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AR EMPIRICAL BASIS FOR THE DOCUMENTARY
HYPOTHESIS ~

"

JEFFREY_H.“TIGAY
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLV@I&}#HILADELPHM, PA 19174

1. The Search fé;; C @pamtive Models

N 1889 George Foot Moore cogfrofited the charge that the documentary
hypothesis had turned the Torah intq “a crazy patchwork,” unparalleled in
literature.r  The hypothesis had left itself open to such a charge because it was
and has remained what its name implies—a hypothesis. It relies on internal,
critical analysis of the received text rathef chan external, empirical data. Skeptics
such as those addressed by Mdore claithed that the process by which the hy-
pothesis supposed the Torah to have been composed had no couaterpart in the
literary reality of the ancient world.

In response, Moore called attention to Tatian’s Diatessaron, a harmony of
the four gospels produced around the year 170 in Syriac or Greek? The
Diatessaron wove the four gospels into a single running narrative, thus lead-
ing to its ancient designation as the “Composite Gospel.”® By comparing the
Diatessaron with its sources, the separate gospels, Moore was able to show in
it the entire repertoire of redactional techniques and signs of composition which
critics had found in the Torah, a demonstration which led one observer to
characterize the Torah as “the Diatessaron of the Old Testament.”* The Dia-
tessaron has since been cited frequently as an apt parallel to the composition of

- the Torah.5 Buc despite the elegance of Moore’s demonstration, the lateness of

the Dsatessaron left its applicability to the Torah. open to question. I. Engnell,

1*Tatian's Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Penwateuch,” JBL 9 (1890) 201-15

(reference courtesy of M. V. Fox of Jerusalem).

* A. Vodbus, “Diatessaron,” Encyclopaedia Britannica (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britan-

nica Corp., 1966), 7. 367-68.
* J. E. Carpenter and G. Harford-Battersby, The Hexateuch (2 vols.; London: Long-

" mans, Green, 1900), 1. 8.

¢Ibid., 11.
®Ibid., 8-11; S. Mowinckel, Prophecy and Tradition (Oslo: J. Dybwad, 1946) 20; A.

< Bentzen, Imtroduction to the Old Testament (2d ed.; Copenhagen: G. E. C. Gad, 1952),
~2.61; R. de Vaux, The Bible and the Ancient Near East (Garden City: Doubleday, 1971)

35.
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for example, dismissed the analogy® and criticized the literary-critical approach * w

to the Pentateuch as “a modern, anachronistic book view, . . . an interpretatio

europaeica moderna.”"  Such reasoning persists down to the present. Recentiy,
K A. Kitchen argued that ‘s

. . . the documentary theory . . . has . . . been elaborated . . . without . . . reference
to other Ancient Oriental literatures to find out whether they had been created in
this singular manner . . . Now, nowhere in the Ancient Orient is there anything which
is definitely known to parallel the elaborate history of fragmentary composition and
conflation of Hebrew literature (or marked by just such criteria) as the documentary
hypotheses would postulate.®

One is tempted to dismiss such an argument because of its reluctance to
contemplate the unique. Nevertheless, one’s confidence in the documentary
hypothesis would surely be increased by other, unimpeachable examples of the
assumed method of composition in the milieu which produced the Torah. Such
examples would enable the literary critic to base his work on something more
than hypotheses about ancient literary techniques. Concrete examples would
provide the critic with first-hand experience of compilers’ and redactors’ tech-
niques, lending to his observations a refinement they could never have so long
as they were based entirely on hypotheses devoid of external controls. Can
such examples be found?

Although the Diazessaron has been ruled out of court because of its lateness,
Moore’s method in analyzing it was exemplary. He was able to demonstrate its
licerary background empirically because he had its sources as well as its ﬁna'l
form before him. When earlier and later forms of the same literary composi-
tion are available, comparison of the two facilitates empirical literary history.
In the fields of cuneiform literature and early Arabic prose narratives, such proce-
dures are common® But they are not entirely absent in the study of ancient
Hebrew literature. Certain biblical texts are also preserved in duplicate, such as
doubly transmitted psalms and the revision of Samuel-Kings in 1-2 Chronicles.
K. Koch, in his The Growth of the Biblical Tradition,'® begins a section entitled
“The First Steps in an Investigation into the Background of a Text” with the
observation that “a study of material with a double transmission will provide the

® A Rigid Scrutiny (Nashville: Vanderbilt University, 1969) 11.

7Ibid., 53.

® Ancient Orient and Old Testament (Chicago: Inter-Varsity Press, 1966) 114-15.

®S. N. Kramer, “The Epic of Gilgames and Its Sumerian Sources,” JAOS 64 (1944)
7-23, 83; “The Death of Gilgamesh,” BASOR 94 (1944) 3 n. 3; G. E. Menden.hall,
“Biblical History in Transition,” The Bible and the Ancient Near East (ed. G. E. anhf;
2d ed.; Garden City: Doubleday, 1965) 31; W. W. Hallo, “New Viewpoints on Cunei-
form Literature,” IEJ 12 (1962) 13.26; K. A. Kitchen, Ancient Orient, .112-138;‘ G.
Widengren, “Oral Tradition and Written Literature among the Hebrews in the Light
of Arabic Evidence, with Special Regard to Prose Narratives,” AcOr 23 (1959) .201-62.

® (New York: Scribner, 1969) 51; cf. H. Gunkel, The Legends of Genesis (New
York: Schocken, 1964) 99-100.
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expetience necessary to deal with” other texts transmitted only singly. The re-
lationships between such doubly transmitted texts may serve as specimens of the
character of the transmission through which biblical books weat.1!

For this purpose we are not limited to texts preserved in the canonical
Hebrew Bible, but may also employ non-canonical texts and the non-Masoretic
biblical texts from Qumran and elsewhere. Much of this material comes from
(or shordy after) the time in which many of the biblical books attained their
present form, so that chronologically as well as geographically and culturally they
are free of the impediment attached to the Distessaron and many other non-
Israelite models.

2. Expansive, Synthesizing Biblical Manuscripts

The most important texts for our purposes are a group of expansive, synthe-
sizing MSS classified by P. Kahle and others as vulgar or popular,!? and by F. M.
Cross as Palestinian.'® These Mss, well attested in Qumran scrolls and best
exemplified in the Samaritan Pentateuch, are characterized by an expansion of
the basic text with variant readings or with material imported from related pas-

M. Smith, Palestinian Parties and Politics That Shaped the Old Testament (New
York: Columbia, 1971) 3-4; cf. J. E. Carpenter and G. Harford-Battersby, The Hexateuch,
1.11-13.

“P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuch-textes,” Theologische
Studien und Kritiken 88 (1915) 402-10; reprinted in his Opers minora (Leiden: Brill,
1956) 5-12; The Cairo Geniza (London: British Academy, 1947) 147-48; M. Gaster,
The Samaritans (London: British Academy, 1925) 123-28; G. Gerleman, Synoptic Studies
in the Old Testament (LUA, ns Avd. 1, 44/5; Lund: Gleerup, 1948) 3.8; S. Talmon,
“The Samaritan Pentateuch,” JJS 2 (1951) 144-50; M. Greenberg, “The Stabilization of
the Text of the Hebrew Bible, Reviewed in the Light of the Biblical Materials from
the Judean Desert,” JAOS 76 (1956) 157-67. For these designations note the reference
to “village people” in the “Aruk cited by Greenberg (p. 159), and to bedyétét in b.
Sankedrin 21b, cited by Talmon (JJS 2 {1951] 149-50). The designations are rejected
by F. M. Cross, followed by J. D. Purvis; see the next note.

®F. M. Cross, Jr., The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies (rev.
ed;; Garden City: Doubleday, 1961) 168-94; “The History of the Biblical Text in the
Light of the Discoveries of the Judaean Desert,” HTR 57 (1964) 298-99; “The Contribu-
tion of the Qumran Discoveries to the Study of the Biblical Text,” IEJ 16 (1966) 81-95.
See also J. D. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect
(Harvard Semitic Monographs, 2; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1968) 69-87; also
the very useful study of B. K. Waltke, “The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text of the
Old Testament,” New Perspectives on the Old Testamen: (ed. J. B. Payne; Waco, TX:
Word Books, 1970) 212-39 (reference courtesy of E. M. Curtis). Cross’s latest dis-
cussion is “The Evolution of a Theory of Local Texts,” 1972 Proceedings of 10SCS
Pseudepigrapha (Septuagint and Cognate Studies, 2; ed. R. A. Kraft; Missoula: Society of
Biblical Literature, 1972) 108-26. A brief demurrer to the geographic classification was
registered by P. W. Skehan, “Two Books on Qumran Studies,” CBQ 21 (1959) 77, with
8. 2; a comprehensive survey and a critique are presented by S. Talmon, “The Old

Testament Text,” Cambridge History of the Bible (eds. P. R. Ackroyd and C. F. Evans;
Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1970) 1. 159-99, esp. pp. 193-99.




332 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

sages elsewhere in S<:ript‘ure.14 Such “conflate” or “"double” readings, when they

involve single words and phrases, are well known in textual history.!® In princi- -

ple, the “scribal” preservation of double readings does not differ from the
“redactorial” practice of juxtaposing two variant accounts of the same theme of
event1®

In pentateuchal Mss a number of the expansions involve material from
Deuteronomy, since Deuteronomy contains variant accounts of several earlier
narratives. Because of its full preservation, the Samaritan Torah is the best
witness to such synthesizing, although the practice is not exclusively Samaritan;!?
it is already found in the proto-Samaritan MsS from Qumranl® These char-
acteristics are well known, but have not been brought to bear upon the docu-
mentary hypothesis.1®

*Cf. P. W. Skehan, “The Scrolls and the Old Testament Text,” New Directions in
Biblical Archaeology (eds. D. N. Freedman and J. C. Greenfield; Garden City: Double.
day, 1971) 99-112.

P, Petles, Analekten zur Textkritik des Alten Testaments (Munich: T. Ackermann,
1895) 82; Analekten . . . Neue Folge (Leipzig: G. Engel, 1922) 109-12; R. Gordis, The
Biblical Text in the Making (Philadelphia: Dropsie, 1937) 41-43; S. Talmon, “Double
Readings in the Masoretic Text,” Textus 1 (1960) 144-84; “Synonymous Readings in
the Textual Traditions of the Old Testament,” Studies in the Bible (Scripta Hierosolymi-
tana, 8; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1961) 335-83; J. G. Janzen, “Double Readings in the Text
of Jeremiah,” HTR 60 (1967) 433.47.

*Cf. I. L. Seeligmann, review of K. Elliger, Studien zum Habakuk-Kommentar vom
Toten Meer, in Kirjath-Sepher 30 (1954-55) 39, col. II. 1 first became aware of this
analogy from a lecture on resumptive repetition (see n. 28 below) delivered by S. Talmon
at Yale on 1 March 1971.

¥ P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen,” 7-12; Cairo Geniza, 144-48.

¥ P. W. Skehan, “The Scrolls,” 101-3. These manuscripts include 4QpaleoExod™ (P.
W. Skehan, “Exodus in the Samaritan Recension from Qumran,” JBL 74 [1955] 182-87);
4Q158, fr. 6 (J. M. Allegro (ed.), Qumran Cave 4: 1{4Q158-4Q186) Discoveties in the
Judaean Desert of Jordan, 5; [Oxford: Clarendon, 1968] 3). The latter is neither a para-
phrase nor a pesher but, as recognized by R. Weiss, a fragment of Exod 20:19ff. in the
recension underlying the Samaritan (review of Allegro, Qumrén Cave 4. I, Kirjath-Sepber
45 [1970] 61, col. 1). Weiss notes that frs. 10-12 are also biblical Mss with “‘Samaritan”
readings and that such readings are reflected in 1QapGen too. This type is also reflected
in 4Q175 (4QTestimonia; Qumrdn Cave 4: 1, 57-58; cf. J. M. Allegro, "Further Messianic
References in Qumran Literature,” JBL 75 [1956] 182-87). See P. W. Skehan, “The
Period of the Biblical Texts from Khirbet Qumran,” CBQ 19 (1957) 435. Cf. 4Q158
frs. 7-8. F. M. Cross informs me that the unpublished 4QExod* has all the plusses from
Deuteronomy that the Samaritan Exodus has, as well as affinities with the LXX (see the
fragment transliterated in his The Ancient Library of Qumran, 184-85 n. 31). On
4QNum", see ibid., 186. '

* That a “pleonasm” similar to the Samaritan’s may underlie parts of the MT has been
alluded to before: E. Konig, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” Dictionary of the Bsble (ed. ].
Hastings; Edinburgh: Clark, 1898-1904), extra vol.,, 70b; P. W. Skehan, “The Scrolls,”
103. Regarding the text of Jeremiah, see F. M. Cross, “The Contribution of the Qumran
Discoveries,” 82; E. Tov, “L'incidence de la critique textuelle sur la critique littéraire dans
le livee de Jérémie,” RB 79 (1972) 189-99; Hebrew original in Beth Mskra 50/3 (1972)
279-87. That inferences have not been drawn from these synthetic techniques for the
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In 2 number of pericopes the Samaritan Pentateuch presents a conflate text.
This conflate character of the text is secondary in comparison with the brevity of
the MT.2° Apart from the question of precise recensional relationships?* the
“conservative, often pristine”? MT reflects a stage antetior to the expansion
which produced the Samaritan text. Therefore, by a comparison of the MT and
the Samaritan texts of these pericopes we can disentangle the component parts
of the latter and view the methods by which they were combined, just as Moore
did with the Diatessaron and the gospels. In following this procedure below I
shall, for convenience, tefer, somewhat anachronistically, to the ptrior stage re-
flected in the MT as “Masoretic.”

An example which shows the harmonistic purpose of conflation is found in
Exodus 18 of the Samaritan Pentateuch and the proto-Samaritan Exodus Ms from
Qumran?®® (see chart I).

Chart 1

-

Samaritan Exod 18:21-27. Small Hebrew type is used for material from
the “"Masoretic” Exodus; large Hebrew type for material from the “Masoretic”
Deuteronomy; underlined type is redactional material. The margins list only
those variants from the MT Exodus and Deuteronomy which seem significant
for the present study. The sign > denotes an omission.

Desut 1 (MT) Samaritan Exodus Exod 18 (MT)
oyn 5213 95 minn nney Exod 18:21
RN YR DIROR YR S 1w
DIESR 1w OO PBws PR Tasw
SINEY Y DIWDR Y NIND Y
52 nym ny 903 pyn Dk e ®
531 3158 11093 S1Tan 930
T05p1 Spimy DR IBbEY (BPR N3N
TN N30 DK KT SRR IRy
D Y N2y DRGSR T aren
Dr5ea ®y2 yypn 5k i opn 5o
55wy 13nn H1p5 Nk pown®
NP2 DOWOR TBRI-* 0N Ow IRY-* Deut 1:9 WK wn

documentary hypothesis is probably due to preoccupation with the Samaritan and Qumran
biblical MsS as aids in textual criticism, which is generally kept separate from literary
criticism; see the opening paragraph of B. J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Ver-
sions (Cardiff: University of Wales, 1951) 1. Contrast the remarks of E. Tov, and
the earlier, somewhat different, study of A. T. Olmstead, “Source Study and the Biblical
Text,” AJSL 30 (1913) 1-35. Cf. n. 16. )

® See F. M. Cross, “The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries,” 86; and S. Talmon,
“The Old Testament Text,” 194-96. '

# Note the remark of P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen,” 7 par. 3: the Urtext presupposed
by the Samaritan is not to be confused with the Jewish textus receptus.

2 F. M. Cross, "“The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries,” 86.

®P. W. Skehan, "Qumran and the Present State of Old Testament Text Studies: The
Masoretic Text,” JBL 78 (1959) 21.25, esp. p- 22, on col. 26.
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Chart I (Continued)

S* S MBRINVIT NRY YR 038 90N RY *-DYn
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3 o8

The “Masoretic” text of this chapter has Moses institute Israel’s judicial
administration at Jethro’s suggestion, which is addressed to Moses (Exod 18:19-
24.) Deuteronomy, however, speaks only of Moses’ initiative, addressed to the
people (Deut 1:9-18). The Samaritan Exodus resolves this situation by arrang-
ing the conflicting details in sequence. First come Jethro’s advice and Moses'
compliance, from Exodus; then, from Deuteronomy, Moses broaches the idea to
the people, the people approve, and Moses appoints the chiefs and charges
them. All of this is absent from the MT of Exodus save the appointment, which
comes about halfway through the deuteronomic insert; rather than interrupt the
insert momentarily for the sake of a variant which offers nothing substantially
different from the description in Deuteronomy, the Samaritan text preserves
the version of Deuteronomy and drops that of Exodus. The hand of the redactor
is visible in the change from the first and second person, which befits the insert's
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home in Deuteronomy, to the third person where necessary, as suits the narra-
tive context of its new home in the Samaritan Exodus, and in the dropping of
baér hahi®> of Deuteronomy, which fits Deuteronomy’s retrospective stance but
not that of Exodus.

This illustration of the redactor’s procedure supports the following char-
acterization by M. Greenberg of the (Masoretic) pentateuchal redactor’s opera-
tion:

. . . intent on forging a continuous narrative. He therefore incorporated significant,
complementary variants side by side, artempting to elaborate a single, reasonably
effective narrative out of them. At times we suspect he may have regarded the
result as a restoration of the true complexity of the event—a complexity dissolved
into its elements among the various traditions he received.®

The best-known composite pericope in the Samaritan Torah is the theophany
at Mt. Sinai in Exodus 20 (see chart II below). In the Samaritan Pentateuch
and in the proto-Samaritan biblical fragments and reflexes from Qumran, the
variant account of Deuteronomy 5, supplemented by Deutetonomy 18, is fully
spliced into the Exodus version.?® The Qumran attestations show that the ex-
pansion is not an exclusively Samaritan feature. Only the law of the altar on
Mt. Gerizim, imported from Deuteronomy 11 and 27, which the Samaritan
Pentateuch treats as the tenth commandment, is absent from the Qumran texts
and appears to be an exclusively Samaritan item?® (see chart III below).

Just as we suppose with texts built up from J, E, and P, one finds the Samari-
tan Exodus flitting back and forth berween the "Masoretic” Exodus and Deu-
teronomy, adding or dropping a phrase or detail here and there, in an attempt to
reconcile the conflicting accounts.

Immediately after the “Masoretic” Decalogue?” the Samaritan text adds its
own tenth commandment (see chart IIT below), to which we shall return. Fol-

¥ Understanding Exodus (New York: Behrman House, 1969) 196; cf. Gesenius,
quoted by B. K. Waltke, “The Samaritan Pentateuch,” 221-22.

*8See n. 18 above. Cf. P. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, 144-45; M. Gaster, The Samaritans,
128.

®P. W. Skeban (“Qumran and the Present State,” 22-23) shows that the Samaritan
tenth commandment could not have been present in 4QpaleoExod™; the same is true of
4Q158 frs. 7-8.

¥ While the Samaritan text does not combine both motives for the Sabbath (creation
and exodus) in either version of the Decalogue, the Codex Vaticanus of the LXX in
Deuteronomy and 4QDeut® (previously called 4QDeut™) do (P. W. Skehan, “The
Scrolls,” 102). See A. Rahlfs, Sepruaginta (7th ed.; 2 vols.; Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische
Bibelanstalt, 1962), 1. 295 last note; Scrolls from the Wilderness of the Dead Sea (Wash-
ington: Smithsonian Institution; Cambridge, MA: American Schools of Oriental Research,
1965) pl. 19 (see also pp. 31-32; H. Stegemann, “"Weitere Stiicke von 4Qp Psalm 37,
von 4Q Patriarchal Blessings und Hinweis auf eine unedierte Handschrift aus Hohle 4Q
mit Exzerpten aus dem Deuteronomium,” RQ 6 [1967-69] 217-27). The Samaritan
expansion of Exodus 20 begins by adding from Deut 5:21 the neighbor’s field to the list of
items not to be coveted (see chart III; so too the LXX and some Hebrew Mss).
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lowing this, the Samaritan text returns to where it left off in the * Ma.soreur_
Exodus (see chart IT).

Chart 11

Samaritan Exod 20:18-26. Use of Hebrew type as in chart I. The boxed
section is from Deuteronomy 18. The sigla 4+ and > denote respectively ag
addition and an omission.

Deut 5 (MT) Samaritan Exodus Exod 20 (MT)
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Chart I1 (Continued)
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The description of the people’s fright at the theophany in the “"Masoretic”
Exodus is slightly reworded to avoid the awkward “seeing” of the sounds and
perhaps to avoid separating the sounds of the fépar from the other sounds. Then
the text shifts to Deuteronomy’s version of the people’s plea to Moses, after
which it places the shorter Exodus version of the same as its conclusion. The
“Masoretic” Exodus is followed through Moses’ response to the people, his ap-
proach to God, and the introduction to God’s speech (Exod 20:22a;). But be-
fore the version of God’s speech in Exodus (vss. 22a,-26, concerning the altar,
etc.), the text shifts to the very different divine speech of Deuteronomy 5, into
which is inserted the promise of a future prophet from Deuteronomy 18, which
promise vs. 17 implies was indeed first voiced on this occasion. After this inter-
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polation the divine speech of Deuteronomy 5 is concluded from the point of

interruption, and the text then returns to where it left off in Exodus 20. The -

introduction to the divine speech in Exodus (20:22a;) is repeated (resumptive
repetition®), and the speech itself now appears as the conclusion of a long dis.
course. Some of the verses in the Samaritan text are composed of parts of verses
from the separate sources: part of the “Masoretic” Exod 20:19 is joined with
part of Deut 5:24; Deut 5:27 is concluded with part of Exod 20:19; part of
Exod 20:22 is joined with part of Deut 5:28 (see chart II); the same is true of
the Samaritan’s tenth commandment (see chart III), which combines part of
Deut 11:29 with parts of Deut 27:2, 3, and 4. In sum, as fine an example g5
one could wish of scissors-and-paste composition, a “patchwork.”

But the patchwork is not “crazy.” The main task of the redactor in the
Jethro and theophany pericopes was to reconcile dissimilar accounts of the same
events. By interweaving their details in sequence, he facilitated their harmonious
coexistence. He accommodated their differing details by making them refer o
different moments of those events. He has also drawn in .material {Deut
18:18-22) from outside the parallel accounts, material which purported to be-
long to the theophany pericope.

As instructive as ate his inclusions from Deuteronomy, so are the redactor's
omissions, which are minimal and insubstantial. His aim of reconciliation ex-
tended to almost every significant detail of his parallel sources. In the Jethro
pericope he brought in everything that Deuteronomy had to offer save the
phrase “at that time,” which would have been inapproptiate in Exodus; he pre-
served everything from the “Masoretic” Exodus but a verse covered by the
deuteronomic insert. In the Sinai pericope he was apparently interested in
expanding only the dialogue and did not set about expanding the mise en scéne
in Exodus 19 with derails from Deuteronomy 4 and 5. Once he began to splice
in material from Deuteronomy, he preserved almost everything significant.
What he dropped from one source was either covered in the parallel source, un-
necessary, or out of place in the theophany pericope. A good example is Deut
5:22. The first half of this verse reads: “The Lord spoke those words — those

*® In other words, a composite of Deut 5:28-29 4 18:18-22 + 5:30-31 is interpolated
into Exod 20:22-26; following the interpolation, Exodus resumes by first repeating the
last sentence before the interpolation. The repetition is clearly the interpolator’s creation,
for the MT (which reads wayyG>mer for the Samaritan’s wayy’dabbér) has the sentence
only once. For the redactorial technique of resumptive repetition (or Wiederaufnabme),
see most recently S. Talmon and M. Fishbane, “Aspects of the Literary Structure of the
Book of Ezekiel,” Tarbiz 42 (1972-73) 35-38 (with an English summary). For an
apparent Akkadian example, see R. Frankena, “The Vassal Treaties of Esarhaddon and the
Dating of Deuteronomy,” OTS 14 (1965) 128, 132-33; for this technique as a literary
device, cf. the resumptions after digressions in A. Erman, The Literature of the Ancient
Egyptians (London: Methuen, 1927) 32, 33; cf. p. 29; and Homer, O4. 19.393-466.
See also the looser recapitulations noted by J. Licht in 1QS (“An Analysis of the Treatise
of the Two Spirits in DSD,” Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls [Scripta Hierosolymitana, 4;

Jerusalem: Magnes, 1958] 92-95).

-
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and no more—to your whole congregation at the mountain, with a mighty
voice out of the fire and dense clouds.” Since the redactor preserved Exod 20:18,
which includes most of this information, the deuteronomic version could be
dispensed with. The second part of Deut 5:22 reads: “He inscribed them on
two tablets of stone, which he gave to me” Since this refers to a later event
(see Exod 24:12, 18; 32:15-16; Deut 9:9-10), it is out of place in the theophany
pericope. This is typical of the redactor’s omissions: what he drops is either sub-
stantially covered in the parallel material which he preserves, or easily disposed
of on other grounds. This procedure agrees with a tendency which has been
observed in the redaction of the Pentateuch. Building on an observation of
W. F. Albright, M. Greenberg concludes: “What has not been preserved of a
given source may the more confidently be supposed to have differed from our
text only insubstantially.”?® In the cases that we have examined, this observa-
tion is borne out.30

The aim of reconciliation was not fully compatible with the aim of maximal
preservation. That the aim of maximal preservation was uppermost is shown
by the fact that the preservation extended even to conflicting details. The re-
sult is a text which displays just such internal discrepancies as are at the core of
the documentary hypothesis. In the Jethro pericope, for example, Jethro advises
Moses to choose men “from among all the people” (from Exod 18:21); but in
complying, Moses chooses “the tribal leaders” (from Deut 1:15). Jethro
recommends “capable men who fear God, trustworthy men who spurn ill-gotten
gain” (from Exod 18:21), but Moses chooses “wise, discerning and experienced
men” (from Deut 1:13, 15).31 Jethro speaks only of “chiefs of thousands,
hundreds, fifties, and tens” (from Exod 18:21), but Moses appoints these plus
for'rim (from Deut 1:15). The differing vocabulary of the sources is manifest
in the alternation between Jethro’s remark, “they shall bring” (y*5#°4n) difficult

® “The Thematic Unity of Exodus 1I[-X1,” Powrth World Congress of Jewish Studies
(Jerusalem: Wotld Union of Jewish Srudies, 1967), 1. 154; “The Redaction of the
Plague Narrative in Exodus,” Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William Foxwell Albright
(ed. H. Goedicke; Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University, 1971) 243, Greenberg
cites Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity, 1940) 46 (2d ed.; Garden City: Doubleday, 1957) 80.

® The nature of the evidence is such that we can test this supposition only where the
Samaritan and/or proto-Samaritan redactor chose to combine parallel material (for lists
of such passages, see the literature cited by J. D. Purvis, Samaritan Pentateuch, 70-71 n.
114; G. B. Gray, Numbers [ICC; Edinburgh: Clark, 1903] x!). In most cases they have
left such material in its separate locations (as in the MT), a method which preserves the
variants equally well but in a manner from which we lIcarn nothing about the redactors’
combining techniques.

* On the differer.ces, see M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Desuteronomic School
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1972) 244-45. Y*duSim is to be taken as a paul active participle;
see GKC § 50f; D. Hoffmann, Séper D°barim (2 vols; Tel Aviv: Nezach, 1959), 1.
31; E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the lsaiah Scroll
([Hebrew] Jerusalem: Magnes, 1959) 268; H. Yalon, Pirgé Laién (Jerusalem: Mosad
Bialik, 1971) 323.24,
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cases (from Exod 18:22, MT yabi*4), Moses’ saying, “you shall bring ness
(taqribin, from Deut 1:17), and the summary, “they would bring” ™
from Exod 18:26). Harmonistic exegesis might regard such a variation as ap
attempt to avoid monotony; the redactor may have told himself the same. By
having seen his sources, we know that the variation stems from differences jn
the sources.

The conflate accounts of the Jethro and theophany episodes are, as mentioned,
already present in the proto-Samaritan Exodus Mss from Qumran. There i
nothing sectarian about these accounts or the redactional techniques by which
they were composed.®? Only the Samaritan tenth commandment and certain
related tendentious features are exclusively Samaritan characteristics. That
commandment has been shown by Skehan to have been absent in the Qumran
Ms, since there is insufficient space for it.3® In other words, the Samariran
tenth commandment represents a tendentious supplement beyond the stage of
redaction represented in the proto-Samaritan recension from Qumran,

The techniques employed in creating this supplement are mostly similar ¢
those described above and will not be reviewed here (see chart III).

One aspect deserves special mention. Even this tendentious supplement is
composed in almost every detail, save the presumed change from Ebal 1o
Gerizim,® of elements already present in the “Masoretic” Torah, and thus ad-
mittedly divine. Even the interpolation of this commandment at the end of
the Decalogue is not without logic, for this law about an altar of uncut stone is
thereby brought into the same context as Exodus’ law which includes an alear

Char: 11

The Samaritan ninth and tenth commandments (Exod 20:17 and following).

Use of Hebrew type and sigla as above. The boxed section is from Deuteronomy.

27.

Samaritan Exodus Deut 27 (MT)
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Deut 11 (MT)

# See n. 17 above.

* See n. 26 above.

* There is no need to go into this ancient debate here (see Josephus, Ans. 1334
§ 74-79). The Jewish claim that the text originally read “Mt. Ebal” has wide support
(e.g., see P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen,” 7; Y. Kaufmann, Sépgr Y°héi4*¢ [Jerusalem:
Kirjath Sepher, 1963] 130), but it is not unanimous (see, e.g., R. H. Pfeiffer, Introduc-
tion to the Old Testament [New York: Harper, 1948] 101-2; O. Eissfeldt, The Old Tests-
ment: An Introduction [New York: Harper & Row, 1965) 216 n. 9; but cf. p. 695).
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Chars Il (Continued)
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of uncut stone (Exod 20:25). That the interpolation’s demand for a stone
altar conflicts with Exodus’ preference for an earthen altar (vs. 24), where
uncut stone is only a concession (vs. 22a,), is a price that the Samaritan in-
terpolator was willing to pay, since he was determined to endow his religion’s
central dogma with Sinaitic Decalogue-authority.® In order to accommodate
both this interpolation and his dogma, it was necessary to emend vs. 24b. The
“Masoretic” phrase, “in every place where I cause my name to be mentioned,”
which contemplates several places as yer unnamed, becomes in the Samaritan
text, “In the place where I have caused my name to be mentioned [z4rty, a
hybrid form], there I will come and bless you.” It refers to the just-named site
of Gerizim (and not the as yet unnamed Jerusalem). Ironically, the allusion
to Gerizim thus created remains attached to the injunction to build an earthen
altar!  What is noteworthy about the interpolator’s technique is that actual
changes in substance are remarkably few. On the whole, he accomplished his
tendentious purpose with material already present somewhere in his sources.

3. Conclusion

We are thus able to document three stages in the evolution of the Jethro
and theophany pericopes: (1) A stage, represented by the Masoretic Torah, in
which the Exodus and Deuteronomy versions were separate; (2) a stage, repre-
sented by the proto-Samariran Qumran MsSS, which combined the two versions;

®Cf. M. Greenberg, “Decalogue,” Encyclopaedia judaica (Jerusalem: Macmillan,
1972), 5. 1438.
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and (3) a stage, represented by the Samaritan Toral?, :11 Wl'?hCh ;h;zo (;o;ﬂate oar.
rative has been tendentiously interpolated and revised. OZ oo ::ge' in
particular, answers the query which prompted thx§ palpe:;i v o uzée_ ere ﬁ
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The proto-Samaritan redactor encountered variant accquntsfsca ed ocu:w.d)
Torah in already fixed places. He could combine a vana:;t ro:;o ¢ locus :he
its counterpart elsewhere in the Torah, but could no'ta.1 Zx;ed t;) o foom the
former locus to avoid redundancy. Asa IeSl'llt, material a 5 Exodus fom
Deuteronomy was simultaneously preserved in Deuterong:x. o I:edacmr h
that his sources were continuous documents, the}\ proto- farm ) redane t}g
pears as an interpolator who supplemented cpe basic text fro D saother mche
than give equal play to both sources or create 2 totally newIac.c e The com-
piler of the Pentateuch is credited with greater freedom. dt dxls ot in hese re
that the redaction of the proto-Samaritan Torah and the pod fon 0
zﬁza Iientateuch are analogous, but in the very fact of combining anﬁndm th:t
techniques and purposes of combining® In the latter resilze;:rt; ;vl;ekh d b
the documentary hypothesis presumes a mgthod of comp:m in Tich s em
irically attested in ancient Israel, from a time close to that h most of
; biblical books attained their present form. The evidence here revi
t?ietutles 1a type of documentary composition unfolding before our very eyes.
s

% See 0. 30 above.

WA’ OMAR (ZECH 3:5) AND THE GENRE OF
ZECHARIAH'S FOURTH VISION

N. L. A. TIDWELL
UNIVERSITY OF THE WITWATERSRAND, JOHANNESBURG, SOUTH AFRICA

HE fifth verse of the third chapter of Zechariah! preseats three minor
textual questions: (1) The first person, wa’omar (“and I said”), at the
beginning of the verse, without which the “narrative of the vision is self-con-
tained.”> (2) The obvious need to insert, but without support from the
versions, #°hérim (“clean”) after bgadim (“garments”) (cf. BH®). (3) The
awkwardness of the last three words of the verse in their present form and
position, #mal*ak Y abweb 6méd, “and the angel of the Lord was standing by.”
Clearly, the issue in (2) is of little consequence, and (3) is not by any
means impossible, as it stands,? but ( 1) is a disruptive element in an otherwise
straightforward narrative and invites further investigation. It is not without
parallels elsewhere in the OT, e.g, Isa 6:8 and 40:6 (LXX and 1QIsa*), but
these are not normally thought to shed any light on Zech 3:5. A fresh investi-
gation of this question indicates that such an opinion requires radical revision.
Text-critically, the unexpected use of the first person at the beginning of
Zech 3:5 does not present a complex problem. The LXX omits wa>6mar, con-
tinuing the narrative and the sequence of plural imperatives with w*fim4, and
the deletion of this word is recommended by BH® and adopted by D. W.
Thomas,* while the Vg and PeX, with a third-person reading, represent most likely
“an accommodation to the expected sense.”® The MT is favored by the majority
of commentators, and the sudden change of person is explained as an impulsive
intervention of the prophet at the point of climax in the vision, when he could

*RSV: “And I said, Let them put @ clean turban on his head. So they put a clean
turban on his head and clothed him with garments; and the angel of the Lord was stand-
ing by.”

*P. R. Ackroyd, “Zechariah,” PCB, 566b.

®*The case for reraining the MT is ably presented by H. G. Mitchell, Haggai and
Zecharia (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark, 1912) 153,

¢ “Zechariah,” Interpreter’s Bible (New York: Abingdon, 1956), 6. 1069. R. H.
Kennett (“Zechariah,” 4 Commentary on the Bible [ed. A. S. Peake; London: Jack, 1923])
also follows LXX from vs. 4.

*J. G. Baldwin, Haggai, Zechatriab, Malachi (Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries;
London: Tyndale, 1972) 114. K. Elliger (Das Buch der zwilf bleinen Propheten [ATD;
Gértingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1950] 2. 112) adopts the third-person reading.
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