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JEFFREY H. TIGAY

Anthology in the Torah
and the Question of
Deuteronomy

Anthologies go back to the oldest stage in Jewish literature.! The Bible consists
of twenty-four distinct books according to the Jewish count, and the very term
“Bible,” though singular in English, goes back to the Greek plural ta biblia, “the
books.” The original separateness of the Bible’s components was manifest in the
fact that prior to the adoption of the codex (by Christians in the second and
following centuries and by Jews after the talmudic period) it was, physically, a
group of scrolls rather than a single volume.? Accordingly, early writers had no
name for the collection as a whole and could use only descriptive phrases such
as “the Law, the Prophets, and the other books” (Prologue to the Greek of Ben
Sira [Ecclesiasticus]) and “the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms” (Luke 24:44).
Several of the names eventually adopted also reflect the Bible’s anthological char-
acter: not only rabbinic haSefarim, “the books” (cf. Daniel ¢:2) and Kitvei ha-
Kodesh, “the sacred writings,” but the names used in the Middle Ages even after
the codex was adopted: Esrim ve-arbah or Kaf-dalet, “the twenty-four (books),”
and Tanakh, the acronym for Torah, Neviim uKetuvim, “the Torah, Prophets, and
Writings.” Note as well Bibliothéca, “collection of books,” used by Jerome and
others.?

In this sense the Bible as a whole is what David Stern calls an explicit an-
thology.* The same is true of certain of its individual books, which explicitly con-
tain the works of different writers, such as Psalms, Proverbs, and Trei Asar, “the
Twelve” (i.e., the Minor Prophets, which were written on a single scroll).> The
term “anthology” also refers to a collection of the works of a single author. This
sense applies to most of the individual books of the prophets, which consist of the
collected speeches of the prophets whose names they bear.

Other books are implicitly anthological, combining materials from originally
separate sources without explicitly saying so.5 A few prophetic books seem to con-
tain the speeches of two or three different prophets, such as Isaiah, Hosea, Micah,’
and Zechariah. The best-known implicit anthology in the Bible is the Torah, as
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16 Ancient Israel and Classical Judaism

its composition is understood in modern scholarship. In the next section we look
more closely at its composition.

The Torah

The Torah presents a running narrative of Israel’s early history composed of ma-
terials from originally separate sources. Its evolution was a process of composition
followed by conflation. That is, three variant narratives of early Israelite history
(called ], E, and P by scholars) were each created by the combination of originally
separate materials; they are each, in other words, composite. Subsequently, these
three variants were interwoven, or conflated, with each other, and a fourth source
(D) was added, thus creating the Torah essentially as we know it today.

Sources

A typical view would summarize the process of composition more or less as fol-
lows.® The original literary units underlying the Torah were narratives about the
early Hebrew tribes and their leaders. Such narratives were for the most part cre-
ated, and at first transmitted, orally, some think in poetic form. In the course of
time some of them were gathered into cycles dealing with various individuals (e.g.,
Abraham, Jacob) or other common subjects (e.g., the Egyptian bondage, the Ex-
odus); the cycles were later linked together into lengthier narrative series (such as
the patriarchal period), and, later still, these series were linked into comprehensive
historical epics (such as the history of Israel from the patriarchs through the death
of Moses or the conquest, or later). Apparently from one such epic (what Martin
Noth termed “G,” for gemeinsame Grundlage, the “common basis”) there
branched off separate versions which then in the course of transmission developed
their own unique characteristics in terminology, style, ideology, and content.
These versions are called the Yahwistic, Elohistic, and Priestly sources, or ] (from
German Jahwistisch), E, and P, respectively.” By this stage the narrative was in
prose. Whether G itself was written is debated, but in the view of most critics, ],
E, and P were. By this time certain older written documents had also been in-
corporated into the narratives, such as the book of the Covenant (Exod. 21-23)
and quotations from “the Book of the Wars of YHWH” (Num. 21:14). Other
traditions about early Israelite history were omitted from these written sources.
Some disappeared forever while others survived, either orally or in other written
forms, for centuries and in some cases were picked up in postbiblical literature.
When the old narratives about early Israelite history were gathered into larger
complexes, they were organized by the itineraries and genealogical links of the
patriarchs and the Exodus generation and held together by the theme of the divine
promise to the patriarchs of land, progeny, and protection. This promise was prob-
ably an original part of at least some of the old traditions. In any case, many of
the original narratives had nothing to do with this theme; each had a meaning
and function of its own. Once drawn together, however, these narratives were
transformed into episodes on the way to, or threatening, the fulfillment of the
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promises. Literary topoi were pressed into service to this end: for example, the
promise was threatened by the repeated barrenness of the patriarchs” wives, and
the future deliverer, Moses, was endangered and hidden in infancy and saved in
a basket in a river.

The smaller cycles within the larger complex also have their own subthemes.
The biography of Abraham, for example, appears as a story of personal growth
from loyalty to God based on an expected reward to loyalty even when that reward
is threatened. This theme, too, is not present in all the individual narratives, but
it is imparted by the literary frame (note how Genesis 12:1—4 is echoed in 22:1-3)
and the recurrent promises appearing in the narratives.

Redaction

After developing independently for a time, the two main offshoots of G (J and E)
were ultimately conflated into a single running narrative, one serving as the basis
of the new narrative, with selections from the other supplementing it. Later, two
other elements were added to this complex. One was the P source, which was
now spliced into the combined JE much as ] and E had been joined. The fourth
element, D, was placed near the end of the account of the desert period because
for the most part it was not a variant account of the earlier history, parallel to ],
E, and P, but dealt with Moses’ last days. The relative order in which P and D
were composed is debated. Most scholars have considered P the latest element,
while a minority regard P as roughly contemporary with or earlier than D and
think that P and D were joined to JE simultaneously. Recently a new approach
has been suggested: the author(s) of the “Holiness Document” (H) —which was
previously thought to be an older source embedded in P—represent a separate
priestly school later than P; it was he / they who edited and rewrote P and blended
it with the other sources, producing the Torah as a whole.!

By the time these documents were to be joined, their texts had become largely
fixed, and the redactors did not have, or at least did not exercise, much freedom
to revise them. Rather than rewrite the sources in their own words, they strove to
incorporate them essentially as they found them, using the documents’ own word-
ing, making only such modifications as were necessary for fitting the various ex-
tracts together, or for other purposes they hoped to achieve with the new version.
Where the two versions extensively duplicated each other, one version would be
dropped, except for significant variants which were maintained alongside the other
version. Depending on the nature of the materials or the redactors’ intentions, the
separate versions of the same episode might be interwoven to present what was
taken as a more complete account of it (e.g., the account of the flood, where the
doublets are presented as different moments in the unfolding sequence of
events),!! or left apart and treated either as separate events (as in the case of the
three stories in which a patriarch presents his wife as his sister) or as a main
account and a partial recapitulation with greater detail (as in the two creation
accounts in Genesis 1-2). The redactors added their own connective and transi-
tional phrases between the passages and often achieved fine artistic effects simply
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by skillful arrangement of the material. Somewhere in this lengthy process, ma-
terial deemed objectionable or not suitable for the traditionists’ purposes was omit-
ted, but on the whole they seem to have preserved as much as they could.

This summary is far from encompassing the complete range of opinion on
the subject, but it gives a fair impression of the kinds of processes that most critical
scholars think were involved in the evolution of the Torah. While the role of these
processes in the case of the Torah is hypothetical, inferred from contradictions,
doublets, and other phenomena identified by reading between the lines of the
text, it can be documented, by the comparison of older and younger versions of
many ancient texts that such processes regularly operated in the development of
ancient literature.'?

The Redactors’ Thinking

That the redactors who combined the Torah’s source documents preserved so
much of the sources’ original wording and contents, even when doing so caused
inconsistency or redundancy, appears to be due to the status of the sources when
they received them. The comparison of older and younger copies of certain an-
cient texts shows that in the earlier stages of a work’s development, when it was
not yet considered classical or sacred, editors felt free to rewrite almost at will, and
early revisions of a work show very few inconsistencies even when new matter has
been added to them. But once a work acquired sacred or classical status, it became
increasingly difficult for editors to revise it even in order to remove inconsistencies.
The inconsistencies in the Torah are due to the fact its source documents were
combined at a time when they already had a quasi-canonical status, and the com-
pilers did not feel free to do much more than juxtapose or interweave the sources
and add some transitional phrases. Probably they resolved the inconsistencies ex-
egetically in their own minds but did not feel free to add their explanations to the
text.!” Some of the harmonistic interpretations of the Rabbis may well be similar
to those of the editors.

It is hard to be certain exactly what the redactors thought made their sources
almost inviolable even when they were inconsistent with each other. It could have
been the authority of their respective authors. Talmudic and post-talmudic liter-
ature records numerous instances of liturgical texts created by combining the word-
ing proposed by different rabbis because the authorities refused to choose between
the differing views.!* Their thinking seems nicely expressed by a latter-day author-
ity, Rabbi Jacob Emden, who explained how he resolved the disagreement over
which version of Kol Nidrei to recite, the older one, which nullifies vows made
from last year to this, or Rabbenu Tam’s version, which refers to vows made from
this year to the next:

The statements of the ancients of blessed memory, that the wording was formu-
lated with reference to the past, are convincing, and I have no doubt at all about
that. Nevertheless, in deference to the statement of Rabbenu Tam, since it comes
from the mouth of that tzaddik, my custom is to say it in both formulations and
to conflate the wording: “[vows] that we vowed and will vow, swore and will
swear, with which we bound ourselves or will bind ourselves, etc. from last Yom
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Kippur [to this and] from this Yom Kippur to [the next], etc.” so as to satisfy both
views."®

But it could also have been the redactors’ belief that elu veelu divrei *Elohim
hayyim, “these and those are the words of the living God,” that all of their sources
were divinely revealed and hence were all valid, or at least potentially so. This
phrase, in which the Talmud characterizes conflicting opinions of different sages,
may be applicable as well to the redactors’ evaluation of their sources.

In either case, the redactors seem to have felt that no one version of the past,
of a law, or of a belief necessarily preserved the whole truth, and where they felt
unable to decide, they preserved what they had received, harmonized inconsisten-
cies as well as they could, and left the rest to posterity. As one nineteenth-century
scholar observed, “It is this way of writing that makes the Bible history so vivid
and interesting,” for no book written by the modern technique of digesting and
rewriting the sources “could have preserved so much of the genuine life of antique
times.”!” By not imposing unity and consistency on the sources, the compilers
preserved the variety and richness of ancient Israelite belief, tradition, law, and
literature.

Deuteronomy

Deuteronomy, on the explicit level, is an anthology of speeches by Moses, con-
nected by brief narrative passages. The speeches are the three main discourses (1:6—
4:40; 5:1-28:68; 29—30) and the poem and blessing of Moses (Ha'azinu in 32 and
Ve-zo't haBerakhah in 33).'8

Deuteronomy is also anthological on the implicit level. First of all, it contains
some material from the non-Deuteronomic sources, JE and P as well as other
sources independent of those, including the two poems just mentioned.!® Further,
even some of the Deuteronomic narrative material seems to come from different
hands within the Deuteronomic “school.”? But here I wish to raise the question
of whether one may also view Moses’ first two discourses as implicitly anthological,
that is, whether each of them consists of shorter, originally separate speeches.

The Analogy of Prophetic Literature

Before turning to these speeches, it is worth looking more closely at prophetic
literature, which is analogous to Deuteronomy because it, too, consists of speeches.
As was noted, most of the books of the classical prophets are clearly anthological.
They consist of speeches by the prophets, and since most of them were active for
many years (as is indicated in their headings), their books consist of different
speeches uttered on different occasions during their careers (whether they also
include interpolated matter not written by the prophets will not concern us here).
The book of Jeremiah (36:2) says explicitly that God had him dictate to Baruch
Ben Neriah “all the words that I have spoken to you . . . from the time [ first spoke
to you in the days of Josiah [the thirteenth year of Josiah, 627 B.C.E., according to
Jer. 1:2] to this day” (in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, 605), and Jeremiah remained
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active until after the exile began in 586. Many of his speeches, and those of other
prophets, contain headings, often dated, indicating that they are separate speeches.
Moreover —and this is why the subject is pertinent for present purposes—many
scholars believe that these “speeches” are actually not single speeches, publicly
delivered in their present form, but “literary speeches,”? collections of shorter
oracles, uttered on different occasions, that have been secondarily gathered to-
gether in the larger entities of which they now form parts.?? The demarcation of
the putatively independent units is based on such criteria as introductory and
concluding formulas, changes of subject, grammatical person or number or literary
genre, different function, abrupt shifts, completeness and independence of
thoughts, and above all, the obliviousness of one unit to another.

This approach is controversial because the testimony of such criteria is not
always unequivocal, and some scholars deny the validity of at least some of them.
We cannot be certain that what we perceive as logically unconnected would have
been perceived the same way in antiquity.”? The approach is especially problem-
atic if one becomes so “programmed a priori to discover small separate units” that
one ignores the units’ present context (regarding it as both chronologically and
qualitatively secondary) and the meaning that it imparts to them, effectively ig-
noring the character of the prophetic book qua book.?* Increasingly, scholars have
shown that the prophecies are arranged in ways that show careful design, being
grouped into complexes that share common subjects or extrinsic similarities (such
as key words) and arranged in esthetic patterns (such as chiasmus) and framed by
similar opening and closing verses, and that have meaning as wholes.?> These
groupings may sometimes be secondary, but after one reads the books over re-
peatedly in light of such studies, it can become increasingly difficult to be sure
that these groupings are secondary.?

On the other hand, ignoring the possibility of original separateness brings its
own dangers, particularly the likelihood of forced interpretations and rationaliza-
tions that can be no less subjective than the criteria used for identifying separate-
ness. Those criteria at least have the heuristic value of focusing attention on each
unit’s potential discreteness and forcing the attentive reader to ask how it fits into
its present context, a question that can stimulate one to discover the design of the
context as a whole. Furthermore, even though separateness may be difficult or
impossible to prove, it is also difficult or impossible to disprove, and as a historical
question it is worth considering the possibility of original separateness and sec-
ondary arrangement as a working hypothesis to see how much clarity it brings to
our understanding of a literary work.

The Units Underlying the Homiletic Speeches

in Deuteronomy

Returning to Deuteronomy,?” we can observe that in some places the homiletic
speeches in 1:6—4:40 (the first discourse) and 5-11 (the nonlegal prologue and
preamble to the second discourse) look as if they have incorporated brief sermons
or teachings, or précis of such, that were originally composed for oral delivery?®
and at least some of which were originally separate from each other (whether
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composed by the same author or different ones).?” More important, many of the
smaller sections within these speeches have no inherent connection to each other
and are largely oblivious of each other. They could easily be moved elsewhere
without the reader feeling that something is missing from their present context or
that they are extraneous in their new context. Frequently, after a few verses the
text seems to have reached a conclusion and then changes topics, sometimes
without any transition.

All of these phenomena are illustrated by Deuteronomy 4:1-8.3° Note first that
although all of vv. 1—40 are a discrete unit within the first discourse of Deuter-
onomy, both vv. 1 and 5 have introductory formulas (“Hear” in v. 1 and “See” in
v. 5; similarly, introductory formulas appear four times in chaps. 5—11, though they
are presently part of a single discourse: “Hear” in 5:1; 6:4; and 9:1; “See” in 11:26).
Vv. 1—4 read as follows:

And now, O Israel, give heed to [lit. “hear”] the laws and rules that I am in-
structing you to observe, so that you may live to enter and occupy the land that
the Lord, the God of your fathers, is giving you. You shall not add anything to
what I command you or take anything away from it, but keep the commandments
of the Lord your God that I enjoin upon you. You saw with your own eyes what
the Lord did in the matter of Baal-peor, that the Lord your God wiped out from
among you every person who followed Baal-peor; while you, who held fast to the
Lord your God, are all alive today.

In this paragraph the consequences of the Baal Peor incident demonstrate that
observing the laws, particularly the law prohibiting worship of other gods, is es-
sential so that Israel may live to enter the Promised Land. Then in the next
paragraph (vv. 5-8), the argument that observance is a matter of life and death is
dropped and replaced by the argument that Israel should observe the laws because
they are uniquely just and uniquely effective in securing God’s closeness, hence
following them will demonstrate Israel’s wisdom to the nations.

See, [ have imparted to you laws and rules, as the Lord my God has commanded
me, for you to abide by in the land that you are about to enter and occupy.
Observe them faithfully, for that will be proof of your wisdom and discernment
to other peoples, who on hearing of all these laws will say, “Surely, that great
nation is a wise and discerning people.” For what great nation is there that has
a god so close at hand as is the Lord our God whenever we call upon Him? Or
what great nation has laws and rules as perfect as all this Teaching that I set
before you this day?

The two arguments are of very different character. The first, rooted in an experi-
ence in which gentiles lured Israelites to sin (Num. 25), is historical and is focused
on a specific law. The second, unrelated to the first, refers to all the laws. It appeals
to national pride and sounds almost contemporary in its contention that the Torah
is uniquely just and will win Israel the respect of the gentiles, who are portrayed
positively as appreciating justice and prepared to give Israel credit. Logically this
argument has nothing to do with vv. 1—4 or the following verses (9—31) and, if
moved elsewhere, would not be missed. In fact, vv. 5-8 would fit very nicely in
chapter 6, before or after vv. 4—9 or 20—25. Finally, the arguments in 4:1—4 and 5-8
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are brief and virtually beg for elaboration, suggesting that they are outlines or précis
of longer speeches.

As in the prophetic books, in Deuteronomy units such as these appear as parts
of larger groups that share common subjects, vocabulary, and themes and are
arranged in esthetic patterns and framed by similar opening and closing verses
(see below). It is these arrangements that may be secondary.

Again, as in the case of the prophetic books, the original separateness of these
units is difficult to prove. They are not overtly contradictory, inconsistent, or char-
acterized by a different worldview, style, or vocabulary the way that ], E, and P
are. If they were originally separate from each other, they may still have come
from one writer or school of writers who shared the same worldview, style, and
vocabulary.’! But the occasion of viewing the Bible through the conceptual prism
of anthologies suggests that we give this theory a try and see how much this
perspective clarifies.

1. Deuteronomy 6:4—25. This passage (beginning with the introductory formula
shema®) is divided by the traditional parashah breaks into four units, (A) wv. 4~9,
(B) 1015, (C) 1619, and (D) 20-25. A calls for exclusive love and loyalty toward
YHWH, taking His instructions to heart and teaching them to future generations.
B warns Israel, after they take possession of the Promised Land and its infrastruc-
ture, not to forget YHWH and turn to other gods, lest he wipe Israel out. C warns
not to try the Lord but to do what is right and good in order to thrive and capture
the land from the Canaanites. D calls on people to answer their children’s in-
quiries about the meaning of God’s commandments by telling about the Exodus
and explaining how observing the commandments will bring merit. Although these
four paragraphs share certain themes, they are themes common to much of Deu-
teronomy; they do not bespeak a closer connection between these paragraphs than
between any one of them and many others in the book. The later paragraphs in
the chapter do not build on the earlier ones, and they show no particular awareness
of them. In fact, paragraph B seems to put the cart before the horse: its perspective
is after Israel has already conquered the land, while paragraph C states that loyalty
to YHWH is a precondition for successfully doing so. Furthermore not “try[ing]
YHWH . . . as you did at Massah” in paragraph C refers to an incident when Israel
lacked water (Exod. 17:1~7), a warning that fits oddly after paragraph B, which
refers to the time when Israel will settle in a land full of bounty, including cisterns,
vineyards, and olive trees. Not only could these four paragraphs appear separately
in many other places in the book without seeming out of context or being difficult
to understand, but in view of the incongruities between paragraphs B and C, some
other locations might make those paragraphs easier to understand.

Notwithstanding the seeming disparateness of its components, however, as a
unit 6:4—25 can also be shown to possess a chiastic, symmetrical structure and
certain shared themes well suited to its location in Deuteronomy. Paragraphs A
and D mirror each other in referring to teaching God’s words and instructions to
one’s children; paragraph B refers to God’s providence and C warns against testing
His ability to provide. B’s warning not to forget God can be seen as continuing
A’s exhortation to recite and teach His words constantly. In addition, C and D,
emphasizing the rewards for obedience and the role of the laws in expressing and
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inculcating reverence for God, echo the first paragraph of chapter 6, wv. 1-3,
which, depending on the perspective from which it is viewed, can be seen as the
concluding section of the previous masoretic parashah, 5:19-6:3, or as the intro-
duction to the preamble to the laws given in Moab starting in 6:4.32 Deuteronomy
6:4—25 also suits its location following the Decalogue because allusions to the
Decalogue, especially the first commandment, appear throughout the chapter. Vv.
4 and 14 restate the first commandment, “you shall have no other gods beside
Me,” and wv. 12, 21, and 23 echo its introduction, “I the Lord am your God who
brought you out of the land of Egypt, the house of bondage.” In v. 15 the injunc-
tion against worshiping other gods is backed with a warning about God’s jealousy,
just as we find after the first two commandments. The exhortations to love God
and keep His commandments in vv. 5 and 17 echo the Decalogue’s description
of God as showing kindness to “those who love Me and keep My commandments.”
V. 18 echoes the reward promised for observing the fifth commandment, “that it
may go well with you” (vv. 2—3 also echo both rewards promised in that com-
mandment). In light of these allusions, the exhortations to love God, to remember
Him, to teach children about His words and deeds, and all the other themes of
chapter 6 can be regarded as a sermonic reflection on the first commandment,
explaining what must be done to carry it out. Thus, although the individual units
of 6:4—25 do not relate directly to each other, they all relate in some way to the
Decalogue of the preceding chapter.

2. Deuteronomy 11:1-25. This passage consists of three self-contained argu-
ments for obedience to God’s commandments: (A) vv. 1—9 (which are a natural
continuation of 10112—22),** (B) 1021, and (C) 22—25. Like 6:4-25, they share certain
common Deuteronomic themes** but have no inherent connection to each other.
In A Moses argues from history that Israel should obey God’s commands because,
having witnessed His punitive acts against Egypt and rebellious Israelites, which
he enumerates, this generation is able to understand better than any future gen-
eration that success, both in conquering the land and in remaining in it, depends
on obedience. In B he argues for obedience on the basis of nature and topography:
the mountainous Promised Land, unlike Egypt, depends on rain, without which
Israel would perish, and God will dispense the rain only if Israel is loyal and
obedient. In C he urges obedience on the strength of a promise: if Israel is loyal
and obedient, God Himself will dislodge the Canaanites for them. These argu-
ments for obedience are independent of each other. A and C refer to military
success while B refers to avoidance of starving. The three paragraphs make distinct
points and none refer to each other or build on each other.

Nevertheless, these three paragraphs share many features and complement
one another. Each calls for “loving the Lord your God” (wv. 1, 13, 22) and “keeping/
obeying the commandment(s) which I command you (this day)” (vv. 1, 8, 13, 22;
the verbs shamar, “keep,” and shama’, “obey,” sound alike). The first two para-
graphs share the themes of “the land which you are about to cross into/invade and
occupy” (w. 8, 10, 11)** and “enduring long upon the soil which the Lord swore
to your fathers to give to them” (vv. g, 21). They complement each other in that
the first and third section deal with God’s power as manifested in historical events,
while the second deals with His governance of nature.’¢ In context, B and C
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explain the two conclusions of A (success in conquering the land and in surviving
in it) in reverse order. All three paragraphs fit nicely as a sequel to 10:12—22. In
the latter, having reviewed the Israelites” history of faithlessness during the wilder-
ness wanderings, Moses summed up God’s demand for loyalty and obedience, the
central theme of Deuteronomy (10:12—22). In 11:1-25 he seeks to persuade Israel
that its future depends on compliance with this demand. He frequently refers to
it, urging Israel “to walk in all His ways,” “to love Him,” “to serve Him with all
your heart and soul,” “to keep/obey all His commandment(s) which I enjoin upon
you this day,” and “to hold fast to Him” (1111, 8, 13, 22), echoing the same phrases
in 10:12-13 and 20.

3. Deuteronomy 4:1—40. This speech, part of which has already been discussed,
consists of four main sections, each arguing in its own way for obeying God’s laws
and rules: (A) w. 14, (B) 5-8, (C) 9-31, and (D) 32—40. Section A calls for
obedience, prohibits adding to or subtracting from the commandments, and backs
up the prohibition by a reference to the worship of Baal Peor and its disastrous
consequences. B appeals for obedience on the ground that it will earn Israel the
admiration of its neighbors, who will perceive the justice of the laws and the
nearness of God that Israel enjoys because of obeying them. C is a lengthy ar-
gument for obeying the prohibition of idols. It shows that this prohibition is based
on the Exodus and particularly the encounter with God at Horeb, and it backs
up the prohibition with the threat of exile. D argues on the basis of the Exodus
and Horeb experiences that there is no other God but the Lord (YHWH) and that
His laws should therefore be obeyed.

Logically each of these sections is self-contained. They do not refer to each
other or rely on each other for their effectiveness and, in fact, any of them could
be removed without the others losing any of their force. They are very different
in character. A and B are short and skeletal, each appealing for obedience to all
the commandments and briefly stating a reason for it. They read like précis rather
than speeches or even parts of a speech. Unlike the others, B is based not on
history but on the justice and effectiveness of the laws. C is a lengthy argument
for the commandment against worshiping idols and heavenly bodies, based on a
somewhat detailed narrative and warning of the long-range consequences of dis-
obedience. D is an appeal, of intermediate length, to consider history and realize
the truth of monotheism, followed by an appeal to obey all the commandments.

In context these four sections are held together by a frame in which Moses
urges obedience to God’s laws so that Israel may live to occupy the land and
remain in it indefinitely (vv. 1, 40). This message is underscored within the chapter
by a warning that failure to observe the law against idols will lead to banishment
from the land (vv. 23-28). The four units of the chapter have numerous features
in common, both thematic and verbal, which reflect the sermonic, didactic char-
acter of Deuteronomy. In all of them Moses refers to the laws he is teaching or
commanding and to the land Israel is about to enter.’” In three of the units Moses
bases his argument on history. In A he argues that history shows the consequences
of obeying or disobeying the commandments. In C he argues that history justifies
the prohibition of images. In D he argues that history proves that the Lord is the
only true God. Each unit opens with an appeal to the mind: “hear,” “see,” “do
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not forget,” and “inquire” (wv. 1, 5, 9, 32). The themes of seeing and hearing—
the senses through which Israel experienced history —are mentioned throughout,
as are teaching and learning (I-m-d),* knowing and making known (y-d-°),% for-
getting,” wisdom and understanding.*? In each unit Moses lends immediacy to
his words by referring to ha-yom (“today,” “this day,” “as is now the case”).® B
and D show that Israel and its laws are unparalleled among the nations and the
Lord is unparalleled among the gods.* C and D refer to the theophany at Horeb
and the Exodus, and both speak of heaven and earth.*

The four units of the chapter are arranged in reverse chronological order,
based on their allusions to the past: A alludes to the recent incident at Peor (v.
3), C to the theophany at Horeb, the Exodus, and the division of nations (vv. 10-14,
19—20), and D to the creation and the patriarchs as well as the Exodus and Horeb
(vwv. 32-34, 36—37) (the order within each unit is not chronological).*

Unlike 6:4—25 and 11:1-25, 4:1—40 as a whole doesn’t have many similarities to
the preceding chapters. Its first unit, referring to the Baal Peor incident, does
connect nicely with 3:22, which locates Israel at Peor. But the other events in the
chapter have nothing to do with that incident, and although chapters 1-3 revolve
around the issue of obedience and disobedience, the point of 1-3 is the importance
of obeying God’s orders about conquering the Promised Land, whereas the em-
phasis of 4:11-40—and the rest of Deuteronomy—is obedience to God’s laws as a
way of life in the land, not to ad hoc orders. Hence the transitional “And now”
in 4:1 looks like an editorial link, and despite the many similarities and connections
between these two sections, they may have had separate authors.?

I do not believe that phenomena that lend unity and design to each of the three
sections described are strong enough to argue that the units comprising them were
originally composed to stand with the others as they now do. These phenomena
consist primarily of simple patterns of arrangement (chiasmus, frames, reverse
chronological order) that are not integral to the contents of the units, and common
Deuteronomic themes and formulas. They do not overcome the disjointed im-
pression that these sections make on the reader. For the sake of contrast, consider
how different these sections are from chapters 7, 8, and g-10. Each of these sec-
tions develops a single theme, and when another theme is introduced, it develops
naturally from the main theme. Chapter 7, for example,* is concerned with the
conquest. Its first section (vv. 1-6) states the requirement to eradicate the Canaan-
ites and their religious artifacts, and its final section concludes with that theme
(vv. 17-26). Since v. 1 refers to the Canaanites as more numerous than the Isra-
elites, the second section (vv. 7-16) uses this statement as the occasion to warn
Israel against delusions of numerical importance (v. 7) but promises that if Israel
obeys God’s commandments, God will increase its numbers (v. 13). The last sec-
tion urges Israel not to be discouraged by the Canaanites’ numerical superiority
(v. 17), since God will defeat them. The surface unity of the chapter is supported
by the fact that it is based on the covenant documents in Exodus 23:20-33 and 34:
11-16 and that allusions to those documents are found throughout the chapter.*
In view of this contrast between smooth-reading sections such as chapter 7 on
the one hand and more disjointed sections such as g4:1—40, 6:4—25, and 11:1—25, a
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plausible case can be made that the latter consist of originally separate units, many
of them sermon précis, brought together by a compiler who arranged them in
their present patterns. If this is indeed the case, it represents another sense in
which Deuteronomy is anthological. Whether the smooth-reading chapters 7, 8,
and g-10 should also be seen as originally distinct works is a question that will
have to be left to another occasion.

Conclusion

We have seen multifaceted aspects of explicit and implicit anthologies in the Bible,
with special attention to the Torah, and to Deuteronomy in particular.

Anthology is not only a literary phenomenon but an intellectual one as well.
As David Stern has written,

the anthology as a form and genre seems to touch upon essential aspects of the
Jewish imagination: its desire always to incorporate opposites, to preserve multi-
plicities of traditions, to incorporate parallel traditions rather than impose ortho-
doxy by accepting one version and excluding the other.”

The viewpoints of the various books gathered together in the Bible vary widely.
The four main sources of the Torah not only have different views about the details
of Israelite history and law, but— particularly Deuteronomy and the priestly ma-
terials —markedly different ideologies on such matters as God, sacrifice, the Tem-
ple, and holiness.’! Even within the priestly materials, recent scholarship has
shown pronounced differences between H (the Holiness Document) and the rest
of P.*2 Similarly, Chronicles covers much the same ground as Samuel and Kings
from the perspective of very different interests and ideology.”® On key issues, such
as eschatology and the relative status of ritual and morality, the classical prophets
see things differently than the Torah and the Former Prophets do.”* Wisdom lit-
erature differs from the Torah and prophecy regarding “the source, the ground,
and the bearers of moral responsibility,”®* while at the same time within wisdom
literature Job and Ecclesiastes see the question of reward and punishment very
differently than Proverbs, and the prose framework of Job has a different approach
to that question than do the poetic sections of the book.

The Bible’s “anthological habit” set the pattern for subsequent Jewish thought
about the Bible, as it did for many other aspects of Judaism, as is manifest in every
chapter of this volume. The midrashic works of talmudic and later times bring
together the teachings and sermons (or précis thereof) of numerous sages, both
named and unnamed, along with the explicit and implicit views of their redac-
tors.’¢ A more recent case is the Mikra ot Gedolot, in which separate commentaries
“of diverse authorship, provenance, dating and exegetical approaches, often mu-
tually incompatible and contradictory . . . coexist within the confines of a single
page, all accommodated within the framework of a single tradition” (N. M.
Sarna).”” Ever since the Second Rabbinic Bible of 1524, no Rabbinic Bible has
ever contained a biblical book accompanied by only one commentary, and differ-
ent editions vie with each other to claim the largest number of commentaries on
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their title pages (e.g., 32, 50, and even 120 commentaries).’ As B. Barry Levy has
observed, this practice

is a forceful statement about the multi-dimensional approach to Scripture put
forth by the collective rabbinic tradition and the limitations inherent in approach-
ing the text through the eyes of a single commentator.>

The conviction that “these and those are the words of the living God” has thus
followed both the composition and the interpretation of Scripture throughout his-
tory.
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