by means of coordinating
additions. Similarly an addition in OG 6:3 creates a link back to OG 5:29 where Daniel is
“dressed in purple and given authority.”*®® Whereas the MT shows evidence of additions
that coordinate chapters 4 and 5, in the OG that trend is absent but instead one finds a
similar addition that connects the details of chapters 5 and 6. These links are similar to
the coordinating tendency observed above in Exodus and Jeremiah where earlier material
has been repeated or imitated to bring more unity to the whole and one section has been
expanded on the basis of another. As in several cases within Exodus, there is independent

expansion in different manuscripts.

188 Collins, Daniel, 35-8, 179, 220, 264; Lust, “Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5,” 46-53; and
Hartman and Di Lella, Daniel, 186. Such hypothetical stages, if they existed, are sources for Daniel, but not
copies or Variant Literary Editions of Daniel, thus the move from such sources into a new work—in this
case Daniel—would constitute Authorial Composition (the creation of a new work), and not Continuing
Composition (inner-book growth), which is the concern of this present chapter.

189 In the MT, references to being clothed in purple are solely in 5:7, 16, 29. The MT has nothing
paralleling e€ovoia in OG 5: 29 and 6:3; See Lust, “Septuagint Version of Daniel 4-5,” 40; Collins, Daniel,
263.
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an earlier one (though such a process may have occurred when earlier material was used

to create the archetype of the book of Daniel). In all cases this growth (Continuing

Composition) occurs by addition, sometimes of large units such as the Prayer of Azariah

and the Song of the Three Youths, Susanna, or Bel and the Dragon in the Greek forms of

the book, and sometimes in smaller details such as the MT’s coordination of chapters 4

and 5 or the OG’s coordination of chapters 5 and 6.% In part of the manuscript tradition

(p967) several chapters are found in an alternative order. As argued previously in chapter

190 Chapter 3 of the present work made the case that additions—regardless of size or content—do
not create a new work, though they may be found within them. The three techniques that change an earlier
work into a new one are using the base-text selectively, changing the narrative voice, or changing the
literary setting. The story of Susanna precedes Daniel 1:1 in Theodotion, and while it may color or
contribute to the overall picture of Daniel presented by Theodotion’s version, such placement does not
affect the literary setting or narrative voice of the rest of the book (e.g., Dan 1-12 are not subsumed into a

speech or a dream).
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4, rearrangement and expansion are frequently found within what was considered to be
copies of the same book and both Exodus and Jeremiah exhibit similar phenomena. The
MT and OG (as well as Theodotion) are all copies of the book of Daniel, not new
compositions based on Daniel. Even with the larger additions of Susanna and Bel, these
copies of Daniel do not use their source (i.e., archetype *Daniel) selectively, do not

reframe the narrative, and do not change the narrative voice.

4.5 Conclusion

These examples from Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel reiterate what has been
argued in previous chapters. The reordering of verses, chapters, or larger pericopes does
not create a new work (though it may accompany it). This has been observed in Exodus,
Jeremiah, and Daniel. The textual growth that survives in our extant witnesses to these
books tends to be localized. In cases where a tendency may be identified it is limited and
does not cover the whole span of the book. We do see frequent expansions, often non-
linear, but no abridgment or conscious omission from the base-text. Some draw upon text
within the same work or are influenced by a parallel in a different work, while some have
additional material (usually connected to something in the text which “triggers” the
expansions, to use McKane’s terms).*** Finally, we have seen no examples of any of the
scribal activities that create a new text, namely, using the base-text selectively, changing
the literary setting of the work, or changing its narrative voice. In all of the example cases
explored in the present chapter, we have seen only cases of Continuing Composition

where a work may be expanded or rearranged as it is transmitted, but the result is always

%1 McKane, Jeremiah, 1:Ixii
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a new copy of the same work rather than a new work in its own right. In contrast to this,
the next chapter explores examples of Authorial Composition to see how textual growth
in “rewritten” texts (i.e., new compositions) differs from that seen here, which occurred

within copies of the same book.
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AUTHORIAL COMPOSITION: TEXTUAI(_:?SaRpgS\:TSH IN THE CREATION OF A NEW WORK
5.1 Introduction — Two Types of Composition

In the previous chapter we looked at several cases of how texts grew within the
confines of a single book. I have argued that such growth is correctly understood as a
kind of composition that occurs within the process of transmission. Similar to Talmon’s
notion of scribes as a “minor partner” in the authorship of biblical books, scribes did not
only copy verbatim in antiquity but often added to the material that they passed down.* |
have chosen the term Continuing Composition to designate this kind of growth within
copies of the same work. This compositional process within transmission does not
change the identity of the work (i.e., it continues to be recognized as the same work),
although as we have seen it can change the work in a variety of ways, major and minor
including major and minor additions, rearrangement, and replacement as illustrated in the
discussion of examples in chapter 4.

The present chapter will examine cases of Authorial Composition—the creation
of a new work.? In chapter 3, I showed how the evidence of early citations, self-
references to sources, and later codicological placement pointed to an emic distinction in
the ancient world between copies of the same text (e.g., shorter and longer texts of
Jeremiah) and new compositions that show frequent and significant overlap with their

main source or that follow its central literary structure (e.g., narrative) as a base-text. |

"Talmon, “The Textual Study of the Bible: A New Outlook” in Qumran and the History of the
Biblical Text (ed. F. M. Cross and S. Talmon; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975), 381;
repr. in Text and Canon of the Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns: 2010), 1-84.

2 As discussed in earlier chapters, | have no interest in trying to identify actual authors or impose
modern notions of authorship upon the past. I use the term “Authorial Composition” to refer to the process
of creating a new work (out of an older one).
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argued that certain compositional methods—selective use of the base-text, addition of a
new narrative voice, or addition of a new literary setting—subordinate the source
materials in such a way that they are reshaped into a composition no longer
interchangeable with its sources. If we use the biological concept of speciation as an
analogy, we can think of continuing composition as analogous to different breeds within
a single species (e.g., a collie and a poodle, both Canis familiaris), while Authorial
Composition marks the differentiation of related but distinct species (e.g., a dog and a fox,
Canis familiaris and Vulpes vulpes, respectively). The two groups may be related, and a
member of one set may become the member of another. In such new compositions, the
base-text is now part of the material for construction, and not the sole foundation upon
which Continuing Composition may build. At this point it is not longer a copy of its
Vorlage, but something new.

The present chapter will examine several examples from Chronicles, Jubilees, and
the Temple Scroll (TS) that exhibit some or all of these features demarcating new
compositions. As will be shown, all three of these works have significant textual overlap
with their sources—meaning that an identifiable base-text is being followed, and that if
only a fragment of any one of these works had been found it would be difficult or
impossible (depending on the specific passage preserved) to determine if the fragment
came from the later text or its source, that is, if it were the source text itself even if at a
later stage of continuing composition. But, despite the closeness of the two texts in any

such fragments, examination of the full composition reveals that they are not Variant

® | do not want to press the analogy too much as the scientific concept of speciation itself
continues to be debated. Charles Linneaus’ categories were based upon typologies of appearance; more
recent concepts of speciation, such as those of Ernst Mayr, delineate based upon DNA, but still have not
reached full consensus. For some of the history of classification see, Douglas J. Futuyma, Evolutionary
Biology (3d ed.; Sunderland, Mass.: Sinauer Associates, 1997).
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Literary Editions (VLES), i.e., not copies of the same work. Unlike Exodus, Jeremiah,
and Daniel, which have been variously expanded and, at some points, rearranged but
remain copies of the same text as their Vorlage (see chapter 4), the three works examined
here are new compositions that not only contain expansions and rearrangements, but also
omissions, changes of narrative voice, or changes of literary setting. They exemplify
Authorial Composition.

Often omissions and additions in a given work are connected by larger tendencies
or ideologies. Against Segal’s view, I stated in chapter 3 that ideology does not seem to
cause or necessarily mark the creation of a new text, and that distinct ideologies can be
identified within (revised or expanded) copies of the same composition.* Instead, | argued
that the creation of a new text by the methods described above provides the opportunity
for more heavy handed ideological alteration of the text than found in continuing
composition.” While Segal may be correct that adding an ideological layer in the process
of making a new book, such as Jubilees, may motive such rewriting in terms of literary
phenomena, this is an effect and not a cause of its being a new work. Put differently, a
strong ideological position answers the question of why a new work was created, but not
how it has been created or what criteria identify it as a new composition and not an
updated copy of an existing work.

In each of the three examples below, I will show first that each follows an

identifiable base-text. I do not assume, for example, that Chronicles is based on Samuel-

* E.g., the promise of an eternal covenant to Levi in MT Jer 33:14-26 or the apparent
subordination of Oholiab to Bezalel in MT Exodus.

® Undoubtedly there are also social factors, or cognitive ones (e.g., levels of familiarity), that may
explain how alterations might affect the acceptance of a given copy of a work by a given community. This
is a large question falling outside the scope of the present study dealing which focuses on the literary
relationship between texts.
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Kings as preserved in the MT or any other single extant witness.® Rather the author of
Chronicles utilized a copy of “Samuel,” meaning a manuscript that would have been
recognized by the ancients as the same work as that preserved in the witnesses extant
today, albeit with some minor degree of variation (see chapter 3). This overlap is
significant enough that part of 1 Chronicles could possibly be mistaken as a copy of 1
Samuel. This proximity allows us the opportunity to show that they are not the same by
highlighting the features outlined in chapter 3, features that distinguish the later text from
its base-text. Second, | will discuss the additional sources that have been used in each
work and how they are used. While it is often the case that several sources have been
used, only one at any given point functions as the base-text that is being “rewritten” into
a new composition. The other sources, as in the case of some of the expansions seen in
the examples of continuing composition in chapter 4, only function as reservoirs for
details or reused words or phrases. Third, I will discuss apparent omissions from the
base-text, highlighting how the base-text has been used selectively and if the omissions
reflect any detectable tendency. Fourth, and finally, 1 will treat the addition of new
material.

The goal of the present chapter is thus to identify the traits and commonalities of
texts resulting from Authorial Composition so as to characterize this group in contrast to
those resulting from continuing composition discussed in the previous chapter. I will
highlight how the books of 1 and 2 Chronicles, Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll result
from the techniques identified in chapter 3 that are exclusive to new compositions and

indicative of what | have termed Authorial Composition, features that were found lacking

® The copy of 1 Samuel used in 1 Chronicles has more affinity with the LXX Vorlage and the
4QSam? scroll than with 1 Samuel as found in MT. See Eugene Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and
Josephus (HSM 19; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1978).
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among the varying texts of the books of Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel in chapter 4.
Ultimately the data of the present and previous chapter will be used to create a means to
evaluate the types of stages through which a work may have developed, and to shape

expectations that are appropriate to each type.

5.2 The Book of Chronicles
The books of Chronicles have been created by reusing significant portions of the
books of Samuel and Kings (hereafter Sam-Kgs).” Unlike Jubilees and the Temple Scroll
(TS), which will be examined later in this chapter, and other Second Temple period
writings often termed “Rewritten Scripture” (e.g., Genesis Apocryphon or Pseudo-Philo),
the books of Chronicles do not rewrite narrative or legal portions of the Pentateuch or

participate in what Hindy Najman has termed “Mosaic Discourse.”® These distinctions

" As stated earlier, | do not assume that the copy of Sam-Kgs used by the author of Chronicles
(Chr) is identical to MT or to any other ancient witness, only that it would have been recognized by ancient
readers as a copy of the same text as found the copies of Samuel and Kings extant today. The text of
Samuel used in Chronicles differs much more significantly from MT than does Kings. See further, Ulrich,
Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus; Werner E. Lemke, “The Synoptic Problem in the Chronicler’s
History,” HTR 58 (1965): 349-63; Georg Steins, “Die Blicher der Chronik,” in E. Zenger, et. al., Einleitung
in das Alte Testament (8th ed.; Kohlhammer Studienbiicher Theologie; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2011), 313-
31. The main voice in opposition to this consensus is A. Graeme Auld, Kings Without Privilege: David and
Moses in the Story of the Bible’s Kings (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994), who argues that while Chronicles
rewrites and expands a text known to us from the book of Samuel, the Chronicler did not omit significant
portions of his source but rather used an earlier source which itself was the basis for the book of Samuel.
This view has not shaken the consensus that Chronicles is based on a form of the book of Sam-Kgs. For a
critique of Auld see especially Steven L. McKenzie, “The Chronicler as Redactor,” in The Chronicler as
Author: Studies in Text and Texture (JSOTSupp 263; ed. M. Patrick Graham and Steven L. McKenzie;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 70-90; Klein, Chronicles, 1:31; The question of omissions
from the Chr’s source will be taken up in the discussion below.

®Hindy Najman, Seconding Sinai: The Development of Mosaic Discourse in Second Temple
Judaism (SJSJ 77; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1-40. Najman tries to evade the common pitfalls of anachronistic
assumptions about concepts of authorship and textuality in the Second Temple period. She claims that
Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, and similar works follow Deuteronomy’s lead in participating in a “Mosaic
Discourse”—a mode of expressing new interpretations as consistent with and in fact deriving from a
founder, in this case Moses. This extension of an existing discourse is to be contrasted with views that see
so-called pseudepigraphy as “forgery” or, to use de Wette’s term for Deuteronomy, “pious fraud.”
Najman’s four criteria are as follows: 1) Reworking and expanding older tradition. 2) The new text self-
identifies as Torah. 3) The new text “re-presents” the revelation at Sinai. 4) The new text is connected,
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enable us to compare the common literary features of texts that share significant overlap
with a base-text, that is, new compositions based on their sources, not new expanded
copies of their sources, and show that the criteria outlined in chapter 3 that create a new
text out of an earlier one are not limited to rewritings of the Pentateuch, although such
texts are one of the most numerous and widely known examples.® Chronicles therefore
functions as a kind of control within a larger category dominated by texts expanding on
the revelation of Torah at Sinai to show that the scribal actions of selective use of a base-
text, altering the literary setting, or changing the narrative voice are relevant beyond the
extensive, but ultimately narrow, scope of the Pentateuch proper.

Sara Japhet states that the books of Chronicles are comprised of two types of
material, “material taken from various sources and transposed, at times verbatim, at times
with drastic changes, and material written by the book’s author.”*® From this, Japhet

draws a number of important conclusions. First, she states that divergences from Samuel-

either by ascription or association, with Moses. While Najman’s work is incredibly valuable in pursing
questions of textual authority and challenging modern assumptions about ancient concepts of textuality, the
case of Chronicles, which does not meet criteria 2-4, and, while it may claim authority by reusing an
ancient source, it does not identify itself as revelation nor does it link itself to a particular founder, Moses
or otherwise. The example of Chronicles shows, moreover, that this kind of textual reuse is not limited to
texts connected with the Pentateuch or the figure of Moses. Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities could be
considered another example of the creation of a new work from a known base-text that does not meet
Najman’s criteria for participating in “Mosaic Discourse,” but is more correctly understood as
historiography, complete with its own author function (i.e., Josephus) and authority claims. Chronicles
should probably also be understood as historiography, but without the author function (i.e., association with
a named historian) common to the tradition of Hellenistic historiography (e.g., Thucydides, Herodotus,
Josephus) or in texts that seek to project their message through the mouth of a founder figure, as per
Najman’s “Mosaic Discourse.” On Chronicles as history, see Sara Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of
Chronicles and its Place in Biblical Thought (BEATAJ 9; trans. Anna Barber; 2d ed.; Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang, 1997), 513.

® See chapter 3 for the distinction between the question of authority and the question of literary
relationship. Sidnie White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (SDSSRL; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 144, speaks of much of the category of Rewritten Scripture as characterized by a
distinctive “priestly-levitical/Essene line of interpretation,” and while Chronicles highlights much
concerning the priests and Levites, it undoubtedly stands outside that line of interpretation as it does outside
of Najman’s delimitation mentioned above.

10 japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 7-8. I will follow Japhet and others in referring to
the books’ author as The Chronicler, abbreviated Chr, and refer to this entity using masculine pronouns.
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Kings often include “changes of language, style, content, and ideology.”** Although
some of the apparent changes may actually have come from a source (e.g., similar to
4QSam?), “most of them were his own work, and they give us a clear picture of his
world-view.”*? Secondly, she points out that Chr was not systematic in his handling of his
sources.*® Thus not every passage of the books of Chronicles can be used to define the
views or ideology of Chr, only those portions which can be arguably be shown to come
from Chr and not from a source or a variant text. Additionally, Japhet cautions that one
“must consider the possibility that passages were altered after its composition and that
passages were added in the course of transmission.”** This caution reckons with the
possibility of inner-book growth or Continuing Composition beyond the initial
composition created by Chr.
5.2.1 Chronicles’ Relationship to its Base-Text

At many points the books of Chronicles are close to their base-text, Sam-Kgs, to
the point of resembling a variant “edition” of them, so in order to distinguish Chronicles
from other VLE texts it is necessary, first to establish its closeness to its base-text, and
then second, to examine the features that differentiate it from a VLE. First Chronicles 10,

which recounts the death of Saul, is such a close parallel to 1 Samuel 31 that it provides a

"Ibid., 8.

2|pid., 1deology of the Book of Chronicles, 8-10, 505-11. See also Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel
and Josephus, 151-64. | adopt the convention also used by Japhet of referring to Chr using male pronouns.
This seems justifiable on the grounds of probability for as far as we know, the scribal profession (i.e., those
who could read and write at a high literary level) was limited to males. The fact that Chr removes nearly all
references to female characters and pays them little or no attention (e.g., Michal, Bathsheba, Athaliah,
Huldah) provides further reason for this convention. The historical reality of Chr’s identity makes no
difference to my arguments in the present work. See also McKenzie, “The Chronicler as Redactor,” 70-90;
Isaac Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite History in Chronicles (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005),
405-6.

13japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 8. See also Kalimi, Reshaping, 381-92; and David M.
Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press,
2011), 73-4.

14 Japhet, 1deology of the Book of Chronicles, 9.
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good demonstration of Chr’s use of Sam-Kgs as a base-text, even while simultaneously

showing the selective use of that base-text because the material prior to 1 Samuel 10 is

completely absent from Chronicles. There are no other large pluses or minuses within this

pericope with the exception of 1 Chr 10:13-14. Each of the other variations in 1 Chr 10:1-

12 thus has equal likelihood of being a textual variant or a tendential or stylistic change

by Chr. Although much of the chapter is nearly identical with only a few minor variations

from its base-text, the passages discussing the mutilation of Saul’s body vary

considerably in ways which cannot be explained solely by Chr using a differing text of

Samuel. The following observations will establish how closely Chronicles and Samuel

overlap, while paving the way for demonstrating that they are different books, based on

the criteria established in chapter 3.

1 Samuel 31:6-13"
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!> The overlap actually begins at 1 Sam 31:1 and 1 Chr 10:1, but for reasons of space | have
started the comparison with verse six in both passages. The prior five verses show a number of minor
variants, mostly orthographic, but none of them can be clearly attributed to Chr.
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In this short chapter we see first that up to verse 13, Chr’s source is
recognizable—it is a text very close to that known from the MT of 1 Sam 31—and as
most of the numerous minor differences can likely to relegated to textual differences, it
appears that Chr has recycled most of the text almost verbatim, likely changing some of
verses 9-12, and adding verses 13-14. There is no clear case of conscious omission in this
pericope, but immediately following it the rest of the Samuel narrative is omitted until 2
Sam 5:1 (paralleled by 1 Chr 11:1). This omission skips over all the contention
surrounding David’s rise, and rivalry with Saul’s son Ishbaal.*® According to the
narrative in Chronicles, David’s succession follows naturally upon Saul’s death because

of his disobedience. David’s ascension to the throne is straightforward and uncontested.

16 Stephen L. McKenzie, The Chronicler’s Use of the Deuteronomic History (HSM 33; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1984), 36.
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The Chronicler alters the details from “his armor bearer and all his men” ( %3 xw1
PYIR-90 03), to “his entire house” (1n*a 9>). The number three (nw>w) from 1 Sam 31:8 is
also left out of Chr’s retelling, reinforcing the image that Saul’s household had been
completely decimated. As we will continue to see in other examples, Chr leaves out or
changes any detail that would suggest the existence of a rival to David or Solomon.’

In MT 1 Sam 31:9 it says “they cut off his [i.e., Saul’s] head” (\wx-nx 107>7). The
Greek of LXX® says “they brought him back” (ko amootpepovow avtov), a reading that
might reflect a different Vorlage than MT or an error in Greek.'® The discrepancy in
meaning between the MT and LXX is highlighted by Greek mss 29 which prefaces the
LXX reading with the words “and they cut off his head” (xot amoxantovcy Ty Kepainv
avtov), probably a later coordination reacting to the lack of decapitation in the LXX
narrative."® Despite uncertainty about the OG, it appears that Chr’s Vorlage was very
close if not identical to MT 1 Samuel, as both 1 Chronicles 10 and 1 Samuel 31 refer to
Saul’s decapitation. Kalimi points out that in 1 Chr 10:9 and 12, Chr has altered the verbs
“cut” (n13) and “take” (mp?) from his source, to “remove” (xw1) with the result that the
actions of the Philistines regarding Saul’s head and the people of Jabesh-gilead regarding
Saul’s body are put in the same terms but with strikingly contrasting meanings.? The

word 79, occurring only in 1 Chr 10:12, is a later Aramaism updating the more common

17 See Japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 410-1.

Bomootpepw is most frequently a translation equivalent for 2w , but it is not otherwise attested as
a Greek translation equivalent for n15. See Takamitsu Muraoka, A Greek-Hebrew/Aramaic Two-Way Index
to the Septuagint (Louvain: Peeters, 2010), 16, 236-7.

¥Mss 29 is b, in the Cambridge edition by Brooke, McLean, and Thackeray. This isolated reading
probably reflects a later harmonization with a Greek or Hebrew text explicitly referring to Saul’s
decapitation.

2Kalimi, Reshaping, 326. In support of Kalimi’s idea, one should note that the same pairing of
contrasting meanings with the verb xwi appears in Gen 40:19-22 where Pharaoh “lifts up the heads” of two
of his servants—one is restored to his previous station and the other is hanged. A similar description of
Chr’s rewriting is given by Klein, Chronicles, 1:288.
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Hebrew 71.2! The shift from Beth-Shan to Beth-Dagon likely reflects Chr’s view that
Beth-Shan was part of Israelite territory.?

The final verses of 1 Chr 10:13-14 do not come from Chr’s Vorlage, whatever
base-text of Sam-Kgs he is using, but should be understood as a creation of Chr. These
verses explain Saul’s punishment and loss of the kingdom as well as declare that the
kingdom passed to David. The theme of David (and Solomon) ascending the throne
without rival or question by divine choice has already been mentioned and it will appear
again below. Connecting a king’s fate to his deeds, especially religious loyalty, is a
common trait in Chronicles.? Klein points out that no judgment is cast on Saul at his
death in 1 Samuel 31, and that the root >vn, which denotes infidelity or treason is typical
of Chr’s style.* The root appears disproportionately in the books of Chronicles (e.g.,
nearly a third of all total verbal uses are found in Chronicles, and these are not paralleled
in Sam-Kgs). Furthermore, these verses have been composed by a method of general
paraphrase where the narrative of 1 Sam 28 is referenced but not recapitulated in
Chronicles and the second accusation, that Saul “did not keep the word of YHWH” may
refer to 1 Sam 13:13-4; 15; or 22:18-19. Alternatively the vague reference to Saul’s not
keeping YHWH’s word may be a more general summary of all these events in 1 Samuel.
This type of composition by loose allusion is similar to the longer ending of Mark’s

gospel discussed in chapter 3, where the references to speaking strange tongues or

Z'HALOT, 1:184; Klein, Chronicles, 1:288-9; See also Edward L. Curtis and Albert Alonzo
Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles (ICC; New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1910), 31.

22 Klein, Chronicles, 1:288. Klein claims that Chr, when altering his Vorlage, routinely
“mimicked” his source text, choosing replacements with orthographic similarity (e.g., 7w n*2 to 137 n°2).

BKalimi, Reshaping, 186-93. Kalimi refers to his trait as the theme of “measure for measure”
punishment; For other examples see the discussion of the Judean kings in Japhet, Ideology of the Book of
Chronicles, 490-1

2 Klein, Chronicles, 1:289-90.
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handling venomous snakes are taken from narratives not found in Mark.”> As these verses
are not found in any known text of Samuel and as the language and themes align with
those found elsewhere in the books of Chronicles, they are best understood as additions
created by Chr.

The overlap between 1 Samuel 31 and 1 Chronicles 10 is near verbatim at many
points. As will become clear in the following discussions, Chr follows the narrative
sequence of Sam-Kgs, although the former reproduces parts of it only selectively. The
larger the block reproduced, the closer the overlap. Put differently, when Chr reproduces
a large block of the base-text he follows that block very closely and in great detail.*®
Rarely does Chr changes the order of pericopes. For example, 1 Chr 13:5-14 and 1 Chr
14:1-6 reverse the order of 2 Sam 6:1-11 and 2 Sam 5:11-16 such that the section about
the messengers from Hiram and the notice about David’s sons follow the Ark’s halt at
Perez-uzzah instead of preceding it, as they do in Samuel.?” Such minor changes in
sequence are rare, and transposed sections are not placed far from their original location.

Often, Chr gives only a brief summary of a pericope or a few narrative details
(e.g., 2 Chr 32:24-26). This proximity points to Chr’s use of some from of Sam-Kgs as a
base-text. The base-text has not been used in its entirety as the narrative events of 1

Samuel leading up to the death of Saul are left out as are many of the following details

about David’s rise (e.g., the brief rival reign of Ishbaal). Accompanying this selective use

% See the similar example 2 Chr 32:24 where the “sign” (n21), must be a reference to the story of
the sundial in 2 Kgs 20:8-11 (=Isa 38:7-8). See further Kalimi, Reshaping, 205-14.

2 Carr, Formation, 73, calls this “incomplete abbreviation,” i.e., “there is good evidence that the
author(s) of Chronicles knew of an chose to omit large swathes of material found in Samuel-Kings. On the
other hand, it does not appear that the author(s) of Chronicles so freely omitted material from sections of
Samuel-Kings that he or they chose to reproduce.” Some examples he cites are 1 Chr 14:3 where David
takes “more wives,” without any mention of his earlier marriages (1 Sam 25, 2 Sam 3:13-6) and 2 Chr
10:15 where Jeroboam dies in fulfillment of Ahijah’s prophecy (1 Kgs 14) which has not be reproduced in
Chronicles.

27 See further, Klein, Chronicles, 1:338.
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of the base-text is a larger reframing of the narrative and changing of the literary context:
the material from 1 Samuel now follows a long series of genealogies and narrates the
history of the monarchy from a explicitly post-exilic perspective (see 1 Chr 9:1-2).
5.2.2 The Use of Other Sources in Chronicles

Chronicles includes many details not found in its base-text that appear to have
been drawn from the Pentateuch.?® The account of the selection of the threshing floor of
Ornan/Aravnah the Jebusite as the future temple site ends with the explanation that the
Tabernacle which Moses had made in the wilderness and its altar were at Gibeon (1 Chr
21:29).% In 1 Chr 23:13-14 Moses and Aaron are included in the genealogy listed by Chr,
as well as the explanation of the priestly role of Aaron and his sons. In 2 Chr 1:3 the
narrator explains that Gibeon’s high place housed the tent of meeting which Moses had
made in the wilderness, similar to the notice in 1 Chr 21:29, including mention of the
craftsman Bezalel ben-Uri (2 Chr 1:5).%° The temple’s vessels and furnishings are listed

in 2 Chronicles 4, including the golden incense altar and the bread of the presence (4:19).

28 Other sources may be possible, but the Pentateuchal examples are the clearest and most certain.

# This is one of the most textually complicated pericopes within Chronicles. As Chronicles
diverges dramatically from its source, its more drastic differences have been deemed the work of Chr. In
particular 4QSam® contains a plus parallel to 1 Chr 21:16-7. Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 156-7,
maintains that it was lost by homeoarcton (with the scribe’s eye skipping from Rw to <ax") and that its
presence in Josephus points to its originality in OG, while its absence from MT lead to its excision from
OG,; Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omissions in the Book of Samuel (OBO 57; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
and Ruprecht, 1984), 112-4, instead suggests that the error is unlikely, that there is no proof of its presence
in any OG witness, and that Josephus as well as 4QSam?® contain a text that has been expanded upon based
on Chronicles; see also Frank H. Polak, “Statistics and Textual Filiation: The Case of 4QSam¥LXX (With
a Note on the Text of the Pentateuch),” in Septuagint, Scrolls, and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to
the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other
Writings (Manchester, 1990) (ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars; SBLSCSS 33; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1992), 215-76, esp. 252; Pancratius C. Beentjes, “David’s Census and Ornan’s Threshing-Floor: A
Close Reading of 1 Chronicles 21,” in idem, Tradition and Transformation in the Book of Chronicles (SSN
52; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 45- 59; McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 39, 55-7; Kalimi, Reshaping, 245-6; Carr,
Formation, 95.

%0 Keith W. Whitelam, “Hiram,” ABD 3:204, proposes that “The Chronicler draws a parallel
between the construction of the temple and the making of the tabernacle by comparing Solomon with
Bezalel and Huramabi with Oholiab.”
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In 2 Chr 11:15, Chr adds o™vw to the list of Jeroboam’s vices—a rather rare word,
usually translated as “Satyrs” or “Goat-demons” but probably better understood as some
kind of fertility deities.®* The word is mostly likely taken from Lev 17:7.% These details
are best explained by the use of pentateuchal material by Chr to supplement Samuel-
Kings which served as his main source. No pentateuchal text is ever used by Chr as a
base-text, instead various texts are drawn upon to supply specific names and short
details.®® These details often occur in several pentateuchal passages and in most cases
cannot be linked to any one specific instance other than to say that Chr did have access to,
and indeed drew upon, pentateuchal material in some form, incorporating it into his work.
The combination of various details is crystal clear in the case of Josiah’s Passover
celebration in 2 Chr 35:13 where Passover laws from Exodus and Deuteronomy are
mixed such that the Passover lamb is “boiled in fire according to the statute,” a practice
which ultimately agrees neither with the Exodus commandment to roast but not boil it
(Exod 12:9), nor the deuteronomic requirement that the meat be boiled (Deut 16:7).%*
These few examples show that Chr had access to other sources (some known to us) and
made use of them as reservoirs of details but never as an alternative base-text to Sam-Kgs.

Ben Zvi writes

%1 On the occurrences, ancient translations, and conceptual identification of ovw see N. H.
Snaith, “The Meaning of o> yw,” VT 25 (1975): 115-8; cf, HALOT 3:1341. Snaith opts for an
understanding of o™yw as “rain-gods” or “fertility deities” against “satyrs,” which he claims is an
erroneous identification made from classical mythology. Ancient witnesses frequently identify the creatures
as “demons” (e.g., 07w or doupovia); see also Kalimi, Reshaping, 212.

2| Leviticus 19, o™rwvw are clearly the object of prohibited worship, as they are in 2 Chronicles,
such a referent is not so clear in the other occurrences of the word in Deut 32:2, Isa 13:21 and 34:14.

% Unlike the above case where 1 Chr 10 reused extensive amounts of 1 Sam 31, in these cases
only single words or at most a phrase appear without any additional context. The base-text has substantial
overlap and provides a rough guide for the organization of the new work, these other sources, by contrast
supply only details.

 Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (New York: Oxford University Press,
1985), 135.
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Despite all the reliance on information taken from Genesis, no one would claim
that 1 Chr 1:1-2:2 is a rewritten Genesis. More importantly, it is difficult to see 1
Chr 1:1-2:2 as a ‘condensed’ Genesis or a representation of the book of Genesis
as a whole.*
This aspect of utilizing details from another work is similar to the expansions surveyed in
the previous chapter, but in Chronicles we see not so much the reuse of phrases or words
from parallel sections, but the use of specific details mined from other sources. While Chr

clearly had access to a variety of sources, most noticeably much of the Pentateuch, only

Sam-Kgs was used as a base-text, and that selectively.

5.2.3 Omissions from Chr’s Base-Text

Having seen how close Chr’s Vorlage was to texts known to us, we are justified in
identifying small and large portions that have been left out as conscious omissions.
Various sections, ranging from large units to individual words appear to have been
deliberately omitted by Chr. To prove conscious omission one must first eliminate two
possibilities: (1) that Chr’s Vorlage differed from MT Sam-Kgs, and (2) that the textual
minus in Chronicles is not due to accidental omission (e.g., parablepsis). The following
two examples will demonstrate that Chr selectively drew from his source, omitting minor
and major details.

In 1 Kgs 6:1, 37-38 and 8:2 there are references to the months 1, 713, and ooinx.
Months that are not otherwise attested in the Hebrew Bible or in the later Jewish

calendar.® These names are all absent from the parallel passages in Chronicles. Focusing

% Ehud Ben Zvi, “One Size Does Not Fit All: Observations on the Different Ways That
Chronicles Dealt with the Authoritative Literature of Its Time,” in What was Authoritative for Chronicles?
(ed. Ehud Ben Zvi and Diana Edelman; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 23.

% On the development of the Jewish calendar and ancient calendars generally see Sacha Stern,
Calendar and Community: A History of the Jewish Calendar Second Century BCE-Tenth Century CE (New
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for the moment on the parallel in 1 Kgs 8:2 and 2 Chr 5:3, we can identify the phrase na

o°1nx7 “in the month of Ethanim [lit. “overflowings]” as a conscious omission by Chr.

3 Kgdms 8:2 gvunvi ABaviv = 2°INRT 772

1 Kgs 8:2 WM R A Q2INKRT 7772 DROWY WK AnRW 7900 0R 1900
oW

2 Chr 5:3 raisnihehibiy} ORI WIRD T2nOR 19
yawn

The reading “in the month of Ethanim” (ev unvt ABavwv), in 3 Kgdms 8:2
represents a Hebrew Vorlage ooanxn n2. It is clear from this that the obscure month
name o°1nxk appeared in the Greek translator’s Vorlage, but apparently without the
explanatory phrase “that is the seventh month” (yaws wnn x17).%" This latter phrase is
likely a secondary gloss on the word o°1nx; it explains a rare word otherwise unknown to
the text’s readers, and its absence from the LXX points strongly to its secondary nature.®
The phrase “for the festival” (3n12) is syntactically awkward in the MT as the explanation
“that is the seventh month” describes 21nx and not 31.* The phrase “for the festival” may
also be a later expansion connecting the completion of the Temple with the festival (i.e.,

Sukkot).*

York, Oxford University Press, 2001); and idem, Calendars in Antiquity: Empires, States, and Societies
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). Despite her otherwise thorough coverage of the ancient
calendrical variations, Stern never addresses the archaic month names in 1 Kings.

%" In Codex B and most other major witnesses of LXX, only the phrase “in the month of Ethanim”
is present, the surrounding text “And every man of Israel was assembled to King Solomon [in the month of
Ethanim] for the festival which is the seventh month,” is a plus in the MT. Codex A, in typical fashion, has
a reading harmonized with MT.

% On this and similar cases see Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 44-48.

% Such identifying clauses typically have the pronoun (171 or x°71) followed immediately the noun
it modifies, see IBHS 16.3.3a-c; and Jolion 154j. Some exceptions occur, such as Josh 18:13, on which see
Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 44-45.

“Lev 23:34, Neh 8:13. “The festival” (3n71) becomes the standard idiom for Sukkot in rabbinic
literature.
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Whatever the relation between MT and LXX, our interest for the moment is
specifically on Chr’s use of his source text.** Was the month removed by Chr or simply
not a part of Chr’s Vorlage? A clue arises if we attempt to translate 2 Chr 5:3 into English.

The parallel verses, although almost identical, must be translated quite differently
due to issues of syntax. Translating 1 Kgs 8:2 is fairly straightforward: “Every man of
Israel assembled to (the) King Solomon in the month of Ethanim for the festival—it is the
seventh month.” Here the main difficulty is the awkward gap between “it is the seventh
month,” which semantically must refer to Ethanim, and the phrase “for the festival,”
which appears between the noun “Ethanim” and its modifier “that is the seventh

month.”* An author rewriting this text into part of a new work could resolve this

*1 A central argument of the present discussion is that Chr’s Vorlage was identical to MT at this
point, so the LXX readings are not immediately relevant. My own suspicions regarding the textual history
of the varying narratives in the MT and LXX is that MT is an expanded text that is trying to explicitly
connect the inauguration of the temple with the celebration of Sukkot (likely already in view in 3 Kgdms
8:65). The LXX contains only the phrase “in the month of Ethanim,” lacking both the words that follow
and the words that precede it in MT (i.e., “Every man of Israel was gathered to King Solomon”). The LXX
provides a coherent text that tells a different narrative at this point. In 3 Kgdms 8:1, Solomon has just
finished construction of his palace and YHWH’s temple (neither are mentioned in MT 1 Kgs 8:1, and the
preceding verses emphasize only the temple) and he gathers all the elders of Israel in order to bring the ark
of the covenant of YHWH into the Zion “in the month of Ethanim,” and the priests bring the ark and the
Tent of Meeting. The MT has not only the elders, but also the heads of tribes and the family leaders come
to bring up the ark into Zion. The MT does not immediately situate this event in Ethanim, as does LXX, but
instead digresses slightly narrating that King Solomon also gathers “every man of Israel, in the month of
Ethanim, [for/in/on] the Festival—it is the seventh month.” The MT contains a further plus saying that all
the elders of Israel came. The translational difficulties | point out above relate primarily to ana, which |
think should be translated here as “for the Festival” as it explains why “every man of Israel” has been
gathered (cf, Deut 16:16; Num 29:12), namely to celebrate Sukkot in the seventh month. I see three main
possibilities: (1) ama entered the MT at the same time as the rest of the MT plus in 8:2 and ana just happens
to be placed two words earlier in the sentence than expected resulting in odd syntax; (2) The MT contained
8:2 without an2, and a reason was added (or made explicit) later and the inserted lemma created an
unexpected break between the noun Ethanim and its modifier “which is the seventh month”; (3) an2a is
original to MT’s expanded 8:2, but the gloss explaining Ethanim (“it is the seventh month”) was added
later and in being tacked on at the end, resulted in the strange syntax discussed above. Of these three
theoretical options, | find number one the least likely and number three the most likely. The latter explains
both why a scribe would have expanded MT to begin with (i.e., to make observance of Sukkot explicit) and
how the modifier “it is the seventh month” arose.

*2 NJPS reads “All the men of Israel gathered before King Solomon at the Feast, in the month of
Ethanim—that is, the seventh month.” In this case, the translators have rearranged the text placing “at the
Feast” before “in the month of Ethanim.” This would be the expected word order in Hebrew. The need to
rearrange the text in order to make sense of it highlights the difficult inherent in the Hebrew.
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difficulty either by rearranging the text so that “for the festival” follows “seventh month,”
as one would expect in Hebrew (so NJPS and KJV) or by omitted “for the festival,” yet
Chr does neither. Translating 2 Chr 5:3 we find not the resolution of an existing textual
difficulty, but the introduction of a new one. The text reads “Every man of Israel
assembled to the king for the festival. It is the seventh month.” In Kings, the phrase “it is
the seventh month” explains the rare month name o°1nx, whereas in Chr the only referent
available for it to modify is “festival,” and it makes no sense to state that the festival is
the seventh month, thus translators have sought solutions. The translators of the NASB
clearly noticed the problem as they give “at the feast, that is in the seventh month,”
(italics original) in 2 Chronicles whereas in the corresponding verse from 1 Kings the
NASB translates “at the feast, in the month of Ethanim, which is the seventh month.”*
The need to insert the English preposition “in” in the former case derives from the
awkward syntax generated by the omission of the month name. The Targum to
Chronicles similarly translates “at the festival of Sukkot which is in the seventh month”
(TR W R RITT ROOUAT RAN2), identifying “the festival” explicitly with Sukkot and
clearing away the awkward syntax.** The NJPS translators give “at the Feast, in the
seventh month,” though there is no documented lexical case of X7 meaning “in,” the
contortions that the translators perform demonstrates that there is a difficulty in the text.*

The difficulty of 2 Chr 5:3 results from its being an alteration of a source text identical to

3 In NASB the use of italics denotes “words which are not found in the original Hebrew, Aramaic,
or Greek but implied by it.” The same addition of “in” appears in JPS, NRSV and KJV. Cf. Lutherbibel
(1545), “Und es versammelten sich zum Konig alle Manner Israels am Fest, das ist im siebenten Monat.”
Emphasis added.

*The text follows Stephen A. Kaufman, ed. Targum Chronicles: The Late Jewish Literary
Aramaic version of Chronicles from the files of the Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Project (CAL) the
Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion, Cincinnati, USA (2005).

*% | suspect that Chr and his early readers mentally supplied a preposition.
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MT 1 Kgs 8:2. A rare word deemed unnecessary or unwanted was omitted and in the
process its explanatory gloss was left in place, its meaning now obscured. The awkward
syntax shows that the word was present in Chr’s Vorlage which appears to have been
identical with MT, and the added fact that all of the old month names are also removed
shows that this was not done accidentally, although only in one case does a redactional
“seam”—the lack of a fitting noun for “it is the seventh month” to modify in 2 Chr 5:3—
remain.*® Thus Chr’s handling of his base-text clearly could involve omissions of small
details deemed unneeded or undesirable, and in at least some cases omission left traces in
the text. As Chr also leaves out the references to the months i and 512 (1 Kgs 6:1, 37-38),
this may be evidence of a tendency to leave out the archaic month names, which had
fallen out of use.*’ But as we have already seen above, Chr’s omissions are by no means
limited to such minor details.

Two larger scale cases of conscious omission concern David’s involvement with

Uriah’s wife Bathsheba and the Shunammite Abishag.

2 Sam 11:1
ARP-NR TIT APWS DYIRDNT NRY NV qwsa nwnh o

1 Chr 20:1
R2XT 207NN AR AT 20090 DRX NV 7w NWN NYY O

The narrative introduction “In the spring time when kings go to war”” makes sense
in its original context in which David does not go off to war, but gets into trouble while

remaining at home.*® In Chronicles this narrative introduction is kept without any of the

%1 Kings 6:1 (= 2 Chr 3:2), 6:37-38 (not paralleled by Chr) and 8:2 (=2 Chr 5:3). In the first and
final cases the month names are removed but the glosses “the second month” and “the seventh month”
(respectively) remain.

1t is possible that the vestige of the old calendar may have been at odds with worship liturgy
contemporary with Chr, but no work has been done on this question. See note 36 above.

*® Klein, Chronicles, 1:407; McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 37; Carr, Formation, 73.
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following story which interacts with it in its source, thus in Chronicles the setting of the
stage no longer serves the narrative function that it did in its source. An even more
striking vestige of the earlier narrative is the detail that “David remained in Jerusalem”
(02w 2w 7).% As in both Samuel and Chronicles this section is immediately
preceded by the battle with the Syrians and followed by the account of Joab’s victory at
Rabbah. This shows that Chr is following the basic narrative of its base-text. It is
therefore clear that 1 Chronicles 20:1 echoes the language of its source, 2 Samuel 11,
while skipping over two full chapters of narrative, and going directly to the reporting of
the victory. The verses omitted are those comprising the story of David’s affair with
Bathsheba, the attempted cover-up, David’s correspondence with Joab arranging for
Uriah’s death, Uriah’s death itself, Nathan’s rebuke, and Solomon’s birth. In 2 Samuel
the setting “At the turn of the year, when kings go to war,” contrasts directly with
David’s staying at home and not going to war, which leads directly into the narrative of
his affair with Bathsheba. By contrast, in 1 Chr 20, the fact that David remains in
Jerusalem while Joab leads the army does not cast David in so bad a light as its earlier
source.

References elsewhere to Solomon and Bathsheba/Bathshua (1 Chr 3:5, 14:4), in
addition to the aforementioned narrative interruptions, show that this story was known to
Chr, but has been omitted to remove an account which reflected negatively on David.*

Following the pericope of 1 Chr 20:1-3, Chr omits all of the material from 2 Sam 13:1—

%% See Curtis and Madsen, Chronicles, 241-2.

%% On the reasons for Bath-Shua’s appearance in Chr’s genealogies see, Willien Van Wieringen,
“Why Some Women were Included in the Genealogies of 1 Chronicles 1-9,” in Rewriting Biblical History:
Essays on Chronicles and Ben Sira in Honor of Pancratius C. Beentjes (ed. Jeremy Corley and Harm van
Grol; DCLS 7; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 291-300; but note also Ingeborg Lowisch, “Cracks in the
Male Mirror: References to Women as Challenges to Patrilinear Authority in the Genealogies of Judah,” in
What Was Authoritative for Chronicles?, 105-32; Kalimi, Reshaping, 315-7, 362-5.
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21:18 (=1 Chr 20:4), nearly all of which deals with opposition to David and rebellion. In
line with the omissions of Ishbaal in 1 Chr 10-11 mentioned above, it is clear that Chr has
a strong tendency to omit details of rivals or rebels, depicting David’s reign as steadfastly
as possible.™

Similarly, the short Abishag narrative was likely omitted due to its portrayal of
David as weak and impotent, and the role it plays in complicating Solomon’s ascension

to the throne.>

1 Kings 1:1 01 891 0°7322 177007 2°1»°2 X2 2T 717 7o

1Chr23:1332 7n9W-nR 72 D0 vawy Ipr T

Following the narrative thread of Samuel-Kings, Chr reuses the notice of David’s
old age from 1 Kgs 1:1, preceding Solomon’s coronation. The wording is not identical,
but these are the only references to David’s old age in each book and the placement
within the sequence of narrative events implies that Chr is following the order of its
source, although reusing precious little. The entire episode of Abishag functioning as the
king’s “human hot-water bottle” is left out.>® In Chronicles, Solomon’s ascension to the
throne, like his father’s before him, is straightforward and uncontested, and David’s old
age in 1 Chr 23:1 only marks the appropriate time to pass the crown on to his son.

These examples show that Chr omitted small and large portions of text, from

minor details to large narrative episodes. Often these omitted portions contain details

51 McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 36.

52 M. J. Evans, “Women,” DOT:HB (ed. B. T. Arnold & H. G. M. Williamson; Downers Grove,
I1.: InterVarsity Press, 2005): 995. See also, Klein, Chroniclers, 1:44.

%3 Japhet, Ideology in the Book of Chronicles, 469.
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considered unnecessary or opposed to the ideology Chr is trying to portray.>* In the larger
examples specifically we can observe a shared tendency to leave out mention of rivalries
or rebellions. Such a tendency, and Chr’s own ideology, can only be reconstructed in
hindsight by searching for connecting threads that give coherence to additions or

omissions.

5.2.4 New Material Added in Chronicles

Chronicles places a great deal of emphasis on the construction of the Temple and
the organizations for its personnel. These discussions go from 1 Chr 22 to 2 Chr 7, and
represent a large segment of text which has no parallel in Sam-Kgs and appears to be the
work of Chr.*® The additions focus on David’s organization of the Priests, Levites,
musicians, gatekeepers, military and tribal divisions, and Solomon’s construction and
dedication of the temple. These chapters connect two of the central themes of Chronicles,
namely the Davidic monarchy and the Jerusalem temple.>® These themes reoccur
throughout the book which opens with a genealogy that leads directly to David (1 Chr
2:15) and invests considerable space to the divisions of priests, Levites, and the tribes of
Israel that are organized in 1 Chr 23-27.

Other major themes in Chronicles are likewise attested across the span of the

work. The frequently noted theme that kings are rewarded or punished in their lifetime

** e.g., negative portrayals of David or Solomon. It has frequently been noted that Chr also omits
or downplays most references to the Exodus. See Japhet, 1deology of the Book of Chronicles, 379-86;
Kalimi, Reshaping, 212; Note Pancratius C. Beentjes, “The Chronicler’s View of Israel’s Earlier History,”
in Tradition and Transformation in the Book of Chronicles, 101-13, “It is not to minimize the Exodus
tradition, let alone to sweep it away, but to emphasize that the covenant with YHWH is a matter that affects
every Israelite” (111).

*® McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 37-41, 88-9; Steven J. Schweitzer, “The Temple in Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles,” in Rewriting Biblical History, 123-35.

% Japhet, Ideology in the Book of Chronicles, 428.
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explains Chr’s addition concerning Saul’s death 1 Chr 10:13-4. Manasseh, whose
wickedness is blamed for the exile (1 Kgs 23:26), nevertheless has a long and flourishing
reign, while Josiah, who gets the highest appraisal in Kings dies rather young.>’ To
explain how such an evil monarch could nonetheless rule for fifty-five years and a
righteous king rule for only thirty-one years, Chr explains that Manasseh repented of his

deeds (2 Chr 33:12-9) while Josiah spurned a prophecy from God (2 Chr 35:20-4).

5.2.5 Summary

In summary, Chr utilized a text of Sam-Kgs as the base-text of his own
composition. That base-text was used selectively—omitting small and large details and
stories—was occasionally rearranged, and was furnished with details from other sources
(mainly pentateuchal material) and additions of Chr’s own creation. Many of the
omissions and additions give a coherent picture of either Chr’s own views or shed light
on the specific portrayal Chr hoped to achieve by the reshaping of his source material
into a new text. While rearrangement and additions were seen in the examples of
continuing composition in chapter 4, what is unique to Chronicles compared with those
examples of textual growth is its selective use of its base-text. There were no clear cases
of conscious omission in the examples from Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel, let alone
regular omissions that could be identified as selective use of their base-texts.*® Such
selective-use is one of the three compositional techniques that create a new text, as seen

in chapter 3, and this is what makes Chronicles a different work than Sam-Kgs. It is not a

> Klein, Chronicles, 1:20, 46, 291; Kalimi, Reshaping, 332-5; Japhet, Ideology in the Book of
Chronicles, 166-8, 490.

%8 The only exceptions are cases of replacement where a few words to a full sentence have been
omitted in the processes of smoothing the transition between an addition and the base-text to which it is
added (e.qg., the content of MT Exod 18:25 is omitted by SP where it expands based on Deuteronomy 1).
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version of Sam-Kgs, then, but an entirely new composition. All three methods of

Authorial Composition are on display in Jubilees, to which I now turn.

5.3 The Book of Jubilees

The book of Jubilees is a Hebrew work from the Hellenistic period that renarrates
much of the contents of Genesis 1 until Moses’ ascent to Sinai.”® The narrative is filled in
with a variety of details from Exodus-Deuteronomy making the larger point that the
commandments of Torah preceded the revelation at Sinai and were followed by the
important antediluvians and patriarchs.®°As with Samuel-Kings in the books of
Chronicles, one can see that Genesis and part of Exodus are used as a base-text by the
author of Jubilees.®* This base-text is used selectively and much new information is
added. Frequently the omissions and additions together can highlight the specific interests
of the author. The narrative of the base-text is reframed such that the work opens with
Moses’ ascent to Mt. Sinai at God’s invitation based on Exodus 24 (Jub 1:1-26). There,

over the course of forty days and nights, God “showed him what (had happened)

% On the issues of the Hebrew original and historical dating of the book see James C. VanderKam,
Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees (HSM 14; Missoula, Mont.: Scholar’s Press, 1977),
1-15, 207-85, and idem., The Book of Jubilees (GAP; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 13-21.
VanderKam dates Jubilees to between 164 and 100 BCE, favoring a date between 152-134 BCE based on
the presence of the book at Qumran, the paleographical dating of those manuscripts, the reference to
Jubilees in the Damascus Document, the apparent influence of Judah the Maccabee’s wars in 163 BCE
upon the retelling of the battles of Judah and his sons (e.g., Jub 37:1-38:14), denouncing of public nudity
probably alluding to the gymnasium of Antiochan times (cf. 1 Macc 1:14-5), and on the relationship of
Jubilees’ views (esp. the Solar calendar) to those of the Qumran sect and the politics of the Hasmonean
priesthood. See also, James C. VanderKam, “Jubilees and Hebrew Texts of Genesis-Exodus,” in idem,
From Revelation to Canon: Studies in the Hebrew Bible and Second Temple Literature (SJSJ 62; Leiden:
Brill, 2000), 448-61.

8%\/anderKam, Jubilees, 12.

® The copy of Genesis used was certainly not identical to MT, but often had more in common
with the LXX Vorlage or SP, see VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies, 116-38. Just as with
Chronicles, where the copy of Samuel used by Chr was closer to the LXX Vorlage or the 4QSam? scroll,
the minor differences do not prevent us from recognizing Genesis as the source of Jubilees, even while
differentiating that source from the copies of Genesis extant today.
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beforehand as well as what was to come” (1:4 VK). ® In Jub. 1:27, God commands the
angel of the presence to dictate to Moses “from the beginning of the creation until the
time when my temple is built among them throughout all ages of eternity.” From verse 27
onwards, the angel of the presence is the narrator who occasionally inserts himself (and
his fellow angels) into the narration. For example, in Jub. 2:3 after the creation of heaven,
earth, and the various spirits (including angels) the angel of the presence says, “Then we
saw his works and blessed him. We offered praise before him regarding all his works
because had made seven great works on the first day” (VK).% As argued in chapter 3,
these features of (1) selective use of the base-text, (2) new literary setting, and (3) new
narrative voice are the type of alterations that create a new work out of an earlier source
(Authorial Composition) rather than create an expanded copy or version of the same
(Continuing Composition). Further details from Jubilees only make this point even more

secure.

5.3.1 Jubilees’ Relationship to its Base-Text
Within its new literary setting, Jubilees retells most of the opening chapters of
Genesis, following them sequentially starting in Jub. 2:1, but the wording is not repeated
verbatim. Instead the text is paraphrased, usually accompanied by new details (e.g., the

creation of the various spirits on the first day of creation in Jub. 2:2). To be sure, the

82 English translations of Jubilees marked VK are from James C. VanderKam, The Book of
Jubilees (SAT 88; Louvain: Peeters, 1989), 18-19; references to the Ethiopic follow idem., The Book of
Jubilees: A Critical Text (SAT 87; Louvain: Peeters, 1989). All other translations are my own.

%% See also the examples of “we” and “I” in Jub 16:1 and 18:9 in the discussion below. The angel
of the presence interjects in the first person singular at various key points continuing to the final verse of
the book; i.e., Jub. 6:22, 35, 38; 12:26, 27; 15:33; 16:5; 18:9, 10, 11; 30:12, 21; 48:4, 13; 50:1, 2, 13. The
broader perspective of the involvement of the angels of the presence, expressed in the first person plural is
even more frequent, i.e., Jub 2:3, 17, 30; 3:1, 9 12, 15; 4:6, 18, 23; 5:23, 26; 10:4, 10-3, 23, 32; 12:2, 20,
31; 14:20; 16:1-4, 7, 15-6, 19, 28; 19:3, 6; 30:20; 41:24, 27; 48:10-1, 13, 16, 18-9.
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narrative of the base-text is sometimes followed near-verbatim, such as the conversation

between the woman and the serpent in Jub.3:17b-22.

Genesis 3:1b-7

He said to the woman, “Did God indeed
say, ‘You shall not eat from every tree of
the garden’?”

The woman said to the serpent, “From the
fruit of the trees of the garden we may eat,
but from the fruit of the tree which is in the
middle of the garden God said ‘Do not eat
from it and do not touch it so that you may
not die.””

The serpent said to the woman, “You will
not really die for God knows that when you
eat from it your eyes will be opened and
you will be like gods, knowing good and
evil.”

The woman saw that the tree was good to
eat and pleasing to the eyes and the tree
was desired to make one wise. She took of
its fruit and she ate and she gave (it) also to
her husband with her. He ate and the eyes
of the two of them were opened. They
knew that they were naked. They sewed
together fig leaves and made for
themselves aprons.

Jubilees 3:17b-22 (VK)

The serpent said to the woman, “Is it from
all the fruit of the trees in the garden (that)
the Lord has commanded you, ‘Do not eat
from it?”” She said to him, “From all the
fruit of the tree(s) which are in the garden
the Lord told us, ‘Eat.” But from the fruit of
the tree which is in the middle of the
garden he told us, ‘Do not eat from it and
do not touch it so that you may not die.””
Then the serpent said to the woman, “You
will not really die because the Lord knows
that when you eat from it® your eyes will
be opened, you will become like gods, and
you will know good and evil.”

The woman saw that the tree was delightful
and pleasing to the eye and (that) its fruit
was good to eat. So she took some of it and
ate (it). She first covered her shame with
fig leaves and then gave it to Adam. He ate
(it), his eyes were opened, and he saw that
he was naked. He took fig leaves and
sewed (them); (thus) he made himself an
apron and covered his shame.

The closeness of the two texts is immediately clear coupled with the consistent following

of the base-text’s narrative sequence, and allows us to see that the author is in fact

following the text of Genesis and to trace just how far he has transformed his source.®

%4 Jubilees is similar to Genesis, “for the day you (pl.) will eat from it,” (Ag®: dA+: TOND~: AT°2U-).

% While Jubilees omits and adds numerous sections and details, there are very few changes of the
sequence of events. In Jub 34:11-2, Joseph is sold before the reader hears of Isaac’s death, opposite the
order of Gen 37. See Michael Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at
Qumran (ed. Matthias Henze; SDSSRL ; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-28. In Jub. 19:13-23:7
Abraham’s death is placed after the birth of Jacob and Esau. This allows the author of Jubilees to have
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Small discrepancies can be explained as issues of translation, such as VanderKam’s
translation of A%M.ANAC as “Lord” instead of the more typical translation “God.”® The
addition of the word “fruit” in Jub.3:17-18 is apparently based on Gen 3:2.%” In Genesis,
the woman sees that the tree is good for food and appealing to the eye, an order that
Jubilees may have altered on account of logic.?® The notice that the tree is desirable to
make one wise (>>wn> yva 7ann) is the only clear omission from this section of the base-
text, and it may have resulted from a textual error when the author of Jubilees rearranged
the sequence of the woman’s seeing, desiring, and eating from the tree.®® The most
significant addition is that the woman, upon eating the fruit, covers her own nakedness
("1%-¢.3, “her shame”) before giving the fruit to the man. This change removes the
problem of delayed reaction in Genesis, where the woman eats first, but it is only after

the man eats that “the eyes of the two of them were opened,” and likely stems from the

Abraham give instructions concerning Jacob (Jub. 19:16), to give his final testament, and to have Abraham
die in Jacob’s arms (Jub. 23:1-5). See further J. T. A. G. M. Van Ruiten, Abraham in the Book of Jubilees:

The Rewriting of Genesis 11:26-25:10 in the Book of Jubilees 11:14-23:8 (SJSJ 161; Leiden: Brill, 2012),

227-51, 338.

% 1t has become widely accepted that the Ethiopic text of Jubilees was translated from a Greek
Vorlage, itself based upon an original Hebrew, but it is not clear that the Greek preserved any distinction
between divine names. On the relationship of the Hebrew, Greek and Ethiopic see VVanderKam, Textual
and Historical Studies, 1-17. For an example demonstrating a textual error in the Ethiopic text that can only
be explained by positing a Greek intermediary text, see William K. Gilders, “Where did Noah Place the
Blood? A Textual Note on Jubilees 7:4,” JBL (124): 745-9. On the historical dating of Jubilees see
VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies,

%7 See VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees translated by James C. VanderKam, 18, n3:17.

%8 James Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees: Studies in the Book of Jubilees and the World of its
Creation (SJSJ 156; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 40, suggests that Jubilees may have changed the order to reflect a
more natural or logical sequence of the tree’s appeal first to the eye, and then to the taste.

%3 T. A. G. M. Van Ruiten, Primaeval History Interpreted: The Rewriting of Genesis 1-11 in the
Book of Jubilees (SJSJ 66; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 94-5. VVan Ruiten hypothesizes that the phrase may have
been accidentally omitted by the scribe’s eye skipping from 2°0wi% yvi to 2o8n2 vy in Gen 3:6 because of
the similar appearance of the words. He further suggests the possibility that the rearrangement of the
sequence influenced this error and the apparent plus “delightful” (@fw9°C) in Jub. 3:20 is actually a
rendering of “and was desired” (7an11) in Gen 3:6, its current location explained by the new arrangement. If
this is correct, then we have a clear case of change in sequence by the author of Jubilees, but without
addition or omission.
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larger condemnation of nudity in Jubilees.”” While the pericopes of Jub. 3:1-17a and
3:23-35 stray far from the text of Genesis, Jub. 3:17b-22 is remarkably close. So, as with
the case of Chronicles, when the author of Jubilees does reproduce a block of its base-
text the reused source material is usually followed quite closely.

Another example where a large block of the base-text is followed almost verbatim
is found in Jub. 17:15-18:19, which follows the narrative of Genesis 22 adding an
elaborate introduction, a conclusion, and a number of short but significant insertions, and
with only the smallest of barely noticeable omissions.”* The additional frame to the
narrative in Jub.17:15-18 is exegetically grounded and ideologically motivated. "
Jubilees accomplishes a number of exegetical moves with the changes brought about by
this introduction. First, the introduction contains an explanation of the term “things” or
“words” (2°7127), and explains that the term in Gen 22:1 means “words”—specifically
heavenly words describing Abraham’s faithfulness.” In a setting reminiscent of the
beginning of the book of Job, Mastema comes and instigates the “test” of Abraham.
Second, it removes blame from God for instigating this “test”; it is now Mastema’s

responsibility. Third, it lists a number of ways in which God had already tested Abraham

®\/anderKam, Jubilees, 31; Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 40-1.

"™ See the chart in the appendix for specific textual details and textual reconstruction.

"2 See Menahem Kister, “Observations on Aspects of Exegesis, Tradition, and Theology in
Midrash, Pseudepigrapha, and other Jewish Writings,” in Tracing the Threads: Studies in the Vitality of of
Jewish Pseudepigrapha (ed. John C. Reeves; SBLEJL 6; Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1994), 1-34; Kugel,
Walk Through Jubilees, 108-10. The main exegetical difficulty is why God would test Abraham, and a clue
is taken from the word 02777, which contextually should be translated as “things” but is understood as
“words,” see further the footnotes below.

BCf., LXX Gen 22:1, “these words” (ta pnpota tovta) rather than “these things” equally possible
translations of 72877 o1277; see the similar interpretations in Ant. 32.1-4, Ps.-Philo LAB 32:1-2; Gen. Rab.
55.4, b. Sanh. 89b; On these and other ancient interpretations see Kister, “Observations on Aspects of
Exegesis, Tradition, and Theology,” 1-34; See further J. T. A. G. M. Van Ruiten, “Abraham, Job, and the
Book of Jubilees: The Intertextual Relationship of Genesis 22:1-19, Job 1:1-2:13 and Jubilees 17:15-
18:19,” in E. Noort and E. Tigchelaar, eds., The Sacrifice of Isaac: The Agedah (Genesis 22) and its
Interpretations (TBNJCT 4; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 58-85; James C. VanderKam, “The Aqedah, Jubilees and
Pseudojubilees” in C. A. Evens and S. Talmon, eds., The Quest for Context and Meaning: Studies in
Biblical Intertextuality in Honor of James A. Sanders (BIS 28; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 241-262.
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and found him faithful. Fourth, the added chronology in Jub. 17:15 situates the third day
of Abraham’s journey, and thus the Agedah, on Passover.”* Finally, it removes the
possibility of a denial of divine omniscience, stating explicitly that God already knew
how Abraham would act and there was nothing more that needed to be proved to him.

The introduction to the pericope is at pains to protect God’s omniscience, and this
is seen again by the appearance of Jubilees’ own narrator.” The angel of the presence—
who is given credit for telling Abraham to desist from his intentions of slaying his son
(Jub. 18:9), is also given the controversial lines “Now I know that you are one who fears
God, and you did not spare your first-born son from me” (Jub. 18:11).”® This change
protects God’s omniscience by clarifying that it is the angels, not the deity, who have
gained new knowledge.

In Jub. 18:14, God again becomes the speaker instead of the angel of the presence.
The text makes clear that the earlier statement “Now I know” applies to the angel while
the oath is sworn by God himself. The phrase, “you did not spare your first-born son from
me” (OA9Ph0: @-ALh: lrdh: A9°3P) remains a difficulty in Jub. 18:11, as its immediate
referent is the angel of the presence who is not the intended recipient of the aborted

sacrifice. The author of Jubilees was able to remove the problem of denial of divine

™ If the twelfth day begins in the evening, and the words in heaven are heard during the night,
then Abraham’s departure “early in the morning” (Jub. 18:3; Gen 22:3) is later that same day and the final
day of the journey when Abraham and Isaac arrive at the mountain falls on the fourteenth of the first month
(i.e., Passover; Lev 23:5). See further Van Ruiten, “Abraham, Job and the Book of Jubilees,” 74-5;
VanderKam, “The Aqgedah, Jubilees, and Pseudojubilees,” 241-62, esp. 247.

"> Gen 22:12 was a particularly troubling text to interpreters throughout history. Jean-Louis Ska,
“‘And Now I Know’ (Gen 22:12),” in idem, The Exegesis of the Pentateuch: Exegetical Studies and Basic
Questions (FAT 66; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck), 111-38, documents how ancient interpreters struggled to
protect divine omniscience, Jubilees being the oldest extant among them.

" Jubilees has “your firstborn” (tt&h = TM22) instead of “your only” (77) as MT/SP/Syr or
“your beloved” (777°) as LXX, OL, EthGen; Segal, Jubilees, 196-7, connects the reference to “firstborn”
with Jubilee’s correlation between the Aqedah and the Passover. This connection with Passover is superior
to the possibility that Jubilees might be down-playing or disinheriting Ishmael, since Jub. 17:4-14 is
remarkably positive on Ishmael, especially compared to its highly negative portrayal of Esau.
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omniscience by moving this speech to the angel, but in the process he left parts of the
base-text in place that now look as if the sacrifice had been to the angel and not God.
This shows that despite the author’s careful attention to most details, he could not
completely iron out every wrinkle.”

The insertions in Jubilees are also exegetically based. In Jub. 18:4, Abraham and
company stop at “a well of water” not mentioned in the text—but presumably an oasis of
some kind is the only place where Abraham’s servants and their animals could wait for
several days, so Jubilees inserts it. More significantly, in Jub. 18:8 the mountain to which
Abraham is directed is identified as “the mountain of God” or “the Divine Mountain.”
Jubilees 18:13 explains more explicitly “It is Mt. Zion” (@t A4 AZRT = 11X 77 X17).
This connection is already present in 2 Chr 3:1, but it is likely that Jubilees takes it
directly from an interpretation of Gen 22:14. The specific phrase from Gen 22:14, “of
which it is said, ‘Today, on the mountain YHWH will be seen,’” is one of the only
obvious omissions in the pericope that is not replaced, and was likely omitted because of
the fact that it signals a “today” that is different both from the narrative time of Genesis
and from the pseudepigraphic standpoint of Jubilees—as a revelation to Moses on Mt.
Sinai.

VanderKam describes Jubilees’ closeness to the base-text at this point in this passage as
follows:

It is accurate to say that, apart from several cases of abbreviating the somewhat
repetitive text of Genesis, Jubilees generally deviates from the MT only in a text-

"Ovadia Sforno in the 16™ century related "1 back to “I know that you fear God [more than
me],” but there is no evidence that Jubilees has found a similar solution. On Sforno’s exegesis see Ska,
“And Now I Know,” 127; Cf, Van Ruiten, “Abraham, Job, and the Book of Jubilees,” 80 n61, “Apparently,
the contradiction between Jub 18:9a (‘I stood before him, and in front of the Prince of Mastema’) and Jub.
18:10a (‘I called to him from heaven’) was not relevant for the authors of Jubilees. It illustrates the
tendency in this chapter to follow the biblical text as closely as possible.”
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critical sense; that is, its differences from the MT are attested in ancient versions
of the Bible and probably derive from a slightly different Hebrew biblical text.
Moreover, Jubilees omits no section or even any verse of Gen 22:1-19, and it
always reflects the order of Genesis. In other words, for all practical purposes, Jub.
18:1-17 equals Gen 22:1b-19. More specifically, Jub. 18:1-8 = Gen 22:1b-10, and
Jub. 18:10-17 = Gen 22:11-19."
As already noted, several words are omitted so as not to contradict the new literary
setting (i.e., “as it is said today” in Gen 22:14). Furthermore, Jubilees splits the identity
of mm 987 so that the angel (of the presence) is one literary character and YHWH is
another, thus he alters the reference in Gen 22:15 from “the angel [of YHWH]” speaking
“again” (n°1w), to God making a speech following the angels’ own words. The word
“angel” and “again” are omitted in order to avoid contradicting the new division of the
divine speech between the angel and God. While VVanderKam is right that no section or
full verse is omitted, the brief words and phrases that have been left out go beyond
differences “only in a text-critical sense,” especially as they are related to two of the
features that create a new text (i.e., new literary setting and new narrative voice). It is
these very features that show that Jubilees is not a copy of Genesis, but a separate work.
This pericope is a microcosm of Jubilees as a whole in its relationship to its base-
text. The narrative is prefaced with an expanded introduction and interlaced with the new
narrative voice of the angel of the presence and the related new literary setting of the
book’s dictation upon Mt. Sinai. Only a small portion of Gen 22:14 is omitted and all of
the changes made are tied to shifts required by the book’s new narrator and setting. Thus
the base-text has been reused selectively, reframed with a new preface, put on the lips of

a new narrator (the angel of the presence), and expanded with new content—all of which

marks Jubilees as a new composition.

s VanderKam, “The Aqedah, Jubilees, and Pseudojubilees,” 256.
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5.3.2 The Use of Other Sources in Jubilees
Like Chronicles, Jubilees contains material from sources other than its base-text
of Genesis-Exodus 24. Here too, as in Chronicles, these other sources never become the
base-text, but instead furnish additional details that are incorporated into the new work.
The main sources that can be readily identified are the legal portions of Exodus-

Deuteronomy, works now found in 1 Enoch, and possibly Job.

In the first week Adam and his wife—the rib—were created, and in the second
week [God] showed her to him. Therefore, a commandment was given to keep
(women) in their defilement seven days for a male (child) and for a female two
(units) of seven days. After 40 days had come to an end for Adam in the land
where he had been created, we brought him into the Garden of Eden to work and
keep it. His wife was brought (there) on the eightieth day. After this she entered
the Garden of Eden. For this reason a commandment was written in the heavenly
tablets for the one who gives birth to a child: if she gives birth to a male child, she
is to remain in her impurity for seven days like the first seven days; then for 33
days she is to remain in the blood of purification. She is not to touch any sacred
thing nor to enter the sanctuary until she completes these days for a male. As for a
female she is to remain in her impurity for two weeks of days like the first two
weeks and 66 days in the blood of purification. Their total is 80 days. (Jub. 3:8-11
VK).

This passage grounds the commandment in Lev 12:2-5, that a woman be considered
ritually impure for seven days following the birth of a male child and two weeks
following the birth of a female child, upon exegesis of humankind’s creation. Other
legislation known from Exodus-Deuteronomy is similarly interjected into the narratives
of Genesis and Exodus, especially events related to the calendar such as Sabbath and the
festivals (e.g., mymaw in Jub. 6:15-22; nmoo in Jub. 16:20-31; mx» in Jub. 18:17-9; and ar

o957 in Jub. 34:12-19).
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Jubilees also appears to drawn on Enochic materials. In Jub. 4:17, a reference is
made to Enoch ascending into heaven and recording the signs and patterns of the celestial
bodies in a book, probably referring to 1 En. 72-82, which modern scholars refer to as the
Book of the Luminaries.”® The use of other source material known to us from 1 Enoch, is
evident in Jub. 4:22-6 and 5:6-8 where we read of Enoch’s warning of the watchers
(‘*++77) and their fate, which appears to be drawing on The Book of the Watchers (1 En.
1-36).%% There are no clear quotations from 1 Enoch, but the allusions are plentiful such
that direct influence is widely asserted.®

Job has likely had a similar influence, especially upon the image of Mastema in
Jub. 17:15-17:19. Van Ruiten finds the direct influence of Job unlikely, and he suspects
that Job may not yet have been finished at the time of the writing of Jubilees.®? By
contrast, VanderKam, and Kugel see the setting of Jubilees 18 and the character of
Mastema as influenced by Job 1:6-12.%

While it seems clear that Jubilees made use of other sources known to us, these
sources contribute only details, they never serve as the base-text. This is the same

situation that pertained in the case of Chronicles: a single base-text is followed

" See Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 48.

8 See Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology
(SJSJ 117; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 115-6; Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 54; VanderKam, Jubilees, 34-5;
idem, Enoch: A Man for All Generations (SPOT; Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1995),
110-21.

8 Segal, Jubilees, 103-37, argues for direct dependence of Jubilees upon the Book of the Watchers
and attempts to explain the many divergences; VanderKam, “Enoch Traditions in Jubilees and Other
Second-Century Sources” SBLSP 1 (1978): 232-6 repr. in From Revelation to Canon, 305-31; idem.,
Enoch, A Man for All Generations, 110-21. VanderKam concludes that the author of Jubilees knew various
parts of 1 Enoch including the Astronomical Book (1 En. 72-82), the Book of the Watchers (1 En. 6-16),
the Book of Dreams (1 En. 17-36), and the Epistle of Enoch (1 En. 91-107); See also Van Ruiten,
Primaeval History Interpreted, 164-6.

82 See Van Ruiten, “Abraham, Job, and the Book of Jubilees,” 58-85; and idem, Abraham in the
Book of Jubilees, 212-4.

8 vVanderKam, “The Aqedah, Jubilees, and Pseudojubilees,” 241-61; and Kugel, A Walk Through
Jubilees, 108.
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selectively and only occasionally supplemented with details from other sources,

apparently on an ad hoc or as needed basis.

5.3.3 Omissions from Jubilees’ Base-Text

There are many cases where the author of Jubilees selectively omits not only
short phrases, as seen previously, but large amounts of text—a feature also observed in
Chronicles. Jubilees 14:21-24 summarizes the content of Genesis 16, reporting that Sarai,
despite her hushand’s resolute faith in God’s promise of offspring, tells her husband to
beget children through her Egyptian servant Hagar, and that Ishmael is born. Sarai’s
accusation in Gen 16:2 that “YHWH has kept me from bearing children,” is omitted, as
well as the details of Ishmael’s birth. The author of Jubilees is at pains to paint Abram as
steadfast in faith, even while cooperating with Sarai’s suggestion (and censored claims).

Jubilees 16 shows a similar truncation of the narrative. The appearance of YHWH
in Gen 18:1 and Abram’s interactions with the three visitors in the following verses are
shortened to a simple summary: in Jub. 16:1-4 the angel of the presence dictates that
“we” (i.e., the angels of the presence) appeared to Abraham, announced the birth of a
child, and revealed the name from the heavenly tablets that the child was to be called—
Isaac. The meal, the dialogue between the characters, and most details have been
removed.®* Furthermore, the entire episode of Abraham interceding for Sodom in Gen
18:22-33 is absent, as is the narrative of Gen 19:1-29. Jubilees summarizes all this

material succinctly in Jub. 16:5-7. By reusing only select portions of Genesis, the

8 See Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 100; Van Ruiten, Abraham in the Book of Jubilees, 170-4.
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retelling in Jubilees smoothes over difficulties such as the relationship between the
theophany and the three visitors and the strangeness of serving food to angelic visitors.®
The base-text of the final chapters of Jubilees, 46-50, transitions from Genesis
into Exodus, and these chapters are similarly selective in what details are reproduced.
Moses’ marriage to a Midianite in Exod 2:15-22 is omitted, and the plagues are
summarized in the briefest possible manner in Jub. 48:5:
He struck them and killed them with blood, frogs, gnats, dog flies, bad sores
which break out in blisters; (and he struck) their cattle with death; and with
hailstones — with these he annihilated everything that was growing for them; with
locusts which ate whatever was left for them from the hail; with darkness; (and
with the death of their first-born of men and cattle. The Lord took revenge on all
their gods and burned them up. (VK).
This single verse replaces almost all the narrative of Exodus 4-12. While the following
chapters of Jubilees 48-50 follow the narrative of Exodus, only parts of the base-text are
reproduced and the main attention is on the Passover, followed by final legislation on

sabbaths and jubilees. In all these examples we see the base-text utilized selectively, in

same cases omitting large pericopes and in others only small details.

5.3.4 New Material Added in Jubilees
Once again, and exactly like what was seen in the great stretches of new material
found in 1 Chronicles 23-29, the specific concerns of Jubilees are made clear in a number
of lengthy additions. Noah’s sacrifice in Jub. 6:1-38 touches on many of the most
important themes of the book. In Jub. 6:10-4, Noah and his sons swear not to consume

blood and the oath is connected with covenant renewal at the festival of Weeks (nw1aw

8 On the difficulties of the source text smoothed out by Jubilees retelling see Vanderkam, Jubilees,
51; and Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 100-101. On textual issues in Genesis related to the food
prepared for the messengers, see Jean-Louis Ska, “Genesis 18:6 — Intertextuality and Interpretation — ‘It All
Makes Flour in the Good Mill,”” in idem, The Exegesis of the Pentateuch, 89-110.
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“weeks” also being understood as “oaths,” cf, Gen 21:30-2). The prohibition of
consuming blood is stressed in Jub. 6:7-38 as an eternal and fundamental component of
the covenant, and the warnings are found again in Abraham’s final words to his son Isaac
in Jub. 21:6-18.%° In Jubilees the covenant made with Noah after the flood is viewed as
the single eternal covenant of which the covenants with the patriarchs and with Moses at
Sinai are later renewals.®”An equally strong statement is made about the calendar.

As is widely known and explicit at many points in the book, Jubilees advocates a
Solar Calendar of 52 weeks of 7 days—364 days exactly (Jub. 6:32). The calendar is
presented as necessarily for proper worship, for failure to follow it will result in
profaning holy days and sanctifying “worthless” (9777+) days (Jub. 6:37). By adding the
words of Gen 8:22 into the covenant promise of Gen 9:8-12, the stability of the seasons
and years in Jub. 6:4 becomes part of the covenant and paves the way for the emphasis of
correct calendrical observance as essential to covenantal obedience.®®

While these themes appear in prominent places, such as speeches by characters or
explanatory comments by the narrator, they are typically found throughout the work and
arise from narrative events that provide a connection to the topic discussed. For example,
the Eden story provides a natural locus for the prohibition of nakedness (Jub. 3:30-1),
whereas warnings against sexual impurity accompany the narratives of Rueben and
Joseph (Jub. 33:20, 50:5). The calendar and related chronological reckonings, for
example, occur throughout the book from beginning to end. In contrast to the occasional

presence of an identifiable Tendenz or ideological insertion in the so-called Variant

% See also Jub 7:28-30; 11:2.

8 vanderKam, Jubilees, 13, 49, 60.

8 See VanderKam, Jubilees, 97; By putting the covenant making directly after Noah’s sacrifice,
the author of Jubilees also makes the covenant contingent on obedience and directly related to the
prohibition of consuming blood, see Kugel, A Walk Through Jubilees, 58-9.
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Literary Editions (i.e., copies of the same book) explored in chapter 4, when a new
composition is created, the fewer restraints allow for more heavy-handed, and thus more
readily apparent, ideological changes comprised not only of additions but also omissions.
As but one example, the frequent emphasis on proper marriages in Jubilees easily

explains the omission of any mention of Moses’ Midianite wife.

5.3.5 Summary

A synoptic comparison of Jubilees with its base-text, as also Chronicles with its,
shows that Jubilees has used that base-text in a highly selective manner. Jubilees leaves
out whatever is unwanted or unnecessary, while paraphrasing and supplementing the
remaining text. Jubilees also shows a change of narrative voice—the new narrator is the
angel of the presence—and the entire work presents itself as a divine revelation at Mt.
Sinai of all that has happened and will happen up to the building of the Temple (Jub.
1:26). Like Chronicles, other sources, especially the books of Exodus-Deuteronomy and
the Book of the Watchers from 1 Enoch, supply additional details although these sources
never become the base-text of the work. Like Chronicles, Jubilees is a new composition.
Older sources have been reshaped and supplemented so that the base-text receives a new
presentation so as to accomplish a new purpose. In the process it is manifestly clear that

Jubilees is not Genesis.
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5.4 The Temple Scroll (11Q19)%

The Temple Scroll (TS) is a composition that rewrites many of the legal portions
of the Pentateuch, all the while exhibiting the features that demarcate new compositions,
that were traced in both Chronicles and Jubilees: namely (1) selective use of the base-text,
(2) new narrative voice, and (3) new literary setting. The scroll, while one of the longest
and best preserved of the finds in the Judean desert, has not been completely preserved
and the beginning is fragmentary and the ending uncertain.*® Throughout the work there
is a frequent change of third person pronouns to the first person such that God is the new
narrator of the material, and at TS 44.5 there is a reference to “the sons of Aaron your
brother” (m>°mx 1mx) making it clear that God is addressing Moses.* The literary setting

can be guessed from the fragmentary opening of TS 2.1-15 in which God speaks of the

8 |n the following discussion I will focus on the Temple Scroll as witnessed by 11Q19 in Yigael
Yadin, The Temple Scroll (3 vols; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1983); for a critical edition
including 11Q19, 11Q20, 4Q365, and 4Q524 see Elisha Qimron, The Temple Scroll: A Critical Edition
with Extensive Reconstructions (JDS; Beer Sheva: Ben-Gurion University of the Negev Press, 1996).

% yadin, The Temple Scroll, 1:10; Michael O. Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll From
Qumran Cave 11 (SAOC 49; Chicago: University of Chicago, 1990), 155-7; see also Lawrence H.
Schiffman, “The Unfinished Scroll: A Reconsideration of the End of the Temple Scroll,” DSD 15 (2008):
67—78. Schiffman claims that 11Q19 was in fact unfinished. Against this, the fact that the opening columns
of the manuscript are in a different hand is a strong case that the scroll was in fact used enough to warrant
repair, and thus to repair a used, yet unfinished scroll seems unlikely. On the two scribal hands of TS and
their relationship, see Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:11-2. Furthermore, Schiffman’s argument depends strongly
on the assumption that 4Q524 is a copy of TS, rather than a source of TS. If it is the latter one should not
expect TS to have adopted its complete list of rulings. As we shall see in the following discussion, TS uses
all of its sources selectively, and often condenses legislation into a shorter, simpler, or clearer form than in
its sources. On this last point see further, Emanuel Tov, “Deuteronomy 12 and 11QTemple?® LII-LIII: A
Contrastive Analysis,” RevQ 15 (1995): 647-53, repr. in idem, Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran:
Collected Essays (TSAJ 121; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 17-20; for the original publication of 4Q524,
which Puech believed was a copy of TS, see Emile Puech, “4QRouleau du Temple,” in Qumran Grotte
4. XVIII: Textes hébreux (4Q521-4Q528, 4Q475-4Q579) (DJD 25; Oxford: Clarendon, 1998), 85-114.

°L yadin, Temple Scroll, 71-3; On the exceptions to the changes of third to first person see Andrew
M. Wilson and Lawrence Wills, “Literary Sources of the ‘Temple Scroll,”” HTR 75 (1982): 275-288. The
exceptions to the change of third person references to God in Deuteronomy to the first person, listed by
Wilson and Wills, are TS 54.12-3; 55.9, 14; 60.21; 61.3, 7, 8. Outside of these, they claim the
pseudepigraphic formulation of divine narration is ignored in the festival calendar (13.9-30.2), which uses
the third person consistently, and the purity laws (48.1-51.10), which refers to the deity by the third person
up until the redactional section of 51.7-9 where all such references appears in the first person. The different
appearances of the divine name are central to their arguments that these sections stem from different
sources.
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upcoming conquest and warns of the influence of the peoples living in the land, but it is
made explicit at TS 51.7 where God warns Moses concerning all “which I tell you on this
mountain” (77 772 7197 a0 X wK)—Ccertainly a reference to Sinai/Horeb.%
5.4.1 The Temple Scroll’s Relationship to its Base-Text

Diachronic studies of the Temple Scroll (TS) have tended to isolate sources
utilized in the composition of TS.% This differs from Chronicles and Jubilees where most
unparalleled material is ascribed to the author, only smaller amounts are attributed to
other sources (e.g., Book of the Watchers material in Jubilees).** The Temple Scroll has
tended to be dissected on the basis of a block model rather than a strata model of source
plus redaction(s) more typical of work on Chronicles and Jubilees.” Like the previous
two examples, the base-text is both excerpted from its own context and given a new
context. Chronicles reframes much of Sam-Kgs, prefacing it with long lists of
genealogies and adding details drawn from the Pentateuch. Jubilees primarily follows the
narrative of Genesis, including just enough of Exodus to end where the book began, upon
Mt. Sinai. Jubilees, in addition to this reframing of the literary setting of the narratives,
also draws upon the legal material of the Pentateuch and frequently inserts it into its
narrative. The TS differs, however, in that it covers much of the legal material of the

Pentateuch, following Exodus 34 in the opening columns, much of Exodus 35-40 in the

%2 See Johann Maier, Temple Scroll: An Introduction, Translation, and Commentary (JSOTSupp
34; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 120; Sidnie White Crawford, The Temple Scroll and Related Texts (CQS
2; Sheffield: Sheffield, 2000), 18; Wilson and Wills, “Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll,” 276.

% Wilson and Wills, “Literary Sources of the ‘Temple Scroll,”” 275-288; Wise, A Critical Study of
the Temple Scroll; see also Crawford, Temple Scroll, 22-4; Wise’s view is essentially followed by D.
Swanson, The Temple Scroll and the Bible: The Methodology of 11QT (Leiden: Brill, 1995).

° Even those who detect multiple layers of strata still speak in terms of the main source plus one
or more layers of redaction, e.g., Segal, The Book of Jubilees. While various portions of the TS may have
had an independent origin as some of the source- and redaction-critical studies cited here suggest, | will
focus on the product of that redactor who is variously termed the author or creator of TS. The (divine)
narrative voice, addressed to Moses on the mountain appears by all accounts to be the work of TS’s creator.

% See the discussion of these general models in chapter 1 of the present work.
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temple description, various parts of Exod-Deut as relevant to the discussions of the
festivals, their offerings and the purity regulations, and finally the law code in
Deuteronomy 12-26 in the final portion of the scroll.
Swanson adopts similar language to that used in the present study as he makes
this point describing “consistent use of a base text” as a central feature of TS:
In the treatment of any given subject the Scroll may gather two or more pertinent
biblical texts, but one of them will always be the base to which the other texts are
added. This is the case in Column 48, but is evident from the very beginning. In
Column 2, in which Exod 34:11-15 and Deut 7:25-26 are used, Exodus 34 is the
base text, and Deuteronomy 7 is added to it. Major examples are the use of
Leviticus 23 in the First-fruits Festivals and Numbers 19 in the Purity Laws.*
The Temple Scroll therefore follows a base-text, as was the case with both Chronicles and
Jubilees, but as it covers Exodus 25-Deuteronomy 26, perhaps we should reckon with
those legal portions of the Pentateuch being considered a single unit of Torah.*’
Chronicles follows the narrative of 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings, and Jubilees follows the

narrative of Genesis and Exodus, but in both cases these are related and adjoining

narratives. The Temple Scroll, by contrast, does not follow a narrative, but reworks

% swanson, The Temple Scroll and the Bible, 228; cf, Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:73.

" On book delimitation within the Pentateuch see Hendrik J. Koorevaar, “The Books of Exodus,
Leviticus and Numbers, and the Macro-Structural Problem of the Pentateuch,” in The Books of Leviticus
and Numbers (ed. Thomas Romer; BETL 215; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 423-54; Christoph Levin, “On the
Cohesion and Separation of Books within the Enneateuch,” in Pentateuch, Hexteuch, or Enneateuch?
Identifying Literary Works in Genesis through Kings (eds., T. B. Dozeman, T. Romer, and K. Schmid; AIL
8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 127-54; and Menahem Haran, “Book-Size and the Device
of Catch-Lines in the Biblical Canon,” JJS 36 (1985): 1-11. Koorevaar and Levin, by different arguments,
see the delimitation of books as a secondary phenomenon driving by the physical demands of scrolls;
Haran sees the book unit as primary and the scroll divisions as secondary. Despite their apparent
disagreements, Haran and Levin treat Gen-Deut as a single literary unit (Koorevaar treats Genesis, Exodus-
Leviticus-Numbers, and Deuteronomy as three separate entities), and the frequent ancient practice of
referring to the Pentateuch as the “Torah of Moses” lends credence to the idea that the Pentateuch could
have been conceptualized by ancient readers as a single literary unit. In this chapter I will work from the
assumption that TS conceives of the legal portions of the Torah as a single unit and gives more emphasis to
the text of Deuteronomy in its overall efforts to reshape that Torah. This seems to be the position of
Bernard M. Levinson and Molly M. Zahn, “Revelation Regained: The Hermeneutics of °> and ay in the
Temple Scroll,” DSD 9 (2002): 295-346; and Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 154, who views
TS as an escatological law created by “sifting the laws of this present era, the ‘wicked era.”” Though Wise
posits an intermediate state between Deuteronomy and TS, his study implies that TS is, in the grand scheme
of things, a rewriting of the (halakhic) Torah.
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primarily legal texts according to a topical arrangement.*® The overarching structure of
the book, according to Maier, works from the Temple outward in decreasing spheres of
holiness. For this reason Maier suggests that TS should be better called the “Holiness
Scroll” because the issue of holiness defines the larger interests of the document much
more than the temple, although the temple has pride of place as the center of the author’s
conception of holiness.® Wacholder recommended the label 11QTorah to emphasis the
scroll’s presentation as Torah.'® Schiffman similarly claims, “the scroll represents a
complete reediting and recasting of the canonical Torah.”'" Ultimately, Yadin’s
designation “Temple Scroll,” Maier’s suggested “Holiness Scroll,” and Wacholder’s
preferred designation “Seper Torah,” are each somewhat fitting as they identify some of
the scroll’s particular emphases and characteristics. The main points are that TS’
arrangement is topically determined rather than following the events of a narrative, and
that the legal portions of the Pentateuch (likely viewed as a whole) are used as the base-
text.'%?
Columns 3-51 describe the temple, its courts, the cultic calendar, and the purity

laws. All of these draw upon numerous parts of the Pentateuch, but only the final 15

columns (cols. 51-66), often termed the “Deuteronomic Paraphrase” (or the like), directly

% yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:74, 84, 87.

**Maier, Temple Scroll, 6; Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 178, follows Maier’s
structural assessment of TS following concentric circles of holiness, but maintains “Always, however, he
[the redactor of TS] had in mind the production of a new Deut[eronomy], so he accounted for every portion
of the relevant laws.”

100 Ben-Zion Wacholder, The Dawn of Qumran: The Sectarian Torah and the Teacher of
Righteousness (MHUC 8; Hebrew Union College Press, 1983), xiii.

101 [ awrence Schiffman, “The Deuteronomic Paraphrase of the Temple Scroll,” RevQ 15 (1992):
543-67; repr. in The Courtyards of the House of the Lord: Studies on the Temple Scroll (STDJ 75; Leiden:
Brill, 2008), 444. Compare the description by Levinson and Zahn, “Revelation Regained: The
Hermeneutics of »> and ay in the Temple Scroll,” 307, who echo the United States’ Constitution in claiming
“The Temple Scroll is more than the blueprint for a more perfect Temple. It also represents the attempt to
create a more perfect Torah: one whose halakhah is self-consistent and clearly organized.”

102 See note 97 above.
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follow a consistent base-text, namely the law code of Deuteronomy 12-25, within which
the king’s law (Deut 17:14-20) has been greatly expanded.'® The laws taken from
Deuteronomy make sense in their final position as they deal with ordinary (i.e., non-
priestly) people living in the land, the furthest sphere from the priestly world of the
temple where the text begins.'*

The following synopsis demonstrates the great extent to which TS reuses
Deuteronomy as its base-text in the quoted sections, rearranging smaller units with
greater frequencies than was observed in the examples from Chronicles and Jubilees
above. The dotted underlining marks portions whose words are arranged differently than
MT. One example is TS 53.5-7 where a clearer sequence is created by moving the phrase
“for the blood is the life and you shall not eat the life with the meat,” after the added
phrase “and cover it with dust” (cf., Lev 17:13), with the result that the explanation

195 This case

follows the (expanded) instruction instead of appearing in the middle of it.
and most others appears to be intentional as they remove ambiguity or are intertwined
with plus material that in most cases can be shown to be additional. Solid underlining in

the chart below marks other differences between MT and TS, either plus material found

only in one of the two, or variation such as the shift from third to first person found

103 The number should be reduced to 12, if one subtracts the 3 columns of the King’s Law in cols.
57-59, which is commonly recognized as a distinct, if not independent, unit. See Wilson and Wills,
“Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll,” 287; Crawford, The Temple Scroll, 57; but note the arguments for
the King’s Law being “simply part of the same basic process of composition that generated the larger
Deuteronomic Paraphrase,” in C. D. Elledge, The Statutes of the King: The Temple Scroll’s Legislation on
Kingship (11Q19 LVI 12 — LIX 21) (CahRB 56; Paris: Rue Pierre and Marie Curie, 2004), 32-6. On the
terms for these sections, see Schiffman, “Deuteronomic Paraphrase,”, 443-69. Wilson & Wills, “Literary
Sources of the Temple Scroll,” 275, calls 51.11-56.21 and 60.1-66.17 the “Laws of the Polity,” and cols.
57-9 the “Torah of the King.” Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 35-6, calls cols. 2:1-15, 48:1-10a,
51:11-8, 52:1-12, 53:1-56:21, 60:12-63:14a, 64:1-6a, 64:13b-66:9b, and 66:10-12a the “Deuteronomy
Source,” and 57:1-59:21, 60:2-11, and 64:6b-13a the “Midrash to Deuteronomy Source.” See also
Crawford, The Temple Scroll, 22-3.

10%yadin, Temple Scroll, 1: 87; White Crawford, The Temple Scroll, 62.

105 The phrase “and cover it with dust,” from Lev 17:13, is also added to material from Deut 25:23
several lines earlier in TS 52.12.
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frequently throughout TS. Dotted underlining marks differences in arrangement. Purely

orthographic variations have not been marked. Empty brackets mark blank space (vacat);

text in brackets are Yadin’s reconstruction.

The Temple Scroll 51.11-16 and Deuteronomy
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Deut 15:19-23
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Deut 12:20-26
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106 compare this last phrase to Deut 22:6b, 2°1277~9Y QN7 MPN™R5.
197 On the condensation of Deut 12 in TS 52-3 see Tov, “Deuteronomy 12 and 11QTemple®.”
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Glancing at the chart, one notices immediately that almost every line of TS
reproduced there corresponds to part of Deuteronomy. Because the Deuteronomic
Paraphrase, like the rest of TS, organizes material topically, the Deuteronomic law code
does not dictate the order of the TS, except in the most basic or superficial sense. Despite
the differences of arrangement, it is clear that TS 51-66 utilizes Deuteronomy as its base-
text. In Deuteronomy, the law code opens up with the issue of centralization of worship
and the accompanying legislation differentiating profane slaughter from sacrifice, which
may only be performed in a single legitimate site (chapter 12). In TS, by contrast, the
scroll begins its use of Deuteronomy in column 51 at Deut 16:18, not 12:1, though the
latter passage appears to be paraphrased several lines later.®® So the order of TS
sometimes follows the order of the law code but its departures occur when TS
incorporates other passages to facilitate its topical organization. For example, in TS
51.11-53.14, Deut 16:18-17:1 is reproduced, which dictates the general topics and order,
with Deut 15:19-23 incorporated at TS 52.7-12. Thus TS connects the prohibition of
sacrificing blemished (and pregnant) animals to injunctions regarding the sacrifice of
first-born animals. These topics share a related concern: appropriate and prohibited

animal sacrifice. Only after bringing in other legislation related to animal slaughter (Deut

108 5ee note 105.
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22:10; 12:20-26; note rearrangement of pericopae) and vows (since TS 53.10 mentions
the sacrifice of whatever is vowed), does TS return to Deuteronomy 13, which is then
reproduced in toto. At this point the order of topics in the scroll returns to that of
Deuteronomy itself. Thus TS rearranges portions of Deuteronomy topically, but on
occasion it also appears that the order of Deuteronomy has some bearing upon the order
of topics discussed.

Within cols. 55-66, it is thus clear that TS follows some form of Deuteronomy as
a base-text, treating it similarly to what was seen in both Chronicles and Jubilees. Outside
of this section, TS appears to be freer and less consistent with its use of base-text material.
We can perhaps conceptualize TS’ base-text as the halakhic portions of the Pentateuch,
understood as a single base-text, with Deuteronomy given disproportionate attention by

the creator of TS.1%°

5.4.2 The Use of Other Sources in the Temple Scroll
In the Deuteronomic Paraphrase, Deuteronomy shapes the general formulation of
TS such that the influence of other pentateuchal sources can only rarely be detected.
Within the Deuteronomic Paraphrase, sources other than the base-text are often brought
in to furnish small details or coordinate similar sections, for example consider TS 66.8-

11.110

TS 66.8b-11a

199 Compare, for example, how Chr reproduces much more of 1-2 Kings than it does of 2 Samuel,
let alone 1 Samuel of which only a single chapter is used. Similarly, Jubilees reproduces much more of
Genesis than Exodus. See further, note 97 above.

119 On this occurring outside of the Deuteronomic Paraphrase, see Swanson, The Temple Scroll
and the Bible, 228.



Page 217 of 314

10 210 ARPWH 901 XY 71 WK NN AWR? 7O00 K191 900 2OWHAN AV
Exod 22:15
TWR? 12 717732° T TRy 20w AWIRTRY WK 79902 WK 09T

Deut 22:28
03 DWNAM AT 2R 7MY W WOV NI IRKAN TAY 20V WO AwIR-RY WK 79102 w1 wex xypod
175 D AW HO1TRY 71V WK DAN AWR? N

The formulation v>x nno> >3 in TS 66.8 appears to be influenced by Exod 22:15 at
the expense of Deut 22:28, which furnishes the majority of the verse and its larger
context. As none of the ancient witnesses have the reading nn> in Deut 22:28, there is no
manuscript support for theorizing that the wording may result from a variant text. The
plus “and she is fitting for him according to the statute” (77 1217 71 x°m) is a clear
addition by the author of TS.'** Yadin is of the opinion that TS is consciously mixing
legislation from Exodus and Deuteronomy, pointing out that Exod 22:16 addresses a
seduced woman (7non) while Deut 22:28 speaks of a seized woman (7wwn) and TS
appears to be combining the two.*** The verb ans is taken from Exodus, and the plural
“and they are found” (wxxnn) from Deuteronomy is changed to the singular in TS so that it
addresses only the male perpetrator. The resulting law in TS addresses a situation where a

man lies with an unbetrothed virgin, and according to that law in TS, he must marry her,

11 This is clearly an insertion by the author of TS making the text say what he believed it to mean,
namely that seduction cannot lead to a prohibited marriage. This addition functions as a kind of segue to
lines 12-17, which depart from the base-text (Deut 22:28-30 at that point) and list a number of prohibited
unions. See further, Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:368-69. Note the Mishnah’s similar language, 12 7% 7R “a
wife ﬁttin¥ for him,” in m. Ketub. 3:5.

112 The MT points the vowels to mark =1 as if were 7w3, twice in this verse.

113 Note that 4Q524 frgs. 15-22.0-1 are often reconstructed as if they read identical to TS, but the
manuscript is too fragmentary for any confidence on this portion.

1% yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:368.
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provided of course that the marriage does not violate the laws against incest as

understood by TS.'*

Probably the clearest example of other pentateuchal sources being interwoven

with the base-text of Deuteronomy is the discussion of vows in TS 53.10-21, which

moves from a discussion of profane slaughter, based on Deuteronomy 12, to the topic of

vows based on Deut 23:22-3 and Num 30:3-6.

Vows in TS and Deuteronomy

TS 53.9-21
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In the chart, one can see that the link between Deuteronomy 3 and Numbers 30 is

based on the flow of the base-text (Deuteronomy) with other passages brought in by

115 yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:369-71. Yadin points out that TS, like Deuteronomy, leaves out the
possibility of the woman’s father’s refusal, found in Exodus. Thus the woman must marry the man
regardless of her father’s permission; on the law in Deuteronomy see Adele Berlin, “Sex and the Single
Girl in Deuteronomy 22,” in Mishnah Todah: Studies in Deuteronomy and Its Cultural Environment in
Honor of Jeffrey H. Tigay (eds., N. Fox, et. al.; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 95-112.
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linking catchwords.**® The original topic of profane slaughter includes the mention of a
vow (Deut 12:26), and the discussion of vows from Numbers 30 was inserted as a
digression triggered by the catch-word 71. After these two digressions addressing vows
in TS 54.6, TS resumes with the text of all of Deuteronomy 13 (TS 54.8-55.14)."" As
Deut 13:1-18 deals with persons who lead the people into apostasy, TS 55.15 follows it
with the similar content of Deut 17:2-7, which similarly addresses punishing those who
go after other gods.

So, in its use of texts outside the base-text, it is clear that TS, especially in the
Deuteronomic Paraphrase, uses other passages as sources of details (e.g., the requirement
to cover blood with dust or the borrowing of Exodus’ verb ans in the law of the seized
and seduced women) in order to create a new, patchwork type legislation. This is not
novel: the Temple Scroll has often been viewed as composed not only of various passages
of the Pentateuch but also of other previously existing sources, some of which were
themselves based on the Pentateuch. The result is clearly a new composition.

The studies of Wilson and Wills, and later Wise, have concluded that TS is a
composite document assembled from several sources, each comprising a major form-

k."® Wise appealed not only to Form- and Source-critical criteria

critically distinct bloc
of Wilson and Wills, but also to the textual evidence of 4Q365 frg. 23, and 4Q365a frgs.

3 and 2, which he argued represented parts of a hypothetical “D source,” and a “Temple

116 ¢f, the Rabbinic practice of interpretation by 1w 77m.

17 Deut 12:27-31, which finish up a discussion of sacrifice and then address forbidden worship
practices of the nations, are omitted. The chart in Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 163, suggests
that “subsumed under 54.5b-55.14,” perhaps suggesting that these laws are included under “all the things
which I command you today to be careful to do” Mwy? mawn 017 7AMK 721%7 21K WK 271277 21). Note,
however, that Deut 18:9-14 forbidding similar worship practices, are found in TS 55.16-21.

18 See Wilson and Wills, “Sources of the Temple Scroll”; See also Wise, Critical Study of the
Temple Scroll; Crawford, Temple Scroll, 17-24.
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Source,” respectively.''® Unfortunately, the state of 4Q365a frg. 2 is such that much of
Wise’s text-critical comparison depends on counting the spaces between extant shared
words and seeing if the remaining space could conceivably contain the same content.
Assuming the three fragments stem from a single manuscript, he concludes that the
overlap shows it to be directly related to TS and thus a “proto-Temple Scroll.”? Wise
claims that this (hypothetical) early text form was later expanded by the redactor of TS
and that interpolations explain the occasional discrepancies Wise notes between the
reconstructed lines of the fragments compared with the parallel sections of TS.**

While the specifics of Wise’s source-critical analysis have not been widely
followed, Molly Zahn has recently suggested that Wise’s claim that TS is based, not
directly on Deuteronomy, but on an already reworked source (his “Deuteronomy source”)
may be partially correct.** Specifically, Zahn proposes that the author of TS used a text
either identical or closely related to 4Q365, which includes the fragments discussing the
festivals of new oil and the wood offering that Wise connected with TS.*%

The possibilities offered by Wise and Zahn are suggestive. However, as the text

of 4Q365 that overlaps with Deuteronomy is found only in two small fragments (frgs. 37

119 Wwise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 44-59; Crawford, Temple Scroll, 34, similarly points
to 4Q365a as evidence for a preexisting Temple Source used by TS; see further Molly M. Zahn,
“4QReworked Pentateuch C and the Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll: A New (Old) Proposal,” DSD
19 (2012):133-58; see further Sidnie White (Crawford), “Three Fragments from Qumran Cave 4 and their
Relationship to the Temple Scroll,” JQR 85 (1994): 259-73; and more recently, Sidnie White Crawford,
“4QTemple? (4Q365a) Revisited,” in Prayer and Poetry in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature
(ed. J. Penner, K. Penner, and C. Wassen; STDJ 98; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 87-96.

129 |bid., 58. Wise has some reservations about 4Q365a frg.2 being penned by the same scribe as
the other two fragments, but still insists that the shared form and content similar to TS supports the
assumption of their unity.

2L 1bid., 57.

122 Molly M. Zahn, “4QReworked Pentateuch C and the Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll: A
New (Old) Proposal,” DSD 19 (2012): 133-58.

123 7ahn, “A New (Old) Proposal,” 137; see also Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 46-
50. Rockerfeller 43.366 is now cited as 4Q365 frg. 23; Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:8, 2:172, had believed that
the fragments in the Rockerfeller museum were from copies of the Temple Scroll. These fragments (i.e.,
4Q365) appear in the apparatus of Qimron, The Temple Scroll.
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and 38), it seems safest to assume that the Deuteronomy Paraphrase follows a text close
to that found in MT, SP, and LXX.*** Even so, the appropriate caution that Wise and
Zahn raise is that one should not assume that every seemingly new or innovative feature
in TS is necessarily the creation of the author(s) of the scroll. 4Q365 frg. 23 offers good
reasons to suspect instead that features like the wood offering (cf., Neh 10:35) or the
first-fruits offerings of New Wine and Oil (TS 43.1-17) may just have easily been taken
from elsewhere. As Zahn states
although 4Q365 mentions the feasts of new oil in 23 9, it cannot have contained
anything like the extensive legislation for that feast found in TS, at least not at this
point in the text. Frag. 23 goes directly from the end of the Sukkot legislation in
Leviticus 23 to the wood offering. The feast of new oil seems to be referred to,
but not explained or discussed—an interesting fact given that it, like the wood
offering, is not mentioned in the familiar versions of the Pentateuch. Second, the
introduction to the wood offering in 4Q365 23 4-8 cannot have been paralleled in
the Temple Scroll: there is not room at the top of TS col. 23 for these additional
lines. The overlaps are such that there must have been some sort of literary
relationship between this fragment and TS, but the discrepancies suggest that this
is not a case of simple borrowing: each text presents the material in a distinct
Way.lzs
It seems therefore justifiable to assume that these festivals were not invented whole cloth
by the author(s) of TS, but known and adopted from other sources. But even if 4Q365, or
a text very much like it, was the source of these festivals in TS, this would only remind us

of how Chronicles and Jubilees supplement their own base-texts with details culled from

elsewhere.

124 On the closeness to MT, see Schiffman, “Deuteronomic Paraphrase,” 451.
125 Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the 4QReworked
Pentateuch Manuscripts (STDJ 95; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 106.
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5.4.3 Omissions from the Base-Text of the Temple Scroll

In yet another similarity to the compositional tendencies of Chronicles and
Jubilees, TS reproduces its base-text selectively. As the TS is not primarily a narrative
work (the first column is not preserved so one can only speculate about the opening
frame of the document based on the legible parts of col. 2), there is not a plot or narrative
flow such as we saw with Chronicles and Jubilees. Instead, TS is organized topically, and
while it follows an identifiable base-text at most points (esp. cols. 51-66), the order of
that base-text is rearranged frequently and small and large omissions are evident.

Since TS offers a new narrator, God the speaker, the omission of “which YHWH
your God is giving to your tribes” (Deut 16:18) from 51.11 is immediately explicable.*?®
Likewise col. 51.16 omits most of a similar phrase, altering the rest to “which I am giving
to you” followed by the additional “to possess for all times.” Similar changes maintaining
the first person divine narrative voice occur in 52.2, 4, 5, 7, 8-10, and in 51.14-20, which
is not found in Deuteronomy, and where first person reference abound.

In his study of the redaction of TS, Wise proposes three primary principles that
explain omissions in TS. First, Wise points to “the redactor’s desire to eliminate
repetition—which is, of course, a form of harmonization.”**’ Similar laws within the
Pentateuch are often combined or streamlined (as with vows, or the case of the

seized/seduced woman), with Deuteronomy providing the base-text for TS’s law. Such

128 The phrase could have been simply changed to the first person as was done in 51.16, and
Schiffman has argued that the omission results from opposition to a tribal organization (vs. local, i.e.,
Twyw2). He states “This conclusion was reached despite the assumption of the scroll that the biblical tribal
definitions would exist in the ideal society which the complete scroll envisaged. It is possible that this is an
example of disagreement between the Deuteronomic Paraphrase and other sections of the scroll,”
Schiffman, “Deuteronomic Paraphrase,” 464. As the scroll does not generally oppose organization by tribes,
it seems preferable to me to understand the omission as driven more by avoidance of third person
references to the deity than the word 7°vaw, especially as Schiffman admits “This is a difficult omission to
explain” (463); see also Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 95; Yadin, Temple Scroll, 2:228.

127 Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 167.
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omission of seemingly redundant material is evident, for example, in TS 52.13-6 where
the rather verbose style of Deuteronomy 12 is condensed down to its bare essentials.'?®
The second principle Wise identifies is “[the redactor’s] abhorrence of nu1,”
which Wise understands in this context as improper marriages—e.g., polygamy, niece
marriage, prostitution, and divorce.'?® This tendency explains the omission of
Deuteronomy’s laws concerning Levirate marriage (Deut 25:5-10) in TS, since they

130

might lead to polygamy.~" Deuteronomy 23:17-9 is also omitted, perhaps because the
mentioning of prostitution in the same sentence as the temple (77 n°2) is unthinkable to
the author of TS.™*

The third principle is that “the redactor left out all portions of D which would
cease to function in the ‘end of days.””**? Thus, legislation dealing with the sojourner (1)
or foreigner (201); lending between Israelites; slavery; and wickedness or violence

(including asylum for homicide) are not found in TS.**

Wise’s three principles provide a
means of making sense of the pattern of omissions in TS. The elimination of repetition is
certainly a primary factor, but one should not neglect what seems to be a desire for clarity

in the specific halakhic understanding offered in TS. The various topics organized under

the rubric mir, moreover, should also be recognized as related to the author(s)’ emphasis

128 See further, Tov, “Deuteronomy 12 and 11QTemple® LII-LIIL”

29 bid., 168; TS omits Deut 23:18-9, 24:1-4, 25:5-10. See the related pluses at TS 57:17-9 and
66:12b-17. The first lines of TS 2.1-15 are typically reconstructed as warnings against intermarriage,
connecting it with the adoption of idolatry (cf, Deut 7:1-5).

130 Cf | TS 57.15-19 which allows the king to remarry only upon his wife’s death. Wise
understands this passage as reflecting a view that TS opposes all polygamy, not only in the case of the king.
The requirement of monogamy for the king is surely derived from Deut 17:17 that states a king “not
multiply wives for himself” (2°w1 197727 R?).

131 See Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 168.

32 Ibid., 168. Much of Wise’s argument is based on connecting TS with CD and 4QFlorilegium
(4Q174). The latter, at 4Q174 1:2b-4, explicitly lists parties that will be excluded from “the temple they
will build for him in the last days” (2 »°7 n>R2 X12 112° WK n°27) based primarily on Deut 23:3-5:
Ammonite, Moabite, bastard (11mn), adding the foreigner (121 32), and the sojourner (13).

132 See Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 173-5. Wise connects TS with 4QFlorilegium
(4Q174) that explicitly links the building of the temple with the end of days (168-9).
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on holiness, which is evident throughout the document, especially in the addition of new
material. Whatever the case, in these ways, we can see how TS has reused its base-text
selectively with the result that sometimes patterns or tendencies emerge. Some of these
special interests of the author can also be found in material added into the new work. This
further confirms that TS is using its base-text selectively, purposefully leaving out small

details and larger sections.

5.4.4 New Material Added in the Temple Scroll

Yadin, who gave the TS its familiar name, emphasized that the document expands
in two particular areas that fill perceived gaps in the canonical text, by providing the
content of documents to which the earlier text alludes.*** First, Yadin pointed to 1 Chr
28:11, which describes David giving Solomon a plan (n>12n) for the temple comparable to
that given to Moses (Exod 25:9, 40) which described the Tabernacle and its vessels.
Second, Deut 17:18 mentions “this copy of the Torah” (nxr1 71107 mawn) that the king will
write out. In both of these texts mention is made of apparently unknown documents, the
contents of which TS explicitly provides in cols 3-13.8 and cols. 57-59.*° While TS’s
dependence on Chronicles has been questioned, the King’s Law in TS undoubtedly
capitalizes on Deut 17:18 as an opportune moment for halakhic expansion and

explanation, though whether that is derived from a preexisting source is no longer

13% yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:82-3.

135 The omission of “copy” (7awn) from Deut 17:18 in TS LVI1.21 makes it clear that what follows
is not a copy of the law but the unmediated law itself. See Ellenge, Statues of the King, 90-1; Yadin,
Temple Scroll, 1:83-4.
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discernable.’® Providing the contents of these mysterious documents are not the only
areas to which TS contributes new material.

Yadin has pointed out a general trait of TS, “the author of the scroll...abridges
where the pentateuchal text is lengthy and clear, and discourses at length where it is brief
and ambiguous.”™’ On a large scale, various form-critically differentiated sections of TS
may reflect this trait such that the section on the Temple and its courts (cols. 3-13, 30-47),
the calendar of festivals and their offerings (cols. 13-30), the purity regulations (cols. 48-
51), and the Deuteronomic Paraphrase (cols. 51-66) present an organized corpus of Torah
touching on those areas that the creator of TS deemed most in need of clarity. Within that
schema, the temple plan and the king’s law provided major points of expansion.138 Ona
small scale, TS also shows attention to the various details of different sections that may

have been more obscure in their original context.

136 On the use of Chronicles in TS, see Swanson, The Temple Scroll and the Bible, 215-26; on the
Statues of the King as a preexisting source see Wilson and Wills, “Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll,”
275, 287-8; Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 101-27; Lawrence H. Schiffman, “The King, His
Guard, and the Royal Council in the Temple Scroll,” in The Courtyards of the House of the Lord, 487-504;
Swanson, The Temple Scroll and the Bible, 117-73; Steven D. Fraade, “The Torah of the King (Deut 17:14-
20) in the Temple Scroll and Early Rabbinic Law,” in James R. Davila, ed., The Dead Sea Scrolls as
Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early Christianity: Papers from an International Conference at St.
Andrews in 2001 (STDJ 46; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 25-60; The strongest argument for 56.12-59.21 stemming
from a separate source than the rest of the Deuteronomic Paraphrase is the reuse of text from a wide range
of the biblical canon including many of the Prophets and Writings not alluded to in any other portion of the
scroll. For a defense of the unity of cols. 56.12-59.21 within the larger context of the Deuteronomic
Paraphrase see Elledge, The Statutes of the King, 34-7. In defense of the unity of these sections, there are
not glaring contradictions in their prescribed halakha, the King’s Law fits well into its context, and there
are no doublets as themes or topics treated by the King’s Law are not dealt with in other parts of the scroll.
Wise’s arguments for viewing the King’s Law are part of a source he calls “The Midrash to Deuteronomy
Source,” can also be viewed as arguments for the interconnectedness of the King’s Law with other portions
of TS (e.g., that 60.3-5 presupposes 58.11-5).

137 yadin, Temple Scroll, Yadin, 1:108.

138 | do not believe that these expansions where driven by exegetical necessity, but rather provided
an opportunity for the creator of TS. See also, Molly M. Zahn, “New Voices, Ancient Words: The Temple
Scroll’s Reuse of the Bible,” in John Day, ed., Temple and Worship in Biblical Israel: Proceedings of the
Oxford Old Testament Seminar (LHBOTS 422; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 434-58. Zahn rightly points
out that, “The examples of the Law of the King and the Temple Plan illustrate that the author of TS was not
constrained to use the Bible as his starting point. He drew on biblical material to the extent that it
complemented and authorized his own composition, but no more. In a way, such independent and selective
use of sources comes as no surprise in a post-biblical composition, since the same phenomenon occurs
within the Bible itself,” (451).
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The general organization of the scroll to address various spheres of holiness is
accompanied by stress on the appropriate levels of purity necessary for proximity to
God’s temple. Concern with all things pure and impure is therefore a concern of TS
spanning the whole of the work.**® Columns 48-51 are frequently singled out as the main
purity regulations, but such concern is also evident in apparent pluses found in other
sections. For example, in TS 52.14-5 a plus to the text from Deut 16:19 states that taking
a bribe “makes great guilt and defiles the temple” (n>a77 xnwm 72173 maws aww). Similarly,
in TS 63.10-15 a line is added to the law concerning a beautiful woman taken captive
during war (Deut 20:10-14), stating that “she shall not touch anything pure belonging to
you for seven years, and she shall not eat a sacrifice of well-being until seven years pass,
afterwards she may eat” (2°1w yaw 12y 78 29810 K12 D72W 72N 2°IW YW TV 77702 797 YA K9
Hoxin anx). % These and other examples show that concerns with holiness are wide
reaching in TS and evident in a number of changes.'**

Famously, TS extends the regulations of the festival of first-fruits such that
festivals of barley, wheat, new wine, and oil are prescribed (TS 18.10-22.16), but as
already pointed out, these may well stem from other sources rather than being an
invention of the author of TS.'*

Finally, the passage in TS 51.5-10 is one of the clearest “redactional” passages in

TS bringing together a number of its main features.'** The portion in question occurs

39 E g., Maier, Temple Scroll, 120; Crawford, The Temple Scroll, 27.

149 yadin, Temple Scroll, 364-7.

141 Other examples include TS 35.7, which warns against priests defiling ([12]>1") God’s sanctuary
by not being appropriately adorned.

142'see the discussion of 4Q365 and its relationship to TS above; Wise, Critical Study of the
Temple Scroll, 44-59; Zahn, “A New (O1d) Proposal”; Crawford, “4QTemple? (4Q365a) Revisited”; see
also Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:102-14; Meir, Temple Scroll, 80-4.

143 Wise, Critical Study of the Temple Scroll, 161-7; cf, TS 29.2-10.
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between the purity regulations and the Deuteronomic Paraphrase, and reminds the reader
of the document’s implied author and setting, namely God’s revelation to Moses at
Sinai/Horeb,

and you shall warn the children of Israel concerning every impurity and they shall

not defile themselves by them just as | declare to you on his mountain, and they

shall not defile themselves for I YHWH dwell in the midst of the children of

Israel and sanctify them and they shall be holy and they shall not make

themselves detestable by anything which | have separated for them to be unclean,

they shall be holy.

If one follows source-critical theories such as those offered by Wilson and Wills
or Wise, then this section may be one of the few sections composed whole cloth by the
author or redactor of TS. Regardless of whether different parts of the composition depend
upon earlier sources (as the Temple plan possibly and the Deuteronomic paraphrase
almost certainly do) 51.5-10 stems from the author of TS, and brings together some of the
major features of the work. The reader is reminded of the setting at Sinai, the divine
narration, the importance of holiness, and the appropriate levels of purity. The change of
literary setting and narrative voice are two of the three changes that create a new work
out of an earlier one. If the section quoted above is one of the few sections of TS
composed whole cloth by its creator, then it is interesting to see that these features of new
setting and voice are made explicit again here. The attention that TS gives to these
features confirms the point made repeated above that the scroll is a new composition, not
an altered copy of its base-text, and that the changes of selective use of the base-text,

narrative voice, and literary setting are the features by which such a new composition is

made.
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5.4.5 Summary

The Temple Scroll differs in some details from the other examples of new
compositions treated in this chapter, yet it has been created by the very same techniques
and is thus rightly recognized as a new work distinct from its sources. The main
differences between TS when compared with Chronicles or Jubilees are that while
Deuteronomy forms the base-text for the final section of the scroll, the preceding portions
follow other legal sections of the Pentateuch or have been composed by TS’s author.
Furthermore, TS frequently rearranges its base-text in a way seldom, if at all, seen in
Chronicles or Jubilees. Both of these differences can be explained by the fact that TS is
arranged topically instead of on the basis of narrative plot and thus the difference is not
one of technique so much as to the genre of the underlying halakhic base-text(s). While
the scroll as a whole is arranged in outward expanding spheres of holiness, the specific
legislation often abuts different texts that share a related theme or topic. Speeches by
characters or comments by the narrator are some of the main modes of communicating
the author(s)’ goals in Chronicles and Jubilees, but TS, due to its nature as legal text,
often communicates it goals through subtle changes to laws including coordinating
combination of the same. Despite these differences, TS clearly follows a base-text, and
does so selectively, and changes most references to the deity into the first person so that
the document as a whole is reframed as divine speech narrated by God. These changes of
selective use of a base-text and a change of narrative voice are two of the three
compositional techniques characteristic of Authorial Composition (see chapter 3), and
thus demonstrate that TS (neither in whole nor in part) is a copy of Deuteronomy or any

other of its sources, but instead is a new composition in its own right despite the reuse of
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earlier material. It is precisely the techniques of selective use of a base-text and the
change of narrative voice that have made it such. Still further, the specific interests of TS,
whether characterized as ideological or tendentious, are not the features that are
responsible for the creation of a new work, though they may represent the reasons for its

creation, though again, not the means of that creation.

5.5 Conclusions

In the three examples of Chronicles, Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll, we have
seen the compositional techniques that turn the base-text or existing work into a new
work. In the cases of Exodus, Jeremiah, and Daniel in chapter 4, | showed examples of
various ways scribes had expanded or otherwise altered the work in question, which
resulted in a new and altered copy of what is otherwise recognized as the same
composition. By contrast, the present chapter has highlighted the techniques first
identified in chapter 3 that effectively create a new work, namely (1) selective use of the
work’s base-text, (2) a new narrative voice, and (3) a new literary setting. | have argued
in chapter 3 that ancient readers could and did distinguish between (expanded or updated)
copies of the same text and new works that were based on sources, but nonetheless
distinct from them. These three compositional techniques are the common denominator
shared by such new compositions, and | have argued in chapter 3 that any one these
techniques is sufficient to create a new work, because such rewriting is qualitative not
quantitative. Not surprisingly then, the three compositions treated in this chapter manifest

the techniques to different degrees.
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Chronicles clearly displays its selective use of Sam-Kgs, yet one cannot speak of
a change of narrative voice. Neither is there a distinctive change of literary setting—the
history of Judah begins with a genealogy leading up to the death of Saul, but the narrative
as a whole and as a series of components has not been placed inside another structure.***
Chronicles clearly begins its story from a different point, but this is done by omitting
from its base-text and inserting the genealogies in its place. It manifests, then, only the
first criterion but it is sufficient to reveal that Chronicles is a new composition.

Jubilees clearly displays all three techniques. Its author omits much of Genesis
and Exodus, and the narrative of creation until Sinai is turned into a dictation at Sinai.
Finally, the narration of the revelation is put into the voice of the angel of the presence. It
would be hard indeed to imagine anyone who knew anything of Genesis confusing
Jubilees as a copy of the same.

The Temple Scroll, is set at Sinai (or Horeb, the mountain is not named) with its
source text altered so that God narrates and commands in the first person. In the
“Deuteronomic Paraphrase,” TS follows the text of Deuteronomy’s law-code quite
closely, yet selectively, and with more rearrangements than seen in Chronicles or Jubilees.
These differences are likely connected to differences in genre. As TS is not a narrative,
but a halakhic or legal document, its ordering has been chosen topically and the base-text
has been arranged so that similar matters are dealt with together. Narratives following a

course of events or a plot have more restraints upon them. These generic categories

144 Compare later works that gather individual stories within a larger meta-narrative, e.g., The
Canterbury Tales, The 1001 Arabian Nights, or The Aleph-Beth of Ben-Sira.



Page 231 of 314

notwithstanding, it is nonetheless clear that TS manifests all three of techniques that
make a new composition.**®

Each of these three examples has identifiable special interests that are emphasized
throughout, the clearest of which are found in Chronicles and Jubilees since the narrative
genre permits the insertion or enlargement of speeches by characters as well as comments
by the narrator. The Temple Scroll, while lacking such speeches or comments, still
reveals its own interests in ways comparable to Chronicles and Jubilees by its additions
to and subtractions from its base-text. But, to repeat a point made in chapter 3, having a
specific interest, ideology, or Tendenz does not in and of itself create a new text. Such
interests by the author may motivate the creation of a new work, but they do not
differentiate a copy of one work from another. They are often a necessary factor, but not
a sufficient one. This is why a Tendenz may be detected in a so-called Variant Literary
Edition, but such VLEs remain copies of the same composition. The three literary
techniques that can be used to identify a text that is no longer a copy of its source, despite
significant textual overlap, are the three | have emphasized here. These are the only
necessary criteria, any one of them is a sufficient criterion to identify a new composition.

There are several contributions to redaction- or source-critical studies that result
from this two-part typology of rewriting that | have called Authorial Composition and
Continuing Composition. First, it can be pointed out that both Authorial Composition and
Continuing Composition give some credence to the common model of literary strata
(Schichtenmodell) where a single source is progressively built upon. Likewise there is

also support for the block model (Blockmodell) as seen in TS, which draws upon

145 As Deuteronomy is situated on the plains of Moab, not at Horeb/Sinai, TS shows a change of
literary setting by shifting its presentation of Torah back to the revelation at the mountain.
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Deuteronomy in one block and apparently a source text dealing with the construction of a
new Temple, perhaps related to 4Q524. As | have pointed out in earlier chapters these
two models are not mutually exclusive, but in fact often complement one another. The
difference rests in whether vertical divisions of the text (into blocks) or horizontal
divisions (into strata) predominate in the reconstruction. Examples of both models in
chapter 1 demonstrated that “layers” were often composed of blocks and that “blocks”
were always linked by some kind of redactional layer. Ultimately, though the more
significant distinction is not blocks versus strata but between Authorial Composition,
which creates a new text, and Continuing Composition, which alters an existing text.

The recognition of these two types of composition in textual growth should form
and guide our presuppositions and expectations in reconstructing where we do not have
significant textual data. The traits of Continuing Composition observed in chapter 4 were
that such alterations typically did not span the entire work, but were restricted to a limited
section of the text. Specific interests, ideology, or Tendenz, where they were detectable,
were likewise localized. In the present chapter, by contrast, additions and omissions that
appear connected by common concerns span the entirety of a work, often from beginning
to end.

If we apply these observations to the assumptions characteristic of many
redactional models (see chapter 1), this means that hypothesized redactional stages that
are based on an ideological criterion believed to be detectable at various points
throughout a work must reckon with the kind of alteration produced in the process of
Authorial Composition—especially omissions from or paraphrases of the earlier stage.

Conversely, if one’s reconstruction imagines a process of creatio continua or
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Fortschreibung where the developing work is not changed into a new work but remains
an (altered) copy interchangeable with its source (i.e., Continuing Composition), then the
amount and types of alteration should be limited by contrast with Authorial Composition.
Stated differently, the data of the previous and present chapter can provide a control to
calibrate expectations for theoretical reconstructions.

In the final chapter we will look at two test cases for thinking about how this two-
part typology of rewriting (Authorial and Continuing Composition) might be used, and
how one might determine if a stage hypothesized is one of Authorial or Continuing
Composition and how that determination should guide reconstruction of early

hypothetical stages in the scholarly assessment of the formation of the Hebrew Bible.



CHAPTER 6
TEST CASES AND CONSEQUENCES

6.1 Introduction

This study has advanced the idea that the creation of a new work out of an earlier
one (its Vorlage or base-text) can be distinguished from the transmission of a work, even
when the work is significantly expanded or rearranged. The former case, which | have
called Authorial Composition, creates something new by subordinating the base-text into
the role of materials for constructing an entirely new structure instead of functioning as
the basic foundation, if not also the structural “bones,” upon which a new fagade may be
built. My investigation has concluded that using the base-text selectively, changing its
literary setting (i.e., making the narrative into a dream, vision, speech, etc.), or changing
its narrative voice, effectively accomplishes this subordination and results in the creation
of a new text rather than a new copy of the same text. This is in contrast to the latter case
of expanding an existing foundation, which | have been calling Continuing Composition.

In the first chapter | surveyed a number of common assumptions in the practice of
diachronic exegesis, such as consistency of ideology, smoothness of flow, and the
integrity of pristine sources. | also surveyed appeals to external controls, especially
Akkadian literature, Variant Literary Editions, and Rewritten Scripture. | have argued in
chapter 2 that a distinction between composition and transmission remains useful if that
distinction is made based upon distinguishing composition that results in the creation of a
new text from composition that occurs within copies of the same work. In chapter 3, |
argued that three specific types of changes create a new work: selective use of a base-text,

change of narrative voice, and change of literary setting or frame. In chapters 4 and 5, |
Page 234 of 326
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investigated a number of cases that showed that composition occurring within
transmission (Continuing Composition) is comprised only of additions and
rearrangements.' By contrast, composition producing a new work (Authorial
Composition) is accomplished by selective use of the base-text, new literary setting, or
new narrative voice to relegate the main source text (i.e., the base-text) into the role of
materials. These three types of changes are exclusive to Authorial Composition. Unlike
addition and rearrangement, which are also found in the creation of new compositions,
the use of these three compositional techniques makes a new text out of an older one by
omitting or abridging material or reframing it in a transformative way as | have described.
Although various examples have been offered along the way, the present chapter
will explore two test cases, the books of Esther and Deuteronomy. The former book
exists in three Variant Literary Editions (VLES), truly an embarrassment of textual riches,
while the later exists in only one. In view of these two examples, one with plentiful
textual data of rewriting and one with precious little, we will first examine the VLEs of
Esther to establish whether they should be considered the result of Authorial or
Continuing Composition. Related to this is the question of how to understand the six
major additions found in the Greek versions of Esther. Do these additions form a unified
layer with a consistent ideology and a new beginning and end? By exploring these
matters, | will use the example of Esther to connect the data of chapters four and five

with the common assumptions of diachronic reconstruction identified in chapter 1. In this

! Continuing Composition as documented in chapter 4 shows examples only of addition and
rearrangement, the sole exception is replacement. On occasion when material from elsewhere is added to a
base-text, a few words or a full sentence may be omitted to smooth the transition between the base-text and
the additional material if the addition contains content roughly equal to the omitted words or sentence.
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process, it will also prove instructive to look at some proposed reconstructions for the
growth of Deuteronomy and evaluate the plausibility and usefulness of those
reconstructions and their accompanying assumptions in view of the overall picture
provided by the evidence investigated here.

In the end, the evidence explored in the present study suggests that much of the
content of the Hebrew Bible did indeed grow over time by many of the scribal
interventions that other scholars have suggested, and specifically by the two types of
compositional strategies | have proposed. And yet, while the pre-history of the biblical
books is as complex, if not even more complex, than is usually recognized, our ability to
access or reconstruct that pre-history is very limited, so the challenge will be to learn to
maximize what can be said or known from the available evidence and to stop and admit
ignorance when we reach the limits of that evidence. To go beyond the data and models
at hand, that is, may produce ingenious historical, theological, or literary reconstruction;

the problem is when such reconstructions can neither hold water nor bear weight.

6.2 LXX Esther
The book of Esther survives in two forms in Greek: the form typically found in
the LXX, and a second Greek text found in four Greek manuscripts (and one Georgian

manuscript) that is commonly called the Alpha Text (AT).” Both Greek texts of Esther

2 The AT, previously labeled as the “Lucianic” text, is found in mss 19, 93, 108, and 319 as well
as the Georgian Oshki Bible (978 CE) stored at the Mt. Athos monastery. | am grateful to Natia Mirotadze
for the latter reference and for giving me an English summary of her work on this manuscript. Manuscript
392 contains a mixed text possibly related to AT. On this see Kristin De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Tex:
What the Old Greek Texts Tell Us about the Literary Growth of the Bible (SBLTCS 4; Leiden: Brill, 2003),
61; and idem, “The Many Texts of the Esther Story,” Folio 18 (2001): 3, 7-8. The name “Alpha-Text” (AT)
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include six sections unanimously recognized as “Additions” and generally labeled A, B,
C, D, E, and F.2 Beginning with the LXX text, we can pose the following questions: is
this a new version of the book of Esther, or a new composition based on Esther? What are
we to make of these major Additions? After treating these questions I will turn to the AT.
Compared with its apparent source text, does LXX Esther manifest any of the three
criteria laid out earlier for the creation of a new text: Selective Use of a Source, New
Literary Setting, or New Narrative Voice?

Greek Esther is a translation of a Hebrew text very close to MT, with the obvious
exception of the six additions.* Addition A foreshadows the events of the story with a

dream, reminiscent of the apocalyptic visions of Daniel and related literature.” In the

comes from the initial publication of mss 93, which contained AT and LXX, thus 93a (alpha) and 93b
respectively (the order of books is reversed in 108).

3| will refer to these six pluses as A, B, C, D, E, and F following the convention suggested by Hort
and used in the Cambridge LXX. See Henry Barclay Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek
(rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1989), 242 n.557; Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah:
The Additions: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 44; Garden City: Doubleday,
1977), 153-155; idem, Esther: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 7b; Garden
City: Doubleday, 1971), xxxii. The convention of labeling additions with A-F was anticipated by the
additional preface (attributed to Rufus) found in some Vulgate manuscripts which used a-8 to demarcate
the additions of the “septuaginta interpretum” (i.e., OG) into 8 units. See further, Jean-Claude Haelewyck,
“The Relevance of the Old Latin Version for the Septuagint with Special Emphasis on the Book of Esther,”
JTS 57 (2006): 454; and idem, Vetus Latina: Die Reste der Altlateinischen Bible 7/3 Hester (3 vols;
Freiburg: Herder Verlag, 2003-2008), 1:20. On the four Vulgate manuscripts containing this reference (mss
AKO®c) see the introduction and apparatus of Biblia Sacra Vulgata. The so-called Alpha-Text of Esther is
considered by some scholars to be a witness to a pre-Masoretic text, once the additions are removed. See
David J. A. Clines, The Esther Scroll: The Story of the Story (JSOTSup 30; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984),
186 n.2-3; and Michael V. Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther: On Reading Composite Texts
(SBLMS 40; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991). For the view that the alpha-text represents a later reworking
of the Septuagint text, see Kristin De Troyer, The End of the Alpha Text of Esther: Translation and
Narrative Technique in MT 8:1-17 and AT 7:14-41 (SCS 48; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000).
See also, Lewis Bayles Paton, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Esther (ICC;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1908), 37-47.

* See Michael V. Fox, Character and Ideology in the Book of Esther (2d ed.; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1991), 265-69; and Paton, Esther, 46-47. On such “literal” translation techniques (i.e.,
consistency of words chosen as lexical equivalents), see further the discussion in 4.1 above.

*0On Addition A’s shifting of genre towards apocalyptic see Jon D. Levenson, Esther: A
Commentary (OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1997), 31-32, 39-42; and Moore, The
Additions, 179-81; 249. Jobes, Alpha-Text, 191, points out that according to John J. Collins’ typology of
apocalypses, the dream—if it may be characterized as “apocalyptic”—is of a type known only in Christian
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dream, Mordecai sees two dragons battling, nations preparing for war, and God’s people
crying out for deliverance. Their prayer is answered by the appearance of a small stream
which steadily grows into a great river. Mordecai awakes and, like Daniel (Dan 4:19;
7:15; 8:27), ponders the meaning of the dream, seeking vainly (at least for the present) to
understand it. Despite this extended new preface to the book, the following narrative is
not made into a dream; the dream is simply an added episode foreshadowing what is to
come. In chapter 5 of the present work, we saw how the stories of Susana, Bel, the
Dragon, the Prayer of Azzariah and the Song of the Three Youths were added in the
Greek versions of Daniel, but those episodes did not refer to other portions of the book or
otherwise connect with it, outside of the shared figure of Daniel, neither did they change
the Vorlage in any of the three ways that create a new work.® The book of Esther in the
LXX, receives an additional beginning, while its earlier beginning (1:1) remains.” This
can be compared to the new preface added in the late version of Gilgamesh and

contrasted to the reframing of the Genesis narratives as a revelatory vision on Sinai in

sources. She writes, “Although discussions of Mordecai’s dream have always seemed to assume a Jewish
origin, the intriguing idea that its extant form may have come from a Christian redaction deserves further
thought.” Jobes does not mention the fact that the content of additions A and F are lacking in Josephus’ Ant.
XI, which otherwise agrees frequently with the AT. On the possible Christian provenance of Hellenistic
texts assumed to be Jewish, see further, James R. Davila, The Provenance of the Pseudepigrapha: Jewish,
Christian, or Other? (JSJSup 105; Leiden: Brill, 2005). Davila finds all six of the additions to Esther to be
of Jewish origin “beyond reasonable doubt” (234).

® In Theodotion, Susanna is placed before Daniel chapter one and the final verse describes
Daniel’s rise to prominence, whereas in OG Daniel, Susanna is found at the end of the book, and ends with
an exhortation to watch for wise and capable sons. See R. Timothy McLay, NETS, 986-87; and Moore,
Additions, 26-27, 78-80, 90-93. In Theodotion, Susanna may possibly be viewed as a new beginning or
opening rubric to the book of (or at least the character of) Daniel.

" Levenson, Esther, 37-41, “The effect of Mordecai’s dream in A:4-9 and its interpretation in F:1-
6 is to bracket the book of Esther within a structure of prophecy and fulfillment, a well-known biblical
pattern...These two Additions are thus, in part, early interpretations of the story of Esther. They resolve a
question that the MT leaves suggestively open: Whence came the happy ending to what might have been a
gruesome story of genocide and anti-Semitism triumphant? The help came from God, the Additions tell us,
to whom the people cried out (A:8) and who was, despite appearances, always completely in control, from
even before Haman hatched his foul plot to obliterate the Jews” (40).
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Jubilees, as the latter not only changes the literary setting but omits the earlier
beginning.® To reiterate once again, literary setting refers to the scene in which the work
is presented, so for example, if all of the Esther narrative were reset within a dream that
Mordecai had, thus making the whole a dream, that would constitute a change of literary
setting. As it is, the dream in Addition A functions no differently than other additions
discussed in chapter 4, though it happens to be placed at the beginning of the narrative.
Thus the narrative voice and literary setting of Greek Esther remain the same even though
new themes may be highlighted or introduced.

Additions B, C, D, and E, likewise, do not alter the narrative voice or setting of
the book. Additions B and E give the purported contents of letters, and while those letters
are narrated in the voice of their implied authors, the criterion of change of narrative
voice has to do with a change that affects the base-text. For example, these additions do
not recontextualize the base-text in such a way that the story is now, as a whole, narrated
as a letter by the king. The criteria of selective use, change of narrative voice, or literary
frame have to do with changes that subjugate the base-text into materials of something
else (e.g., a dream, a letter, or a story told by another character). These two additions
expand the book of Esther and change it, but they do not change it into a different literary
work. LXX Esther, thus far, that is, is still a copy of the book of Esther.

Additions C and D contribute some of the greatest changes of content, most

notably prayers by Esther and Mordecai as well as several explicit mentions of God

8 On Gilgamesh, see David M. Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction
(New York: Oxford, 2011), 42; on the frame of Jubilees, see the discussion in chapters 3 and 5 of the
present work. By beginning the narration of the Torah’s narrative at Sinai, the author of Jubilees makes the
whole into divine revelation mediated by the angel of the presence.
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acting in the narrative. While these additions affect the feel, and even the meaning of the
story, they are not the types of changes that result in the creation of a literary work. The
base-text is not broken down and reutilized in such a way that a new work is created.’
Despite the large and small expansions in LXX Esther, omissions are exceedingly
rare. One possible omission is the names of the conspiring officials in Esth 2:21, due to
the occurrence of the names in the doublet at the end of Addition A (Esth A:12).2% In MT
Esth 2:21-23, Mordecai exposes the two plotting eunuchs, Bigtan and Teresh. In LXX
Esth A:12-17, one finds an nearly identical story of Mordecai overhearing a plot by the
same two eunuchs (I'ofaba and @appa), and in LXX Esth 2:21-23, the same—or
strikingly similar—event is recounted, but the officials are unnamed. One interpretation
of this data is that Addition A includes a secondary doublet based on 2:21-23, and that
the names of the eunuchs were omitted in the second story as a form of coordination or
replacement.'! Having Mordecai expose two plots, each formulated by a pair of officials,
poses no problem to the narrative logic of the story; however, a pair of specific, named

individuals can only be executed once. According to this theoretical reconstruction, at

° We will return to the issue of theological and ideological content and its relationship to rewriting
further below.

19 On this see Jeffery H. Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” in idem (ed.), Empirical
Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985; repr., Eugene, OR:
Wipf and Stock, 2005), 57-61. For a list and discussion of omissions see Hanna Kahana, Esther:
Juxtaposition of the Septuagint Translation with the Hebrew Text (CBET 40; Leuven: Peeters, 2005), 443-
449. Other possible examples of conscious omission by LXX that Kahana lists are Esth 3:6a n>w% »rya 1an
3T QYTNR 12 17070 1727 23712 77 6:8 WwR12 mdbn ana 101 wXY (modifying 010?!); and the phrase 7w qvan
2w Av P71 is lacking in both 3:13 and 8:11. See also Emanuel Tov, “Three Strange Books of the LXX: 1
Kings, Esther, and Daniel Compared with Similar Rewritten Compositions from Qumran and Elsewhere,”
in idem, Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran (TSAJ 121; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 384.

1 \We have seen in previous cases that sometimes when an insertion is made, if there is overlap of
content, some of the base-text will be replaced resulting in the loss of a few words or even a full verse. This
happens in LXX Esther where Addition D replaces 5:1-2. As this is related to the act of insertion, it differs
from our criterion of selective use of the base-text. See further the discussion of replacement in chapters 3
and 4 of present work. See first note.
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some stage there was conscious omission of the names of the two officials from the story
in chapter 2, in order to avoid a narrative contradiction. This solution is straightforward
and makes perfect sense, but the situation is complicated by AT and the Old Latin.

In AT, the story is found in Esth A:12-17, while it lacks the contents of 2:19-23.
The question then arises whether the AT has omitted the second occurrence of the story
in a more extreme attempt to avoid the narrative problem just discussed, or whether the
AT bears witness to a text in which the story had not yet been added to chapter 2.*2 The
OL, now available in a thorough critical edition, often agrees with AT (especially in its
minuses), but in this regard they differ.* In OL Esther, A:12-17 are a textual minus, but
2:21-23 are present with the names of the eunuchs.**

In sum, the MT and OL have the story and names only in chapter 2, the AT has
the story and names only in addition A, and the LXX has the story narrated in both
passages with the names only in addition A. Even if we grant that the two names have
been omitted from LXX Esth 2:21 as part of replacement, the lack of other obvious and

extensive omissions speaks against any form of selective use by the author(s) of Greek

12 This second possibility that AT’s Vorlage was different and prior to MT at this point is claimed
by Clines, Esther Scroll, 105; Fox, Character and Ideology, 40. Both of them seem to assume that the
Addition A story is based upon the text found in chapter two of MT, and that AT has only the later version
because the additions were added to it at a later stage, thus the theoretical pre-AT did not yet include a
conspiracy. For further discussion see, Serge Frolov, “Two Eunuchs, Two Conspiracies, and One Loyal
Jew: The Narrative of Botched Regicide in Esther as Text- and Redaction-Critical Text Case,” VT 52
(2002): 304-325. Frolov argues for a Hebrew Vorlage for the conspiracy story in Addition A, but he does
not clearly address the AT’s minus of the second conspiracy story nor the evidence from the OL. See most
recently, Noah Hacham, “Bigthan and Teresh and the Reason Gentiles Hate Jews,” VT 62 (2012): 318-356.
Hacham views the AT minus of the failed plot and the LXX minus of the two eunuchs names in chapter 2
as conscious omissions by the redactors who altered the story as it grew from the form found in MT to that
in LXX and finally to AT.

13 See Paton, Esther, 40-41; and Haelewyck, “The Relevance of the Old Latin Version”; and idem,
Hesther.

% The eunuchs are called either Bartageus, Basthageus, Baltageus, or Baldoccus on the one hand,
and Thedestes, Teadestes, or Teastes on the other. For the text, see Haelewyck, Hester. On the priority of
the Old Latin in the eunuch consipiracies and other pericopes, see idem, “The Relevance of the Old Latin
Version,” 458-73.
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Esther.” This supports the view that in LXX Esther we are dealing with Continuing
Composition and not Authorial Composition.

But what of the content of these Additions? Segal’s pioneering work to
differentiate between copies of the same text versus copies of new (but related)
compositions, proposed that new compositions contained an identifiable ideological layer,
but he notes LXX Esther’s insertion of God into the narrative as one possible exception
to this claim.™® In chapter 3, | criticized Segal’s description of this criterion as too vague
to be useful for differentiation, and in chapter 5 | have proposed instead that while a
certain ideology may motivate the creator(s) of a new work, it is not one of the three
phenomena that creates a new work out of its source. Selective use of the base-text,
changing its narrative voice, or altering its literary setting are the only clear things that
change a work into a source for a new work. The LXX additions do not make this type of
change. So, while theological or ideological content may provide the driving motivation
for creating a new work, their presence does not necessarily indicate the presence of a
new work.

If one imagines that the additions all stem from the same hand, among them only

Addition C exhibits the concerns with inter-marriage and food offered to idols that one

15 See the examples in Kahana, Esther, 449. In the examples that Kahana discusses, it seems clear
that if words or phrases have been omitted, it occurred in the process of translating the Hebrew Vorlage
into Greek and is thus a linguistic issue of determining semantic or lexical equivalents rather than an
editorial issue whether defined textually or redactionally.

16Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 25, n.36, “A possible exception to this
phenomenon can be found in Esther, where the additions to the book preserved in the LXX do change the
ideational framework of the story, specifically by inserting God, who is absent in the MT, into the
narrative.” Segal contends that adding an ideological layer is a distinctive trait of “Rewritten Bible” (i.e.,
making a new text, not updating a text in the form of a new version), but Greek Esther may pose an
exception, meaning apparently that Segal recognizes Greek Esther as a copy of Esther and not a new work
based upon a book of Esther, but his article is noncommittal on this point.
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might clearly demarcate as ideological.'” Thus, these concerns are limited to a single
pericope, like the ideological concerns of the Levitical covenant in the MT of Jer 33:14-
26."° The only potentially “ideological” trait that the additions share is the reference to
God, with the exception of Addition B which is a description of the king’s letter. It
should be pointed out that direct references to God are not limited to the pericopes of the
six major additions. Outside of the Additions A-F, such references occur in LXX Esth
2:20; 4:8; 6:1, 13; and AT Esth 4:5, 9, 10; 5:7; 6:1, 22. Clines proposes that proto-Esther
(underlying AT and preceding MT) contained such references and that MT shows a stage
at which they have been removed.™ Against this position is the OL, which agrees
frequently with the minuses of AT yet lacks all of the aforementioned occurrences
outside A-F with the sole exception of 6:1 (dominus percussit regem vigilantia).?® The
few proposed reasons for the removal of God are unconvincing, while the concerns

: : . L2l
prompting God’s inclusion are obvious.

17 See below for discussion of the term.

18 See the discussion of this passage and its textual plus in chapter 4.

19 Clines, Esther Scroll, 107-12, “MT represents a deliberate excision of all religious language,
from whatever perspective...no one redactional activity seems to be responsible for the group of AT’s
religious pluses. The textual affinities and diction of the pluses indicate for them a rather diverse parentage”
(109, emphasis original).

20 Haelewyck groups the manuscripts of OL into four groups, R, 1, J, and F. Of these, J and F
represent later revisions of the OL and R represents the oldest unrevised European text of OL Esther.
Unlike other books in the OL, there is no African text of Esther. Esth 6:1 is present in the major OL
witnesses including groups R and I. Esth 6:13-14 contains a reference to God only in some manuscripts of
the | group. Esth 6:13 contains a reference to God only in F, the latest revisions of OL. See further,
Haelewyck, Hesther, 40-69, 317, 336; idem, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 449; and Ernst Wirthwein, The
Text of the Old Testament (trans. Errol F. Rhodes; 2d Rev. and enl ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994),
91-92. On Esth 6:1 in the AT and OL, see Clines, Esther Scroll, 108-10. De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred
Text, 83, views the OL as well at Josephus as later adaptations of AT, a view that is possible, though far
from proven either in general or even in the case of her specific example of the letter of Mordecai in AT
7:34-38.

2! paton, Esther, 95, is forced to explain the avoidance of God in the book as a result of the
drunken revelries accompanying the celebration of Purim when the book was read aloud, and thus a desire
to avoid blasphemy; but Fox, Character and Ideology, 239, rightly points out the baselessness of this
reasoning: “Purim celebrants, even if they become tipsy, are unlikely to blaspheme, and if they were to do
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To still further push against Segal and his argument for the presence of an
ideological layer in LXX Esther in the first place, the possibility should be noted that the
additions which make references to God, are probably not all of a piece.?” I have already
listed above the passages outside of additions A-F where references to God occur in the
LXX and AT, but not OL.% There is therefore no uniform layer which adds “God” to the
story.

Martin argues that additions B and E were composed in Greek, while A, C, and D
stem from a Semitic Vorlage, while F is either a very free translation or a Greek
composition. If Haelewyck or Martin is correct, then one can not speak of a single,
distinct layer, but rather a series of independent additions.?* Even if one takes the view

that additions A-F are related, and thus compose one layer, there is still no distinctive

So, the presence of God’s name in the Scroll (which is read aloud by a lector, who would not be drunk)
would not have conduced to it. Moreover, the festivities come after the reading.” See further, Moore,
Esther, xxxiii: “Tempting though this theory is, it is probably not correct. It may well explain the absence
of God’s name in Esther, but not the absence of law, convenant [sic!], dietary regulations, prayer, angels, or
afterlife.” Moore goes on to adopt a suggestion put forth by Talmon that Esther’s lack of overt theology and
religiosity is due to its relation to wisdom literature.

2 See R. A. Martin, “Syntax Criticism of the LXX Additions to the Book of Esther,” JBL 94
(1975): 65-72. Martin’s arguments are followed by Moore, Clines, Levenson, and Fox. Tov follows
Martin’s approach, but bases his theory on the ease of retroverting the Additions into Hebrew, see Emanuel
Tov, “The ‘Lucianic’ Text of the Canonical and Apocryphal Sections of Esther: A Rewritten Biblical
Book,” in Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint (VTS 72; Leiden: Brill, 1999). See
also the recent critiques in Karen H. Jobes, The Alpha-Text of Esther: Its Character and Relationship to the
Masoretic Text (SBLDS 153: Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 7-47. Jobes provides a thorough critique of
Martin’s methodology and provides significant improvements by normalizing the ratios, such that his
various criteria can be more easily compared, and by estimating how many occurrences (not lines of text)
are minimally required for the numbers to have any statistical weight. She shows, contra Martin, that the
six additions do not provide enough examples for most of his criteria to inspire any confidence in
determining whether any given addition was composed in Greek or translated from a Hebrew or Aramaic
Vorlage. Therefore one should proceed with caution if the main evidence for that view comes from syntax
criticism. See further, the critiques and cautions of James R. Davila, “(How) Can We Tell if a Greek
Apocryphon or Pseudepigraphon has been Translated from Hebrew or Aramaic?” JSP 15 (2005):3-61.

2 See also Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 449.

% To be sure these Additions do complement one another in their effects. Note Paton, Esther, 44:
“The main reason for them [i.e., the Additions] was the desire to supply the religious element that is so
conspicuously absent from the Hebrew edition”; Clines, Esther Scroll, 169, “the primary effect of the LXX
expansions as a whole is, | would suggest, to assimilate the book of Esther to a scriptural norm, especially
as found in Ezra, Nehemiah, and Daniel” (emphasis original). See also, Fox, Character and Ideology, 269.
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ideology unifying the layer to be found. Additions properly labeled “ideological” should
demonstrate an “ideology” that is identifiable and separates one group from another (e.g.,
the roles of Levites vs. Aaronide priests or differences over calendrical reckonings). LXX,
AT, and OL Esther lack precisely this.

Here my understanding of “ideological layer” is akin to the description of
“sectarian variants,” provided by Eugene Ulrich.?® Such variants, by Ulrich’s definition,
must be secondary, intentional, specific, and repeated or consistent. In explaining his
criteria Ulrich says, “the variant must be specific to one group or sect vs. another, or
supporting a major theme or word peculiar to a specific group as opposed to Jews in
general,” and such a scribal alteration must “be repeated or consistently made or
accompanied by other similarly sectarian variants in the same manuscript, not a single

»28 This is relevant because Segal’s description, as it applies to new

isolated variant.
“rewritten” compositions, is strikingly similar. Segal states that “rewritten compositions
differ in their ideas and spirit from the composition upon which the new texts are
based...A tendentious editorial layer includes scribal intervention not merely in specific
verses but throughout the entire composition.”27 For Segal, such ideology includes
differences of eschatology, calendar, chronology, angelology, and “fundamental beliefs”
about the nature of God, Israel, and their relationship. While these may occur in isolated

variants (e.g., Deut 32:8 in MT, LXX, and 4QDeutj), “the difference between this variant

[Deut 32:8] and the tendencies that appear in the rewritten compositions pertains to the

% Eugene Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural Scrolls Found at
Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds., E. Herbert
and E. Tov; London: Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 179-95.

26 Ulrich, “Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants,” 192.

2z Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 26.
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scope of such changes.”28 Debel’s critique of Segal is correct that Ulrich and Segal’s
descriptions of such layers (in VLEs and “Rewritten Bible,” respectively) have so much
in common that it renders Segal’s use of such a layer as a delimiting criterion problematic,
as discussed in chapter 3.%

In sum, despite inserting explicit references to God and concerns of intermarriage
and appropriate diet, and adding a new beginning and ending (A and F), LXX Esther fails
to meet the criteria laid out in chapter 3 for delimiting the creation of a new text. Greek
Esther is thus a copy of Esther, a “variant literary edition”—updated and expanded no
doubt—~but it is not a new composition based on Esther. LXX Esther is still Esther, not a

new book based on Esther.

% Ibid.

2 See Hans Debel, “Rewritten Bible, Variant Literary Editions, and Original Text(s): Exploring
the Implications of a Pluriform Outlook on the Scriptural Tradition,” in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting
and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (eds., H. von Weissenberg, et. al.;
BZAW 419; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 78-81. However, Debel misunderstands Segal’s argument as
speaking of authoritative status (“Bible” versus “Rewritten Bible) rather than the contrast of copies of the
same work and new compositions based on them. Segal’s choice of words in his article’s title is unfortunate
because his main point is really about separating copies of the same text from the point at which they
become a new text, and has nothing to do with claims about canon or scriptural authority. See further,
Eugene Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition of the
Bible,” in idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origin of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), 77; repr. from Sha arei Talmon: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the Ancient Near East Presented
to Shemaryahu Talmon (eds., M. Fishbane and E. Tov with W. Fields; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992),
267-91; idem., “Pluriformity in the Biblical Texts, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon,” in idem, The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 89; repr. from The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings
of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls — Madrid, 18-21 March, 1991 (eds., J. Barrera and L.
Montaneur; STDJ 11; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1:23-41; and idem., “Double Literary Editions of Biblical
Narratives and Reflections on Determining the Form to Be Translated,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the
Origins of the Bible, 42; repr. from Current Research and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (ed., D. W. Parry and S.
D. Ricks; STDJ 20; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 78-105.”
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6.3 lIdeology, Tendenz, and Reasons for Rewriting
In his study of the Alpha-Text of Esther, Michael Fox discusses the relationship
between the texts and the activities of the various redactors. Fox describes his view of the
activity of the redactor of AT as follows:
Inasmuch as R-AT was also a redactor, creating a new version of the Esther story
from earlier materials, it is not surprising that his intentions are far more extensive
and bold than in most manuscript copying. Whereas most minuses in such
copying are unintentional, most of R-AT’s are deliberate and rarely explicable as
mechanical lapses...He is situated near the middle of the continuum running from
mechanical reproduction to creative authorship.*®
Fox associates authorship with a way of reusing earlier materials in a manner different
from what finds in most scribal copying. He highlights conscious omission as a practice
more aligned with authorship than mechanical copying yet still consistent with his own
idea of redaction. So far Fox’s description has much in common with the language | have
proposed describing Continuing and Authorial Composition. Fox seems to locate full-
blown authorship with the criterion of ideology:
In those chapters [9-10] the redactor [R-MT] becomes an author...R-MT used his
source text, making the tale the vehicle for a new ideology. He shifted the central
purpose of the story from exemplary and inspirational to institutional and
normative, without, of course, doing away with the former functions.*
Here Fox sees the addition of the Purim ideology in the MT as a result of authorial
activity. Although he does not define authorship the way | have proposed here (i.e., the
creation of a new composition), this general sentiment of how a source is utilized uses

some of the same language | have used in the present work regarding the three techniques

that create a new work. Fox’s statement implies that in his view a new ideology performs

3 Fox, Redaction of the Books of Esther, 90. In Fox’s model, a “proto-AT” stands behind both AT
and MT, which in turn both precede LXX Esther.
%! Fox, Redaction of the Books of Esther, 126. Emphasis original, comments in brackets added.
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this subordinating function that | have been describing in regards to Authorial
Composition.

Unlike the three criteria that | have proposed, which are mostly observable
phenomenon, gauging the “purpose” of a text or identifying shifts in the purpose of a
story as Fox does is no straightforward task. It is easier to identify how a text has been
changed than it is to say why. The fact that variant editions show ideological insertions
and yet were adopted by their contemporaries (i.e., read and recopied), often replacing (or
outliving) their predecessors speaks against the notion that the purpose of such alterations
was to create a new work. In trying to speak descriptively rather than prescriptively, the
preceding chapters indicate that on an emic level even drastic ideological updates could
be added to a work without it being identified as a new composition, i.e., it remains an
interchangeable copy containing “the same text” as its source or predecessor. The
changes explored in chapter 4 showed cases where one might point out a change in
purpose (e.g., exalting the Judahite Bezalel over Oholiab in the MT/LXX of Exodus or
granting the Levites an eternal covenant in MT Jer 33:18-24). Here, revisions “within-
the-book,” i.e., Continuing Composition can alter the meaning or purpose of the text (or
parts of it, at any rate) without making it a new composition.* What we may identify as

purpose or ideology may be a driving force motivating why a work is changed, but the

3 E.g., Eugene Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures,” The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 11; repr. from The Quest for Context and Meaning: Studies
in Intertextuality in Honor of James A. Sanders (eds., C. A. Evans and S. Talmon; Leiden: Brill, 1997),
327-42, “scribes and their predecessors were at work along two lines. First, they often simply copied the
individual books of the Scriptures as exactly as humanly possible. But secondly, sometimes the scribes
intentionally inserted new material that helped interpret or highlight for their contemporary congregation in
a new situation the relevance of the traditional text” (11); see further the discussion in chapter 4 of the
present work.

% Cf., John H. Sailhammer, The Meaning of the Pentateuch: Revelation, Composition and
Interpretation (Downers Grove, Ill: IVP Academic, 2009), 303, “Composition creates a new book, whereas
editorializing gives an existing book new meaning.”
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analysis of the present work has argued that the shift between a copy of the same work
and a new work is the result, or is done by, the means of rewriting, not ideology. The
three types of alterations | have associated with Authorial Composition are the mechanics
of how a new text is created, which is a separate question from why it has been created.
“How” is a question that can be answered. “Why” is far more difficult.

The extant data attests to alterations that were successfully accepted in at least
some quarter, but it does not follow that all such alterations were successful. In my
judgment, the evidence suggests that changes that were unlikely to have been acceptable
to a given community if inserted directly into the text were incorporated instead into new
works, the “rewritten texts.”** Such potentially controversial changes could include
additions such as the Solar Calendar in Jubilees or the repentant portrayal of Manasseh in
Chronicles. Eugene Ulrich has stated that there are no cases of “sectarian variants”
among the “biblical” scrolls from Qumran, meaning that we do not find evidence of
scribes inserting their own particular ideology or halakhic interpretation into copies of the
biblical books.® This does not prove that it never happened, but it may imply that if it did,

such copies were not accepted (i.e., did not continue to be copied and read) and so did not

3 Cf., Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (New York: Oxford, 1985), 87,
“even a written tradium is more easily altered in the Hebrew Bible when it is reconceptualized and
stylistically recast in toto. For confirmation, one need but recall the degree to which the materials in the
books of Exodus-Numbers are subject to modification via the reformulating traditio of them in
Deuteronomy, or how much the historical record in Samuel-Kings is transformed by the reformulating
traditio of them in Chronicles.” For Fishbane, traditum refers to tradition qua tradition and traditio refers to
the process of handing down the traditum.

% Eugene Ulrich, “ The Absence of ‘Sectarian’ Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural Scrolls Found at
Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E. Herbert &
E. Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 179-195; idem, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives
and Reflections on Determining the Form to Be Translated,” 42. See also Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical texts
from the Judaean Desert,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries,
152: “in our view it is justifiable to look for sectarian readings...although I have not been able to locate
them.”
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survive.* The successful strategy, it appears, was to house such controversial changes in
new compositions. Extreme or controversial changes do not by themselves, create new
compositions, but the fact that we find them only in the latter indicates that this was the
historically successful way of bringing such ideas into the larger stream of texts that were
read and recopied, and these often influenced the understandings of other texts — even the
text that could not, as it were, “accept” the new changes.

In sum then, the insertion of a new ideology did not alter a text enough for it to be
considered a new composition. Rather, it was the creation of a new composition that
supplied the opportunity to add truly distinctive ideology. It is precisely for this reason
that the texts often grouped under the heading “Rewritten Scripture” or the like
frequently do have an identifiable ideology. To be sure, ideological insertion is traceable
within, say, Esther Addition C, Jeremiah 33:14-26, etc., but new coherent programs are
only traceable in (the process of creating) a new work. Such reworking requires rewriting
the foundations. Other types of changes can alter the fagade but not the bones of the
building. Said differently, and as others have proposed, rewriting is a strategy.37 If one
were hypothetically to imagine a new version of a book, say Genesis, with numerous
insertions all reflecting a single, new ideology—the text still implicitly presents itself as

a copy of “Genesis.”*® Otherwise, as per the arguments above, such a work would be

% One “sectarian variant” is the additional commandment in the Samaritan Pentateuch that
survived within a particular community that shared that view. See Tov, TCHB, 88.

%7 See Daniel K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures in the Dead
Sea Scrolls (LSTS 63; London: T & T Clark, 2007), 13.

%8 On the language of self-presentation see James C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today (2™
ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 187-91; and Florentino Garcia Martinez and Marc Vervenne,
“Ancient Interpretations of Jewish Scriptures in Light of Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Textual Criticism and Dead
Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera: Florilegium Complutense (eds., Andrés Piquer
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rejected by readers as “Genesis,” if “Genesis” had achieved some degree of familiarity
and/or if the ideological program in question was too obvious or too controversial (esp.
halakhic). This explains why we find only limited ideological insertions or specific
tendencies among VLEs. When one cannot replace a text in terms of transmission, then
one can only replace it terms of meaning or understanding. Enter the Rewritten Texts.

Rewritten texts did not typically replace their sources in terms of transmission. In
the case of Deuteronomy, Jubilees, Chronicles, or the Temple Scroll, which often seem to
rework their sources against the grain of their source’s “plain sense” (i.e., that what it
“means” differs from what it “says”), we find that, despite whatever their authors’
intentions might have been, these texts continued to be transmitted alongside their
sources instead of in their place.*® Thus, whatever their initial intentions, these new
compositions could join their sources and alter the way that they were viewed or
understood—they displaced rather than replace them.

A new (and expanded) copy could replace an older copy of the same text, but a
new composition could not as easily render its sources obsolete. The evidence of
Jeremiah, Daniel, Esther, and Exodus (and one could easily expand upon this list) points
to fact that variant editions were apparently treated interchangeably. Thus at Qumran

shorter and longer texts of Jeremiah existed, but later only one version continued to be

Otero and Pablo A. Torijano Morales; SJSJ 157; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 94. See further, Fishbane, Biblical
Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 81, 530-38; and the discussion in chapter 3.

% See Bernard M. Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1997), 152-7. The term “plain sense” is highly controversial, and has meant
different things to different interpreters (contrast the medieval Christian understanding of “the literal sense”
with Rabbinic notions of vw»). My use of the term “plan sense” essentially follows that defined in John
Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2007), 69-116. For
many of the difficulties with various notions of the “plain” or “literal” sense, see Frank Kermode, “The
Plain Sense of Things,” in Midrash and Literature (eds., G. H. Hartman and S. Budick; New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1986), 179-94.
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transmitted in Hebrew (and only one in Greek). This is also why Theodotian Daniel could
replace OG Daniel—both were considered Daniel, so only one of the two was needed and
a choice could be made as both were considered more or less interchangeable copies of

the same work.“? It is, of course, a mere accident of preservation that we have knowledge

of some of these alternatives at all.**

True replacement—where it occured—was best
accomplished by a new copy of it, a so-called Variant Literary Edition (VLE).

It is difficult to imagine that the authors of the rewritten texts were such miserable
failures that their intentions were utterly thwarted. Indeed their rewritten texts were
sometimes accepted into the stream of transmission, meaning they were recopied and
read along with other texts.* It is not hard to imagine, however, that such authors may
well have recognized that a new composition—especially one that draws and depends

heavily upon its predecessor—would have difficulty displacing its predecessor. What is

being replaced by the new composition, then, is not the older text per se, but the meaning

%% It is not clear that it was ever incumbent to choose, but over time that seems to have been what
happened. Theodotian Daniel replaced the OG, and while only the shorter text of Jeremiah was translated
into Greek, only the longer text continued to be copied in Hebrew in later periods. The choice of Jeremiah,
especially in the preservation of the shorter text in the LXX, may have been accidental. The choice of
Theodotion Daniel seems to be conscious as far as can be gathered from Jerome’s brief comments. See
John J. Collins, A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 3-4.
In one case, OG Daniel is found bound alongside Theodotian Daniel, see the following note.

*1 E.g., the OG of Daniel exists in only two Greek manuscripts, 88 and 967. The former codex
contains both the OG and the version commonly referred to as Theodotian, the later only the OG. Similarly
the AT of Esther survives in only four Greek manuscripts: 19, 93, 108, and 319. In 93 and 108 the AT is
found bound in the same codex as LXX Esther. The fact that copies of these books could exist side-by-side
shows that their differences from one another are significant, yet the fact that both OG Dan and AT Esther
ceased to be copied yet the books of “Daniel” and “Esther” continued to be known, studied, and copied
down to the present day shows that AT and LXX Esther, on the one hand, and OG and Theodotian Daniel
on the other hand, were considered interchangeable enough that in both cases the latter alone continued to
be transmitted. In the case of Daniel this is a case of replacement by displacement, while the possibility is
disputed in the case of the two Greek versions of Esther. See further Jobes, The Alpha-Text of Esther; and
De Troyer, The End of the Alpha-Text of Esther.

*2 Note for examples the 14 copies of Jubilees found in Qumran caves 1, 2, 3, 4, and 11 as well as
the book’s later appearance in the Abyssinian Orthodox canon and in references in the church fathers. See
James C. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (GAP; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 11-22; and
idem, The Book of Jubilees (SAT 88; Louvain: Peeters, 1989), iii-xxxiii. For another example, see
Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, 152-7.
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or understanding of that composition.* Put differently, the intention is not to remove the
older text from circulation but to introduce a new text as an interpretive guide. Once one
has the latter, the former is not forgotten or ignored, but its meaning is now understood in

the light of the newer. James Kugel makes a relevant point when he writes,

to the biblical interpreter of, say, the first or second century C.E., Chronicles and Daniel, were, no
less than Genesis and Jeremiah, part of Scripture. For such an interpreter, the fact that Chronicles
talks about something found in Genesis hardly makes Chronicles an interpretation of Genesis:
both books were part of the great sacred corpus of Scripture, that seamless body of divine
instruction that was held to be perfect and perfectly harmonious. Similarly, Ben-Sira may have
started out by attempting to (among other things) interpret Scripture, but for those ancient Jews
and Christians who subsequently came to view Ben Sira’s book as part of the Bible, the things that
Ben Sira says about Enoch, Abraham, and other ancient figures simply became part of what
Scripture has to say about Enoch, Abraham, and the others, that is, they became part of the corpus
of things to be interpreted.

Kugel speaks here in terms of later reception and canon, but his description of the effect
is helpful in illustrating the point | am trying to make. The goal, | propose, for most
ancient authors of the works under discussion is that his or her work would be read,
followed, and disseminated and thus gain admittance to the larger body of tradition.
Some works (e.g., Temple Scroll and Jubilees) present themselves as direct or mediated
divine revelation, and in those cases it is quite likely that the author(s)’ goals aimed at
something akin to scriptural status.”® In general, however, the movement historically has
been from literature to scripture, with texts being considered scripture in hindsight and in
the wake of their use and influence.* The intertextual effect of how the reading of one

text affects how another is understood is widespread both geographically and

*% See the similar discussion in Martin S. Jaffee, “The Pretext of Interpretation: Rabbinic Oral
Torah and the Charisma of Revelation,” in God in Language (eds., Robert P. Scharlemann and Gilbert E.
M. Ogutu; New York: Paragon, 1987), 73-89.

* See James L. Kugel, The Bible as It Was (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997), 35. See
further Eugene Ulrich, “From Literature to Scripture: Reflections on the Growth of a Text’s
Authoritativeness,” Dead Sea Discoveries 10 (2003): 3-25.

** See VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today, 187-91.

6 See Ulrich, “From Literature to Scripture,” 3-25.
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chronologically. Historically Christian exegesis reads the biblical text as “the Old
Testament,” reading the earlier in light of the later “New” Testament. Similarly,
traditional Jewish exegesis throughout history has understood those same books quite
differently than their Christian contemporaries, reading them in the light of Rabbinic
literature containing the 19 5vaw 770, most notably the Babylonian Talmud. The
meanings these Jewish and Christian interpreters find in the books of the canon are quite
different from what scholars identify as their earlier meanings, or plain sense (when not
harmonized with the later tradition).*’

This effect has been felt within critical scholarship as well. De Wette’s and
Wellhausen’s need to discredit Chronicles as a historically reliable source resulted
directly from the book’s influence on the understanding of its sources: Even though the
books of the former prophets give little or no indication that the Torah was known or
normative, Chronicles portrayed the Mosaic law as normative in the temple at the time of
the Davidic monarchy, and thus readers of Chronicles could use that knowledge to fill in
the gaps in their understanding of Gen-Kgs.48 The creation of new texts supplies the

“from elsewhere” from which other knowledge can be obtained.

*" E.g., the Rabbinic consensus that 7y nnin 1y (Exod 21:24) does not mean what it says (i.c., “eye
in place of eye”) but actually refers to monetary compensation (e.g., m. B. Qam. 8:1; b. B. Qam. 83b-84a);
or the common Christian understanding that 7787 nnown %5 7212720 / evevAoynOncoviol v 6ot TooaL ot
oviot g Yng (Gen 12:3) refers to God using Abram to bless “all the families of the earth,” rather than that
God will make Abram a blessing used by them (as is probably the meaning of the Hebrew). See further
Kugel, How to Read the Bible: A Guide to Scripture Then and Now (New York: The Free Press, 2007), 91;
and James L. Kugel and Rowan A. Green, Early Biblical Interpretation (LEC; Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1986); R. W. L. Moberly, The Theology of the Book of Genesis (OTT; New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2009), 141-56. On “plain sense” see note 39 above.

*8 See Kai Peltonen, History Debated: The Historical Reliability of Chronicles in Pre-Critical and
Critical Research Volume 1 (PFES 64; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1996), 69-103, “As far as
the monarchic period was concerned, the whole traditional picture of the religion and history of Israel thus
pivoted on Chronicles alone. It was because of this basic observation that de Wette saw it as extremely
important to prove the chronistic version of the history of Israel to be unreliable”; and Ernest Nicholson,
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My suspicion is that the authors of these rewritten texts were largely successful in
their goals—the older texts continued to be transmitted, but how those texts were
understood could now be redirected.*® One example is Manasseh, depicted in 2 Kings as
one of the most evil of Judah’s kings. The Chronicler, however, paints a nuanced portrait
in 2 Chronicles 33, in which Manasseh prays a prayer of repentance and turns from his
idolatry. The creation of the work known as The Prayer of Manasseh, in the Hellenistic
period, is later indirect confirmation that Chronicles successfully influenced the reading
(or, here, creation) of other texts—Manasseh became viewed as an example of repentance
rather than purely an example of wickedness.*® The existence of Chronicles does not
itself eliminate Kings, but once readers have access to both texts, even if the latter is not
yet considered scripture, it exerts an influence upon the understanding of other works.
For many readers, ancient and modern, Manasseh is a paradigm of repentance. This, like
the view that pentateuchal legislation was normative during the Davidic monarchy stems,
arguably, directly from the influence of Chronicles. In these examples we see that the
writers of later “rewritten” compositions did not write them in order to be transmitted in
place of their source documents, but instead sought to displace the earlier understandings
or positions of those texts by supplementing them, at times in ways that substantially

redirected if not completely contradicted their perceived message.

The Pentateuch in the Twentieth Century: The Legacy of Julius Wellhausen (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 5-6. See also, Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, 154 n.21,
“precisely in having the last word, the Chronicler becomes the final mediator of Israel’s past and alone
provides the charter for the future of the postexilic commonwealth.” Note also the Greek title of Chronicles,
“Things Left Out,” (Tlapalewmopevmv), implying an understanding of the work as an additional source of
details ne%Iected in the first exposition of Gen-Kgs.

9 Cf., Kugel, The Bible as It Was, 560, “interpretation is inevitably a kind of second authorship.”

% For a summary of the dating and other issues surround the Prayer of Manasseh see James R.
Davila, “Is the Prayer of Manasseh a Jewish Work?” in L. Lidonnici, et. al., Heavenly Tablets:
Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient Judaism (SJSJ 119; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 75-85.
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A work could be replaced or redirected, then, in one of two ways. If we speak of
transmission, then only in the cases of VLES were previous works actually replaced. As |
have argued earlier, VLEs must refer, by definition, to interchangeable copies of the same
work. A VLE, therefore, as a new copy—however expanded—could feasibly replace its
predecessor. The creation of a new work out of a previous one, on the other hand, could
alter the understanding or interpretation of the earlier work and thus displace its influence,
but it could not physically replace its predecessor in the stream of transmission.
Ideological interests found in both categories are likely the background reason for
rewriting or expanding a work, yet they should not be considered either the means or a

criterion of authorship.

6.4 The Alpha Text of Esther

Scholars are conflicted over the origins and nature of the AT, and this diversity of
opinion stems from two agreed upon facts. First, the AT contains a number of readings
that are so close to LXX that some inner-Greek relationship must exist. Second, the AT at
times agrees with MT against the LXX. All major studies of the AT have had to grapple
with these two opposing facts.”*

Robert Hanhart, who edited the Gottingen edition of both Greek versions of
Esther, states that “Der ‘L-text’ ist nicht eine Rezension des 0" -Textes, sondern eine

Neugestaltung der griech. Est-Uberlieferung, die in starkem MaR auf dem o"-Text

o1 E.g., Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 457, “All these forms [i.e., Josephus, AT, and
OL] have one major characteristic in common: their agreement with the LXX text, but also, to a lesser
extent, an independent return to the Hebrew model.”
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beruht.”® Hanhart here follows Paul de Lagarde’s belief that the AT represented a
revision of the LXX text.>® This opinion, defended most recently by Kristin De Troyer,
restricts itself to the three extant texts of MT, LXX, and AT, viewing them in linear
succession: the LXX is a translation of the MT, the AT is dependent either as a revision
or recension of the LXX.** This solution is simple and elegant in that it addresses the
three extant texts without recourse to hypothetical stages, but it has to allow for external
influence on the LXX from some other text, for which neither Hanhart nor De Troyer
completely account.”® The alternative positions that hold that AT derives from a Hebrew
text (similar to or varying from MT) all require more complicated scenarios to address
the issue of LXX and AT agreement accompanied by AT and MT agreements against
LXX.

Emanuel Tov has argued that AT is “a translation based on the LXX but corrects
it towards a Hebrew (or Aramaic) text which differs from MT.”*® Tov therefore agrees
with much previous opinion that AT is dependent on the LXX while also adding that in a

number of places it witnesses to an otherwise unknown Semitic text.

%2 Robert Hanhart, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum. Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum
Gottingensis editum Vol. VIII, 3: Esther (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 87. “The ‘L-text’ is
not a recension of the LXX text, but a new shaping of the Greek Esther tradition, which is in large measure
based upon the LXX text.” See also, Paton, Esther, 38, “[AT] is a recension, not a version; nevertheless, it
is the most widely variant recension that is found in the whole Greek OT.”

*% Though Hanhart uses the label “L-text,” traditionally standing for “Lucianic,” he makes it clear
in his introduction to Esther in the Gottingen series that the “L-text” (i..e., AT) has nothing to do with the
Lucianic recension found most prominently in the former prophets. See Hanhart, Esther, 92; and De Troyer,
Rewriting the Sacred Text, 72-76; Paton, Esther, 38.

>* De Troyer, The End of the Alpha Text of Esther, 37-9. De Troyer gives a summary and
schematic illustration of the various scholarly reconstructions.

% Hanhart, Esther, 89-91; De Troyer, The End of the Alpha Text of Esther, 39-42, 346. De Troyer
ultimately attributes the remaining differences to the creator of AT (346), which does not explain the
instances where AT and MT agree against LXX. See Tov, “The ‘Lucianic’ Text of the Canonical and
Apocryphal Sections of Esther: A Rewritten Biblical Book,” 539; and Clines, The Esther Scroll, 87-9, for
several examples.

56 Tov, “A Rewritten Biblical Book,” 535-48.
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Clines posits an original Semitic text behind both the proto-MT and proto-AT,
neither of which, in his view, contained the six major additions nor the “appendix” of
chapters 9-10. The MT resulted from the addition of this appendix, and the LXX was
translated from a text much like it with the six major additions being added later. The
proto-AT, likewise, received the appendix, was later translated into Greek, and finally
received the Additions (likely from the LXX).>” A major point of Clines’ study, followed
by Fox, is that the clearest areas of agreement between LXX and AT are in Additions A-
F, and not in the material found also in MT.*® This means, according to Clines, that
arguments about the relationship of AT to both the LXX and MT need to be founded
upon sections outside of the six major additions. He contends that while the six additions
point to an inner-Greek relationship, the rest of chapters 1-8 argue in favor of a “proto-
AT,” a Hebrew text earlier than that found in MT, which lacked the additions and final
chapters. This proto-AT serves as his starting point for diachronic reconstruction.

Fox, similar to Clines, imagines a Proto-Esther in Hebrew that was the ancestor
(or a “cousin”) of both AT and MT in chapters 1-8. The MT form was expanded,
especially in chapters 8-10, and was later translated into Greek and received the
Additions, resulting in the LXX. The proto-AT was similarly translated into Greek,
supplemented with the Additions, and later influenced by the LXX.%

Jobes does not reconstruct a full history of the book’s development. She argues

that the AT is based on a Hebrew Vorlage differing little from MT, and that AT is

> Clines, The Esther Scroll, 140. Jobes argues the reverse: that Additions A-F were added from
AT to LXX, see below.

%8 Ibid., The Esther Scroll, 85-9.

% Fox, Character and Ideology in the Book of Esther, 259.

% Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther, 9.
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probably the oldest version of Esther extant. The later LXX version replaced the AT, and
received the Additions from it.** While Jobes agrees with Clines and Fox that AT is an
independent translation of a non-MT Hebrew Vorlage, she does not believe that it lacked
any of the content currently in AT chapters 8-10, she does not attempt to use AT to
reconstruct earlier stages of the book of Esther, nor does she address the minuses in the
AT.62

To properly address all the evidence relating to each and attempt to synthesize it
would require a book-length study in and of itself. Instead, | will focus on a neglected
section of AT that is not disputed by the aforementioned studies and that can be of use in
answering a major question relevant to this study: Does the AT (in its extant form) show
us an example of Continuing Composition or Authorial Composition?

The AT presents a much shorter text of the material of chapter 9 than either the
LXX or the MT. The AT lacks the date found in MT and LXX 9:1. Like LXX, it lacks
MT 9:5, yet has some agreement with LXX 9:4 against MT. The numbers of those
slaughtered is significantly larger in AT: 700 and 70,100 (7:44, 46) compared with 500
and 300 in MT and LXX (9:6, 15). The AT lacks the content of 9:17-19 in which the
Jews Kill an additional 15,000 of their adversaries and in which the divergence in practice
between those who dwell in the country as opposed to the city is explained. Mordecai
writes a record of the happenings and sends it out, and the reader is told in AT 7: 49 that

daL TovTo eKANONGaV ot npepat avtol Povpata d1o TOLG KANPOVG TOVG TECOVTOG E1G TOG

%1 Jobes, Alpha Text, 224-225.

%2 1bid., 62-63, 85. Jobes does not take a side in the debate over whether the minuses in AT reflect
a shorter Vorlage or later abridgment. Though her study tracks the minuses in her calculations of
percentage of agreement between LXX, AT, and MT, she focuses her discussion solely on the agreement
between units the texts have in common. The lack of attention to the minuses and their origin (and thus to
the nature of the AT) is a major weakness of her study.
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nuepag tavtog €1g pynuoovvov, which is somewhat awkward as AT lacks the description
of the feast of Purim found in MT 9:16-19, 27-31, and as a result “for this reason” (d1a
tovto) has no obvious referent.

The question for our purposes is whether this chapter in the AT has been abridged
or whether the LXX and MT contain expanded texts. This question is complicated by
several factors. First, the text is in Greek, and there is neither agreement nor
unambiguous evidence of whether the AT is a translation of a Hebrew text (whether like
MT or not) or a recension or reworking of the LXX.®® This frustrates appeal to the control
of translation technique. Second, most diachronic studies of Esther have argued that the
material in chapter 9 is a later addition to the story of chapters 1-8.* As a result of this
latter point, although Clines and Fox argue that the AT is a witness to an earlier form of
the book than MT, it does not necessarily follow that they consider the AT to have the
oldest text of chapter 9. Fox in particular explicitly states that chapter 9 has been
abridged.® Clines does not discuss the issue specifically, as his study of the AT focuses
on delimiting the earliest stage of the book, and the ending chapters of 9-10 are among
the first layers he subtracts. Jobes argues that the Vorlage of AT was a Hebrew text with
the same final chapters as found in MT, and thus implicitly the minuses in AT chapter 9

were omissions by the creator(s) of AT, though she does not specifically address the

% De Troyer, The End of the Alpha Text of Esther, 85, “it remains a fact that we do not know
whether the AT is a translation of the MT, or of a Hebrew text other than the MT, or a reworking of the
LXX or one or other combination of the above.”

8 Clines, The Esther Scroll, 84-5; Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther, 9; Jobes, The Alpha-
Text of Esther, 134-135.

® Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther, 19, “The redactor of the AT did just that —
supplementing the proto-AT with passages from the LXX while omitting much of the material from ch. 9.”
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minuses in her study.®® What all three scholars agree on is that chapters 8-10 in the AT
have significantly more textual minuses than the earlier chapters, and no one, to my
knowledge, claims that the shorter text of chapter 9 stems from an originally shorter
Vorlage.®’

If Hanhart, Tov, Clines, Fox, Jobes, and De Troyer all understand the minuses of
AT chapter 9 to be some sort of abridgment of the content known from LXX and MT,
should we understand the author(s) of AT as having selectively used the base-text of this
portion of Esther (if not other parts)? Is the AT a new version of Esther or a new
composition based upon Esther?

The other examples of new compositions that | have proposed in previous
chapters all show (1) selective use of source material over a wide spread of the
composition and (2) show use of that criterion in conjunction with one of the remaining
two. The AT lacks the contents of MT Esth 1:22; 2:6, 8, 10-13, 19-23; 3:14, 4:5-7, 12;
5:11; 6:3; 7:10; 8:3, 4, 6, 13; 9:1, 11, 15, 17-19, 24, 25, 27, 29-32.% Here we are faced

with our first example where only a single criterion (i.e., selective use) is relevant.®

% Jobes, Alpha-Text, 193, “There is insufficient agreement between AT and LXX in chapters 8-10
to support literary dependence between the two. Both seem to have been redacted extensively and
independently when addition E was introduced into each.” She later states that “the AT originally translated
a Hebrew text that was in most respects quite similar to the MT, but which was subsequently edited
extensively to produce a Greek version of Esther in which the political dynamics between the Jews and the
pagan empire overshadowed the Purim etiology and in which Mordecai’s stature overshadowed Esther’s”
(220); see also, De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text, 85, “The AT retains the same forms; it summarizes
parts of the content of LXX chapter 9 in 7:18-21; and, finally, it omits some elements that no longer fit with
the new emphasis on Mordecai, the savior of the Jews.”

87 Even Haelewyck, who argues for OL as representing the earliest witness to Esther in Greek,
followed chronologically by AT and finally LXX, sees the minus of the recounting of the slaughter in
chapter 9 as a conscious omission from the OG Vorlage. See Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,”
471-73.

% See further Paton, Esther, 38; and Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 458-61.

% |eaving aside the 4QRP texts which are too fragmentary to allow precise classification in terms
of omissions. See chapter 3.
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Assuming that the aforementioned studies of the AT are correct that the minuses of
chapter 9 reflect conscious omission, is this sufficient to classify the AT as a new
composition, the product of what I have called Authorial Composition?

On balance, it seems that, when one applies the basic typology of Authorial
Composition and Continuing Composition to Esther, the AT, in its extant form, should be
understood as a new work. While no claim can here be made regarding whether AT
Esther at any point preseres an earlier text than LXX or MT, the extant form including
the highly abridged chapter 9 must be regarded as a new composition. The selective use
of the base-text (*Esther) is the literary act that creates a new composition.” It may be, as
in the case of many examples examined, that within such a new composition one is able
to identify specific interests or concerns, but the literary actions that create a new text out
of its base-text are only three: selective use of the base-text, change in narrative voice or
change of literary setting.”* Unlike previous examples of proposed Authorial

Composition where at least two, if not three, of these actions have been in view, here

" As noted above, the fact that AT Esther is found alongside LXX Esther in two codices provides
external confirmation that the significant differences between them was perceived by readers in the
following centuries. This does not necessarily prove that AT was therefore viewed as a different book than
LXX, as the same phenomenon occurs in ms 88 where OG Daniel is preserved in the same codex as
Theodotion Daniel. To the best of my knowledge these are the only examples of this phenomenon. Contrast,
Jean-Louis Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch (trans. Sr. Pascale Dominique; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2006), 179, “the author of the Akkadian text [of Gilgamesh] made a choice. He decided to
eliminate a few earlier episodes...However, it is clear that they did not “create” a new work. They handed
on a ‘revised’ version of the work that had been composed at an earlier period. To put it more simply, they
acted like editors and no longer like original authors.”

™ The precise aims of AT are difficult to identify. Some of the most common include a
devaluation of Esther and Purim and increased attention to Mordecai as the hero of the story. For these and
other proposals, see De Troyer, End of the Alpha-Text, 399-403; and Jobes, Alpha Text of Esther, 223-33. If
one follows the position of Haelewyck that OL is a witness to the earliest Greek form, then a removal of the
story of the slaughter in chapter 9 seems to be a major change. In this view, at some point a recounting of
the slaughter of the Jews’ enemies was added later in what is now AT 7:18-21, 46, the contents of which
are absent from OL. See further Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 465-73.
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only the first is relevant and thus the typological categorization is more difficult.”
Despite the difficulty at present, in light of the arguments of the preceding chapters it
appears best to view the AT tentatively as a new composition though it fails to display
several of the features common to the texts surveyed in chapter 5.

Finally, it should be noted how despite, or perhaps because of, the substantial
amount of textual data, diachronic reconstruction is extremely complicated and always
tentative. The embarrassment of textual riches that the book of Esther provides does little
to ease the difficulty of reconstructing its textual history. That fact should be kept firmly
in mind as we now turn to the case of Deuteronomy. Instead of focusing on its textual
variants and what these might say about the history of the book’s growth, we will look
primarily at some proposed diachronic divisions of the book and consider the plausibility
of such reconstructions in the light of my proposed typology based on the more secure

data stemming from the later periods and books discussed thus far.

6.5 Deuteronomy: Evaluating Reconstructions in light of the Typology

In regards to the book of Esther, we have a multitude of evidence that the book
was consciously changed (although even there the exact direction of change is not always
clear), but what is one to do when the text in question does not have clear proof of textual
growth? When asking source- or redaction-critical questions of such a text, an empirical

model can “tip the balance,” as Tertel puts it, in an ambiguous case.”

72 Cf., the case of the 4QRP scrolls in chapter 3 of the present work.
"8 Hans Jurgen Tertel, Text and Transmission: An Empirical Model for the Literary Development
of Old Testament Narratives (BZAW 221; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 1-10.
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In contrast to other biblical books discussed thus far, Deuteronomy, whose text
shows numerous variants, does not survive in “variant literary editions” (VLES).74 While
there are a number of textual variants, and many of them significant, these have not
typically played a major role in redaction critical reconstruction.” In this second case
study, we will evaluate some compositional theories of the textual growth of the book in
light of the distinction between Authorial and Continuing Composition, and the
techniques of revision associated with each. The basic sketch will be taken from Karel
van der Toorn, and supplemented by others.

As van der Toorn’s reconstruction is a fair representation of common

methodological assumptions and of diachronic approaches to Deuteronomy, frequently

™ See Sidnie White Crawford, “Reading Deuteronomy in the Second Temple Period,” in Kristin
De Troyer and Armin Lange, eds. Reading the Present in the Qumran Library: The Perception of the
Contemporary by Means of Scriptural Interpretations (SBLSS 30; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2005), 127-140.

" Some of the most significant variants in Deuteronomy are often assumed to be Samaritan,
namely “has chosen” instead of “will chose,” frequently found in Deuteronomy, and the reference to Mt.
Gerizim instead of Mt. Ebal in Deut 27:4. There is, however, increasing evidence that not only is “Ebal” an
ideological alteration of “Gerizim,” but the tense of “choose” (qr12) may have been altered such that SP
contains an earlier reading than MT. The reading in Deut 27:4 especially affects the interpretation of
Deuteronomy, for if “Gerizim” is the book’s original implied central site, then its origins should be
understood against a Northern backdrop before being adopted, and later altered, by Judeans. This also
affects diachronic analyses that depend on the connections between Deuteronomy 27 and Joshua 8, as
4QJosh® provides evidence that the placement of Joshua’s altar on Mt. Ebal in MT is likely a secondary
transference from an earlier form of the text where the altar was built at Gilgal. See the recent discussion in
Stefan Schorch, “The Samaritan Version of Deuteronomy and the Origins of Deuteronomy,” in Samaria,
Samarians, Samaritans: Studies on Bible, History and Linguistics (ed. Jzsef Zsengellér; Studia Samaritana
6; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2011), 23-37; Eugene Ulrich, “The Old Latin, Mount Gerizim, and 4QJosh?®”
in Textual Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera (eds. A. P. Otero, et.
al; SJSJ 157; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 361-76; see also the discussion of the recent fragment, purportedly from
Qumran, showing the reading a°ran3, in James H. Charlesworth, “What is a Variant? Announcing a New
Dead Sea Scrolls Fragment of Deuteronomy,” Maarav 16 (2009): 201-212; Ursula Schattner-Rieser,
“Garizim versus Ebal: Ein neues Qumranfragment samaritanischer Tradition?” Early Christianity
(2010):277-81; Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed. Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2012), 88. Note also Karin Finsterbusch, Deuteronomium: Ein Einfihrung (UTB; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
and Ruprecht, 2012), 170 n.390, who considers the fragment to be “wohl eine Félchung,” though
recognizing from other version evidence (esp. Old Latin) that the MT reflects a secondary change in Deut
27:4. On early theories of a Northern (but not Samaritan) origin for Deuteronomy see Adam C. Welch, The
Code of Deuteronomy: A New Theory of its Origin (London: J. Clarke, 1924); Moshe Weinfeld,
Deuteronomy and Deuteronomistic School (Oxford: Clarendon, 1972). See also Gerhard von Rad
Deuteronomy: A Commentary (trans. Dorothea Barton; OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1966), 26.
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agreeing with many other scholars’ divisions as noted, it is a good starting point for
testing approaches to Deuteronomy in light of the theses and data laid out in the present
work. Van der Toorn divides Deuteronomy into four stages: the Covenant Edition, Torah
Edition, History Edition, and Wisdom Edition.”® The labels are heuristic, serving to
distinguish the stages by focusing on their most characteristic traits, yet are not
completely original as the main themes of these “editions” and many of the apparent
beginnings and endings of these units have been widely noticed in the past.”’

Like most scholars since de Wette, van der Toorn identifies the legal material of
chapters 12-26 as the central core, the oldest parts of the book, but he includes the literary
setting in Moab and the treaty form.”® The assumptions of layers having consistent
ideological themes or emphases and discernable beginnings and endings are evident in
van der Toorn’s argument here.” His “Covenant Edition” begins with Deut 4:45,
followed immediately by 6:4-9, and most of the law code of 12-26 (details discussed
below), and ends with the colophon he identifies in 26:16-19.% Van der Toorn equates
this version with what scholars speak of as Urdeuteronomium, the earliest stage of the

book qua book, while reminding his readers that this edition is an “aggiornamento” of the

" Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2007), 150-66.

TE.g., the “history” edition is similar at many points to Martin Noth, The Deuteronomistic
History (trans. J. Doull and J. Barton; JSOTSupp 15; 2d ed.; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991); and the
“covenant” edition picks up on Deuteronomy’s widely noticed relationship to ancient treaty forms, esp. the
Vassal Treaties of Essarhadon. See further, Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary (AB 5; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 6-9; and Finsterbusch,
Deuteronomium, 17-21, 155-7.

"8 \van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 150-4. Julius Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs
und die Historichen Biicher des Alten Testaments (3d Ed.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1899), 193, delimits three
stages: First, Urdeuteronomium, comprised of the law code in chapters 12-26; second, two independent
editions of the book, chapters 1-4 and 7, on the one hand, and 5-11 and 28-30, which were each added to
the central core; and third, a final stage where the book was integrated into the Hexateuch.

" See the discussion in chapter 1 of the present work.

8 \/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture,151-52.
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Covenant Code (Exod 21-23).%" In addition to its reworking of earlier law, this version
follows the covenant or treaty structure known from Hittite and Neo-Assyrian treaties,
namely prologue (Deut 6:4-9), stipulations (Deut 12:1-16:17; 26), and ending with
blessings and curses (Deut 28).%2

The second stage of the development of Deuteronomy in van der Toorn’s
reconstruction is what he terms the Torah Edition. This edition begins in Deut 4:44, adds
chapter 5, 16:18-18:21 chapter 28, the colophon in 28:68, and chapter 29 ending at
29:28.% At this stage, the contents of the scroll are no longer primarily a treaty (i.e., a
covenant), but now teaching—Torah.®* The work’s purpose has shifted. Specifically, the
teaching is the teaching of Moses, who now has a heightened role in the book serving as
the mediator between God and the people (Deut 5).% Van der Toorn identifies the role of
the pair ovowm o°pn, “decrees and verdicts,” as typical of this version.® This pair of terms

points to the special instruction given to Moses in private alongside the written code, thus

® Ibid.,152-4; cf, Reinhard G. Kratz, The Composition of the Narrative Books of the Old
Testament (trans. John Bowden; London: T & T Clark, 2005), 123-33, where Urdeuteronomium begins in
Deut 6:4-5 (followed immediately by 12:13-28) and ends at Deut 26:16. See also Ernest W. Nicholson,
Deuteronomy and Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), 22-36, where Urdeuteronomium is
imaged as comprising the portions of Deuteronomy 5-26 formulated in the second person singular plus
some of chapter 28; similarly, Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuch, 193. Most recently, the
handbook by Finsterbusch claims that “liegen die Anfinge des Deuteronomiums im Dunkeln,” and thus she
begins her working model only with a stage she dates to the exilic period (Finsterbusch, Deuteronomium,
35).

8 \/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 153. Although van der Toorn lists the blessings and curses as
part of the treaty structure, he lists chapter 28 as an addition at the second stage, his “Torah Edition.” On
page 157 he claims that the Torah edition “has supplemented the curses with a reference to the Judaean
Diaspora” in Deut 28:64-65.

8 v/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 155-157. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy, 10-11, understands Deut
4:44-28:68 as comprising a consensus view as to the original stage of Deuteronomy (i.e.,
Urdeuteronomium).

8 As many of these passages also contain the threat of exile, Frank Moore Cross ascribed them to
his Dtr?, i.e., the exilic layer of the Deuteronomistic History. See further his Canaanite Myth and Hebrew
Epic (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973), 274-89.

8 van der Toorn, Scribal Culture,156.

% 1bid.



Page 267 of 314

assuming or implicitly arguing for the existence of an authoritative oral tradition as
authoritative interpretation.?” The additions to the law code shift it towards being “the
constitution of a theocratic state...since it is in fact the priests who are to run the show.”®®
Again in this reconstruction, the new additions redirect the purpose of the book. In all of
these cases van der Toorn makes his divisions by looking for clear beginnings and
endings and trying to connect them with sections that share a consistent outlook or
emphasis.

The third stage, the “History Edition” makes the covenant and Torah aspect of the
earlier stages equivalent while rewriting the book into “the beginning and the basis of a
much larger historical work” (i.e., the “Deuteronomistic History”).89 At this stage Deut 1-
3 is added as well as chapters 27 and 31-34, concluding with Deut 34:10-12. VVan der
Toorn dates this stage to the Exilic (Neo-Babylonian) period. Chapters 7-11 seem to be
included in this division as well but van der Toorn does not discuss them explicitly.

The last major redactional stage in van der Toorn’s reconstruction is termed the
“Wisdom Edition.” This stage adds chapters 4 and 30 at the beginning and end, and sets
forth Torah as a form of wisdom (Deut 4:6). Exhortation is now based on reason rather
than religious authority. The pessimism of the Neo-Babylonian period is now replaced
with optimism in the Persian period. Van der Toorn entertains the idea that much if not

all of Deut 19-25 should be ascribed to this stage, due to the rationale used to justify or

¥ Ibid.

% Ibid.,158.

% |bid.,160. The History editions uses 77101 790 and n*1a71 =90 interchangeably. Such
“promiscuous use” occurs elsewhere in the Deuteronomic History (e.g., 2 Kgs 22:8, 11; 23:2, 21, 24). See
also, Noth, The Deuteronomistic History, 28-9; and Nicholson, Deuteronomy and Tradition, 23-36.

% v/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture,163.
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explain the commandments (Deut 19:6, 7, 10; 21:14; 22:26-27, 29; etc.), a practice not
evident in the other portions of the law code.®*

In sum, van der Toorn presents the major contours of Deuteronomy’s
development as a law code (i.e., Urdeuteronomium), in the form of a Mosaic speech that
has been successively supplemented in three major stages marked by clear beginnings

and endings.

Fig. 6-1 Van der Toorn’s Four Editions of Deuteronomy

31-34:10-12

This reconstruction is based upon the same common assumptions found in many
diachronic studies, as identified in chapter one of the present work. These assumptions
include the notion that “original” documents (in whatever pristine form one images them)
are consistent in their specific themes and ideological interests as well as characterized by
a smooth (i.e., uninterrupted) narrative flow within the bounds of a (identifiable)
beginning and ending.*?

If one follows a model roughly akin to that laid out by van der Toorn, then

Deuteronomy, more so than any other book examined in this study, fits McKane’s model

*! Ipid.,165.

%2 See section 1.2.3 of the present work; and Reinhard G. Kratz, “The Pentateuch in Current
Research: Consensus and Debate,” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on Current Research
(eds., Thomas B. Dozemann, Konrad Schmid, and Baruch J. Schwartz; FAT 78; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2011), 31-61. Note Kratz’s frequent citation of E. Blum’s motto “To be able to understand a text one
should know where/how it begins and where/how it ends” (Um einem Text verstehen zu kdnnen, sollte man
wissen, wo/wie er anfangt und wo/wie er aufhért); and the critique of the modern assumptions of concern
with plot, theme, consistency, unity, and closure by John Barton, “What is a Book? Modern Exegesis and
the Literary Conventions of Ancient Israel,” in The Old Testament: Canon, Literature, and Theology
Collected Essays of John Barton (SOTSM; Hampshire: Ashgate, 2007), 137-47.
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of a “rolling corpus.”® More so than Jeremiah, Deuteronomy has an identifiable core (the
legal code of chapters 12-26). Like the center of a snow-ball rolling down a mountain, the
accretions which become attached to the core are mostly to be found at the exposed
exterior (i.e., the beginning and ending of the physical scroll), yet van der Toorn’s model

4
|.9

hypothesizes a number of additions within the core as well.”™ This model also fits Tigay’s

example of Gilgamesh growing and shifting with additions to the prologue and the

insertion of the flood account and tablet X11.%°

Van der Toorn’s model differs, however,
from the other examples explored here in that the stages that are visible in Exodus,
Jeremiah, or Daniel do not each receive their own beginning and ending. Additions A and
F in LXX Esther may be one comparable example of a new beginning and ending added
in the process of Continuing Composition (note also Jer 51:64b), but this has not been the
norm of the examples examined in chapter 4. In the creation of new works the original
beginning and ending is often omitted or replaced.*®

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that van der Toorn’s reconstructed layers are
correct, and placing them into the categories | have proposed, we would see three stages

of Continuing Composition following an initial stage of Authorial Composition. The

earliest stage, in which “Deuteronomy” is first created, is an example of Authorial

% William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah (2 Vols.; ICC;
Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1986), 1:I-Ixxxviii.

% \an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 151, “Taking the editorial technique of the Babylonian scribe as
a model, we should expect to find evidence of the successive editions of Deuteronomy at the borders of the
book.” Contrast Menahem Haran, “Book-Scrolls at the Beginning of the Second Temple Period: The
Transition from Papyrus to Skins,” HUCA (1983): 111-122, esp. 116, who cites Deuteronomy as his prime
example of a literary work that, from its first inception was composed and thought of as a single work on a
single scroll, whereas many other works spanned multiple scrolls.

% Jeffery H. Tigay, “Evolution of the Pentateuchal Narratives,” in idem (ed.), Empirical Models
for Biblical Criticism, 41-42; see also Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 178-183.

% |n the case of Chronicles, an example of Authorial Composition, the original beginning and
endings of sources have been omitted. Similarly in Jubilees the beginning is completely reframed and the
narrative ends at a different point than its sources. See also, Carr, Formation, 89.
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Composition—material from the Covenant Code and other texts known to us from the
tetrateuch have been used selectively, reframed literarily (now located in Moab), and are
now newly narrated in the voice (speech) of Moses.”” Once again, the three changes that
create a new text out of an earlier source text are (1) the selective use a of a base-text, (2)
a change in the literary setting, and (3) a change in narrative voice, all of which are found
in the earliest stage of van der Toorn’s theoretical reconstruction. Thus van der Toorn’s
model, put into my categories, consists of the creation of “Deuteronomy” from earlier
materials (Authorial Composition), but his following stages are all growth by addition
within that book (Continuing Composition).

In an approach differing from van der Toorn, if the Mosaic voice or the setting in
Moab were secondary to the law code, by my criteria, we would be dealing with a series
of different books, and not the growth of a single book. Wellhausen, for example,
imagined Urdeuteronomium as comprised solely of portions of the law code found in
Deuteronomy 12-26, and such a delimitation may imply that the earliest stage the implied
narrator was either anonymous or the deity.* Chapters 4 and 5 of the present work
support the idea that multiple beginnings and endings are more likely to survive within

the growth of a single book, since stages where a new text is created reuse their base-text

°'\an der Toorn does not discuss when Moses becomes the main narrator of the book, but he does
discuss the role of Moses in the various editions he proposes. See below. Kratz, Composition, 116, 123-4,
explores and ultimately rejects the possibility that the core of Deuteronomy could have originally been
divine speech or otherwise non-Mosaic discourse. He points especially to the first person “I”” in Deut 6:6
and third person references to the deity in 26:1-2, 11.

% Wellhausen himself does not seem to have been concerned either way with this issue, but others
have suggested that the deuteronomic law code was originally divine speech (cf., the Temple Scroll) that
was only later made into a Mosaic speech. E.g., Norbert Lohfink, "Jahwegesetz oder Mosegesetz? Die
Subjektzuordnung bei Wortern fur ‘Gesetz’ im Dtn und in der dtr Literatur," in idem, Studien zum
Deuteronomium und zur deuteronomistischen Literatur, Bd 3 (SBA 20; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk,
1995), 157-67; and idem, "2 Kon 23, 3 und Dtn 6, 17." Bib 71 (1990): 34-42. See note 97.
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selectively, frequently omitting beginnings and endings.” Conversely, it is unlikely that
textual features such as beginnings and endings would survive if the narrative voice or
setting in Moab arose at a later stage, as these types of changes are among the techniques
for making a new work, as argued in chapter 3. VVan der Toorn is inconsistent or at least
non-committal in addressing at what point the literary setting at Moab was added or when
the law code became part of a Mosaic dialogue, though his description of the first
(“covenant”) edition seems to assume them. Are we dealing with the growth of a single
book, then, or a series of related books? And can this determination shed light on the

plausibility of reconstructions such as those provided by van der Toorn and others?

6.5.1 IS IT ALWAYS DEUTERONOMY?

The title of the book in Hebrew, o027, stems from its incipit, i.e., the opening
words in Deut 1:1, but this was not necessarily the original title of the work.*® In
previous chapters, | have argued for a distinction between stages where a book, though
changed, continues to be recognized by its readers as another copy of its Vorlage or base-
text, what | have called Continuing Composition, and stages where a book is reused
selectively or changed by altering its narrative voice or literary setting resulting in the

creation of a new book from pieces of the earlier one, what | have called Authorial

% E.g., if we lacked Genesis and Sam-Kgs, it would be impossible to reconstruct their beginnings
or endings solely from Jubilees or Chronicles, respectively.

10 jubilees, for example, is cited in CD 16:3-4 under the title “The Book of the Divisions of the
Times by Jubilees and by their Weeks” @ my1away om°221% oonya miphnn 790 Hv p7p172 K17 737) which
although containing some overlap with the opening of Jubilees, is not an incipit. The opening in Ethiopic
Jubilees is “this is the word of the divisions” (H7* 114 +4-A.), and the book is often known simply as
“Divisions” (h-4-(.). Patristic authors cite the book occasionally under the title “The Little Genesis” (1
Aemtn yeveoig or Parva Genesis). See James C. VanderKam, Book of Jubilees (SA 88; Louvain: Peeters,
1989) XIlI, XVIII. This analogy implies that multiple titles might be imagined for a single work at different
times. Compare also the different names for Deuteronomy (2127, Agvtepovopuov, €tc.).
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Composition. As we consider the stages advocated by van der Toorn and others, we must
ask whether these proposed stages contain the marks of Authorial or Continuing
Composition, whether the book, by whatever name, grew as that one book or as a series
of new, different books.

Most of the scholarly reconstructions cited above view Deut 1:1 as a part of a
later addition to the book, so we will survey several of the commonly identified headings
or beginnings and what they might say about a given stage. Both Deut 4:45 and Deut
4:44, the beginnings of van der Toorn’s first two stages, respectively, associate the
book’s contents with the mediation of Moses, so the narrative voice or Mosaic address
appears here as a constant.

Verse 4:45 reads “These are the testimony and statutes and rulings which Moses spoke to
all the Israelites when they went out from Egypt” (7wn 227 9wR owswnm opnm nvn 7oK
D% onRYa YR’ °13-9R). This verse is formulated as an introduction and associates the
tripartite contents (i.e., ovownm ovprim n7vn) with words spoken by Moses in the context
of the Exodus, but that does not automatically mean that it must have once opened the
book. Van der Toorn is surely right, however, to note the oddity of the transition to Deut
4:45. In verse 44, the claim is made that “this is the Torah that Moses placed before the
children of Israel,” but this is immediately followed by verse 45 which claims “These are
the testimonies and the statutes and the rulings which Moses spoke to the children of
Israel when they came out of Egypt.” In the former verse the content is called Torah and
is connected with Moses. In the latter verse, the three categories of legislation are said to
stem from Moses’ words at the time of the Exodus. The content of these verses is very

similar as both are formulated in the third person as introductions defining the nature of
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the following Mosaic discourse, but the odd thing is that there is no legislation
immediately following 4:44, with the result that verse 45 feels redundant in addition to

offering new terms and additional information.'%*

Van der Toorn’s explanation that 4:45
is the earlier heading and 4:44 has been added to redefine the contents not in solely
judicial terms (i.e., statutes and rulings) but under the broader heading of Torah (i.e.,
teaching), is sensible. Also supporting this is the fact that 4:44 begins with a conjunction
as if it had been added in or tacked on, while 4:45 does not, giving it the appearance, at
least, of original independence.'%?

But several other passages have been proposed as the opening for the earliest
stage of the book—namely Deut 6:4, and 12:13. The famous passage of Deut 6:4 is yet
another candidate for the opening of the earliest level, and in Kratz’s reconstruction it
directly preceded the law code.'® Its relationship to the laws in Deuteronomy 12 is
obvious: a single deity worshiped at a single site.*** This passage only speaks of God in
the third person, and makes no immediate reference to Moses. If it were the earliest
beginning of Deuteronomy one wonders what would have followed and if the narration
remained anonymous or if the enclosure of the legal material within Moses’ speech was
present from the beginning as it appears to be with regard to 4:44-45.

Chapter 12, the beginning of the law code recognized as the central core of the

book, is itself largely considered composite.'® The earliest proposed level begins in

101 See Driver, Deuteronomy, 79.

102 See also Wellhausen, Die Composition, 189, 193.

103 E g., Kratz, Composition, 124, 132-3.

104 \/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 153.

195 |bid., 154; Thomas Romer, The So-Called Deuteronomistic History: A Sociological, Historical,
and Literary Introduction (New York: T & T Clark, 2007), 56-58; Levinson, Deuteronomy and the
Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, 23-52; but see also the reservations of Driver, Deuteronomy, Ixvii.
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12:13 and reworks the altar law from the beginning of the Covenant Code, the main
source of the legal portions of Deuteronomy. % The text refers to God in the third person
in verses 14, 15, 18, yet in verse 14 we find the phrase “and there you shall do all which I
command you,” (7izn »231x wx 95 qwyn aw). If this portion of chapter 12 is a beginning, it
is hard to imagine who the referent of the first person pronoun might be, as it is
surrounded by references to the deity in the third person.

If Deuteronomy originally began with 6:4 or 12:13 then the first person reference
in 12:14 is hard to explain. If the original beginning is to be found in 1:1, 4:44, or 4:45
then the only candidate is Moses. For these reasons, | find it impossible to imagine an
early stage of the book—even limited to portions of 12-26—which did not assume
Mosaic narration.®” Van der Toorn similarly admits the difficulty of identifying whether
the Mosaic discourse was present for the beginning or added at a later stage, writing that
“it must be conceded that if Moses was part of the Covenant Edition, he was not a
prominent character. His role in the subsequent editions is far more signiﬁcant.”108 | find
this consistent with what has been argued in previous chapters—that later additions tend
to coordinate various parts of a work and draw them closer together as well as to follow

trajectories started earlier. The reconstructions of van der Toorn and most others noted

1961 evinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, 23-52. The alternative
position of John Van Seters, A Law Book for the Diaspora: Revision in the Study of the Covenant Code
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), that the Deuteronomic code is the source and historical
precedent of the Covenant Code in Exodus, and not vice versa, has been thoroughly critiqued, see Bernard
M. Levinson, “Is the Covenant Code an Exilic Composition? A Response to John Van Seters,” 276-330 in
idem, “The Right Chorale”: Studies in Biblical Law and Interpretation (Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008).
See also previous note.

197' 50 also Kratz, Composition, 124.

198 \/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 168.
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above imply that the Mosaic narration was part of the book from its beginning as
*Deuteronomy (or whatever it may have been called).*®

As the Mosaic narrative voice remains a constant for most reconstructions we can
conclude that it is not a secondary addition signaling Authorial Composition. Let us now
to turn to address the next feature that would demarcate a new book: the question of
literary setting. Deuteronomy 1:1 establishes the following words as those that Moses
spoke to Israel on the banks of the Jordan in the land of Moab (1:5). The placement of the
scene in Moab is referenced again only a handful of other times in Deuteronomy (e.g.,
Deut 2:18; 29:1; 32:49; 34:1, 5, 6, 8) and most of these occur towards the end of the book.
This means that according to van der Toorn’s reconstruction, which is hardly novel, only
with the “History Edition” (i.e., the third stage of the book) is the literary setting in the
land of Moab added.*™ In line with the typology advanced here, this means that such a
stage would be one of Authorial Composition: whatever the underlying source, the result
is a new work and thus if the “History Edition” begins what we might call
“Deuteronomy,” then the previous stages were not earlier versions of “Deuteronomy,”
but earlier work(s) utilized (selectively) in its creation. All of the examples of Authorial
Composition explored in chapter 5 that showed a change in literary setting also showed
frequent selectivity.'™* A change in literary setting does not require selectivity of the

base-text, but that is the general trend so it behooves us to begin with such an assumption.

109 Note the exceptions of Wellhausen, who does not address the question of narrative voice in his
reconstruction, and Lohfink noted above.

110 5ee van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 160-62.

11 The omissions were only rarely marked by any linguistic aporia in the text. In most cases the
omissions would have been completely undetectable as such without recourse to synoptic comparison with
known sources.
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If we accept the position that van der Toorn’s third stage of Deuteronomy’s
development is a stage of Authorial Composition—the result of a new literary setting—
we need to re-think the earlier stages and adjust our expectations accordingly. One
immediate difficulty is that all the data examined so far calibrate our assumptions to
expect stages of Authorial Composition to omit, among other things, a book’s earlier
beginning and ending, yet van der Toorn’s reconstruction requires the survival of not
only one but two sets of beginnings and endings. This should not be ruled out a priori as
impossible, but should at minimum raise our suspicions about our ability to speak with
any accuracy about the details of the source of Deuteronomy in its “History Edition,” or
even of our ability to detect such a change at all. More to the point, it raises suspicions
about the cogency of van der Toorn’s reconstruction, at least with reference to what we
know from other later (and cleaner) examples of textual growth. But perhaps we should
imagine that in this case a change of literary setting did not create a new work, and in that
case we recognize only three stages of Continuing Composition.

Two possible reconstruction remain: either (1) Deuteronomy grew through a
single stage of Authorial Composition (drawing selectively on the Covenant Code, and
situating the content as a Mosaic speech in the land of Moab) and was followed by
several successive stages of Continuing Composition; or, (2) there were two stages of
Authorial Composition, the second of which situated the speech in Moab. Both
possibilities present difficulties, several of which have already been mentioned. In the
latter case, positing multiple stages of Authorial Composition undermines van der
Toorn’s reconstruction of four successive editions because such stages are usually

characterized by omission of beginnings and endings. If the third stage was indeed one of
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Authorial Composition, the prospects of one earlier beginning or ending (let alone two!)
are highly doubtful in view of the examples examined in chapter 5. We have seen that
without the earlier sources themselves, it is impossible to accurately predict or describe
the situation preceding a stage of Authorial Composition. It would be far easier to speak
at this point of Continuing Composition—»but this too has some difficulties for van der

Toorn’s proposed stages.

Fig 6-2 Options for understanding van der Toorn’s Reconstruction

Covenant Edition Torah Edition History Edition  Wisdom Edition
Option 1: Authorial Continuing Authorial Continuing

Option 2: Authorial Continuing Continuing Continuing

In the case of one stage of Authorial Composition with three following stages of
Continuing Composition (option 2 in the chart), once again we have seen no examples of
a text that preserves multiple sets of beginnings and endings. Additions A and F, in the
Greek versions of Esther, might be considered a single example, but van der Toorn’s
model requires the positing of multiple beginnings and endings, so on this point the
extant evidence speaks against the likelihood of such a model.

Does Deuteronomy represent a special case? Perhaps so. The number of copies
found at Qumran, Deuteronomy’s own role in giving the Pentateuch its identity as

Mosaic Torah, and a host of other factors may point to Deuteronomy having a special
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status and receiving disproportionate amounts of attention and study.™'? The presence of
“Deuteronomic” or “Deuteronomistic” language throughout the biblical corpus may be
traceable to the central role of the book in scribal education and public worship.**?
Perhaps an exalted position would subject the book to more—and different—kinds of
editing.

And yet, an important issue which van der Toorn and others recognize is that
there is tension between the authority and importance of a text, on the one hand, and the
ability of scribes to reshape it or alter it, on the other.*** For Lohfink, this tension can be
explained by positing the text’s initial growth and use within a restricted circle after
which it becomes less variable but more widely known. He posits the growth of the text
of Deuteronomy chiefly at a point in time when it existed in a single copy (located in
Jerusalem, functioning as a charter), which was replaced only occasionally, and which
was not widely available beyond those who could access it directly or hear it read.*> At a
later point, this text, now having grown in several major stages, becomes publically
accessible through public reading and being “canonized.”**®

Such “canonization” is basically to be associated with the text’s use in a liturgical
setting where it is heard, expounded, and memorized. It is likely, then, that—at least

according to Lohfink—early on scribes had much more freedom to alter or change a text

112 5ee Weinfeld, Deuteronomy, 17-18. Crawford, “Reading Deuteronomy in the Second Temple
Period,” 127, counts 29 copies of Deuteronomy found at Qumran including for excerpted manuscripts.

113 carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 148; Norbert F. Lohfink, “Was there a
Deuteronomistic Movement?” in Those Elusive Deuteronomists: The Phenomenon of Pan-Deuteronomism
(ed. L. S. Schearing and S. L McKenzie; JSOTSupp 268; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 63.

114 \/an der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 145; Lohfink, “Was there a Deuteronomistic Movement?”’ 36-
66.

115 ohfink, “Was there a Deuteronomistic Movement?” 47-49, esp. 48, “Texts of an official
character were not multiplied. ‘Ur-Deuteronomy’ evidently was not found in the Temple as a copy of
juridical géldition but as a document in its original version; earlier copies did not exist.”

Ibid., 52.
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and that later on that freedom became more and more limited.*’

Of course “early” does
not refer to a specific period in history, but is relative to each text.**® Early in each work’s
own history, meaning before it is widely circulated, well known, or of major importance,
scribes are able to insert a variety of changes that they are not able to insert once the work
gains broader acquaintance. Once there are multiple texts and no master copy that the
others are constantly checked against, then it becomes much more difficult for a work to
undergo massive transformation in a linear direction as many changes will remain
independent of others. Alterations which are introduced in the process of Continuing
Composition will not be readily evident in all copies unless checked against a single
exemplar or unless a large portion of the manuscripts in circulation cease to be copied or
are otherwise destroyed, leaving only a sole manuscript or group of manuscripts from
which others are copied.

The tension between scribal freedom to expand or alter and stabilizing or
“canonization” of a text as its familiarity and authority grow becomes strongest when one
considers that the very premise of the need for recopying and expansion is precisely use
and influence, yet Lohfink’s model necessitates that successive editions were produced
over a course of years (generations?) when the book existed in the restricted form of a
single master copy. It is perhaps, still possible to maintain Lohfink’s theory if one
distinguishes between a time when the master copy of Deuteronomy was heavily used,

but its use was restricted to educated professionals in a single locale, and a later time

Y7E g., Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 180-81.
Y8 E g., ibid., 170.
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when the book was disseminated more broadly.'*® Lohfink argues that the Pentateuch and
Deuteronomy, in particular, are special cases unlike most other scrolls.*? If he is correct,
this means that the books of the Pentateuch, and Deuteronomy in particular, are
potentially the firmest grounds for scholarly imagining of a complex redactional history;
conversely, whatever we judge to be a realistic estimate of previous stages for these
books (van der Toorn suggests four) should set the maximum limit for our estimates of

other books.*?*

An opposing view might argue that “less canonical” books, e.g., Daniel
and Esther, were more open to scribal freedom than the Pentateuch because of their lack
of sacred character or the later time of their composition.*** A compromise might be to
balance these two poles such that estimates about Deuteronomy, on the one hand, in
conjunction with those concerning books such as Daniel and Esther, on the other, should

be used to calibrate assumptions for what should be considered the extreme limits of

possibility. In all cases, unless one images a text growing over time within a very

19 Compare Knohl’s similar reconstruction for the priestly literature. Knohl argues, following
Haran, that the core of the priestly literature existed for a long time solely in the hands of the priesthood
who did not disseminate it, and thus it was largely unknown until those affiliated with what Knohl terms
the “Holiness School” (HS) redacted the Priestly Torah together with other sources of the Torah. See Israel
Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence: The Priestly Torah and the Holiness School (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1994).

120 Lohfink, “Was there a Deuteronomistic Movement?” 49, 51.

121 Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 176, “some authors go as far as positing the
existence of seven or eight (or even more) redactional layers in a single text. This hardly seems plausible,
because one would have had to rewrite the entire scroll in order to insert a lengthy addition”; Carr,
Formation of the Hebrew Bible, 145, “even the most complex documented cases rarely feature more than
two or three stages of major revision of a given text, with ‘major’ being defined here as revision that goes
beyond memory variants or minor scribal glosses and harmonizations/coordinations. .. most texts seems to
have undergone at most two or three major stages of growth, with the remainder of revision happening in
the form of minor glosses, harmonizations, and the like. Scholars who posit ten to twenty layers of revision
in some biblical texts are advancing models that have no correlation in the documentation we have, limited
as it is, of ancient revision.”

122 E.g., Tov, “Three Strange Books of the LXX,” 387, “One possible reason may be the similar
milieu in which these translations were created. another possibility would be the assumption that the three
translations were created at a later stage than most other Greek translations. At that time such rewritten
Hebrew/Aramaic books were circulating, and less so in earlier periods.”
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restricted readership such as Lohfink describes for Deuteronomy, the amount of
significant redactional stages should be kept to a minimum,

Van der Toorn’s proposed four-stage reconstruction of Deuteronomy is alluring in
connecting identified rubrics and colophons with specific emphases, but in view of the
present study its credibility is strained. The survival of multiple beginnings and endings is
unattested in the evidence such that a progressive stack of four rubrics appears highly
dubious. Consistent layers with distinct programs are found in Authorial Composition,
but distinct traces of earlier levels are typically omitted. Textual development in four
stages is plausible; survival of the details such that one could reconstruct it (especially so
cleanly), is not. The investigations in chapters 4 and 5 did not find evidence of layers
with consisten ideology except for those of Authorial Composition. The latter, almost by
definition, omit major portions (esp. beginnings and endings) such that reconstructing
stages behind them is nigh impossible without those earlier sources being extant
themselves. If even this relatively small number of redactional stages is judged remotely
possible only with special pleading for Deuteronomy as an exception to the norm, where
does that leave us with other books where scholarly work has often run amok in positing
redactional layers and activities that make van der Toorn’s analysis look remarkably
restrained?*? It appears from these examples that the chances of a text having more than
two major stages that can be reconstructed without external evidence are very very slim,

though the diachronic realities of textual history need to be taken seriously.

123 As but one example, K. H. Wynn, “The Sociohistorical Contexts of the Recensions of Esther,”
(Ph.D. diss., Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1990), reconstructs 17 redactional stages for the book
of Esther, each with an identifiable political or social ideology.
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6.6 Rewriting Across Multiple Books

One issue that | have not been able to address in this study is that of textual
growth across a corpus of books, such as DtrH, the book of the Twelve Prophets, the
Pentateuch, or the Hebrew Bible as a whole. Although in many cases scribes may have
restricted their work to the book at hand, there is ample reason to support the idea of a
layer of additions across several books that were conceived of as a unit. One highly
celebrated example involves the details of Joseph’s bones in Gen 50:23-25, Exod 13:19,
and Josh 24:32.'2* These three passages contain the command to bring up Joseph’s bones,
the notice that Moses did so, and the final notice that they were buried in Shechem. The
Exodus and Joshua verses are undoubtedly dependent on the Genesis passage, and it is
difficult to imagine Gen 50:23-25 being inserted into the text without some guarantee of
fulfillment. Nevertheless, there is no manuscript evidence that any of these passages were
ever lacking in these compositions. Even so, we have seen how within a single book there
is a tendency for coordination or additions to progressively unite the components of the
book, so one might argue from analogy that if such coordination occurred at the book-

level, so too the same principle could have operated at higher levels such as a Pentateuch,

124 E g., Konrad Schmid, The Old Testament: A Literary History (trans. Linda M. Maloney;
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 37; see also the various articles in Dozeman, Thomas B., and Konrad
Schmid, eds. A Farewell to the Yahwist?: The Composition of the Pentateuch in Recent European
Interpretation (SBLSS 34; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006). See also Thomas C. R6mer and
Marc Z. Brettler, “Deuteronomy 34 and the Case for a Persian Hexateuch” JBL 119 (2000): 401-19. A
similar example is the “Day of YHWH” in the Book of the Twelve, see, e.g., James D. Nogalski and
Marvin A. Sweeney, eds., Reading and Hearing the Book of the Twelve (CRM 15; Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2000). Another example is the linking of Mal 3:22-4 with Josh 1:7 and other portions of
the Enneateuch, see Reinhard G. Kratz, “The Growth of the Old Testament,” in The Oxford Handbook of
Biblical Studies (eds., J.W. Rogerson and J. M. Lieu; OHRT; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 485.
See also, Stephen B. Chapman, The Law and the Prophets: A study in Old Testament canon formation
(FAT 27; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).
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Hexateuch, or Deuteronomistic History. These too could be brought closer together by
additions.® Perhaps Joseph’s bones are one such example.
Some recent scholarship, however, sees the delimitation of “books™ as a

secondary development.'?

Christoph Levin, for example, explains the development of
Gen-2 Kgs as a process in which the textual growth of the literature required that it be
divided into books in order to meet the physical limitations of length imposed by
scrolls.*?” This division, brought about by the gradual expansion of the text, allowed
room for further expansion in a cyclical process such that expansion of the text fueled
delimitation of it into multiple scrolls/books which in turn created the necessary space
and opportunity for further expansion for those individual units.*?®

In Levin’s view, the beginnings and endings separating the books of Gen-2 Kgs
are secondary to the originally shorter narratives of the tetrateuch and Deuteronomistic
History, each of which was able to fit upon a single scroll.*®® Levin cites the well-known

examples of Exod 1:1-7 which quotes Gen 35:22-6; 46:26-7; 47:27; and 50:22, 26; and

Judges 1:1-2:9 which recapitulates Josh 11-24. Beginnings like these that reuse and

125 E g., Carr, Formation, 95, “Apparently harmonization and other forms of coordination, both
micro-contextual...and across books...were wide-spread in the textual transmission of the Torah and other
Hebrew Bible books.”

126 E.g., Schmid, Literary History, 37-40; Hendrik Jacob Koorevaar, “The Books of Exodus,
Leviticus and Numbers, and the Macro-Structural Problem of the Pentateuch,” in The Books of Leviticus
and Numbers (ed., Thomas Rémer; BETL215; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 423-53; Kratz, “The Growth of the
Old Testament,” 482-3; Christoph Levin, “On the Cohesion and Separation of Books within the
Enneateuch,” in Pentateuch, Hexteuch, or Enneateuch? Identifying Literary Works in Genesis through
Kings (eds., T. B. Dozeman, T. Rémer, and K. Schmid; AIL 8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2011), 127-54; contra the view of Haran, “Book-Scrolls at the Beginning of the Second Temple Period,”
that the book-shape is prior.

127 Levin, “On the Cohesion and Separation of Books within the Enneateuch,” 130-32; note the
opposite opinion in Thomas Romer, “How Many Books (teuchs): Pentateuch, Hexateuch, Deuteronomistic
History, or Enneateuch?” in Pentateuch, Hexateuch, or Enneateuch, 40-41.

128 1 evin, “On the Cohesion and Separation of Books within the Enneateuch,” 131-54.

129 1bid., 150-54.
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repeat earlier sections argue in favor of the fact that such beginnings and endings are not
original to the book, but are a kind of recapitulating filler.

However, contra Levin, as Romer has pointed out, each of the books of the so-
called Enneateuch has a distinct character and it is difficult for this reason to imagine a
single original narrative—or even two—that could have (1) fit within the confines of a
single scroll, (2) functioned as the framework for the all the expansions required to fill
out the narrative(s) into the current books of Gen-2 Kgs as we know them, and (3) made

sense as literary works in their own right.**°

Instead of Levin’s top-down approach of
imagining large meta-narratives that are expanded over time and then divided, Ska is
more likely to have it right that the general method of growth can be characterized as
beginning with fragments (i.e., small units or episodes) that are made into documents
which are themselves later supplemented.*3*

But this pattern of Fragments - Documents = Supplements need not be limited
to the Pentateuch or traditional understandings of the related pentateuchal theories. The
movement from “fragments” to “documents” is what I have called Authorial
Composition—it is here that pieces of earlier texts are fashioned into new works. The
supplementing of these works falls under what I have termed Continuing Composition. If
this general outline is adopted, then the empirical data discussed thus far implies that if

one is attempting to reconstruct stages of Authorial Composition one must reckon with

selectivity and changes of literary setting or narrative voice, if not significant loss of text

130 Romer, “How Many Books,” 41.
131 Ska, Introduction to Reading the Pentateuch, 191-92.
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including the beginning and ending of literary works.**

Multiple layers or stages of
Continuing Composition doubtlessly occurred in many of the books (even complexes) of
the Bible, but such stages do not typically match the assumptions of redactional layers—
namely, consistent ideological or theological views that span a composition. Rather we
have found such aspects only in examples of Authorial Composition, which, ironically,
omit many of the portions of their sources, greatly complicating if not prohibiting

reconstruction of their own composite nature except in the extremely rare cases, e.g.,

where we have recourse to sources for synoptic comparison.**

6.7 Mice and Icebergs: Adjusting Expectations for what is Unseen

There is an old adage that for every mouse one sees, there are several more that
one does not. The sighting of a mouse in the house is not simply evidence of that single
mouse, it is rather evidence of a nest of mice. Similarly the appearance of the tip of an
iceberg offers warning of more than merely what is visible above the surface. The
observation of textual growth within manuscripts and from the creation of one book out
of another should similarly be taken as a sign of more than meets the eye. The evidence
of the Greek versions of Exodus, Samuel, Joshua, Judges, Jeremiah, Esther, Daniel, and
others, especially in light of the manuscript discoveries in the Judean desert, have
progressively demonstrated that scribal intervention was a widespread occurrence. This is

a certain fact. Moreover, given the fact that on the one hand we are limited by the

132 On the issue of omissions and how they related to general assumptions of Literarkritik see also
the forthcoming work of Juha Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew
Bible (FRLANT 251; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2013); see also, Carr, Formation, 89.

133 David Carr addresses the issue of partial preservation and the problems it creates for many
recent approaches but he does not lay out a means to differentiate stages or to expect either partial or more
complete preservation of reused texts. See, Carr, Formation, 111-17.
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accidents of survival—and the majority of ancient manuscripts have not survived—and
on the other hand, the fact that what little does survive testifies to significant textual
diversity and scribal intervention, it therefore compels us to consider the extant evidence
akin to the tip of the iceberg or the sighting of a mouse in the kitchen—there is likely
much more of this sort of thing that has happened than we are able to see.

And yet, we must reckon with the likelihood that cases where variation has been
preserved are the exception and that most textual growth has left no trace in the
manuscript witnesses. The metaphorical iceberg is thus bigger than many typically
imagine, but also properly speaking unimaginable. There is more under the surface—that
is certain, but we cannot say what it is. Textual features such as awkward syntax, abrupt
changes, and so forth that may have resulted from scribal intervention can also be used to
support the idea that the text has been significantly altered, but simply because these
textual features can result from scribal intervention, it does not follow that they
necessarily did. Again, we can know that the iceberg is there below the water, but we, at
present at least, simply do not have the tools to accurately measure or describe its shape,
form, or mass. Extreme caution is called for in theoretical reconstruction, and it will be
difficult but necessary to content ourselves with modest and limited reconstructions
rather than to attempt to trace every detail in a matter that exceeds realistic expectations
and almost guarantees inaccuracy. As David Carr has stated, it is far easier to ascertain
the fact that something happened to the text than to be able to reconstruct exactly what

has happened.'**

134 Carr, Formation, 40.
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Positively, the data examined here gives a glimpse of the origins of biblical
literature. Earlier texts were used to create new texts, and these in turn were expanded,
often in ways that deepened the connections between parts of a single book or between
books. Works grew by expansion (Continuing Composition), were utilized to create new
works (Authorial Composition) which in turn where further developed (Continuing
Composition). While we will never know all the details, these scribal techniques that we
can observe in the extant evidence show us the major contours of how many parts of the

Hebrew Bible came to be.

6.8 Summary and Conclusion

In this chapter we have revisited once again the criteria established in chapter
three, namely that Authorial Composition that creates a new work alters the base-text
either by using it selectively, changing its narrative setting, or changing its narrative
voice. Neither the six major additions, nor other pluses, found in LXX Esther involved
any of these changes. The point was made once again that the addition of a given
ideology or Tendenz, though it may motivate the creation of a new work and often
accompanies it, does not necessitate it. The present chapter affirmed this point again and
further showed that new compositions did not replace their sources in terms of
transmission. Variant Literary Editions (VLEs), differing copies of the same work, can
replace one another as they are, by definition, interchangeable and thus a VLE may
replace its predecessor being copied in its stead. New compositions based upon earlier
texts do not present themselves as interchangeable copies and thus can only displace the

position or claims of their sources by redirecting the interpretation of them. Such
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redirection can also be found in VLEs, but to a less frequent extent and much reduced
sense. Finally, we explored how this typological distinction of rewriting that creates a
new work (Authorial Composition) and that creates a new copy (Continuing
Composition) can aid in the evaluation of diachronic models. The main focus was on the
book of Deuteronomy as divided up by Karel van der Toorn. Van der Toorn’s analysis
brings together many past and current observations and thus functions as an example not
only of his specific views, but of more widespread assumptions and approaches. We
concluded that a textual history such as the one van der Toorn outlines is possible only
with special pleading for its validity in the case of Deuteronomy. The major point of
contention is that, while such a history is entirely plausible, the survival of beginnings
and endings or other indicators of such a history in the text itself is not. We saw further,
drawing on the investigations of chapters four and five, that not only are the use of
beginnings and endings an unreliable criterion for diachronic reconstruction, but the
hypothesis of multiple stages, each with a distinct and recognizable ideology is without
parallel in the evidence examined here. Furthermore, my analysis of Deuteronomy and
Esther can be used to gauge expectations more broadly: If Deuteronomy is unlikely to
bear the marks of as many as four stages without being considered highly exceptional,
and one could not reconstruct precisely even two or three stages of Esther, a text which
shows great textual fluidity, then in the majority of biblical literature evidence of more
than two or three major stages is highly suspect. It remains for future studies to weigh
these claims and criteria in light of other texts not studied here, such as Samuel, Proverbs,
and Job, but it is hoped that the conclusions reached here will call not only for more

reservation in the far off and speculative reaches of Redaction Criticism, but also
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stimulate a search for new or refined methods of approaching biblical literature that can
take its complicated origins and development seriously without feeling driven to account
for details beyond our evidence, the “deep things” (mpny), that lie beyond human

knowledge.
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