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PREFACE

The idea of a Cambridge History of the Bible originated within the
University Press and was considered, approved and benevolently
assisted through its early stages by a committee consisting of Professors
M. D. Knowles and Norman Sykes. The two volumes of the original
plan—The West from the Reformation to the Present Day and The West
from the Fathers to the Reformation—have now appeared (1963 and
1969). This volume represents the logical extension back into the
beginnings of the biblical literature and sets out to trace the essential
features of the process by which the Bible as we know it came into
being, and how it came to be canonised and interpreted under Judaism
and in the early years of the Christian Church.

Like its predecessors, this volume is selective in its treatment of the
subject. Since the chronologically subsequent volume, From the Fathers
to the Reformation, was originally conceived apart from any considera-
tion of a volume which should lead up to it, it was planned to take in
matters which properly belong in the present volume and which could
not be omitted from it. Thus the overlap between the two volumes
could not be confined to the point where the one ends and the other
begins (Jerome). The exegesis of the Fathers, which was covered in a
single chapter in the other volume, has necessarily been here examined
in greater detail, while such subjects as the textual criticism of the New
Testament and the texts and versions of the Old Testament have been
treated afresh.

It has seemed proper here to begin from the languages and scripts
used for the actual writing of the biblical books, and to set the biblical
literature in the context of ancient literary activity and book-production.
No complete account could be given in such a work as this of the
processes of formation of all the biblical books, still less of the mass of
literature associated with the Old and New Testaments in the narrower
sense, of the writings of the Old Testament Apocrypha and of the various
works sometimes designated as its Pseudepigrapha (now greatly to be
extended in view of the Qumrin discoveries), and of the writings

X
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Preface

associated in some degree with the New Testament. For such matters
as these, reference must be made to the literature listed in the biblio-
graphies.

In surveying the place of the Bible in the early Church, the method
adopted has been to select a number of outstanding figures and to allow
the consideration of exegetical method and of the understanding of
biblical authority to centre upon them. This will, we hope, sufficiently
indicate the range and variety of early Christian thought on these
important questions, and again, the bibliographies point to the context
in which these figures are to be understood.

Just as the endeavour has been made to make this volume complete
in itself, so too the separate sections are so designed that they can be
read independently. At certain points this involves a small amount of
overlap between sections, but it has seemed best to allow this degree
of freedom to the contributors and also to let it be seen that the
evidence may be differently appraised by different scholars. In such an
area of study as this, no uniformity of approach or of interpretation
can be completely adequate to the complexity of the issues involved.

The editors are deeply indebted to the contributors who have co-
operated with such generosity of their time and forbearance in accepting
suggestions during the process of the book’s formation. In fairness to
them it must be added that, since the production of a composite work of
thiskind inevitably takes time, there is an interval between the submission
of contributions and their appearance; at some few points it has been
possible to insert references to the most recent literature, but this could
not be done as extensively as the editors would have wished.

PREFACE TO THE PAPERBACK EDITION

The publication of a paperback edition of this volume has provided an
opportunity to list some few corrections and updatings, in particular to
some sections of the Bibliography. No alterations could be made to the
text. The editors are grateful to the contributors for their help and to
reviewers who have drawn attention to some few inaccuracies in the
original printing.
1975 P.R.A.
C.F.E.
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CHAPTER I

LANGUAGE AND SCRIPT

1. THE BIBLICAL LANGUAGES

With the exception of several chapters of Daniel and Ezra,! which are
written in Aramaic, the language of the Old Testament is Hebrew.
The Creation story (cf. Gen. 2: 19 f.) and the story of the tower of
Babel (Gen. 11) imply that Hebrew was the original language of man-
kind. When we turn from folk legend to linguistic origins, however,
Hebrew does not appear to have been the original language of the
Hebrews themselves, but the language of the inhabitants of Canaan
who were conquered and partly displaced by Joshua; it is more
accurately described once in the Old Testament (Isa. 19: 18) as ‘the
language of Canaan’ (it is usually referred to by the Old Testament
writers as ‘Jewish’, e.g. Isa. 36: 11; 2 Chron. 32: 18). The more
primitive nomad desert tribes from across the Jordan appear to have
been gradually assimilated to the culture and civilisation of the con-
quered Canaanites and to have adopted their speech as well as much
in their culture, if not their manner of life; we do not know the precise
nature of the original language of the Hebrew invaders, but it was
probably a tribal dialect of the Old Aramaic, with possibly close
affinities with the speech of Canaan? (cf. Deut. 26: § RSV). The name
‘Hebrew’ to describe the language of the Old Testament is derived
from the ancient name of the Israelites ‘7briyyim, explained in the Old
Testament as a patronymic (Gen. 10: 21). The name, in the form
Habiru, is now known from Mari (second millennium B.c.) and many
other second-millennium cuneiform sources. Various modern etymo-
logies explain the word as ‘the dwellers beyond the River’, i.e. either
the Jordan or (more probably) the Euphrates. (Abraham was born
‘beyond the River’ in this latter sense.) Other explanations are that it
was a term applied to freebooters and mercenaries in Palestine and its
neighbourhood (e.g. in the Tell-el-Amarna letters, 1400 B.C.); another

! Dan. 2: 47, 28; Ezra 4: 8—6: 18; 7: 12-26.
2 See further, below, p. 5.
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From the Beginnings to Jerome

proposal is that the word means ‘those who pass over boundaries’, i.e.
nomads, and was a social classification.! The early nomadic tribes of the
Patriarchs may have been so named for their customs and manner of
life. (The name Israel came to be applied, after the conquests of Joshua,
to the invading nomad tribes, not necessarily all Habiru, forged into
a nation by the conquest and settlement in Canaan.) The application of
the name to the Hebrew language appears first in the Greek adverb
‘EBpaioi, ‘in (the) Hebrew language’, in the prologue to ben Sira; it is
also found in the New Testament, e.g. Rev. 9: 11, in Josephus and, less
frequently, in the Talmud (the rabbis prefer the description ‘the holy
tongue’).

Other Near Eastern languages are sporadically represented by a few
isolated words and glosses in the Old Testament. There are, for
instance, some Persian words in Daniel and Esther, and a few Greek
words in Daniel. Gen. 41: 43, 45 gives the Egyptian form of Joseph’s
name and an Egyptian exclamation ’abrék, EVV ‘Bow the knee!’
(perhaps simply ¢ Attention’). At Gen. 31: 47 Laban uses the Aramaic
expression y*gar sah®diita, Jacob its Hebrew equivalent ga/‘éd, ‘heap of
witness’. Jer. 10: 11 was possibly written in Aramaic as an injunction
to be delivered to other nations.

Hebrew and Aramaic are two of the main representatives of the
Semitic family of languages, named after Shem, the reputed ancestor of
the Semitic peoples (Gen. 1o: 21 f1.).2 These languages were once
spoken in an area extending roughly from the Mediterranean to the
other side of the Euphrates and Tigris, and from the mountains of
Armenia to the horn of Africa. More precisely, the ancient habitat of
the Semitic languages may be defined as Mesopotamia, Syria—Palestine,
Arabia and Ethiopia. The living descendants of this ancient Semitic
family are still to be found in this same extensive area; they are Hebrew
in Israel (a modern revival of the classical language and its descendant,
namely rabbinical, particularly Mishnaic, Hebrew), Syriac, Arabic—
the most widely spoken modern Semitic language—and Ethiopic. The
different branches of the ancient Semitic family are usually distin-

* This suggestion comes to me from Dr John C. L. Gibson of the University of
Edinburgh. But cf. also F. F. Bruce in Archaeology and Old Testament Study, ed.
D. W, Thomas (Oxford, 1967), p. 15.

2 For a fuller account of these languages consult S. Moscati, An Introduction to the

Comparative Grammar of the Semitic Languages, Porta Linguarum Orientalium (Wies-
baden, 1964).
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Language and Script
guished by the geographical areas where they mainly flourished, though

this is in some respects less important than genealogical relationships
or linguistic ‘next of kin’, which may or may not belong to the same
area. The main branches are nowadays defined as North-East Semitic
(Mesopotamia), North-West Semitic (Syria—Palestine) and South-West
Semitic (Arabia and Ethiopia).! The North-East branch is represented
by Akkadian, which replaced the non-Semitic Sumerian in the second
millennium B.c., Babylonian, the dialect of the southern part of the
region, and Assyrian, the dialect of the northern part. Some scholars
have concluded that an even eatlier Semitic language, to which they
have given the name Old-Amorite, existed in this linguistic area in the
second half of the third millennium B.c. North-West Semitic embraces
Canaanite and Aramaic. Canaanite, which includes Hebrew, Phoenician
and Punic, and Moabite, represents the non-Aramaic linguistic pheno-
mena of the Syro-Palestinian area, from the second millennium s.c.
onwards. Ugaritic, the language of the Ras Shamra texts (fourteenth,
thirteenth centuries B.c.), is variously placed in the North-West or
North-East branch. Aramaic represents a widespread linguistic group
going back to the beginning of the first millennium B.c.2 Arabic and
Ge‘ez or Ethiopic belong to the South-West Semitic group, the latter
being a descendant of the old southern Arabic known from inscrip-
tions. It used to be claimed that Arabic was one of the ‘purest’ of
Semitic languages, i.e. the least contaminated by foreign influences and,
therefore, the closest to the earliest form of Semitic speech. The latter
r6le, however, nowadays would probably be accorded to Akkadian.3
Ancient Ethiopic first appears in epigraphic materials of the first
Christian centuries and in the Aksum inscriptions of the fourth century
A.D. It is the language of an extensive Ethiopian Christian literature.
The modern Semitic languages of Ethiopia are represented by Tigriiia,
Tigre, Amharic, Harari and Gurage.

On the whole, these broad geographical divisions correspond toler-
ably well (with some exceptions) with the distribution of gross
linguistic features. East Semitic exhibits quite independent character-
istics from West Semitic and these become more marked in the course

1 See Moscati, Introduction to the Comparative Grammar, esp. p. 4.

2 See further, below, p. 5.

3 ‘Purity’ of Arabic can also refer to the classical Qur’anic type of language; the

language of the Qur’an is an artificial and scholastic one, based on one of the oldest
dialects, presumably that of Mecca,

3
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From the Beginnings to Jerome

of time; differentiation, however, is not so clearly evident in the archaic
phases. Current opinion regards, for instance, the second-millennium
languages, Amorite, Ugaritic and Tell-el-Amarna ‘Canaanite’ as
largely an undifferentiated collection of dialects; some scholars even
refuse to recognise a division between ‘Canaanite’ and Aramaic till
the first millennium.? The relationship between the members of this
widely diffused family, each with its own distinctive features, the result
of factors such as isolation, foreign influences, culture ‘drift’, etc., is
much the same as that within the Germanic group of languages, Ger-
man, Norse, Danish, Swedish, etc., or the Slavonic group, Lithuanian,
Russian, Polish, Serbian, etc.

Classical Hebrew, by definition, is the language of the Old Testa-
ment scriptures, This is a comparatively narrow range of literature,
dealing with a restricted area of topics, so that many other fields are
totally neglected. The result is that Hebrew lexicography to a large
extent reflects the interests of the redactors of the classical literature
rather than the full range of the literary language, much less the spoken
language of the classical period. The situation has to some extent been
remedied by modern discoveries. Evidence for the proto-Hebrew of
the Canaanites has been supplied by place-names and the Canaanite
glosses on the Tell-el-Amarna letters (fifteenth to fourteenth centuries
B.C.). (These glosses are composed in a form of Akkadian but contain
many ‘Canaanite’ expressions.) The Ras Shamra epics (fourteenth to
thirteenth centuries B.c.), written in Ugaritic, are particularly important
no less for their literary style and poetic structure than for their
language. The Lachish letters of the sixth century B.c., inscriptions,
like the Gezer Calendar, the Siloam inscriptions, etc., have all added
substantially to our knowledge of the ancient Hebrew language. This
has also been extended forwards, so to speak, as well as backwards, by
the extensive Hebrew discoveries known as the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Rabbinical and Mishnaic Hebrew build on the classical language and
prepare the way for modern spoken Hebrew.

Structurally, Hebrew and Aramaic are relatively simple and uncom-
plicated languages—in word-stems, word-formation, syntax and
grammar. Semitic word-stems are generally triliteral, i.e. they consist
of three consonants only, though many of these were originally bi-
consonantal stems, the third letter having been added later as a ‘modi-

1 See further, below, p. s.
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fier’: e.g. out of the biliteral root 4 m, two triliteral roots are formed,
nhm and r km, each representing different aspects of the basic idea
of ‘compassion’. There are very few words with four consonants, and
compounds and polysyllabic words are virtually unknown in Semitic
languages, except where borrowed from other languages. Differences
of meaning are in the main conveyed by ringing certain changes in the
consonantal stem, by gemination or the doubling of a letter, by the
use of preformatives, etc.; or again, semantic differences are conveyed
in pronunciation by the vocalisation of the consonantal stem. Origin-
ally in Hebrew the vowels were not represented in writing: later
certain weak consonants, e.g. 4, y, were used to represent vowels, and
a complicated system of vowel points was introduced, placed in some
cases above but usually below the consonants. Syntax and grammar are
fundamentally of a simple character; parataxis predominates over hypo-
taxis in the structure of the sentence. The verb and its modifications,
especially in its so-called ‘tense’ forms, plays a very important réle.
The ‘tenses’, Perfect, Imperfect, express kinds or modes of actions,
especially as incomplete and continuous (Imperfect) or as finished and
complete or as describing a state or condition (Perfect). In the noun,
where semantic differences are also conveyed by gemination, preforma-
tives, etc., there are two genders, masculine and feminine, the former
without any special ending, the latter often ending in the morpheme
t or ah.

With the help of Akkadian cuneiform inscriptions the existence of
Aramaic-speaking tribes in the Mesopotamian basin can now be traced
to the beginnings of the first millennium B.c.; records of their language
in its earliest discoverable form—the ‘Old Aramaic’—are extant in
inscriptions from Damascus, Hamath, Arpad, Sam’al and Assyria,
dating from the tenth to the eighth century B.c. The ‘Old Aramaic’, in
its spoken types, probably consisted mainly of a number of tribal
dialects, with close affinities, in an earlier period, with ‘Canaanite’
dialects.! Its successor was the classical or so-called Imperial Aramaic
(Reichsaramdisch) of the Achaemenid chancellories, the official language

i Cf. above, p. 1. Two of the Sam’al inscriptions contain a specially important type
of Aramaic known as Yaudic (from the name of the state of Sam'al, Ya’udi). Dr Gibson
(in a letter) writes that, from his work on these and other Old Aramaic inscriptions, he
finds that ‘it is very difficult to differentiate scientifically’ between ‘Aramaic’ and

‘Canaanite’: there are links between ‘Aramaic’ and Moabite, between Hebrew and
Yaudic, and *Yaudic’ is not easily classified as either ‘ Aramaic’ or  Canaanite’.
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of the Persian Empire and the international medium of cultural and
commercial intercourse from the Euphrates to the Nile, even in
countries possessing no indigenous Semitic culture. The Imperial
Aramaic flourished from the seventh century till the close of the Persian
period, into the third and possibly even the second century B.c. Most
of our information about the official language comes from papyri dis-
covered at Elephantine in the Upper Nile, documents consisting of
letters and official correspondence with the central government in
Persia.! This Imperial Aramaic served also as a literary language in this
period: the story of the Persian sage Ahikar, one of the most popular
tales of oriental antiquity, was composed in Aramaic in the fifth century
B.Cc. The Aramaic portions of Daniel and Ezra—biblical Aramaic—
belong to the literary Aramaic of the classical period, though there are
already indications in biblical Aramaic, in particular in orthography, of
features which belong to, or more correctly anticipate, later forms of
Jewish Aramaic. The so-called Aramaic Apocryphon, an early pre-
Christian Jewish midrash, along with other fragments in Aramaic from
Qumrén (e.g. substantial portions, in several recensions, of the Aramaic
Enoch), also belong to this literary Aramaic of the classical period,
though the Jews probably continued to write this form of Aramaic
until early in the Christian period. Nabataean and Palmyrene are forms
of West Aramaic found in inscriptions and papyri from Petra, Palmyra
and elsewhere (Nabataean papyri have been found at Qumrin). Both
these states (Petra and Palmyra) flourished between the first and the
third centuries B.C.: the population was ethnically Arab. Palmyrene
inscriptions are said to have been found in England.2 Some scholars
are inclined to class this ‘later’ West Aramaic with the Old Aramaic.
Towards the beginning of the Christian era, some think earlier,
others later, Aramaic split into two main branches or dialects, West and
East Aramaic, the latter an amalgam of older eastern dialects. The
former was a more direct continuation of the Imperial Aramaic and the
forerunner of the later Aramaic of the post-Christian Jewish rabbis, of
the Talmud (Palestinian), some Midrashim and the Targums. Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic was spoken and written in Palestine in the time
of Christ and during the first centuries of the Christian era; Dalman
! Other sources, in addition to inscriptions, are Assyrian and Babylonian texts,

Pahlavi (Persian), Egyptian ostraca, etc.
2 Cf. Moscati, Introduction to the Comparative Grammar, p. 11.
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detected within it two distinct dialects, a Galilaean (cf. Matt. 26: 73)
and a Judaean. The Babylonian Talmud is composed in a Jewish
form of the East Aramaic. East Aramaic was to provide the Christian
Church with one of its main and distinctive media of literary expression,
namely Syriac. Aramaic speech still survives in debased forms in the
neighbourhood of Damascus, and in villages around Lake Urmiah and
Mosul. A special form of Syriac was used mainly for liturgical purposes
by Christian communities in Palestine; this ‘Palestinian’ Syriac was
nearer the Jewish Aramaic of the synagogue and the Aramaic Targums
or paraphrases of scripture than was classical Syriac. The liturgies and
Targum to the Pentateuch of the Samaritans are composed in a similar
form of Aramaic (not eatlier than the fourth century a.n.).

The New Testament is written in a form of biblical Greek, the
language of the Greek Old Testament and related writings, which is
itself a deposit of the widely diffused hellenistic language, usually
designated the Koine, i.e. the general (lit. common) form of the Greek
language in the post-classical or hellenistic era. Strictly speaking the
term Koine applied chiefly to spoken Greek, but it has come to be
widely used to describe the literary Greek of this period, which is itself
largely an amalgam of the spoken Koine and the old literary language.1
The discovery in Egypt of masses of Greek papyri in the early decades
of this century, written mainly in the unliterary spoken Koine, led at
the time to the claim that the main feature of New Testament Greek
was that it was the ordinary vernacular Greek of the period. No one
nowadays is disposed to deny the presence of such elements in the New
Testament or that the Greek papyri have made an important contribu-
tion to New Testament linguistic studies. Even before the discovery
of the papyri the view that the New Testament contained a colloquial
or vernacular type of language was gaining ground; in Mark, it was
claimed, spoken Greek, even Greek as spoken by the lower classes,
had made its entry into literature.2 On the other hand, it is equally
impossible to ignore the markedly Semitic cast and colouring of the
style and language of the Septuagint or of other types of Jewish Greek,
vernacular or literary, or the fact of translation of Semitic, Hebrew or
Aramaic sources. Mr E. K. Simpson’s Words Worth Weighing in the

t Cf. A. Thumb, ‘Hellenistic and Biblical Greek’, Dictionary of the Apostolic Church,

1 (Edinburgh, 1915).
2 So J. Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien (Berlin, 1905), p. 9.
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Greek New Testament! has shown how many important words there
are on which the papyri shed no light at all, but which receive their true
explanations in the literary hellenistic usage of the period; and the
close attention now being paid to biblical semantics no less clearly
underlines the fundamentally Semitic ways of thought, impressed on
language and idiom, which have passed into the New Testament.

Among the more important contributions which have been made to
the discussion of this problem in recent years are those of Nigel
Turner,? H. S. Gehman3 and K. Beyer.4 Dr Turner, who carried on to
its completion the Syntax volume of Moulton’s famous Grammar
(volume 111), took a different view of the character of New Testament
Greek from that of his distinguished predecessor in volume 1: Dr
Turner claims that biblical Greek, as a whole, ‘is a unique language
with a unity and character of its own’ (p. 4), and that this unique
quality was imparted to it by Semitic influences, first on the translators
of the Septuagint, and then on the New Testament writers whose
style was moulded by the Septuagint, though they themselves may
have been unacquainted with Semitic speech or idiom. Dr Turner also
subscribes to the theory of the existence of a literary and unliterary or
spoken type of Jewish Greek influencing the New Testament; and he
also fully allows for Semitic, more specifically Aramaic, influence,
through the use by the New Testament writers, in particular in the
gospels, of Aramaic sources. Dr Gehman sought to advance the hypo-
thesis of Jewish Greek: he argued that there existed, in certain places
and for certain periods, a vernacular ‘Jews’ Greek’: in bilingual areas
the masses did not keep both languages separate; Greek-speaking Jews
spoke, and wrote, Greek with a pronounced ‘Semitic cast’.

Dr Klaus Beyer’s Satylehre is a first part only of his projected
Semitic syntax of the New Testament: in this volume the author is
concerned exclusively with the structure of the New Testament

I Tyndale Lecture (London, 1946).

z 1, H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, m1, Syntax, by Nigel Turner
(Edinburgh, 1963), especially Introduction, pp. xi ff. Dr Tutner’s views are set out more
fully in his article on ‘The Language of the New Testament’ in the new Peake’s Com-
mentary (London, 1962), pp. 659 fl. Cf. also ‘ The Unique Character of Biblical Greek’,
VT, v (195%), 208 fl.

3 PT,1(1950), 90; 1v (1954), 347. Cf. also Peter Katz, *Zur Ubersetzungstechnik der

Septuaginta’ in Helt des Orients, 11 (1956), 272 f.
+ Semitische Syntax im Neuen Testament, 1, Satylehre, Teil 1 (Gottingen, 1961).
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sentence which he shows has a predominantly Semitic character in the
Synoptic Gospels, in the Johannine writings and in the Epistle of
James.

Two illustrations which may be given from the vocabulary of the
New Testament are the words UréoToois and apoucia, both of which,
it has been claimed, receive their correct explanation from the usage
of the papyri, the first, especially in its use at Heb. 11: 1 in the meaning
‘title-deeds’, and the second in the sense of a royal ‘coming’ or
‘presence’.! According to Moulton-Milligan (FPocabulary, p. 660),
while the varied uses of Uméotaois in the papyri are somewhat perplex-
ing, in all cases there is the same central idea of something that underlies
visible conditions and guarantees a future possession; they draw
attention to one instance where Umréoraois stands for the whole body
of documents bearing on the ownership of a person’s property,
deposited in the archives, and forming the evidence of ownership.
Consequently at Heb. 11: 1 they suggest the translation: ‘Faith is the
title-deed of things hoped for. ..’ Both words have been undeniably
illumined by the usage in the papyri, but the usage in Jewish and
biblical Greek is no less important. In biblical Greek Yméoraoss is used
as the equivalent of the Hebrew tdfelet in the sense of ‘hope’ with the
emphasis on an attitude of patient and confident waiting for something,
a state of confident expectation; and this may well be the true sense of
Heb. 11: 1. Josephus employs mapousia in defining a diaphanous mist
which surrounded the Tabernacle (probably the Shekhinah is in his
mind) as the wrapouciaof God, i.e. the presence of God in this theophany.?
This is even closer to New Testament usage than the use in the papyri.

A distinctive Semitic type of syntax is the Zustandsaty or circum-
stantial clause,3 a clause introduced by a noun or pronoun, describing
circumstances attendant on but subordinate to the action of the main
verb: the idiomatic equivalent in Greek is the genitive absolute con-
struction or a temporal or other subordinate clause. A typical example
from the Greek Bible will be found at 2 Sam. 20: 8, rendered by the
RSV as ‘ When they were at the great stone which is in Gibeon, Amasa
came to meet them’. The Hebrew (and its literal Greek translation)
has simply ‘and they (xol crof) were at the great stone which is in

! See especially A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (London, 1910),

pp. 372 fL.
2 Ant. 111, 203, 3 A. Deissmann, Semitische Syntax, pp. 115 fl.
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Gibeon...". Dr Beyer has drawn attention to the frequency of this
construction in Luke,! as I had also done,? though ascribing it to
Aramaic influence: it may be due, however, in Luke, to the influence
of the Septuagint.?

It is only very rarely possible to determine in relation to a Greek
Semitism whether it is the result of Hebrew or Aramaic influence;
whether we are dealing with Septuagint influence or source or trans-
lation phenomena. For the sayings and teaching of Jesus, however,
there is little doubt that the bulk of Semitisms are translation pheno-
mena, and have arisen in the process of translating and paraphrasing
the verba ipsissima of Jesus. We can be sure of this, not only on the
a priori ground that Jesus spoke Aramaic, but from those few distinc-
tive Aramaisms which are to be detected in the translation Greek of the
gospels. It can be taken as certain that an Aramaic tradition (oral or
written) lies behind the sayings of Jesus (in the Fourth Gospel as well
as in the Synoptics), and possibly in the tradition of the words of the
Baptist, and the speeches in Acts.+

There is one New Testament book, Revelation, whose crude Greek
is particularly stained by ‘Semitisms’. Like Mark’s Gospel, Revelation
has been explained as ‘spoken Koine’ Greek, the colloquial speech of
the market-place: if it is, then those who spoke and wrote it were
manifestly Jews. No New Testament book has a better claim to be
written in ‘Jews’ Greek’ than Revelation. In spite of its crudities,
however, it probably belongs to the ‘literary’ rather than to the spoken
Jewish Greek of its period. Apart altogether from the problem of
sources—and the writer or final editor is plainly drawing on prior
tradition, Jewish or Jewish—Christian, written or oral—the book is
composed in the same kind of Greek as the Jewish—Greek apocalypses,
such as the Greek Enoch or the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.5

v Jbid.

% An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 3rd ed. 1967), p. 83.

3 For a possible example of this clause as an explanation of the notorious crux inter-
preturn at Heb. 11: 11, see my article on ‘The Semitic Element in the New Testament’,
ET, Lxxvi, no. 1 (Oct. 1965), 20 fl. and in Apophoreta, Festschrift Ernst Haenchen
(Berlin, 1964), pp. 39 ff., and An Aramaic Approach, 3rd ed., pp. 83 fl.

4 See my An Aramaic Approach, 3rd ed. The investigation of Semitic sources in Acts
has been carried an important step further by Dr Max Wilcox in his book The Semitisms
of Acts (Oxford, 1965).

5.Cf. N. Turner, ‘ The Testament of Abraham: Problems in Biblical Greek’, NTS,
1 (1955), 222 ff.
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We do not know when the Greek translations or redactions of these
very popular writings were made, and in their final form they under-
went severe Christian re-editing, but it seems highly improbable that
the only literary activity of Greek-speaking Judaism prior to the
Christian era was confined to the Septuagint. Revelation almost
certainly belongs to this category of Jewish-Greek ‘literary’ com-
positions, probably typical of its kind in that it incorporates or re-edits
previous traditions, Hebrew or Aramaic.

It is impossible to comprehend or characterise within a single
formula the complex nature of the language of the New Testament. A
substantial portion of the gospels, certainly the ‘sayings-tradition’, has
been transmitted in translation-Greek, but more often in versions more
literary than literal;! the influence of the Greek Bible has been profound,
especially in Luke, but also throughout the epistles, in Hebraic concepts
like ‘justification’, ‘ propitiation?, etc.; it has also left its mark on New
Testament style and idiom, the type of hellenistic Greek employed by
the authors of the New Testament scriptures. Some portions of these
are written in the ordinary vernacular Greek of the period. But even
this kind of Greek was probably ‘Jews’ Greek’; and this applies
especially to the Greek of Revelation, though the latter may have been
of the ‘literary’ variety of Jewish Greek. Since the latter was almost
exclusively concerned with ‘sacred’ or biblical themes, we are led to
look rather to the language of the Greek-speaking synagogue, possibly
itself a spoken ‘Koine’ Greek, as the matrix of New Testament Greek.
And this language, like the Hebrew of the Old Testament which
moulded it, was a language apart from the beginning; biblical Greek
is a peculiar language, the language of a peculiar people.2

2. THE BIBLICAL SCRIPTS

This section is subdivided into four: (1) Early Hebrew, (2) Square
Hebrew, (3) Greek and (4) Latin, and three minor sections: (5) Syriac,
(6) Coptic, (7) Ethiopic.

v Cf. An Aramaic Approack, 3rd ed., pp. 274 ff.

z N. Turner, Grammar, 11, p. 9: *. . . the strongly Semitic character of Biblical Greek,
and therefore its remarkable unity within itself, do seem to me to have contemporary
significance at a time when many are finding their way back to the Bible as a living book

35y

and perhaps are pondering afresh the old question of a *“Holy Ghost Language”.
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EARLY HEBREW

This term is employed in distinction from that of  Square Hebrew’ (see
pp- 16 f.) which was the parent of the modern Hebrew alphabet.
The Early Hebrew alphabet is the original script of nearly the whole
of the Old Testament. It was the script of the Hebrew kings and
prophets, and was employed by the ancient Hebrews in the pre-exilic
period, that is, in the first half of the first millennium s.c., but its use
in a limited measure continued into the fifth to the third centuries B.c.,
and lingered on till much later times. The writing on Jewish coins and the
Samaritan alphabet were direct derivatives of the Early Hebrew script.

Accurate knowledge of the Early Hebrew alphabet is an achievement
of the last decades. Winckler, Naville, Benzinger, Jeremias, Grimme,
and other eminent scholars of the last hundred years argued that
cuneiform was the official mode of writing of the ancient Hebrews up
to the time of Hezekiah (c. 700 B.C.). Some parts of the Bible were
supposed to have been written in cuneiform characters on clay tablets,
and certain biblical terms have been interpreted accordingly. Some
scholars even denied that alphabetic writing was practised in Palestine
before the Persian period. Cowley, for instance, suggested that it was
Ezra who, with the assistance of his colleagues, translated the cunei-
form documents into Hebrew, and wrote the result down in simple
Aramaic characters.

Jewish savants, on the other hand, suggested that the Square Hebrew
alphabet was employed unchanged from the time of Moses. The
Jewish Italian scholar Azariah de’ Rossi was the first to assert—on the
basis of several statements in the Talmudic literature—that the Torah
was originally written in the Old Hebrew script, the k°zab ‘ibri.

It has to be emphasised that until relatively recent times epigraphical
remains of ancient Israel were very scarce. Up to the present no Israclite
stela of victory has been unearthed, similar to those of the Egyptians
or Babylonians or Assyrians or even of the Moabites or Aramaeans.
David, Solomon, Jeroboam, Hezekiah, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and all the
other kings and prophets of Israel or Judah are known to us primarily
from the biblical record. There can be no doubt, however, that many
Early Hebrew documents existed, but the vast majority, probably
written on leather or papyrus, could not be expected to have survived
until our time.
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The biblical data about writing fit in with the general picture: while,
for instance, in the /liad writing is referred to only once, and in the
Odyssey not even once, in the Bible we find as many as 429 references
to writing or written documents.

The Early Hebrew and the Phoenician alphabets were two branches
from the Canaanite stem, which was a continuation of the North-
Semitic. This was the original alphabet, the prototype of the numerous
alphabets still in use and of those which have fallen out of use in the
long history of the alphabet. The scripts of the Moabites, the Ammon-
ites, and the Edomites were directly connected with the Early Hebrew
alphabet.

During the past sixty years there has been a considerable amount of
research on Early Hebrew inscriptions. In his outstanding Text-book
of North-Semitic Inscriptions,! G. A. Cooke included only one Early
Hebrew inscription and three seals. Thirty-one years later, about 300
Early Hebrew inscriptions, ostraca, seals, jar-handle-stamps, weights,
and so on, were published by the present writer (Le iscrizioni antico-
ebraiche palestinesi).? In the last thirty years many more Early Hebrew
written documents have been discovered and published, and indeed,
the Early Hebrew alphabet has become familiar to the ordinary reader.

Through the results of excavation and research, the development of
the Early Hebrew alphabet can now be traced for more than a thousand
years. We may assume that about 1000 B.C., after the united kingdom
had been established and its centralised administration organised by
King David with a staff of secretaries (see, for instance, 2 Sam. 8: 17
and 20: 25), the Early Hebrew alphabet had begun its autonomous
development.

The Gezer Calendar, a small soft-stone tablet, discovered in 1908
at Gezer, contains a list of eight months with their agricultural opera-
tions; it is generally assigned to ¢. 1000 B.C., that is, to the period of
Saul or David. According to some scholars, it was the work of a
peasant; according to others it was a schoolboy’s exercise tablet.
Among casual scribblings discovered in 1938 on the palace steps at
Lachish were the first five letters of the Early Hebrew alphabet; this
places the earliest archaeological evidence for the letter-order of the
Hebrew alphabet and of its systematic teaching in the ninth—eighth
centuries B.C.

1 (Oxford, 1903). 2 (Florence, 1934).
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In the development of the Early Hebrew alphabet (in contrast to,
say, forty years ago, when even the term ‘Early Hebrew’ alphabet was
unknown), it is now possible to distinguish at least five styles.

(a) Monumental or Lapidary

The Siloam tunnel inscription, discovered by chance in June 1880 by
some schoolboys and now preserved in the Museum of Antiquities at
Istanbul, is the main monumental inscription of ancient Israel, though
it contains only six lines. It records the labour of those who dug the
tunnel, which is probably that described in the Bible (2 Kings 20: 20;
2 Chron. 32: 3 f.) 30; 33: 14) as having been constructed by King
Hezekiah. Hence, it is generally assumed that the Siloam inscription
was cut about 700 B.C.

Several other inscriptions, mainly short ones, were discovered in the
Arab village of Silwan (not far from the Siloam tunnel), at Hazor
(Upper Galilee), and at other sites. The lapidary style was also suitable
for smaller objects, such as jar-handle-stamps (about Goo ‘Royal’ and
private impressions have been found), inscribed weights (about 100),
and personal seals, of which about 150 are known.

(6) Cursive or Current Style

In this style, the chief consideration is speed and utility. The letters
naturally assume a less precise form, strokes become slurred, angles
become more and more curved. The Samaria ostraca, of the ninth or
eighth century B.c., are the earliest documents written in Early Hebrew
current or running hand. About eighty of them were discovered in
1910 at Sebastiye, ancient Samaria.

The cursive style reaches its climax in the Lachish ostraca (known
as the Lachish Letters) at the beginning of the sixth century B.c. The
twenty-one documents, found in 1935-8, are probably a very small
remnant of a large correspondence and of a cache of other written
documents. Indeed, although only a small part of Lachish has been
excavated, hundreds of other jar fragments were found there, but
owing to their burnt and decayed condition it is impossible to say
whether they had been inscribed. The script of the Lachish ostraca
is a fluent cursive, and appears to have been the work of scribes well
accustomed to such writing. This script makes us realise, as indeed one
scholar has pointed out, that the ancient Israelites could write quickly
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and boldly in an artistic flowing hand, with the loving penmanship of
those who enjoy writing.

Several other ostraca—belonging to the eighth~sixth centuries B.c.
—have come to light at Ophel (East Jerusalem), at Samaria, at Tell
Qasile (north of Tel Aviv), at Hazor, and at many other sites.

(c) Literary or Book-hand

Several biblical fragments (from Leviticus and Deuteronomy), found
among the Dead Sea Scrolls, are written in the Early Hebrew script, in
a style which probably represents a beautiful Early Hebrew literary
hand, the first of its kind ever discovered. The fragments probably
belong to the fourth or third century B.c. The words are separated by
dots or short strokes (as in the Siloam inscription, the Samaria and
Lachish ostraca, and so on). The letters are mainly short, squat and
wide. It is interesting to note that in some other Dead Sea Scrolls,
written in the Square Hebrew character, the Tetragrammaton or the
word ’é/ (= God) are written in the Early Hebrew character. Indeed,
even some early Greek copies of the Bible have preserved the Tetra-
grammaton in the Early Hebrew script, though in a very stylised form.

(d) Jewish Coin-Script

A few extant Jewish coins of the fifth—fourth centuries B.c. contain the
word Y¢hid, ‘Judaea’, probably indicating, as was suggested by
Sukenik, the small autonomous state set up under Persian sovereignty.
The script of these coins may be regarded as transitional between the
Early Hebrew and the Jewish coin-script (of the Maccabaean and Bar-
Kochba’s war periods, ¢. 13§ B.C.—A.D. 132—5), suggesting that the
Maccabaean and Bar-Kochba coin-script was a direct derivative of the
Early Hebrew, and not an artificial revival, as has been suggested by
several scholars.
(e) Samaritan Script

This is the only direct descendant of the Early Hebrew alphabet which
is still in use today. It is an attractive, neat and symmetrical form of
writing, employed for purely liturgical purposes by the few hundred
Samaritans living at Shechem or Nablus (in Jordan) and Holon (near
Tel Aviv), who represent all that remains of a once-flourishing sect.

I§
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SQUARE HEBREW

This is the ancestor of the modern Hebrew alphabet. There can be little
doubt that the Square Hebrew alphabet derives from the Aramaic
script. It is generally, but not quite correctly, believed that the Early
Hebrew alphabet was completely superseded by the Aramaic during
the Babylonian exile. At any rate, a distinctive Palestinian Jewish type
of script, which we can definitely regard as the Square Hebrew script,
can now be traced from the third or the second century B.c.

A focus of world interest from 1947 onwards has been the sensational
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and many other written documents
more or less contemporary with them. They are mainly written in
the Square Hebrew character. Discussion of their date, their theo-
logical, biblical and philological significance, continues unabated and
there is now an extensive literature on the various problems. From
the point of view of the script, however, the main contribution is the
fact, many times emphasised by the present writer, that there were
many written documents in ancient Israel which have not come down
to us.

Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, several Square Hebrew
inscriptions were known, belonging mainly to the first century B.c. and
the succeeding centuries. They were found in Palestine, Syria, North
Africa and Italy. Some are in monumental or lapidary style, some in a
semi-cursive style (for instance, the graffiti on ossuaries), while dipintz,
or painted inscriptions, are in a cursive style. The earliest literary
documents were: the Nash Papyrus (preserved in Cambridge Univer-
sity Library) of the second or first century B.c.; some fragments at the
Bodleian Library at Oxford, of the third—fifth centuries A.D.; the Dura
Europos roll-fragment of ¢. A.D. 245, and so on. The earliest extant
datable Hebrew biblical manuscripts, apart from the Dead Sea Scrolls,
belong to the ninth and tenth centuries A.p. Some hundred thousand
fragments of Hebrew biblical and non-biblical manuscripts come from
the famous Cairo genizah.

The (Square) Hebrew alphabet became standardised just before the
Christian era and took the form which, with insignificant changes, we
have now. The minute rules laid down by the Talmud as to calligraphy
and consonantal orthography made further essential developments of
the formal Hebrew character impossible. Thus, the standardised script
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of the Torah scrolls is in fact, in all its essentials, the same script which
was used two thousand years ago.

So far as the details in the shapes of the letters are concerned, three

types of writing can be traced in the two thousand years of the history
of the Hebrew alphabet. (@) The Square or formal script, which gradu-
ally developed into the neat, well-proportioned printing-type of
modern Hebrew; (&) the cursive literary or bookhands, also known as
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rabbinic styles or Rashi-script, which were the hands employed by the
medieval Jewish savants in Spain, Italy, France, Germany, the Levant,
and so on; and (¢) the current hands, of which the Polish-Yiddish
form, with some insignificant changes, became the current Hebrew
hand of today.

The Hebrew alphabet consists of the ancient twenty-two Semitic
letters, which are all consonants, though four of them (dlep, %é, waw
and yad) are also used to represent long vowels, particularly at the end
of a word. The absence of vowel-letters was not very strongly felt in
Hebrew any more than it was in the other Semitic languages. (Indeed,
it must be emphasised that the Semitic languages are mainly based on
consonantal roots.) On the other hand, as Hebrew speech passed out of
daily use, and familiarity with biblical Hebrew steadily declined, it
became necessary to introduce some form of vocalic distinction so that
the Torah could be read and explained correctly.

Three main vowel systems are known: the ‘Babylonian’, the
‘Palestinian’, and the ‘ Tiberiadic’ or ‘ Tiberian’, The last finally gained
general acceptance, while the others gradually fell into oblivion. The
Tiberian vocalisation system, which consists of dots and little dashes,
has seven notation marks, which denote long and short vowels, as well
as semi-vowels; other marks denote the word-tone and secondary
stresses.?

THE GREEK ALPHABET

Out of the troubled darkness which shrouded the transition from the
Mycenaean civilisation of the Late Bronze Age, in the twelfth century
B.C., to the Early Greek primitive geometric art of the Iron Age, in the
tenth-ninth century B.c., there came the remarkable invention of the
Greek alphabet, the earliest fully developed alphabetic system of
writing, containing both consonants and vowels. The North-Semitic
origin of the Greek alphabet is accepted by all serious scholars. It is
proved by these facts: (1) the shapes of nearly all the early Greek letters
and of the derivative Etruscan clearly recall their Semitic origin;
(2) the phonetic value of the majority of the early Greek letters was the
same as that of the Semitic; (3) the order of the Greek letters corre-
sponds, with a few understandable exceptions, to the order of the
Semitic letters; (4) the direction of writing in the early Greek script

! On the vocalisation, cf. also below, pp. 26, 29, 160.
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and in the derivative Etruscan writing was from right to left as in the
Semitic; and (5) the Greek letter-names are meaningless in Greek, while
their Semitic equivalents are generally words in Semitic languages.

Much more difficult is the chronological problem. There are many
conflicting opinions concerning the date of borrowing of the Greek
alphabet: they range between the fourteenth and the seventh centuries
B.C. Various inferences point to about 1000 B.C. Like the Semitic scripts,
the earliest Greek was written from right to left, a style which was
later superseded by the doustrophedon (= alternate lines from right to
left and left to right). After c. 500 B.c. Greek writing regularly pro-
ceeded from left to right, the lines running from top to bottom.

The Greek alphabet occupies in many ways a unique place in the
history of writing. Although the Greeks did not invent the alphabet,
they improved it to such a degree that for three thousand years it has
furnished the most convenient vehicles of communication and expres-
sion for the thoughts of many peoples, creeds and tongues. They also
gave to the alphabet symmetry and art.

There were several local Greek alphabets, but they gradually moved
in the direction of uniformity. In 403 8.c. the Ionic alphabet of Miletus
was officially adopted at Athens, and in the following half-century this
action was followed by the other mainland states as well. By the middle
of the fourth century B.c. almost all the local alphabets had been
replaced by the Ionic, which thus became the established, classical
Greek script of twenty-four letters.

After this time the development of the Greek alphabet was almost
wholly external, in the direction of greater utility, convenience, and
above all beauty. The classical style was retained as a monumental or
lapidary script. From it there sprang: (1) the Greek uncial script—
which is the writing of the beautiful biblical codices and of many
codices of classical Greek literature; (2) the Greek cursive hands which
have developed into the modern Greek minuscule; and (3) the Greek
minuscule, consciously adapted as a bookhand about A.p. 800, after
which date the Greek uncial characters quickly went out of use for
books.

The numerous Greek inscriptions (decrees, annals, codes of laws,
votive inscriptions, and so on) are of paramount importance for history;
they form the subject of Greek epigraphy. The many thousands of
Greek codices (ancient and medieval) are the subject of Greek palaeo-
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graphy. Through its direct and indirect descendants in western Europe
(the Etruscan and the Latin alphabets) and in eastern Europe (the
Cyrillic alphabet), the Greek alphabet has become the progenitor of all
the European alphabets, which indeed have spread all over the world.

The capitals of modern Greek handwriting are partly borrowed from
Latin handwriting.

THE LATIN ALPHABET

The opinion once commonly held, even by leading scholars, was that
the Latin alphabet was derived directly from the Greek in the form
used by the Greek colonists in Italy. Recently, however, it has been
shown that, on the whole, this theory is improbable and that the
Etruscan alphabet was the link between the Greek and the Latin. Most
of the Latin names of the letters, which have descended into English,
as into the majority of modern alphabets, were also taken over from
the Etruscans.

The oldest Latin record extant is the Praeneste fibula, a gold brooch,
dating probably from the seventh century B.c.; it is still written from
right to left, and the sound f'is expressed by the letters wi. Another
early inscription, known as that of Duenos, is on a vase found in Rome
near the Quirinal, and seems to belong to the sixth century B.c. The
direction of writing is also from right to left. Much more important is a
sixth-century B.c. inscription from the Roman Forum, which preserves
the oldest text written in Latin. It contains the word recei (or regei,
connected with rex (*)) which apparently links it with the monarchic
period of Rome. The inscription is written vertically on the four faces
of a cippus, in boustrophedon style.

It is a somewhat curious fact that the Latin or Roman alphabet,
which has had such tremendous importance in the history of civilisation,
is very poorly attested during the first five or six centuries of its
existence. It is only from the first century B.c. onwards that Latin
inscriptions, too numerous to count, are found all over the areas of
Roman influence.

Of the twenty-six Graeco-Etruscan letters the Romans adopted
only twenty-one. The early Latin alphabet contained the letter C for
the sounds of g and £, the Greek geta in its original place (that is, as the
seventh letter of the alphabet), the letter I as a vowel and consonant,
the letter V as vowel « and consonant v, and the letter X as the last
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letter of the alphabet. At a later stage, the zeta was dropped (because
there is no such sound in Latin) and was replaced by a new letter, G
(for the sound g). In the first century B.c., after the conquest of Greece,
the symbols Y and Z, adopted for the transliteration of Greek sounds,
were placed at the end of the alphabet.

The subsequent history of the Latin alphabet consisted essentially
in the external transformation of the single letters, especially in the
cursive or current styles of writing. (In the Middle Ages the signs U/V
were differentiated and W was added; I/] were also differentiated.) The
external transformation of the Latin letters was due mainly to two
considerations: the nature of the writing material employed and the
desirability of speed.

Originally there was only one style, the monumental or lapidary.
The chief considerations were permanence, beauty, proportion, even-
ness. The main material was stone; the main tool, the chisel. There
were no ‘minuscules’. The main materials employed for cursive scripts
were waxen tablets, papyrus and parchment; the main tools, the stylus,
the brush, the reed pen and the quill; the chief considerations, speed
and utility. Indeed, the transformation of the monumental writing into
the modern script is due entirely to the technical qualities of the tools,
primarily the brush, the quill, and the pen, and to the materials of
writing, primarily papyrus and parchment. It was the stylus, the brush,
the quill, and the pen, which eliminated the angular forms; it was wax,
papyrus and parchment, which made the curves possible.

There were in Imperial Rome three main varieties of the monu-
mental or lapidary script: (1) the lapidary capitals; (2) the elegant
book-capitals; (3) the rustic capitals. At the same time there were
several varieties of cursive or current scripts: (1) the majuscule cursive;
(2) the minuscule cursive; (3) the semi-cursive minuscule. Between the
monumentaland the cursive scripts there was a whole series of varieties:
(1) the lapidary and the literary semi-cursive script; (2) the early
semi-uncial script, being a mixture of capitals, cursive letters, and
uncials; (3) a derivation of this script, the beautiful uncial script which
appeared in the third century A.p., and in the fourth-eighth centuries
was the main Latin bookhand. The semi-uncial script, easier than the
uncials, was another offshoot of the early semi-uncials, and was fre-
quently employed as a bookhand in the fifth-ninth centuries.

In the Middle Ages several ‘national’ hands or rather ‘national’
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styles of the Latin cursive minuscule assumed distinctive features, and
there thus developed, on the European continent and in the British
Isles, the five main hands, known as Italian or Roman cursive, Mero-
vingian (in France), Visigothic (in Spain), Germanic, and Insular. Each
of them gave rise to several varieties. The most beautiful and the most
important of all these ‘national’ styles were the ‘Insular’ or Anglo-
Irish hands. They did not originate, as the Continental hands did, from
the cursive minuscule. Their origin, which was more complex, has not
yet been definitely established. Apparently they developed from the
semi-uncial bookhand of the early Christian missionaries to the British
Isles.

There were two principal varieties of the Insular style: (a) The Irish
hand, which was already in use during the sixth century, and which
according to some scholars was introduced from Gaul by St Patrick
himself. It continued to be employed throughout the Middle Ages and
developed into the modern Irish script. (5) The Anglo-Saxon semi-
uncial style which developed from the Irish hand in the seventh and
eighth centuries, at the time when the Roman uncial script was still
predominantly employed for the writing of manuscripts and codices.
It was used for writing Latin until about 940 and for Anglo-Saxon until
after the Norman conquest.

At the end of the eighth century, probably under Charlemagne or
perhaps earlier, the beautiful, widely spaced and rounded letters kr.own
as the Caroline minuscule were formed in the Frankish Empire. The
precise part which Charlemagne and Alcuin of York played in its
creation is uncertain, but there is no doubt that the Anglo-Irish style
influenced its invention to a considerable extent. In the ninth and tenth
centuries the script became the principal bookhand of western Europe,
and was responsible for the blending of majuscules and minuscules in
modern European scripts. It was the official script of the Carolingian
imperial government and (for a time) of the Chancery of the Holy
Roman Empire, and was widely employed until the twelfth century.
It developed into Frankish, Italian, German and English varieties; the
most important of the latter was the Winchester School hand, a
particularly clear and legible form.

In the course of the following centuries various bookhands, court-
hands or charter-hands and other cursive scripts developed from the
Caroline. The most characteristic of these descendants was the ‘Black
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Letter’, known as ‘Gothic’ writing, employed in north-western
Europe, including England, until the sixteenth century. In this literary
or bookhand the letters gradually assumed angular shapes, due to the
pen being held so as to make a slanting stroke. German printers took
over the ‘Black Letter’ hand as their principal typeface; as a result, it
continued to be used in Germany as the ‘national hand’ after the
sixteenth century and indeed until quite recent times.

In Italy both the ‘Black Letter’ and the round hand were used, and
during the fifteenth century a new cursive minuscule, the round, neat,
humanistic or Renaissance style, was introduced in Florence and
employed for literary productions, while a secondary form was used to
meet the needs of everyday life. This Renaissance style developed into
two principal varieties: (1) the Venetian minuscule now known as
italics, which is probably the most perfect and legible typeface ever
invented; and (2) the Roman type of lettering, which was perfected in
northern Italy, chiefly at Venice, and used at printing presses there
from the end of the fifteenth century, spreading thence to Holland,
England, Germany, France and Spain. From these two forms have
developed all the typefaces ordinarily used by printers in the West
today.

SYRIAC ALPHABETS

The terms ‘Aramaeans’ and ‘Syrians’, ‘Aram’ and ‘Syria’, are
synonymous. The Hebrew ’?ram is rendered in the Septuagint by
‘Syria’. However, the term ‘Syriac’ denotes the ancient Semitic
language and literature of the ‘Syriac’ Christians, but s not synonymous
with ‘ Christian inhabitants of Syria’; it roughly denotes those Chris-
tians who employed the Syrian descendant of Aramaic or were part
of the Syriac Church under the influence of Syriac thought and hellen-
istic culture. Syriac was then the language and script of the extensive
Syriac literature, which is a Christian literature in a very special sense,
consisting entirely of original documents dealing exclusively with
Christian subjects. The city of Antioch of Syria was one of the most
important centres of early Christianity and it was there that ‘the
disciples were for the first time called Christians’ (Acts 11: 26). But
Antioch was also the centre of Greek culture.

Edessa (in Syriac Ur-Hai, now Urfa), in north-western Mesopo-
tamia, was the first centre of Christianity in the Syriac-speaking world,
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and it became its principal focus. Indeed, it was the only centre of early
Christian life where the language of the Christian community was
other than Greek. Here the native Aramaic or Syriac dialect had already
been used for some time as a literary language, even before Christianity
gained influence in the country. Christianity was preached in Edessa
already in the second century, and thence it spread to Persia. The
Edessan dialect became the liturgical language of the Syriac Church,
the literary language of the Christian Aramaeans of Syria and of the
neighbouring countries, even of Persia. Syriac literature flourished
mainly in the fourth to seventh centuries.

With the great schism in the seventh century between the Nestorians
(or East Syrians) and the Monophysite Jacobites (or West Syrians) a
separation took place, which implied a severance of tradition in the
literature which emanated from the two sects. The Melkites, or
‘Royalists’, continued to carry on in union with Constantinople;
whereas the Maronites, who were originally Monophysites or Mono-
thelites, about 1102 became united to the Church of Rome. After the
Arab conquest, the Nestorians and the Jacobites began a remarkable
period of missionary expansion throughout Central Asia. For some
time in the Middle Ages there were 150 Jacobite archbishoprics and
bishoprics. The Nestorian faith became the official religion of the then
flourishing Persian Church, and the city of Seleucia became the seat of
their Patriarch, or Catholicos. In the seventh and eighth centuries,
Nestorian missionaries preached Christianity in China, and in the
eighth century a Nestorian bishop of Tibet was appointed. In 1265
there were twenty-five Asjatic provinces, with seventy bishoprics, in
Persia, Mesopotamia, Khorasan, Turkistan, India and China.

At one time it looked as though the Mongol emperor Qubilay Khan
(1216-94) might adopt Christianity; his brother Hilagia Khan, who
in 1248 captured Baghdad and put an end to the Abbasid caliphate, and
was the first to assume the title of 11-Khan, had a Christian wife; he
accorded special favours to the Nestorian patriarch and to his Church.
Half a century later, the seventh Khan chose Islam as the state religion.
Gradually all the activities of the Syrian Churches ceased and very
little remained to tell the glorious tale, except the numerous sepulchral
and other inscriptions, the illuminated Church service-books in various
parts of central and eastern Asia, and particularly the paramount
influence—directly or indirectly exerted by Nestorian culture and book
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production upon Central Asia and the Far East—upon the Mongolian
and Manchurian alphabets.

The Syriac alphabet was the last important descendant of the
Aramaic branch; it was an offshoot from a cursive Aramaic script,
perhaps from the Palmyrene cursive in its early stage. It originated in
the first half of the first century A.p. The Syriac alphabet consists of
the twenty-two old Semitic letters, all of them having consonantal
values. The order of the letters is the same as in Hebrew, but the names
of some of them are slightly different (dlap for ’alep, gamal for gimel,
dalat or dalad for dalet, lamad for lamed, mim for mém, semkat for
samek, etc.). Moreover, in the later Jacobite or West Syrian alphabet
some letter-names were changed again (into ’6lap, gomal, dolar or
dolad, yad, lomad, non, rif, etc.). The letters &, g, d, k, p, ¢ (cf. the
modern Hebrew pronunciation) had a twofold pronunciation, one
being hard (like English 4, g, d, £, p, t), the other soft, aspirated or
sibilated (v, gh, dk or th as in ‘the’, k% as the Scottish ¢k, ph, and ¢4 as
in ‘thank’).

As in the Arabic alphabet, the majority of the Syriac letters have
different forms in accordance with their positions in a word, whether
at the beginning, middle or end, and whether they stand alone or are
joined to the others, on the right or on the left, or on both sides. As
in other Semitic languages, the consonants ’a/dp, w and y came to be
employed to express vowel sounds. The insufficiency of such a repre-
sentation of vowel sounds in the transcription of Greek words,
especially for theological purposes, on the one hand, and (at a later
period) the fact that in the seventh century Arabic began to replace
Syriac as the language of daily life, were the main reasons for the
introduction of fixed forms of vocalic distinction. On the whole, three
main vowel systems developed: (1) the Nestorian, consisting of a
combination of the consonants w and y and the dot (placed above it or
below it) or two dots (placed above or, more often, below the con-
sonants to be vocalised); (2) the Jacobite, consisting of small Greek
letters, placed above or below the line; and (3) the late West Syrian
system, consisting of a combination of the diacritical vowel marks and
the small Greek letters. Direction of writing was mainly horizontal,
from right to left.

There were several types of Syriac writing. The most important was
Estrangelo or Estrangela, in two styles: (a) a very beautiful current
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hand, known as majuscule, and (4) the lapidary style. The split of the
Syriac Church produced other varieties of the Syriac script—the
Nestorian or East Syrian; the Western, known as Serta or Serto
‘linear’, which again developed into two varieties, the Jacobite and the
Melkite. The Melkite script—more properly known as Christian
Palestinian or Palestinian Syriac—has some characteristics which are
not found in the other varieties. Two styles can again be distinguished:
(1) a kind of Uncial Melkite, of lapidary, inscriptional type, and (2) the
more cursive style of the late Palestinian Syriac manuscripts (eleventh
to fourteenth centuries).

COPTIC SCRIPT

The term ‘ Copt’ (from Arabic gopt, qubt, ¢ibt, a corruption from Greek
Aigyptios-gyptios) is employed nowadays to indicate the indigenous
population of Egypt who, after the Arabic conquest of that country
in A.D. 641, maintained their Christian monophysite faith, i.e. the
‘Coptic religion’. They continued to use the ‘Coptic’ language (that
is, the last stage of Egyptian) and script as their spoken and written
language until the seventeenth century; later it remained as the liturgical
language of the Coptic Church, when Arabic had been adopted as the
speech of everyday life. In ancient times Coptic was essentially the
non-cultivated speech of Egypt, for the Egyptian ‘aristocracy’ was
already thoroughly hellenised. Coptic itself has a large admixture of
Greek elements, especially in all that belongs to Christian doctrine,
life and worship.

Coptic literature is almost exclusively religious; it consists for the
most part of translations from Greek, and includes versions of the
Bible (Old and New Testaments), apocrypha of the Old Testament and
of the New Testament, the apocryphal legends of the apostles, the
Martyrdoms and the Lives of the Saints, and so on. Although the
earliest Coptic manuscripts extant belong to the fourth century, there
is no doubt that the translation of the biblical books into the native
Egyptian dialects was accomplished much earlier. The Sahidic version
of the Old Testament books was probably made before the end of the
second century; the Bohairic somewhat later. The Sahidic New Testa-
ment version may be assigned to the late second century; the Bohairic
version, to the first half of the third century. Versions of the New
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Testament have been identified in manuscripts written in all the main
Coptic dialects (the Akhmimic, the Memphitic, the Fayyfimic, the
Sahidic, and the Bohairic).

The Coptic alphabet consisted of thirty-two letters, twenty-five
borrowed from the Greek uncial script, and seven taken over from a
particularly cursive variety of the Egyptian demotic writing to
express Coptic sounds which did not exist in the Greek language. The
ancient Nubian Christians, occupying the territory south of Egypt,
adopted the Coptic script, but in adapting it to their own language
they took over from the cursive Meroitic writing three signs for
sounds which could not be expressed by Coptic letters.

ETHIOPIC WRITING

From the fourth century onwards, after the conversion of the Aksumite
Empire (northern Abyssinia) to Christianity—according to tradition,
by Syrian missionaries—there came into being a literature which was
essentially Christian, more especially because of the intensification of
Christian propaganda by many Syrian monks, who introduced Greek
and Syriac influences. At that time, the literary and ecclesiastical langu-
age of Ethiopia was Ge‘ez (lesana ge‘e7). The Ge'ez literature consists
largely of translations of ecclesiastical works from Greek and—after
Arabic superseded Greek and Coptic in Egypt—from the Christian
Arabic literature, which then flourished in Egypt. In addition, there is
the important and interesting Ethiopic version of the Old Testament.
Two books, Jubilees and Enoch, which have no place in our Old
Testament or our Apocrypha, are preserved in their entirety in
classical Ethiopic.

The Ethiopic script originated in the first half of the fourth century
A.D., from the Sabaean or South Semitic alphabet. It consists of twenty-
six characters; of the twenty-eight Sabaean letters, four have been
abandoned, and the letters pait and pa have been added. The letters
became more and more rounded. The direction of writing, originally
from right to left, became—probably under Greek influence—from
left to right. The letter-names are in great part different from the
Hebrew, Syriac and Greek letter-names. The order of the letters differs
completely. An interesting peculiarity is Ethiopic vocalisation. The
vowel following each consonant is expressed by adding small append-
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ages to the right or left of the basic character, at the top or at the
bottom, by shortening or lengthening one of its main strokes, and by
other differentiations. There are thus seven forms of each letter,
corresponding to the consonants followed by a short a or ¢, or a long
u, i, a, e, 0. Four consonants (g, 4, £, g) have five additional forms when
they are followed by a « and another vowel.
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CHAPTER I1

BOOKS IN THE ANCIENT WORLD

3. BOOKS IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST AND
IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

The discovery of more than half a million documents spanning the
period of the Old Testament now enables a comparison to be made
between the various contemporary literary forms in use within the
ancient Near East. Such a study is an essential preliminary to any
adequate critical study of the Old Testament, itself a collection of books
and writings brought together over many centuries.

MATERIAL FORM

Papyrus

The loss of original or early manuscripts of the Old Testament books
is almost certainly due to the use of perishable writing materials.
Throughout Palestine the most common may well have been papyrus
(Cyperus papyrus L.: Egyptian twfy, called in Hebrew sép) which grew
freely in shallow lakes in Egypt and Syria. Since large quantities were
used and transhipped from the Syrian port of Byblos it is surmised that
the Greek word for books (t& PipAia) derives from that place-name
though the Greek word for papyrus-reed (hence the English ‘paper’)
may itself be of Egyptian origin (‘that of (belonging to) Pharaoh’).
The reeds were stripped and cut lengthwise into thin narrow slices
before being beaten and pressed together into two layers set at right
angles to each other. When dried the whitish surface was polished
smooth with a stone or other implement. Pliny refers to several
qualities of papyri and varying thicknesses and surfaces are found
before the New Kingdom period when sheets were often very thin and
translucent. Though a papyrus sheet was somewhat thicker than
modern writing paper it could be rolled easily. The maximum dimen-
sion of any sheet was governed by the usable height of plant-stalk
from which it was made (47 cm). This dimension is, however, only
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found in papyri used for rough accounts; the length of an individual
sheet varied between 42—38 cm (Middle Kingdom) and 20-16 cm
(New Kingdom), allowing for trimming or cutting. The most common
height for a scroll was 42 cm (Middle Kingdom and Hyksos periods)
with half that height used for literary works and even shorter papyri
(6-9 cm) for business texts. A number of papyri joined with a slight
overlap, the standard number being twenty pasted sheets (Greek
k6AMnpe), built up a roll of up to 6 metres long, Writing in columns!?
was first upon the horizontal fibres (‘recto’) and then on the vertical
fibres parallel with the joins (‘verso”), the whole being rolled with the
horizontal fibres inside. When the ‘inside’ of the roll was completed
the scribe would either paste on additional sheets or, more easily and
thus more frequently, continue on the ‘outside’ or back (as Ezek.
2: 10). Shorter communications, such as a letter, would be written and
then cut from a single sheet.

The ‘scribe’s pen’ (Jer. 8: 8) was a brush fashioned from rushes
(Juncus maritimis) about 6-16 in. long, the end being cut to a flat
chisel-shape to enable thick and thin strokes to be made with the broad
or narrow sides. The reed-pen was in use from the early first millen-
nium in Mesopotamia from which it may well have been adopted,
while the idea of a quill pen seems to have come from the Greeks in the
third century B.c. Ink was made by damping dried cakes of fine carbon-
black or red-ochre mixed with gum. Ezekiel’s scribe had a ‘writing
case’ at his side (9: 2—3, 11; Heb. geset; Egypt. gse), probably the
hollowed reed or wooden palette which held the brushes, pens, inks
and, hanging from it, a rag for erasing errors by washing (cf. Num.
5: 23) or a penknife used for trimming pens or papyri (Jer. 36: 23).
Red ink, rarely employed in the Old Kingdom, was sometimes used
in the second millennium for dates, headings, the opening words
(‘title”) and beginnings of new sections (‘rubrics”), concluding phrases,
for marking the correct division, accentuation or pagination (Papyrus
Ebers) of a text or for entering corrections above the line or in the
margin. Illustrations were added after completion of the texts. There
would seem to be little change in the technical development of the
papyrus ‘book’ from its inception c. 3000 B.C.

The Assyrian and Babylonian scribes of the first millennium also

! The Heb. d*/até1 * (door)-leaves’ in Jer. 36: 23 could refer to the sheet or column of
writing,.
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employed scrolls of papyrus (ni’aru)? or leather ([masak) magillatu) for
Aramaic inscriptions. Since prepared skins of goat or sheep would be
readily available to the Israelites the ‘scroll of the book’ (m*gillat séper;
Ps. 40: 7; Ezek. 2: 9; Jer. 36: 2) was probably made from one of
these accessible materials. Though the ‘book’ of the Old Testament
(Heb. séper) was often a roll or scroll, the term like its Mesopotamian
counterpart (Sipru) could denote writing in any form on any smooth
surface, whether a document, book, letter (2 Kings §: 6) or decree
(Esther 1: 22).
Clay tablets

The cheapest and most durable writing material was clay prepared and
dried in the sun or, for documents of more than passing import, in a
kiln. The size of tablet was governed by the content and thus the writ-
ing-space required. It was usually rectangular and varied from about
} in. square to 18 x 12 in. The cuneiform inscription (see pp. 34 f.)
normally ran in unruled lines from left to right parallel to the short
side. The text was inscribed on the obverse (flat) side, across the lower
edge, down the reverse (often convex) side, across the upper edge and
then, if necessary, along the left and right edges. On a large tablet
the text would be written in columns running left to right on the
obverse and right to left on the reverse. A few large and bulky tablets
were read in columns and turned over as one would the folios of a
modern book. Some contracts were safeguarded by the repetition of
the text (later of a summary only) on a sealed clay envelope which
could be ‘opened’ if directed by a judge. There were local variations
in the shape and colour of tablets, as in the ductus and characteristics
of the script, but the basic form never changed from its inception c. 3100
B.c. till clay tablets were finally superseded c. A.p. 100 by other
materials.

Where a large number of lines was required for historical, building
or similar lengthy reports, or the size of tablet became too cumbersome
to handle without danger of breaking, a larger surface was obtained by
use of prisms, cones or barrel cylinders of baked clay. Hlustrative
matter—diagrams, plans and the impressions of cylinder or stamp seals
left by witnesses—was added after completion of the inscription. The
scribe wrote his wedge-shaped (cuneiform) signs with a stylus of reed

! R. P. Dougherty, * Writing upon parchment and papyrus among, the Babylonians’,
JAOS, xLvini (1928), 109-35.
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(gdn tuppi), wood or other material using the long or short edge for
horizontal or vertical wedges and the corner for the corner shaped
stroke. The surface could be smoothed by the stylus to erase an
erroneous sign or the surface of a new tablet cleaned off by a damp
cloth before the clay had hardened. A fine string or straight edge was
used to draw the lines marking divisions or columns. Space was
reserved in the last column of certain texts for the insertion of the
colophon. This, like the title-page of a modern book, might include the
title of the work according to its opening words, the name of the scribe
(sometimes with his patronym), the name of the owner and sometimes
the date and category or purpose of the composition.! If the text was
but one tablet or ‘chapter’ (tuppu) in a longer work the colophon would
indicate this by giving the number of the tablet within the series
(Akkadian eskaru; Sumerian é5.gdr) thus: ‘sixth tablet of “He who
has seen the Depth”, series Gilgamesh’. ‘He who has seen the Depth’
is the title and opening phrase of the whole work. As a check the
catch-line or first line of the following tablet and the total number of
lines in the tablet may also be given. Sometimes the ‘book’, that is the
‘series” or ‘collection of tablets’, may be subdivided into sections or
‘parts’ (pirsu) and thus bear a double system of numbering. Alterna-
tively it may be stated that the text is but an extract (nishu) from a given
series. A necessary part of many of these ancient book-plates was the
curse invoked on any who should “alter, put it in the fire, dissolve it in
water, bury it, destroy it by any means, lose or obliterate’2 the copy,
and the blessing on the reader who would preserve the text—"let him
who loves Nabii and Marduk preserve this and not let it leave his
hands’.3 A literary work could consist of any number of tablets; one
astrological omen series (Enuma Anu Ellil) required 71 tablets to
accommodate its ¢. 8,000 lines. The Epic of Gilgamesh took up twelve,
originally eleven, tablets.

Tablets were usually stored on shelves in a special archive room or
in wooden or clay boxes or jars (as Jer. 32: 14) or in reed baskets.
Similarly the Hebrews, as the Egyptians with their scrolls, seem to
have used a special wooden storage box for texts of great importance

1 E, Leichty, ‘The Colophon’, Studies presented to A. Leo Oppenheim (Chicago,
1964), Pp- 147-54.

2 D. ]J. Wiseman, The P assal-Treaties of Esarhaddon (London, 1958), p. 6o.

3 D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (London, 1956), p. 75.
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(Exod. 25: 16; 1 Kings 8: 9). Storage containers were provided with
labels or tags of clay inscribed with a summary of their contents. The
Babylonian invention of reverse-engraved brick stamps and seal
inscriptions enabled them to make exact replicas of brief formal
inscriptions on clay. The short step from this to the mass production
or ‘printing’ of other texts was, however, never taken.

Where an inscription was required to be of a permanent monumental
and religious character, stone or a durable material was chosen. Thus
the Decalogue (Exod. 24: 12) and the copy of it on the altar (Josh. 8:
32) were inscribed on stone. Metal tools, available throughout the Near
East in the literate period, were used to engrave any smooth surface,
stelae, obelisks or cliff-faces. The iron stylus as used by Isaiah (8: 1,
heret) or the pen of Jeremiah (17: 1, ‘éf) are thought to be hard pointed
instruments used for writing on bronze or other metals, possibly iron
or lead.’ So far such pens have not been identified beyond question
among artifacts discovered.

Temporary notes, letters and accounts were often written with a
mixed carbon and iron ink on potsherds (ostraca). Trade memoranda
or tax accounts from Samaria, letters from besieged Lachish c. §89 B.c.
and one complaining about the confiscation of a cloak (cf. Exod. 22:26)
illustrate the use of this readily accessible and cheap writing material.
The brick or tile on which Ezekiel drew a plan of Jerusalem (4: 1) was
probably similar to paintings on bricks of a type known from Assyria
and Babylonia.

Writing-boards
While the Hebrew word ‘tablet’ (/Za) may denote a clay tablet, of
which examples of the late second millennium have been found at
Gezer, Megiddo, Jericho, Ta‘anach and Beth-Shemesh among other
Palestinian sites, this is by no means certain. The word in Akkadian
(/&) is used of the rectangular writing-boards made of ivory and wood.
These differ from simple flat boards used in Egypt for exercises and
other texts in that they have a recess to hold an inlay of wax mixed with
some coloured and granulated substance, carbon-black or yellow sul-
phide of arsenic, to take the impression of a stylus. The examples found
at Calah in Assyria were made in 711 B.C. to take a total of more than
5,000 lines of minute cuneiform script in two columns on each side of

! G. R, Driver, Semitic Writing (London, 1954), p. 84 n. 11; p. 230, considers that
‘ & was originally a reed-pen.
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16 boards (12°5 x 31-3 cm). The boards were hinged together to
form a continuous folding ‘book’ and thus had the advantage that any
length of writing surface could be supplied. The Assyrian sculptures
show scribes holding a diptych or polyptych while they make inven-
tories of spoil. Boards of this type were used also by the Hittites and
Ettuscans and in Babylonia could have been used to write either the
cuneiform script or the Aramaic alphabet. Since the surface did not
harden like the more cumbrous clay tablet, additions and alterations
could be made at any time. Only a few examples of wooden writing-
boards have been discovered at any site, none as yet from Palestine,
owing to the perishable nature of the materials. Nevertheless, these
boards may well have been the type of ‘tablet” used by Isaiah (30: 8)
or Habakkuk (2: 2).

THE SCRIBAL ART

Education and literacy

The varied and numerous documents and writing materials presuppose
persons skilled in writing. From ¢. 3100 B.C. in Mesopotamia, and soon
thereafter in Egypt, Anatolia and Elam, scribes were at work in the
principal cities and centres of government. In the third millennium, it
is generally assumed, Egyptian schools were controlled by the priests
whose primary aim was the preservation of ‘the word of god’ or
‘divine words’—the sacred writing. Manuscripts were kept in the
scriptorium or ‘House of Life’ and from this store, copies and selections
of standard texts (Pyramid, Coffin Texts or the Book of the Dead)
were made. However, no description or remains of a priestly school
has been identified and evidence rests upon the finished product. The
scribal art was also passed from father to son, for a text (probably
dating from c. 2300 B.c. of which copies are extant from 1900 B.C.)
gives examples of advice (sebayet; ‘ teaching and discipline”) to a young
man to follow this most noble ‘ white-kilt” profession. The bureaucracy
of the Middle Kingdom led to the establishment of government schools
to supply the growing number of secretaries and clerks required. The
profession was highly considered for ‘if you want to rise high and have
a non-manual job, stick to your classes in school and you will get
ahead’.! The students first learned the hieroglyphic and hieratic scripts

1 J. A. Wilson in City Invincible, ed. C. H. Kraeling (Chicago, 1960), p. 104.
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and then moved on to exercises and extracts from traditional texts, the
Story of Sinuhe, Teaching of Amenhetep I, Hymn to the Nile and the
Satire on the Trades. The memorising and copying of lists of the names
of deities, professions and places (onomastica) were included.

More is known of education in ancient Babylonia where, in Sumerian
times, boys attended the ‘tablet-house’ (¢é.dub.ba) and as its pupils
or ‘sons’ were apprenticed to the master (‘father’) much as were
young boys in any manual trade. Under his direction preceptors
(‘older brothers’) taught the complicated cuneiform script used for
Sumerian and Akkadian. All education, like the higher culture, was
bilingual until the mid-second millennium when the main centre of
learning moved to Babylon and education fell into the hands of indi-
vidual families who proudly traced their ancestry in the trade-guild
back some ten or more centuries. The curriculum was traditional; after
the learning of signs the students quickly moved on to copy lists of
words, synonym lists and vocabularies, and to extracts, written from
memory (idi) rather than from dictation. A distinction was made
between dictation ({iginna gabiz) and *taking dictation’ (liginna Sardru)
in the later schools. In this way the student copied more than 30,000
lines and most of the standard literary and other forms of text before
qualification as a specialist. Examinations included calligraphy, gram-
mar, translation into and from Sumerian and Akkadian, vocabulary,
phonetics, epigraphy, as well as special studies in accountancy, mathe-
matics, the technical jargon used by various crafts and groups, occult-
writing, music and singing.! The latter, like rhetoric, seemed to be
closely linked with the work of a scribe. ‘ The scribal art is the mother
of speakers, the father of scholars.’? Scribes were often poets and could
rise high in any profession; among those listed the Secretary of State
is commonly found—such an official as Ezra may have been, with
special responsibility for Jewish affairs. In Assyria the office of Head
of the Royal Chancery was held through five generations by a single
family of savants (wmmanu) who spanned the period from c. goo B.c.
to the fall of Assyria ¢. 612 B.c. Such scribes specialised in languages
(e.g. Egyptian, Aramaic) or professions—law, medicine, technology,
the majority being laymen—or the priesthood.3 From Old Babylonian

! B. Landsberger in City Invincible, pp. 94~100.

2 8. H. Langdon in AJSL, xxvint (1911), 232.

3 Holding government appointments. A Sumerian proverb says that ‘a disgraced
scribe becomes a man of spells’.
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times many scribes, the poor aristocracy, would sit and wait for custom
from the illiterate in the street or at the city-gate.

In general there was a low level of literacy. A few monarchs, Shulgi
of Ur, Lipit-Ishtar of Isin, Ashurbanipal of Nineveh and Darius I of
Persia, claimed to be able to read and write but were exceptional in this.
One agricultural centre, Alalakh in Syria, boasted seven scribes among
a population of more than 3,000 persons in c. 1700 B.c. The abundance
of inscribed tablets, with the indication of other perishable materials in
use, would show a significant and influential class of scribes through-
out the near East.

The 200 Amarna letters penned in Palestine after the middle of the
second millennium by Canaanite scribes to Egyptian kings betray
the local dialect they spoke, even though they employed the Babylonian
cuneiform script learned in a formal scribal training. In these small
towns, as well as in the major trade-centres like Ras Shamra, native
scribes had learned the cumbersome script to write the Amorite Akka-
dian used as a diplomatic /ingua franca. By the time of Moses eight
different languages were recorded in five different writing-systems.!
The development of a simple 22-letter system must soon have led to
widespread literacy. It is therefore not surprising to find the first
attributions of literacy ascribed to this time. Moses himself, tutored
at the Egyptian court (cf. Acts 7: 22), is said to have recorded laws
and legal decisions (Exod. 24: 3—7; Deut. 31: 24~6), a song (Deut.
31: 22), curses (Exod. 17: 14) and memoranda connected with the
Israelite journeys. Under administrative pressure he appointed literate
officials (36¢¢rim) to record decisions and order affairs (Deut. 1: 15;
cf. Exod. 18: 21-2).2 Since parents were responsible for their own
children’s education (Gen. 18: 19; Deut. 6: 7) it is likely that the
literate, and especially the scribes, readily passed on their art.? Inscrip-
tions engraved on altar-stones (Josh. 8: 32) or on gems and metal
plates by seal cutters (Exod. 39: 14, 30) require both writers and
readers. By the time of Gideon even a village lad could spell out the

! G. E. Mendenhall, ‘Biblical History in Transition” in The Bible and the Ancient
Near East, ed. G. E. Wright (London, 1961), p. 50 n. 23.

2 Cf, Akkadian $ataru ‘to write’. The idea of the appointment of administrative
officials may have derived from Egypt (cf. Exod. §: 14).

3 The Shechem tablet may have been written by a schoolmaster complaining that a

boy’s tuition fees had not yet been paid (W. F. Albright, BASOR, LxxXV1, 1942, 30).
B. Landsberger, however, interprets this as a reference to pederasty (JCS, vii1, 1954, 54).
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names of persons (Judg. 8: 14). While in Israel there would be several
who could ‘handle the writer’s pen’ (or ‘staff” of office, Judg. 5: 14),
there are indications that a Kenite family descended from Caleb long
continued to be noted for this (1 Chron. 2: §5). Between Moses and
David there is given an unbroken list of those who guarded the ark
which contained, or had with it, the Torah or basic ‘state’ documents
(Deut. 31: 24-6). From David to Josiah the names are given also of
state scribes, an office of high order, who ranked before the Chronicler
(mazkir) who kept the numerous state records (2 Sam. 8: 16; 1 Kings
4: 3). The Chief Scribe was a royal adviser and some, like Shebna, rose
to be Chief Minister. Other scribes were employed on military or
census duties under their own chief (2 Kings 25: 19; Jer. §2: 25) and
senior scribes had their own rooms in the palace or temple (Jer. 36: 10,
12—21). Until the Exile the scribal profession was largely separate from
the priesthood which had its own secretaries and scribes, and in this
Israel was in line with her neighbours.

No account of a specific school has survived, but with the establish-
ment of local sanctuaries young male students (immiidim) were doubt-
less taught writing (and rhetoric) by the prophets (1 Sam. 10: 11-13;
Isa. 10: 19). The alphabet was learned by oral repetition or by question
and answer.! The tradition of a Temple school goes back to the first
Temple (1 Chron. 25:8) and of a more general education perhaps to the
second. In Judah Simon ben-Shetah introduced elementary education
for all boys in 75 B.c. There were, of course, literates and illiterates at
all ages (Isa. 10: 193 29: 12) and if a king could not copy out the law
for himself as directed (Deut. 17: 18) he would have at hand a scribe
to read or write it (2 Chron. 34: 18) or to take a dictated letter (2 Kings
10: 1). The prophet Jeremiah employed Baruch in this manner. Among
secular scribes, such as Daniel is described to be, were many who
could read both Babylonian and Aramaic as the result of a local court
education. State correspondence in the Achaemenid era (cf. Ezra §5: 6;
6: 1; Dan. §: 7) is in keeping with contemporary style.

Authors and editors

In Egypt, Mesopotamia and Israel literary works were generally
anonymous. The later Babylonians and Assyrians knew of famous
! Isa, 28: 10; G. R. Driver translates as s after y, s-3, ¢-q, g-¢: Semitic Writing, p. 89.
But cf. more recently G. R. Driver in Hords and Meanings, ed. P. R. Ackroyd and
B. Lindars (Cambridge, 1968), pp. §3—6.
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authors like Arad-Ea of the fourteenth century B.c. who had earlier
composed a named work. Such information is inserted in the colophon
of alater copy of a text. In one, the Irra Epic, we are told that ‘ Kabti-
ilani-Marduk, son of Dabibi, was the compiler of its tablets. It was
revealed to him in the night and when he spoke it in the morning he
did not leave out a single line, nor did he add one to it.’? This implies
only early editorial work. To one Enlilmuballit (c. 1800 B.c.) is ascribed
the composition of a series of medical texts but, since elements of the
series are known in earlier dated texts, it must be presumed that here
again we have a stage in the collection or transmission of the work.
Once an author’s name is inserted in an acrostic within a poem, and
frequently authors are known only from their mention in catalogues
listing titles and the names of scribes to whom authorship, compilation
or copying is ascribed. Often this was to a scholar (ummdnu) of a
particular early city in the third (Eridu) or second millennium (Baby-
lon). Several works were ascribed to antediluvian sages, notably the
first Adapa-Oannes; others are marked as of divine origin without any
human intermediary named, though Ea, the god who plays a special
role as interpreting or revealing the divine mind to man, figures the
most frequently in Babylonian texts. In Egypt this applied especially
to law and ritual. Berossus’ assertion that ‘from that time (the Flood)
nothing new has been discovered’ is not dissimilar to the Rabbinic
tradition that all divine revelation is to be found in the Torah.2
However, in general, the scribes were well aware of the traditional
authority associated with many of the texts they copied. This authority
lay not in anonymity, for these scribes ‘antiquity of authorship implied
authority with divine authorship implying the greatest authority’.3
Thus wherever feasible a scribe would strive to copy or collate an
original written text. Where a variety of text traditions was consulted
the scribe aimed to keep close to the earliest recension available. The
care with which copies were made is also to be seen in the check made
on the number of lines in a text, the total being added in some colo-
phons. In addition a text may have the note added to the effect that
it had been ‘checked against the original’. Where a defective text
had been consulted a scribe would mark the presence of lacunae by

1 W, G. Lambert, ‘A catalogue of Texts and Authors’, JCS, xv1 (1962), 70.

2 Cf. P. Schnabel, Berossus und die babylonisch-hellenistiche Literatur (Leipzig, Berlin,

1923), p- 253.
3 W. W. Hallo, JE], xu (1962), 16.
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inserting the word ‘broken’ (fepr) and no attempt was made at restora-
tion of the defective or missing signs or passages. There were at the
same time local and indigenous compilations and adaptations of major
traditional texts (the Gilgamesh and Creation epics) or collections of
one class of texts (hymns, medical diagnoses or astrological omina) by
a local practitioner. An analysis of the major archives, the Sumerian at
Nippur, Hittite at Boghazkéi or the Assyrian ‘library’ collections of
Ashur (1100 B.c.), Nineveh (8oo—650 B.c.) and Nimrud (705—614 B.C.),
reveals comparable editorial methods. In Mesopotamia oral tradition
played only a limited part in the transmission of literary texts after
2700 B.C., the scribe using an oral source (‘from the mouth of an
expert’) only when all else failed.? Such use of oral transmission was
constantly corrected against the written tradition and, as in early Islam,
served as a commentary. In Mesopotamian law and science descrip-
tions of methods used are absent, probably being verbally discussed,
while the deductions or results are always given in writing. Comparison
of early and late omina, a genre notably absent from the Old Testament,
shows a gradual tendency to enlarge in a creative, if sometimes arti-
ficial, manner. Reference works (zamirtu) were readily available, a
skilled scribe copying out his own books; and there is some evidence
that excerpts from different texts were made in such a way as to imply
an accepted list of “classical’ or ‘canonical’ texts and a standard order
in which they were to be read or studied. As with the Jewish scribes,
emphasis was placed on the continuity of the tradition and their
responsibility was conceived as the copying, checking and preservation
of the written word. They had to hand the word on undiminished to
their successors.?

LITERATURE

This highly specialised scribal activity implies the existence of diverse
literary genres. Although never classified in general categories the
literature of the ancient Near East may, like that of the Old Testament
itself, conveniently be considered under three main headings—History,
Law, and other writings.

T J. Laessoe, ‘Literacy and Oral Tradition in Ancient Mesopotamia’, in Studia
Otrientalia Ioanni Pedersen (Copenhagen, 1953), pp. 212-13.

2 The extent to which there was a process of ‘ canonisation’, comparable with biblical

writings, is much debated; cf. W. W. Hallo, /EJ, x11 (1962), 23 ff. and W. G. Lambert,
¢ Ancestors, authors, and Canonicity’, JCS, x1 (1957), 1-14.
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Epic and early historiography
There is a general parallelism in subject matter between the early
Sumerian literature of the so-called ‘Heroic Age’ ¢. 2400 B.C. and the
introductory chapters of the Old Testament (Gen. 1-11). Sumerian
cycles of individual ‘heroes’—the early rulers Enmerkar, Lugalbanda
and Gilgamesh—have plots based on historical fact though with some
poetic embellishments. In form they incorporate speeches, descriptive
narrative and lengthy repetitions. More than one account of the
creation of the universe and of man, of paradise and the flood is to be
found. Early disputations reflect the *Cain—Abel” motif, while the dis-
persion of mankind as well as the idea of the organisation of the earth,
of a personal god, divine wrath, natural catastrophe, death and punish-
ment find their earliest expression in poetry and prose.! In later
Egyptian stories early cosmological ideas are adapted to the theological
viewpoint of the local editor. By the early second millennium one
Semitic epic of Atrahasis (‘the very devout’) links together events from
the Creation to the Deluge in a single account. To do this it makes use
of summary ‘king-lists’ or genealogies (Heb. toledot). Such lists were
the common basis of all Mesopotamian science and subsequent historio-
graphy.2 In Egypt one such list of the forebears of a local ruler,
Ukhotep, spans some Goo years with the names of §9 predecessors in
genuine chronological order from the fourth dynasty to the twelfth-
dynasty king Amenemhat II (i.e. c. 2500-192§ B.C.). Among others,
Ankhef-en-Sekhmet traces Go generations over 1,300 years to ¢. 750B.C.
with names of contemporary kings and nomenclature which leaves the
genuineness of the record in no doubt.3 ‘History is the intellectual
form in which a particular civilisation renders account to itself of the
past.’# All civilisations are aware of the past but record it in different
ways. That the Egyptian and Mesopotamian epics and historiography
could have been known to the Hebrews cannot be doubted, for a

1 5. N. Kramer, ‘Cuneiform Studies and the history of Literature: the Sumerian
Sacred Marriuge Texts’, Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, cvil (1963),
486-9.

2 go J. J. Finkelstein, ‘Mesopotamian Historiography’, Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society, cvii (1963), 461-72.

3 K. A, Kitchen, ‘Some Egyptian Background to the Old Testament’, The Tyndale
House Bulletin, v (1960), 14-18.

+ Quoted in J. J. Finkelstein, ‘Mesopotamian Historiography’, p. 462.
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fourteenth-century B.C. copy of the Gilgamesh epic was found at
Megiddo; other literary Babylonian texts of approximately the same
period were found at Ras Shamra and Alalakh. They may well have
been known at the Egyptian court also. The similarities and differences
between the Babylonian and Hebrew accounts of Creation and the
Flood have been much discussed and the view that the latter must be
dependent in some way on the former is by no means unanimously

held.!
Laws and records

In Mesopotamia and Israel the overriding cultural factor was the con-
cept of law and authority which ensured the vitality, stability and
continuity of a highly developed civilisation. Since the human ruler
had no absolute authority he was held to be responsible to the gods
who charged him with the maintenance of truth and justice (mesarum &
kitturn), both of which express eternal verities (as do Heb. *met,
‘truth’; méar, ‘uprightness, equity’ and s°ddqgd, ‘righteousness’). The
trend was from theocracy to democracy and man was servant, never
author, of law. The individual’s inalienable rights were guaranteed
since laws embodying the truth were timeless. Law was also thought
to be inseparable from religion and ethics. It behoved a man to observe
all legal commitments into which he had entered, for they were ulti-
mately enforceable by divine sanction. To be valid these solemn
obligations had to be recorded in writing. The basic premise whereby
the divine cosmic law and order was reflected on earth was one of
Mesopotamia’s most influential concepts, spreading with its scribes,
script and literature to the Hittites and Syria (Ugarit, Alalakh and
Mari), to Palestine and eventually to Greece and the West.2

By contrast the religion and government of Egypt was authoritarian
in that the pharaoh was himself regarded as a god and was thus the
supreme authority. Since he could not be in competition with any
other authority, personal and impersonal, this may explain the absence
of recorded laws from that country. Babylonia and Assyria have left
no statement of law directly comparable with the ‘I-thou’ character
of the Sinai covenant with its Ten Commandments or stipulations.
Yet the form of the latter is fundamentally identical with the Mesopo-

1 Cf. W. G. Lambert, JT'S, xvi1 (1965), 288~300; A, Heidel, T#e Epic of Gilgamesh
and Old Testament Parallels (Chicago, 1949), pp. 260-9.

2 E. A. Speiser, ‘Early Law and Civilization’ in The Canadian Bar Review (1953),
863—77 = Oriental and Biblical Studies (Philadelphia, 1967), pp. 534~55.

42

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Books in the Ancient World

tamian suzerainty treaty whereby an overlord imposed his will on a
vassal. In this a specific historical situation is stated or implied, then
the stipulations are listed in the form ‘thou shalt (not)...’. These
Laws or ‘Directions’ are given orally but recorded in writing before
witnesses including deities. The recipients had to acknowledge publicly
that they would keep the terms. This was often done by calling out
‘Amen’ after each provision had been read out. They also undertook
to read and reaffirm the stipulations or ‘law’ at stated periods. The
vassal swore allegiance to the sovereign’s deity on pain of invasion and
deportation should he revoke his word. He had to teach the covenant
to ‘his sons, his son’s sons and his seed for ever’. Curses concluded the
document, calling the divine wrath on any who failed to keep the
stipulations (ad¢) and blessings on any who did so. This type of docu-
ment was laid up in the national shrine (cf. 1 Sam. 10: 25) to be taken
out and read at stated times. It is noteworthy that similar literary
elements, sometimes in identical phraseology, are to be found in the
Old Testament covenantal forms (cf. Exod. 19-24; Josh. 24; Deut. 6).
While the basic literary form was unchanged over two millennia, the
sutvival of texts in which extracts from one part or other of these
‘treaty’ documents were made shows that the ancient historians freely
made abstracts or summaries of parts of the whole text (as was done in
Deuteronomy). International covenants between equals (parity treaties)
followed a similar outline but with provision of mutual concern—the
extradition of runaway slaves (Alalakh nos. 2-3, cf. Judah and Philistia
1 Kings 2: 39—40; Deut. 23: 1§—16), boundary disputes, confiscation
of property on the death of evil-doers (cf. 1 Kings 21), and similar
matters.

The collections of legal decisions (sometimes inaccurately referred
to as ‘codes’ of law) are closely related to these ‘covenants’. A number
of laws are extant from Sumer (Ur-Nammu, Lipit-Ishtar), Babylonia
(Eshnunna, Hammurapi) and Assyria (Middle Assyrian collection).
These are all summaries of cases, of both evidence and decision, which
were brought together as an illustration of the way the individual king
had maintained the traditional ‘law and order’. They were, in effect,
reports to the deity on the exercise of the divinely given royal ‘ wisdom’.
As in the case recorded of Solomon they were often of unusual or
abstruse decisions (1 Kings 2: 6; 3: 16-28). The many legal summaries
collected in Deuteronomy probably belong to this genre.
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Since much stress was placed on the unbroken continuity of the law,
a king on his accession was required to issue a mefarum-edict to
announce the form of tradition he would maintain. This edict would
be accompanied by any necessary supporting economic and religious
reforms. In Israel such public statements, perhaps reflected in the
historian’s verdict ‘he did the right (hayyaesar) in the eyes of Yahweh’,
imply the maintenance of the Torah and presuppose its existence in
written form. Despite prophetic urgings only a few kings, David,
Asa, Jehoshaphat, Azariah and Josiah, are recorded as taking this step,
though all failed to implement it fully. The beginning of a reign was
often the time for public protest and demand for legal and economic
changes (Josh. 9: 23—5; 1 Kings 12: 1-15).!

The mass of legal documents in Egypt and Mesopotamia, and there-
fore presumably in Israel, comprised the individual contracts of sale,
loans, adoptions, redemption, marriage and divorce. In many cases it is
possible to compare the terminology and format of those in the Old
Testament with texts from neighbouring places and periods. Thus the
comparison of patriarchal customs with eighteenth- to fifteenth-century
B.c. Old Babylonian (Mari, Alalakh) or Hurrian (Nuzi) texts has led
to a detailed appraisal of that period. Abraham’s purchase of Machpelah
(Gen. 23) or Jeremiah’s contract for the field of Hanameel at Anathoth
(Jer. 32: 7—25) conform to contemporary usage. All this legal business
depended upon, and resulted in, a manifold bureaucracy. The Hebrews,
like their neighbours, did not lack census lists, lists of citizens by name,
household, occupation or class; landowners, administrative boundaries,
military rolls, records of booty, itineraries or geographical memoranda
(cf. Num. passim; Gen. §: 1; 10; Neh. 11-12). Each of these is classified
as ‘a writing’ (Heb. séper), a term used also for any written record or,
at Ugarit, for a dossier (spr).

The Sumerians adapted their writing first for the classification of
observed phenomena rather than the expression of abstract thought.
Lists were arranged in varying, including chronological, order and
were soon used for recording daily events or facts behind a given
situation. Thus ‘king-lists’, year formulae and other data necessary
to the law became the basis of historical writing. The description of a
dispute between the cities of Umma and Lagash by a scribe c. 2500 B.C.
is a detailed and interpretative history of the struggle with due regard

1 D. J. Wiseman, ‘The Laws of Hammurahi Again’, JS§, vi1 (1962), 166-8.
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to political and economic motives.! From such early records the step
to annals and chronicles was not long delayed. Thus from the late
second millennium written reports made to the national god and to
the nation, like the vivid account by Sargon II of his eighth campaign
near Lake Van, were recorded contemporaneously with the events
described. Annals, of which chronicles are but a synopsis for a given
purpose, were sometimes written after a single campaign or edited
according to a geographical rather than chronological framework on
the basis of several such accounts. Each successive edition during a
long reign might require the rewriting or paraphrasing of part of the
history to adapt it to the purpose required.? The same methods were
used by the Egyptians though their major historical records, as those
of the later Babylonian kings, now survive only in monumental texts.
Despite a tendency to traditional style and formulae, which may be
accounted for by the religious nature of many of these texts, there is
evidence of original composition and of journals meticulously kept a
day at a time. From these were drawn up chronicles for precise put-
poses, religious or secular, the Babylonian court scribes keeping note
of the dates of all public events, accessions, deaths, mutinies, famines
and plagues, major international events, wars, battles, religious
ceremonies, royal decrees and other pertinent facts. Such records were
available to any in search of precedents (as Cyrus in Ezra §: 17) in
these subjects. Thus a chronicle of a given number of years could select
only those factors relevant to the political relations of two states
(Assyrian Chronicle of Years 680—626 B.C.), of events in the religious
calendar or those facts required to relate the history of the king or state
to contemporary events in other realms. Daily records included astro-
nomical observations, the weather, prices of staple commodities and
the height of the river on which the irrigation system and thus the
economy depended.3 Extracts were often made without reference to
the source, though the Hebrew historians frequently did so, as can be
seen in their allusions to records which are no longer extant— The
Book of the Wars of Yahweh (Num. 21: 14), The Book of the Chronicles
of the Kings of Israel (1 Kings 14: 19) or of Judak (1 Kings 14: 29),
etc., which may have had abbreviated titles as The Book of the Kings

1 S, N. Kramer, ‘Sumerian Historiography’, JE], 111 (1953), 217-32.

2 A, T. Olmstead, Assyrian Historiography (The University of Missouri Studies,

Social Science Series 111, 1. Missouri, 1916).
3 D. ]. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (London, 1956), pp. 1—5.
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of Israel (1 Chron. 9: 1) or have appeared in a composite edition as
The Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah and Israel (2 Chron.
16: 11). Like her neighbours the Hebrews kept the data for indi-
vidual reigns, those of Asa and Jehu being mentioned. Nathan and
Shemaiah the prophets, Iddo the seer and Ahijah the Shilonite all kept
records of the acts of Solomon and other kings in ‘books’, ‘chron-
icles’, ‘prophecies’ and ‘visions’ (2 Chron. 9: 29; 12: 1§) or historical
writings (cf. 1 Kings 11: 41),

Other Writings

It has become customary to refer to other Hebrew ‘writings’ as * Wis-
dom literature’. This genre includes essays, proverbs, precepts, fables,
riddles, dialogues and some psalms. Books or collections of proverbs
were made by the Sumerians, Babylonians and Hittites. The Hebrew
Proverbs (as also Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom of Solomon) are closest
to the precepts or instructions (Egyptian sebayet) which range from
the Old Kingdom writings of the Egyptian sages Imotep, Hardidief and
Ptahhotep to the New Kingdom collections of Ani, Amennakhte and
Amenemope and are scattered throughout the literature. Despite much
discussion there is no indisputable evidence that the Old Testament
collections depend on the Egyptian any more than on the Mesopo-
tamian.® All may well draw from a common stock with local variations.
Biographical instructions as in the Middle Kingdom ZTeaching of
Mentuhotep and the Babylonian Advice to a Prince are found in Prov.
4; 31. The book of Job wrestles with the problem of the righteous
suffering undeserved punishment which had been discussed in earlier
Sumerian texts and in the lengthy eleventh-century Babylonian poems
ludlul bél némegi and ‘ Theodicy’. Pessimistic literature such as Ecclesi-
astes finds its counterpart in Sumerian compositions, the Akkadian
Dialogue of Pessimism and the Egyptian Dialogue of a man tired with
life with his soul, in which the personal conflict reaches the brink of
suicide. The Admonitions of Ipuwer also treats of the breakdown of
society. There are Sumerian parallels to the later Aesopic Fables. The
brief glimpses of this genre afforded in Judges (9: 8-15) and Isaiah
(10: 1§; 29: 16) show that in Israel, as in late Egypt, this mode of
teaching was popular. Disputations and dialogues such as the Eloguent

1 K. A. Kitchen, ‘Some Egyptian Background to the Old Testament’, The Tyndale
House Bulletin, v (1960), 14—18.
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Peasant’s nine rhetorical speeches within a narrative prose prologue
and epilogue—a mode employed in Job—call for social justice.
Parables (asin 2 Sam. 12: 1—4; Isa. 28: 4) and allegories (Isa. §: 1~7) have
not as yet been traced in Sumerian, Akkadian or Ugaritic documents.

From earliest times vast and highly sophisticated collections of
hymns, psalms (and some prayers) are to be found in many cult centres.
Some were composed in praise of gods or kings with the special purpose
of uniting the people in a common allegiance. In Egypt Hymns to
Sesostris I1T and earlier in Babylonia more than a hundred compositions
ascribed to the kings of Ur, Isin, Larsa and Babylon (2100-1700 B.C.)—
with as many as thirty in honour of Shulgi alone—attest the vitality
of this form. There are strong indications that, while most were
composed during the reign of the king so honoured, other ‘extra-
canonical’ renderings of the standard style and format were made
according to local historical conditions. Psalms of this type re-appear
in the Qumrin texts. A. L. Oppenheim has shown that at least one
Assyrian priest-poet had command of various zopor which could be
drawn upon at will. Some are found in Sumerian and Akkadian texts
dated many years apart.” A constructive poet would create ever new
combinations of phrases, lines and stanzas for new compositions.
Examples of this are also to be found in the biblical psalms. Catalogues
of incipits show that many hymns and psalms have not survived. The
Hebrew ‘Book of Jashar’ must also have contained poems, now lost
(Josh. 10: 13; 2 Sam. 1: 18).

Long before the ‘Song of Songs’ or Canticles was published the
Egyptians composed passionate and rhapsodic cultic love-songs, and
dirges like Lamentations had their precursors in Sumerian poems
bewailing the destruction of the great temple-cities of Nippur and Ur.
In one dirge Lugaldingirra bemoans the death of his father and wife in
elegiac verse comparable only with David’s words concerning Saul.
Yet humour too was not lacking. The vivid Assyrian seventh-century
Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, based on a third millennium original,
has been shown to have survived in Arabic folk-lore in the Supplemental
Nights to The Book of the Thousand Nights and a Night. Another old
Babylonian story of a man and a cleaner at Ur may well have been
written to be mimed. It is assumed that these represent a sizeable body
of elles-lettres of which much has perished.

t A. L. Oppenheim, Analecta Biblica, xu (Rome, 1959), 282-301.
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Predictive prophecy was known and exercised by both the Egyptians
and Babylonians. In such works as the Admonition of Ipuwer (twenty-
third to twenty-second century B.C.), the Teaching of Merikaré
and the Prophecy of Neferty (c. 1990 B.C.) there are allusions to the
future, while the Babylonians cast descriptions of the reigns of unnamed
kings in the form of prediction much as did Daniel (8: 23—5; 11: 3-14).
Yet it is the rarity of this and other literary forms which contrasts
with much of the Old Testament writings and with the unusual unity
of theme and purpose in the selections there made. Against a literary
background in which omina, astrology and myth play perhaps the
largest réle, their absence in the Old Testament is the more remarkable.
The evidence of so rich and varied a literature throughout the Ancient
Near East makes comparison and contrast with the biblical writings
essential for the understanding of both. Moreover, it requires new
approaches in our study of the Old Testament literature.

4. BOOKS IN THE GRAECO-ROMAN WORLD
AND IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

The world into which Christianity was born was, if not literary,
literate to a remarkable degree; in the Near East in the first century of
our era writing was an essential accompaniment of life at almost all
levels to an extent without parallel in living memory. In the New
Testament reading is not an unusual accomplishment; Jesus can clinch
an argument with his opponents with ‘Have you not read. . .?’ (Matt.
12: 3; 19: 4; cf. 21: 42), and reading may be assumed to have been as
general in Palestine as, from the vast quantity of papyri of all kinds and
descriptions, we know it to have been in up-country Egypt at this time.
The hellenisation of the Near East contributed powerfully to the more
general use of the written word; but although where books were con-
cerned the sophisticated Judaism of Alexandria was influenced by the
hellenic elements it sought to proselytise (as can be seen in Philo), a
widespread use of the book was something that hellenism and Judaism,
even in its more ultramontane forms, had in common. Both Greeks
and Jews used the roll as the vehicle for their literature, although the
latter tended to prefer skin-to papyrus for copies of the Law read in
synagogues, while to the Greek the use of papyrus was one of the
marks of civilisation. Both used the waxed tablet for elementary instruc-
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tion in school as well as for memoranda. The discoveries at Qumran
and Murabba‘dt have shown that certain scribal practices such as
methods of cancellation or paragraphing by means of spacing were
common to both, though probably Greek in origin.

Together with the widespread use of writing and reading, even though
the reading list of the pious Jew was severely limited, went a distrust
of the written word among Greeks and Jews alike. Plato’s criticisms
of the written word,! or at least of its abuse—that so far from helping
memory, it destroys it, that it is no substitute for a true dialectic, or
an exchange of minds between teacher and taught, that the profoundest
truths cannot be put down in black and white—were frequently
echoed in antiquity and (the Law always excepted) can be paralleled in
Judaism. Some such attitude, as well as jealousy for the priority of the
written Law, lay behind the prohibition on recording the oral Law in
writing, or at any rate on transmitting or publishing it in written form;
it was an attitude that powerfully influenced the early Church. Publi-
cation, in literary circles in Rome or Alexandria and equally in Christian
circles, was always by public recitation. The story of the minister of
Queen Candace whom Philip heard reading the book of Isaiah to
himself (Acts 8: 28, 30) reminds us that reading in the ancient world,
even solitary reading, invariably meant reading aloud.

But, as always with the Jews and usually with the Christians, it is
the differences from the pagan world rather than the resemblances to
it that impress. What we know as the Old Testament—and generally
speaking its content was effectively fixed before the Christian era—
occupied a place in Jewish national life, worship and sentiment to
which classical antiquity offers no parallel. Greeks and Romans were
acquainted with sacred books, whether those of minority groups such
as Orphics or Pythagoreans or, as in Rome, belonging to the state,
but the physical object was not treated with the same veneration nor
the text itself so scrupulously protected as was the case with the Jewish
Law. The strictest rules governed the handling, the reading and the
copying of the Law. Multiplication of copies by dictation was not
allowed; each scroll had to be copied directly from another scroll;
official copies, until A.p. 70 derived ultimately from a master copy in
the Temple, were kept at first in a cupboard in each synagogue, later

v Phaedrus, 274 {.
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in a room adjoining it. The cupboard faced towards Jerusalem, and the
rolls within it were the most holy objects in the synagogue.

This reverence was not confined to the Hebrew text. Hellenised Jews
regarded the Septuagint as a work of inspiration, an attitude that the
story of its miraculous origin in the Letter of Aristeas reinforced, as it
was surely intended to do. Thus for the Jews of the Diaspora and
consequently for Christians, inspiration was not limited to the Hebrew
tongue nor to a distant past; it was only after the Septuagint had been
adopted by Christians as the text of the Old Testament that it fell into
disfavour with the Jews and was replaced by other versions. For the
earliest Christians it was both a datum of their religious life and a
model for what in course of time became the New Testament. With
this attitude went a concern for preserving the precise wording of the
translated text; the Jewish rule that the sacred books must be read, not
recited after being learnt by heart (as was the case with the uncanonised
oral Law), itself contributed to the safeguarding of the text. The Church
knew no such ban, but the general attitude to the sacred writings
whether of the old or of the new dispensation was much the same.

The discoveries at Qumran show that in the first century B.c. the
text of Isaiah, for example, was faithfully transmitted; the widely vary-
ing interpretations that might be placed on the text by Jews as well as
later by Christians, so far from leading to frequent variant readings,
may well have defended it from them. An attitude to the text which
regarded its careful reproduction almost as an end in itself implied a
continuing process of transmission, control and supervision, something
that in the Greek world could be found, and then with very different
presuppositions, only in the small circle of professional scholars and
writers.

The institutions in Jidaism that at once enshrined this attitude to the
Law, protected, and actively encouraged it, were the synagogue and the
school, often closely associated, both devoted to the education of the
nation in its religion.! The lector and the interpreter of the scriptures
would have been no less familiar figures in the early churches than was

1 Cf. Philo’s picture of the Essene synagogues (Quod omn. prob. 81-2): ‘these
holy places are called synagogues, and there the young sit and are instructed in
age groups by their elders, attending with suitable decorum. One takes the books and
reads them aloud, another more learned comes forward and instructs them in what they

do not know.’” For the synagogue in general see G. F. Moore, Judaism (Harvard, 1927):
1, 1, ch, v and in particular the other passages from Philo quoted on p. 306.
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the 818&okodos or teacher, as important in early Christian life as he was
in Judaism. Paul’s commission (x Tim. 2: 7) was to be the teacher of
the Gentiles, a commission executed directly when he is present, in his
absence through his letters (1 Thess. §: 27). In the church at Antioch
(Acts 13: 1) there were teachers as well as prophets; in 1 Cor. 12: 28
teachers rank directly after apostles and prophets and in Eph. 4: 11
they are coupled with pastors as a recognised ‘order’ in the Church.
The specific function of the teacher is as cleatly recognised in the
Apostolic Fathers.! Though the teacher himself need not be a writer
of books any more than Jesus himself was, yet his activity implied that
books were readily available. Christianity grew up with the idea, quite
alien to the pagan world, that books were an essential part of religion.
The growth of Christian literature and teaching and in due course of
the Canon can only be understood in the light of practices inherited
from Judaism.

Thus while a Jewish convert or sympathiser of the first generation
would have found nothing strange in the attitude to and use of books,
a Gentile convert would have been struck by the divergences from
pagan practice. The physical object, however, would have been equally
familiar to both. The Jewish preference for rolls of skin, instead of
papyrus, remained, but except for certain cultic purposes it seems not
to have been more than a preference. At Murabba‘at rolls, or parts of
rolls, of the Old Testament have been found written both on leather
and papyrus; and two pre-Christian rolls of the Septuagint from Egypt,
both of Deuteronomy and in fine professional hands, are written
on papyrus. A roll when complete would not normally have exceeded
35 feet, long enough to be a clumsy and unwieldy object; there were
no rules governing the length of lines or the number of lines to a column
and no numeration of columns. In the last there would have been little
point, given the difficulty in a roll of making a quick reference. The
detailed prescriptions for the manufacture and writing of rolls of the
Law preserved in rabbinic sources should probably not be read back
into the times of the Second Temple, and certainly have no analogue
in Greek practice.

In the New Testament writings the book is a familiar object, under
the names of BiPAos, the roll of papyrus and its diminutive BipAiov,
used both of books and documents. Thus it is the roll of Isaiah that

! Did, 13:2; 15: 2; Ep, Barn. 1: 8; 4: 9; Hermas, Vis. m, 5, 1; Sim. 1X, 15, 4.
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Jesus opens and reads from at Capernaum (Luke 4: 17); the BifAix
mentioned by the writer of the second epistle to Timothy may be
assumed to have been rolls of the Old Testament (2 Tim. 4: 13). The
sealed roll of Rev. §: 2 alludes to the practice of sealing important
documents such as wills. Metaphors from books and writing are
evidence, if any were needed, of their universality; the most striking
is that in which Paul, following a long tradition in Greek and Jewish
literature (and in particular Prov. 3: 3), contrasts the word engraved
on stone or wood with that written in the human heart. The bizarre
passage in Revelation (10: 8 f.) where an angel holds open a small roll
and John takes and eats it echoes Ezek. 2: 8—3: 3 and is the only
allusion to an opisthograph roll—one written on both sides—in the
New Testament, occasionally, as here, with the same text running
continuously from one side to the other. Nothing makes plainer the
position held by the Old Testament than the use of ypogn, ypagad,
writing, writings without the addition of %oly to denote rout court the
Old Testament or its constituent books (see especially John 19: 37,
another writing); the word may be classed among the relatively few
religious termini technici in the New Testament.

Christian literature began, as did Christian preaching, with the
interpretation of the Old Testament in the light of Christian experience
(Acts 18: 28). It is significant that in the account of the post-Resurrec-
tion appearance to the eleven in Jerusalem the revelation of the true
meaning of the scriptures (‘Moses and the prophets and the psalms”)
is directly linked with ‘these...my words’: the holy writings of the
past with the holy writings of the future (Luke 24: 44 f.). We find the
same association between the scripture and the word which Jesus had
spoken in John (2: 22); here and in the preaching of Apollos in Achaia
(Acts 18: 28) we can see at work the process by which the Christian
interpretation of the scripture, associated as it usually was with the
remembered words of the Lord, became as important and as indispens-
able as the scripture itself.

The literature of the earliest Church, in as far as we can picture it from
the New Testament, is with two exceptions what might have been
predicted from its Jewish origins: the sacred books of Judaism and
some interpretations of those books in the light of Christian experience.
The New Testament itself is composed of three classes of book. First,
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the gospels (and for this purpose Acts may be classified with them)
which, whatever the claims made for their central figure, make no claim
as books to be on a par with the Old Testament and whose purpose is
succinctly stated in John 20: 31, ‘that you may believe that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his
name’. Secondly, the Epistles which (with the possible exception of
Hebrews) do not set out to be literature, but originated as piéces
d’occasion, half-way between ordinary correspondence and literature
proper. Lastly, Revelation, the only work in the New Testament that
claims inspiration, a claim deriving principally from the genre to which
it belongs, partly perhaps from the late date of its composition.

The two exceptions, both of them clues to later developments, are
the references to the words of the Lord, frequent enough to suggest that
the authority they claim would eventually be recognised in a form
permanent and independent of the Old Testament, and the seemingly
trivial allusion in 2 Tim. 4: 13 to ‘parchments’. The relatively few
Latin words that occur in the New Testament are used to denote some-
thing peculiarly Roman, e.g. mpartcptov for which there is no obvious
Greek equivalent; the use of peufpdven in this passage in place of the
Greek 819p8¢pon (which would denote parchment or skin rolls) suggests
a difference in the object. Membranae is found in Latin from the first
century B.C. onwards for a parchment notebook (in which, for example,
a poet might write his first drafts). This extension of the familiar wax
tablet seems to have been a Latin invention; there is no evidence,
literary or archaeological, for it in the Greek East.

What the notebook in question contained is a matter for conjecture;
and what our conjecture is may depend on whether this section in the
Epistle is considered to be Pauline and, if not, at what date it was
written. There are good reasons for thinking that the first Christian
book was a book of Testimonies, that is, of select passages from the
Old Testament which could be interpreted as forecasting or confirming
the gospel. Before gospel or even epistle was written the searching of
the scriptures which Jesus attributes to the Jews with the comment ‘it
is they that bear witness to me’ (John §: 39) was actively pursued.
Thus at Beroea sympathetic Jews ‘received the word with all eager-
ness, examining the scriptures daily to see if these things were so’
(Acts 17: 11), and in Achaia Apollos, after he had been instructed by
Priscilla and Aquila in Ephesus, ‘powerfully confuted the Jews in
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public, showing by the scriptures that the Christ was Jesus’ (Acts
18: 28). So Philip in Acts 8: 35 when he found Candace’s minister
reading aloud to himself ‘beginning with this scripture [Isa. §3: 7-8]
told him the good news of Jesus’. Some leaves from a papyrus codex
containing just such a collection of testimonia have been discovered in
Egypt, though the particular copy is not earlier than the fourth century.
More significant because earlier is the discovery of a collection of proof
texts about the Messiah in Cave IV at Qumrién,! a close parallel to New
Testament usage, though the need for such a collection is sufficiently
obvious for one not to have been the source of the other. In some of the
Qumrin manuscripts, e.g. in one of the copies of Isaiah, special signs
were employed to indicate passages of messianic significance; to this
there is no parallel among the earliest Christian manuscripts.

Such collections of proof texts might not, at any rate at first, rate
as books but would correspond to the notes or Umopvfiporra sometimes
kept of the teaching of rabbis or to the notebooks kept by an anti-
quarian such as the Elder Pliny. This would be one reason for the
format denoted by ueuPpévon; another might be the ease of reference
that a notebook, whether wooden tablet or parchment, offered to the
travelling missionary.

The question posed by the frequent mention of the words of the Lord
is both more important and more difficult to answer. That they were
widely known and accepted as authoritative is clear from the New
Testament, but it gives us no clue to the means of transmission, still
less to the process by which or the date at which this material became
fixed and began to constitute one of the principal elements in the gospel.
Before it could be circulated (even though not published) in a regular
written form, the objections felt in Judaism and consequently, we may
suppose, in the earliest Christian communities, had to be overcome.
This goes some way to explain the long-lived preference for the oral
tradition that we find, for example, in Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in
Asia Minor at the beginning of the second century. ‘I thought’, he
wrote, ‘that it was not so much what was taken from books that would
help me as that which came from a living and still present voice’
(referring to what he had heard directly from John the elder).2 Eusebius
following Clement and Papias compares Mark’s Gospel with ‘the un-

t See G. R. Driver, The Judean Scrolls (Oxford, New York, 1965), pp. 19, 527 f.
2 Eus. H.E. 1, 39, 4.
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written teaching of the kerygma of God’,! reflecting a time when for
some churches there was a choice between the two. No doubt the oral
tradition was reinforced, as it was in Judaism, with notes; the contrast
here is with a genuine book. The word Uméuvnue can be applied to a
treatise as well as to notes; too much emphasis should not therefore be
laid on Eusebius’ allusion to the Umopvfiparra? of the Lord’s discourses,
especially as a little later he refers to Mark and Luke ‘having made
publication of their gospels’, using the word #8oo1s, the standard term
for the public dissemination of any writing,

Nothing in this account obliges us to think of—for example—
Mark’s Gospel having grown by degrees out of the private notes used
for the Jewish oral Law; equally ‘publication’ need not imply activity
by the book trade so much as widespread distribution within the
Church. We may surmise that even when some Gospels existed in the
form known to us they were still not accepted as texts having the same
authority as the Old Testament; that stage may well have coincided
with the selection of the four as the final and complete record of the
Church. A single inspired book, or group of books, was not in the first
two generations felt to be necessary for the ‘instruction in Christ’
provided by the living tradition handed on from mouth to mouth,
reinforced by circular letters from the leaders of the Church. Collections
of such letters may have been second only to the collection of restimonia
in the history of Christian literature.

If we were dependent on the few references in ancient authors, we
would assume that the earliest Christian books were much the same
in appearance as those in use in Jewish or Greek circles and might
further infer, as many scholars since Harnack3 have done, that the Old
Testament remained the only sacred scripture of the early Church
until the second half of the second century. Both these views, which
are closely connected, have been challenged by the discovery of
Christian manuscripts, often very fragmentary, among the Egyptian
papyri in the last 75 years. Towards the end of the nineteenth century
and in the first thirty years of the twentieth, Christian papyri had been
published, some of which, e.g. the so-called Logia, now known to be
part of the Gnostic Gospel of Thomas, excited great attention because

VHE. 15, 1.

2 H.E. 1, 24, §-7; cf. v, 8, 2—4 (quoting Irenaeus).
3 Bible Reading in the Early Church (Eng. trans. London, 1912), p. 41.
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of their content; when, as was often the case, they were written not on
rolls, but in codex form, this was sometimes regarded as a ground for
dating them later than the strictly palacographical evidence would
require, in ignorance or at any rate neglect of the allusions in pagan
literature of the later first and early second century A.D. to the existence
of the codex in the West. In the 1930s the publication first of the great
series of Chester Beatty papyri containing very substantial parts of
books of the Old and New Testaments together with some non-
canonical works, followed by that of the Egerton Gospel in the British
Museum and of the Rylands St John—all of them on papyrus, all
codices—put the problem in a new perspective. Since then a collection
hardly less important than that of Sir Chester Beatty, that of M. Bodmer
in Geneva, together with other minor texts (among which may be
mentioned some early fragments of the First Gospel divided between
Magdalen College, Oxford, and Barcelona)—again all papyrus codices
—have reinforced the conclusions to which the discoveries of the years
before 1914 had in fact pointed. (It is possible, though not proven, that
the Chester Beatty and Bodmer codices may have formed part of a
single church library, accumulated over two centuries or more, and
eventually deposited, in the Jewish fashion, in a Geniza; if this is so,
it does not weaken their evidence.)

The evidence for dating the hands of literary papyri, consisting
partly of exactly dated documents found together with and sometimes
quite closely resembling the literary hands, partly of literary papyri
for which a terminus ante or terminus post could be established, was
now considerable. Though a precise and infallible dating is not possible,
on all the criteria generally accepted by palaeographers certain of these
Christian manuscripts—notably the Chester Beatty Numbers and
Deuteronomy, the Egerton Gospel and the Rylands St John—were
written in Egypt in the first half or about the middle of the second
century, and the number of Christian manuscripts plausibly assigned
to that century is now not less than twelve. They are not just notebooks,
but parts of substantial books, some when complete running to a
hundred pages or more; some were clearly professional productions.
In passing it should be observed that there is no instance in Egypt of a
papyrus notebook, i.e. folded sheets of papyrus equivalent to a multi-
leaved tablet and used for memoranda, before the fourth century a.p.,
and none from Syria before the third.
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The contrast with pagan texts is striking. An analysis of pagan
literary manuscripts from Egypt made some years ago gave the pro-
portion of codices to rolls as 2:3%, in the second century, 2:9%, among
those assigned to the border between the second and third centuries,
16-8%, in the third, 48:19 on the borderline between third and fourth,
73'95% in the fourth. Subsequent publications have if anything
increased the ratio of rolls in the second and third centuries., (A fair
proportion of the earliest codices are what might be called sub-literary
—technical or professional texts.) A survey of biblical texts from Egypt
made at the same time yielded 99 codices and 12 rolls, and on closer
examination even those 12 provided insecure evidence for the roll as a
vehicle of the Bible in the early Church. Five were opisthograph-—that
is, on the verso of a roll already used for some other purpose, whether
literary or documentary. Here the writer of the biblical text had no
choice but to employ the roll form and the employment of such material
is no evidence of the choice of the roll form as such: it was an obvious
and much-used economy. Of the remainder three are certainly and
six possibly Jewish. Only one is indubitably Christian, and that is a
roll of the Psalms. No early manuscript of the New Testament known
to us was written on the recto of a roll. All Christian manuscripts of the
Bible, whether of the Old Testament or the New Testament, attribut-
able to the second or the earlier third century, are codices, all written
on papyrus.

Thus it is not so much a question of a preference for the codex as a
deliberate and almost exclusive choice of it where the Bible was con-
cerned. With Christian manuscripts other than biblical, practice varies;
some, possibly because they were candidates for the Canon, others more
probably on the analogy of the biblical texts, are in codex form; others,
and not only scholarly treatises when pagan practices might be expected
to be followed, but texts such as Tatian’s Harmony of the Four Gospels
(found at Dura Europos and so written before the destruction of the
city in A.D. 256) and one of the Logia papyri, are in roll form. Although
the parchment notebook was well established in Rome and though an
enterprising publisher attempted to popularise the parchment book as
a vade-mecum for travellets at the end of the first century A.D., legal
writers in the middle of the third century could still dispute whether
the definition of a book covered a codex. It was probably in consequence
of strong Greek influence in cultural circles that only the roll was fully
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a book until at least the middle of that century. At this period there is
no Greek word for codex; both the name and the object it denotes are
unmistakably Western.

Various theories have been advanced to explain this odd addiction
on the part of the early Church (or at least on that of the Egyptian
church, since there is no comparably early evidence for the rest of the
world) for a novel form of book. In that both sides were fully and
conveniently used, the codex was more economical than the roll; the
eatly Church was not wealthy., On this ground we might expect a
preference, hardly an addiction; nor does this theory adequately explain
either the abandonment of the roll for the Old Testament scriptures or
its retention for some non-biblical texts. And in the earliest manu-
scripts, though not éditions de luxe, the writing is well spaced and the
letters of normal size; nothing suggests that the scribe’s first objective
was to get the maximum of text into the minimum of space. Again, it
has been urged that the greater capacity of the codex was an attraction,
especially in the period when the Canon was being formed. But the
earliest codices do not seem to have been of unusual capacity, though
one held both Numbers and Deuteronomy, another Luke and John;
the eatliest of all probably carried the Fourth Gospel only. This con-
sideration would hardly have carried weight before the establishment
of the fourfold canon of the gospel; further, this theory too fails to
explain the transfer of the Old Testament books from roll to codex by
Christians. Thirdly, it has been rightly said that the codex was more
convenient than the roll for the traveller and the missionary, with its
numbered pages easier to consult, in its compact shape perhaps easier
to conceal. But pagan teachers and Jewish missionaries did not abandon
the roll (as the Testimony roll from Qumran illustrates). Convenience
may have been a factor; it cannot have been decisive.

Another hypothesis may be found in the Roman origin of the codex.
The earliest Christian congregations in Rome who would have been
literate, but hardly literary in their interests, would have needed, apart
from the sacred rolls of the Old Testament or letters from apostles or
other churches, some notes for the day-to-day teaching of converts,
whether testimonia from the Old Testament or records of what was
later incorporated in the gospels. In their ordinary business life the
tablet, both in waxed wood and in parchment, would have been
familiar. This may well have been the form in which, according to the
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account recorded by Papias and transmitted by Eusebius, Mark reduced
to writing Peter’s reminiscences, not long after Peter’s death. The
work, intended for private circulation among the faithful, may well
have kept the form of the parchment notebook (cf. uepppévan in 2 Tim.
4: 13), even if later elaborated into what we know as the Second Gospel.
(Incidentally, the last leaf of a codex is far more likely to be torn or
lost than the last column of a roll, protected by being on the inside.)
Certainly the papyrus codex of Egypt must have had a parchment
predecessor; since papyrus is hardly a natural material for this format
(and notebooks of papyrus are unknown at this period), it is difficult
to see where, if not at Rome, this could have originated.

A tradition that goes back to the second century associates Mark
with the foundation of the Church of Alexandria, a minor founder
figure for a major church. This may point to some early connection
between Rome and Alexandria, probable enough on other grounds;
the theory that Mark’s Gospel at a very early date was accepted in
Alexandria and consequently throughout Egypt as a fundamental state-
ment of faith might account for the facts. For, once in Egypt, it would
have been copied and recopied on the native material, papyrus,! and
some of the respect and authority attributed to the content must have
been accorded to the form. The next stage was reached when the codex
was established as the proper form not only for this Gospel, but for
all the texts that later formed the New Testament and, significantly,
for Christian copies of the Old Testament as well.

It is this latter development that is the more striking, as it marks
the independence of the Church from Jewish traditions and practices
and points the way to the formation of the Christian Canon. We possess
codices of Old Testament books, or fragments of them, from the first
half of the second century, and consequently this break with the past,
which must have seemed impious to a Jew, probably took place not
much later than the turn of the century. The adoption of the codex for
specifically Christian texts (including for example the Third Gospel
and Acts, which, being addressed to the Graeco-Jewish world and
having some literary pretensions, would naturally have been published
in roll form) would have occurred somewhat earlier, the authority
attached to Christian texts being such that they determined the format

! Only two classical MSS. from Egypt on parchment and probably antedating the
third century are known.
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of the Old Testament books used in the Church rather than vice versa.
This process must have begun—not necessarily in Egypt—well in the
first century; some complementary evidence of this may be found in
the papyri themselves.

In Jewish copies of the Greek versions of the scriptures it was usual
for the name of God, Yahweh, to be written in Hebrew letters (the
name itself being pronounced Adonai, Lord, in reading aloud), some-
times by a second hand, the place for it being indicated by spacings or
dots. This treatment of the Tetragrammaton provided a precedent for
what palacographers know as nomina sacra in Christian manuscripts.
Certain words of religious significance were singled out for special
treatment by scribes (except of course where the word occurred in a
secular context, e.g. 6e6s of pagan gods or Trvelua in the sense wind).
The ordinary Greek habit of indicating the symbols for numerals,
ordinal and cardinal, and other non-words by a line placed over the
letter or letters concerned, as a warning to the reader necessary in texts
with no word division, was wedded to the Hebrew practice of omitting
the vowels (in Greek, the vowels of the stem). The nomina sacra are
thus contracted by the omission of certain vowels and sometimes of
consonants and the contraction indicated by a line placed above it, a
construction unknown to Greek or Hebrew writing. The four key
words are 8gds, kUpios, 'Inools and ypiords. The last two are invariably
contracted (with the non-significant exception of the very rare scribal
error); with the other two confusion occasionally arises because of their
secular as well as their religious connotation. The system was extended
to other words, but the degree of consistency in usage varies; it need
not concern us here, any more than the theological significance of the
selection of some words and the omission of others for such treatment.

The system must first have been applied to specifically Christian
manascripts, in keeping with the interest in symbolism of which there
are traces in the New Testament. As a second stage it was used in
Christian manuscripts of the Old Testament; it is already found in
some of the oldest Christian papyri of the Old Testament (in others the
surviving fragments are too small to yield instances of the relevant
words), notably in the Chester Beatty Numbers and Deuteronomy. In
this codex written in the first half of the second century the words
contracted include not only kUpios and ’lopafid but Joshua = Jesus.
The habit of contracting the name Jesus as a mark of reverence must
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have been very well established for a scribe to slip into using it as a
matter of course when the same name occurred in an Old Testament
book. That the practice of nomina sacra reaches back into the first
century is strongly suggested by a passage in the anti-Jewish Zpistle
of Barnabas (written towards the close of the century). Here the
number (318) of Abraham’s followers as given in Gen. 14: 14 is
explained on the ground that the Greek letter tau = 300 stands for
the Cross, while the letter for 18 (fora followed by eza) stands for the
name Jesus. This is one of the forms of the nomen sacrum for Jesus.

The transference of the Law from its sacrosanct form to a format
of no antiquity and little regard, sanctioned only by its use for the
Gospels, must have seemed to the Jew an act of sacrilege; the further
step of employing the nomina sacra, of not inserting the Hebrew name
in the Greek text and of treating other names with equal reverence
must have seemed blasphemy. At this point, some time in the first
century, we may place the beginnings of the Christian Canon. With
this appropriation of the Hebrew scriptures as the true inheritance not
of Judaism, but of the Church, and their assimilation to the form and
scribal patterns of the new religion, would naturally go anindependence
in the choice of what constituted scripture; the fact that some book or
books—which we do not know—provided a model for the transcrip-
tion of the Old Testament suggests that a Christian Canon was begin-
ning to take shape.

It would however be a mistake to suppose that the development of
the Christian Bible was straightforward and simple. Some books of the
Old Testament, especially the Law and the Psalms, would have been
the essential equipment of any church from the earliest days; for the
sayings of the Lord a prejudice in favour of the direct oral tradition
as a reliable and living witness lingered in some circles at least for a
long time. Just as Irenaeus memorised what Polycarp told him of his
direct knowledge of John, recorded ‘not on papyrus but in my heart’,!
so Papias preferred the oral to the written record. None the less, Papias
wrote a commentary on the sayings of the Lord? (which surely assumes
the existence in writing of the logia in question), just as the gospel
was a datum for Irenaeus. The earliest Christian missions relied on eye-
witness accounts; this was their strength and goes far to explain the
persistence of the oral tradition.

1 Eus, H.E. v, 20, 7. 2 [bid. 11, 39, 1 f,
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Our earliest Christian manuscripts have much in common. All (with
a single exception from the third century) come from Egypt; all were
found by excavation. There are twelve plausibly assigned to the second
century; ten of these carry texts of the Bible, seven of the Old Testa-
ment, three of the New Testament. All ten are written on papyrus, all
are codices. The New Testament texts are a fragment of the Fourth
Gospel (probably the earliest manuscript of them all), a much more
extensive though later manuscript containing most of the same Gospel
in 108 pages, and a fragment of the Epistle to Titus. Of the Old Testa-
ment texts two are of the Psalms, two of Genesis, one of Exodus;
while the sixth contained both Exodus and Deuteronomy, the seventh
Numbers and Deuteronomy. It is no surprise that the Pentateuch and
the Psalms were of all Old Testament books the most read in the early
Church; with Isaiah they are the most quoted books in the New Testa-
ment. Of the two remaining manuscripts in this oldest group one is the
Egerton Gospel, written about the middle of the century on a papyrus
codex; the other is a text of the Shepherd of Hermas, written on the
back of a local government register from the Faylim, probably a copy
made locally for the church in Arsinoe, the capital of the Fayfim; it
has been specially marked for reading aloud. Of manuscripts on the
borderline between the second and third centuries there may be
mentioned a fragment of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses written on a roll
in a fine literary hand, a papyrus codex of Matthew, again a professional
production, two more manuscripts of the Psalms, the Chester Beatty
Pauline epistles (a codex that when complete ran to 208 pages) and
the two logia manuscripts now known to belong to the Gospel of
Thomas.

Not many generalisations can usefully be made about this earliest
group of manuscripts. But it is noticeable that many of them, though
well and clearly written, are the work not of professional literary
scribes, but of fluent writers who, used to writing, tried hard for the
most part to write in bookhands, but betray the documentary styles
with which they were more familiar, frequently in the use of ligature,
sometimes in letter forms. Since precisely dated documents survive
in abundance from the first three centuries, this is an aid to dating. It
is significant that the scribe of the Chester Beatty Numbers and
Deuteronomy, when he comes to write the Greek for centurion, uses
the abbreviation familiar in military and official documents, while the
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Baden Deuteronomy, the style of which is of all the closest to that of
contemporary documents, was found together with a document
written in the same hand. (It is also worth noting that we do not know
of a single case of the same scribe writing a Christian and a secular
manuscript.) This confirms what in any case might have been guessed,
that the earliest manuscripts were the product not of the book trade
but of communities whose members included businessmen and minor
officials well used to writing. A few however are in an unmistakable
literary hand with only occasional documentary reminiscences such as
can also be found in secular manuscripts.

These books have no uniform format, but there are two which are
favoured, one in which the height of the page is nearly twice the width,
the other in which the page makes approximately a square, either of six
inches or of eight. All are eminently practical books. Pages are usually
numbered, but even in the best manuscripts the number of lines to a
page varies considerably. The hands are not cramped and do not
suggest a desire for economy; as far as we can tell, none of these early
codices contained more than two books of the Pentateuch, whereas in
the third century more capacious codices, that for example of the
Chester Beatty four Gospels and Acts, are frequent. The oldest of all,
the Rylands St John, would have had to consist of 132 pages, whether
in separate quires or, as was often the case, in a single quire, to take the
whole Gospel. Codices were not composed of separate leaves already
written; their make-up, the varying number of lines to the page and the
fact that pages are not planned to end with a section or a sentence,
all tell against the view that particular features in the books as we know
them can be explained by transposition of pages.

With few exceptions the New Testament is composed of books that
either are anonymous or are explicitly non-literary; whose status as
books is conferred on them by time and use. Our early copies of them
are no more private copies than they are book trade copies; not
addressed to the world at large, they were the products of a community,
and the community saw to their dissemination. (In classical literature
some analogy may be found in the circulation of Aristotelian or Epi-
curean texts.) In Colossians we read of letters being exchanged and
copied between Colossae and Laodicea;! at this stage there is no thought
of the formation of a library, but when the same practice is alluded to

1 Col. 4:16.
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in Polycarp’ and Ignatius,2 we may be sure that the Church regarded
such copies as part of their archives, if not of their libraries. The clearest
reference to the ‘publication’ of Christian texts is to be found in the
Shepherd of Hermas:3 ‘ You shall write then’, says the Lady to Hermas
in his vision, ‘two little books and you shall send one to Clement and
one to Grapté. Clement shall then send them to the cities overseas,
for that is his duty; Grapté shall admonish the widows and the orphans;
but in this city [Rome] you shall read them yourself together with the
priests that have the charge of the Church.’

On the rapid circulation of literature among the churches and on its
regular and public reading much of the coherence of the early Church
must have depended; libraries and archives would have been as essential
an element in them as they were in the synagogues. The remarkably
uniform system of nomina sacra discussed above suggests that at an
early date there were standard copies of the Christian scriptures, much
as before the destruction of Jerusalem the authoritative copy of the
Law was preserved in the Temple. The unvarying use of the codex,
so marked in the Egyptian church, may have been the result of direct
Roman influence and, for all we know, may not have extended beyond
Egypt until the third century; the uniformity in nomina sacra may
point to a more general rule.

Community control may explain the relative absence of ‘wild’ texts
among New Testament manuscripts, very marked if we compare them
with those of the 4cta Pauli or of The Shepherd. M. Dibelius* has
suggested that the existence of the marked divergences in the readings
of the Western Text of Luke and Acts (more striking in these books
than in any others) is explained on the ground that there were two
editions: one sold through the book trade and addressed to the sym-
pathetic hellenised Jew or pagan, the other circulating in the Christian
communities; since the text of Acts was adapted for liturgical purposes
later than that of Luke, it is wilder because it was later in gaining the
protection of community use and control. We might add that persecu-
tion may have prevented the trade edition from enjoying a prolonged
circulation and that the text of Luke may have suffered less because it
was protected relatively early by the single codex of the four Gospels.
This is guesswork; we have to admit that we know as little of the

v Phil. 13: 2. 2 Smyrn. 112 3; Philad. 10: 15 Mart. Pol. 27, 2.
3 Vis, 2 end. 4 JR, xx1 (1941), 421 f.
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organisation and circulation of early Christian literature as we do of
the finances of the early Church,

If we ask who was responsible for copying, and on the whole copy-
ing accurately, the Christian scriptures, the answer is again largely a
matter of surmise; matters taken for granted are rarely recorded.
Remains of a scriptorium have been found at Qumrin and of that
community it has been said ‘ copying was the earliest and principal task
of the Community, as of Christian monks’.! The Church in the world
was in a different situation but the obligation may have been felt to
be no less heavy than it was in orthodox Judaism.

In the early second century the variety in the types of hands and the
documentary influence visible in some of them tell against the hypo-
thesis of central scriptoria. In the latter part of the century radical
changes in this as in other spheres of Church life took place. We can
infer from Celsus and Lucian that Christian books were accessible
enough; with the establishment of the Catechetical School in Alex-
andria, a lay institution, the techniques of classical scholarship, mingled
with the tradition of Jewish exegetes, began to be applied to Christian
texts. To it would have been attached a scriptorium which was probably
the model for that which Origen established with the help of a wealthy
friend at Caesarea and for the library in Jerusalem founded by Bishop
Alexander some time after A.D. 212. Eusebius’ account of Origen’s
scriptorium at Caesarea—surely the first reference on record to the
employment of women stenographers2—suggests that in its use of
shorthand it looked back to the ancient world, as in its specialised and
enclosed activity it foreshadowed the cathedral scriptoria of the Middle
Ages. His assistants were skilled not only in shorthand but in calli-
graphy; from now on Christian book production was on a level with
that in the pagan world. The purpose of the scriptorium was to produce
copies of the Bible and biblical commentaries; the earliest liturgical
books among the papyri are nearly a century later.

Details of scribal procedure—punctuation, quotation marks, signs
of omission and deletion—were much the same in Greek and Jewish
manuscripts and were naturally adopted in Christian books. What was
peculiar to the Jews was the veneration for the manuscript as the
incarnation of the Law and consequent on this, especially after the

1 G. R. Driver, The Judaean Scrolls (Oxford, New York, 1965), p. 359.
2 H.E. V1, 23, 2.
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destruction of the Jewish state, scrupulous care in the minutest detail
of its production. Though Jewish scrupulosity is not paralleled in the
early Church and we know of no minute regulations governing the
production of the text, something of respect for the text and the manu-
script was transmitted to the Church. Just as the pious Jew never lived
far from a copy of the Law, so Abercius Marcellus, bishop of Hieropolis
in Phrygia towards the close of the second century, in his famous
inscription! claims that Paul, i.e. the Pauline epistles, was his travelling
companion and praises the Church as the teacher of ‘sound writings’.
Evidence for the care taken in copying and correcting can be found
both in early writers2 and in the early papyri themselves, though we
cannot be sure if equal care was taken with Christian records and books
before they were set on the path to ultimate canonisation; the first
years of any book’s life are always the most dangerous for the text.

Christian culture and education were bookish through and through;
reliance on the book, initially a legacy from Judaism, was soon a
weapon of the Church in its fight against paganism. This ensured that
the specifically Christian preaching would be transmitted in writing
at an early date, but it was transmitted with a difference. Tertium genus
dicimus:3 the history of Christian manuscripts in the first three centuries
mirrors in small the relation of the Church to Judaism on the one hand
and to hellenism on the other, a relationship of alternate repulsion
and attraction, of derivation as well as of originality. ‘We are so
accustomed’, wrote A. D. Nock,* ‘to the Church as a fact of life that
we do not always realise how remarkable a phenomenon it was—
differing from synagogue and from pagan cult group; the total novelty
of the Church manifested itself early. . .the Christian movement from
the beginning shows both continuity and cultural break.” On that text
the manuscripts of the first three centuries, written occasionally on rolls
as well as in codices, employing the usual scribal conventions as well
as nomina sacra, offer an apt gloss.

v Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum, 1, s.v. Aberkios.

2 E.g. Eus. H.E. v, 20, 2, 3 Tertullian, Ad Nationes, 8.
+ In JBL, Lxvir (1948), 257.
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CHAPTER III

THE OLD TESTAMENT

5. THE OLD TESTAMENT IN THE MAKING
THE PROBLEM OF ORIGINS

At one end of the process are the necessarily nebulous beginnings of
Israel’s literature. Since our concern is to understand something of the
whole range of ways by which the material now in the Old Testament
came into being, some definition must be made of the starting point
in time. And this definition is as difficult to make as is the decision where
to begin a history of Israel or a study of Israel’s religion. It may be
convenient for the former to determine the point in time at which it
is proper to speak of Israel as an entity rather than as a loose agglomera-
tion of small elements, and to decide on this basis that the history of
Israel in the true sense begins with the monarchy, or with the tribal
amphictyony, or with the Exodus; the decision will be made by each
historian on his own terms. But inevitably he must also assess the
available evidence for the pre-history of those elements which were
ultimately to become explicitly Israel. Similarly the study of Israel’s
religion involves a decision on starting point, but again, whatever the
choice, the pre-settlement religion or the pre-Mosaic religion comes
under discussion however uncertain of interpretation the evidence
may be. Israel’s literature, naturally enough, is so tied in with both
history and religion that a comparable decision about origins has to
be made. But the lines have to be drawn from there back into the
remoter past, just as—again as with religious and institutional prob-
lems—the origins of literary types which appear at a later stage have
also to be investigated. The search for origins must be undertaken if
we are to understand the literature as it developed within Israel; but
the discovery of origin does not by itself explain the nature of the
literary type as we find it in the Old Testament. For that its precise
context and the use to which it is put must be considered. Ideally we
might hope to trace the origins and history of development of each
literary type, as Hermann Gunkel attempted to do in regard to
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psalmody.! But the attempt remains no more than that—productive
though it has been of much of the modern development of psalm study
and in particular of form-critical study—for on the one hand the
relation between literature and life is much more complex than can be
expressed in terms of single-line developments, and on the other hand,
the information is lacking for any full-scale historical treatment. For
this reason, too, any attempt at writing a study of the historical develop-
ment of Old Testament literature, as undertaken for example by
Adolphe Lods,? remains inevitably unsatisfactory. Not only are there
too many uncertainties about the dates of many Old Testament books
and passages—though some may be fairly closely dated and much
general chronological ordering may be undertaken—but there are
also too many problems of interpretation which are bound up with
questions of date and provenance, as we may see in the presence
within any particular section of Old Testament material of elements
of its later exegesis. Every passage has to be read at more than one
level.

The psalms, whether in the Psalter itself or scattered about in the
historical and prophetical books,? did not owe their origin simply to
the activities of Israelite or Judaean authors, poets who were officials
of the sanctuaries or even private individuals. However much of
specifically Israelite motif and allusion now appears in them, their
sources lie much further back, as may be seen from the existence of
ancient Canaanite poetry in the Ugaritic documents from Ras Shamra,
dating from c. 1400 B.C., or from the wealth of psalmody from Egypt
and Babylonia, closer to or more remote from Old Testament psalmody
inits style and content.4 It may well be doubted if it is possible to prove
direct adaptation, as has, for example, been suggested for Ps. 29; the
argument that such a psalm contains many Canaanite elements in
language and style may in reality derive more from the fact that we are
now able to enlarge our understanding of Hebrew language and style
by comparison with the Ras Shamra texts: Hebrew may, after all, be
not unreasonably described as a Canaanite dialect. Yet it is appropriate
to recognise that many of the elements and themes and stylistic con-

v Einleitung in die Psalmen, completed by ]. Begrich (Géttingen, 1933).
2 Histoire de la listérature hébraigue et juive depuis les origines jusqu'a la ruine de I état

tutf (135 aprés J.-C.) (Paris, 1950).
3 E.g. Exod. 15: 1—18; 1 Sam. 2: 1~10; 2 Sam. 22 (= Ps. 18); Mic. 7: 7-20; Hab. 3.
4 Cf. the examples in ANET, pp. 365 fl.; DOTT, pp. 111 fl,, 142 fi.

68

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

ventions of psalmody belong to an earlier age than that of Israel’s
full monarchical organisation. The community evidently took over
important elements in the culture and religious practice of the peoples
among whom it settled. It could, for example, at certain periods at least,
be regarded as entirely proper to utilise the familiar title Ba‘al, ‘lord’,
‘husband’; now well known to us from the Ras Shamra texts, as
applicable to Israel’s own god YHWH.!

Israel also made some at least of the ancient sanctuaries of the land
its own. It is a reasonable assumption therefore, quite apart from the
clear literary affinities which point to the same conclusion, that psal-
mody, part of the liturgical material which belonged to sanctuary
observance, was also taken over and in course of time became by
adaptation and reinterpretation an element in Israel’s own inheritance.

Literary developments are to be seen also in the narratives associated
with the taking over of sanctuaries. Part of the tradition of a sanctuary
often appears to have been the legend associated with its origin, the
moment when a special revelation of a deity marked out that particular
place as holy and indicated that worship to the deity there, by the name
then revealed, would be acceptable and proper. So we have sanctuary
legends associated with Bethel (Gen. 28: 11-22), Sinai (Exod. 3: 1-6),
and a high place at Jebus (Jerusalem, 2 Sam. 24) subsequently rightly
or wrongly identified with the site of the Jerusalem temple (1 Chron.
21—:22: 1).2 The Bethel sanctuary legend, being fuller than some of the
others, provides a good example of the process by which an ancient
tradition, obviously pre-Israelite, has been taken over and baptised
into Israelite use. It relates how the ancient name of the place Luz was
replaced by a new name Bethel, ‘house of God’ (El). It associates this
renaming with the visit there of Jacob, the forefather of the Israclite
tribes. The story is complex, containing elements of different traditions;
thus it is evident that one tradition describes a revelation in terms
of a ‘ladder’ between heaven and earth (Gen. 28: 12); the other
tradition almost certainly conceives of YHWH standing ‘beside him’ (i.e.
Jacob, Gen. 28: 13 RSV margin), as is recorded also in Samuel’s call

1 Cf. the names of Saul’s son Ishbaal (2 Sam. 2: 12, the 8a‘a/ part of the name having
been subsequently replaced by dset ‘shamz’; cf. 1 Chron. 9: 39 Eshbaal); Gideon/Jerub-
baal (Judg. 6: 32); the remarkable name Bealiah = ‘Yah is Baal’ (x Chron. 12: §);
and names on the Samaria ostraca, cf. DOTT, pp. 204 fI.

2 The identification must remain uncertain, and indeed suspect, since the Chronicler
also identifies the same site with Mount Moriah (2 Chron. 3: 1, cf. Gen. 22). Cf. pp. 89 f
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experience (1 Sam. 3: 10). Jacob is depicted as realising the presence of
YHWH, God of Israel, but the new place-name Bethel (Gen. 28:17) does
not quite accord with this, since it uses the general word El for the deity
and not the personal name yuwn. This word El is itself known as an
ancient divine appellative and indeed virtually as a personal name ('Z/)
in the Ras Shamra texts. It is clear that an older sanctuary legend,
associated with the holy place at Luz—and possibly the use of the term
magém ‘place’ for Jacob’s resting place in Gen. 28: 11 indicates an
awareness that it was in fact of more ancient origin, since the term,
though not always used so technically, often denotes a ‘holy place’ in
the Old Testament—and describing the revelation of El as the deity
of the place, has now been taken over by Israel as part of the process by
which Canaanite sanctuaries became hallowed as Israelite places of
worship, associated now with a personal revelation of God under his
name YHWH.

Equally it is clear that Israel’s legal literature, now so largely co-
ordinated around the person of Moses, goes back to an origin much
more remote than the historical moment to which it is attached, though
at the same time there are many later elements combined with the
older. Parallels between patriarchal customs and those of more or less
contemporary societies, evidenced in the Mari and Nuzi texts,! show
that the ancestors of Israel shared in the common legal heritage of the
area. The later more strictly legal material, embodied in the books of
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy, while revealing at
every point the distinctive emphases and interpretations characteristic
of Israelite thinking, bears enough likeness to more ancient and
more closely contemporary law collections to show that at each stage
the development of the legal literature owed much to common
trends within the area. Even where the actual content of the laws
differs significantly, as is often the case, the forms in which legal
precepts are stated, apodictic or casuistic,? reveal the common origin of
the types.

At a more evidently theological level, that of the Creation and other

! Cf. above, p. 44, and for a brief discussion, with examples, H. H. Rowley,
‘Recent Discovery and the Patriarchal Age’ in The Servant of the Lord (London, 1952;
and ed. 1965). The material needs to be used with caution.

2 Cf. A. Alt, Die Urspriinge des Israelitischen Rechts (Leipzig, 1934), E.T. ‘The
Origins of Israelite Law’ in Essays on Old Testament History and Religion (Oxford,

1966), pp. 79~132.
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primeval stories, there is the same evidence of contact between the
traditions which the Old Testament preserves and those found else-
where. The Old Testament material was eventually formulated in a
unified scheme in Gen. 1-11 out of earlier presentations which may be
associated with different strands in the Pentateuchal material; allusions
appear elsewhere as motifs in the poetry of psalmists, prophets and the
wise,! often in a more primitive form than in Genesis. Elsewhere such
traditions are to be found either directly as parts of long epic accounts,
as in the Gilgamesh epic, or indirectly in the allusions to divine con-
flicts and ordering of life such as are to be found in the Ras Shamra
poems. The relationship is not to be explained simply in terms of
direct literary dependence, though it may well be that Babylonian
forms of the material were actually known in Palestine;? nor can the
similarities be explained as resulting from entirely independent formu-
lation of the same problems. The relationship is too close for the latter,
the differences too significant for the former. But the fact that we may
discern that the two Creation descriptions (Gen. 1: 1—2: 4a; 2: 46-25)
belong to two strands, often for convenience’ sake described as P
(Priestly) and ] (Jahwistic), the latter earlier in formulation than the
former, does not allow us to conclude that at a given moment Israel
either spontaneously created such material or naively took over already
existing traditions. There is a much larger and more complex tradition
of Creation and of primeval man which stretches back beyond any
precisely definable historical moment. The beginnings lie back in the
ages of speculation about the world and God and man, long before
precise accounts were set out; the subsequent development reaches
the realm of literary articulation only as a result of considerable re-
thinking and no doubt of substantial influence from the traditions of
contemporaries and neighbours.

In each of these examples, here only briefly adduced, we may detect
the origins of particular types of literature; but we cannot possibly
delineate those origins precisely, nor necessarily distinguish with
accuracy between elements which belong to the earlier stages and those
which reflect later ways of thought and action. Subsequently? we may
investigate how far it is possible to trace origins, not in the sense of

1 Cf. e.g. Ps. 74: 15—17; Isa. 51: 9—11; Job 38; Prov. 8: 2231,

2 Cf. the reference on p, 42 to the fragment of the Gilgamesh epic found at Megiddo.
3 See below, pp. 79-85.
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starting points, but in the sense of situations, and consider how far such
a procedure enables us to arrive at a better understanding of the nature
of the material and hence at its interpretation.

THE OLD TESTAMENT AS IT IS

If the search for origins must always in some measure be left open, the
other end of the process of the formation of the Old Testament is
sufficiently fixed. This is not to ignore the many problems and uncer-
tainties which surround the fixation of the Old Testament text,! or
those which concern the defining of which books are canonical and
which are not.? For a considerable period both text and canon were as
yet undefined in the strict sense. Yet there came a point at which, apart
from minor variations, the text was fixed; and the canon of the Old
Testament was recognisably closed, even if in some religious com-
munities a somewhat wider selection of books was given canonical
authority or at least something approaching it. While it is of immense
importance to the study of the literature that we can now at certain
points penetrate behind the final forms of both text and canon, the
primary material for our investigation is the familiar Old Testament,
with what is now known as the Apocrypha forming a closely connected
body of literature which itself cannot be satisfactorily investigated in
complete isolation from certain other works of the so-called inter-
testamental period. These last are often known as pseudepigrapha,3 a
term covering a loosely defined group, but it needs now to be broadened
to include the Qumrén literature and a good case can also be made out
for including some of what was eventually incorporated in later
rabbinic compilations.

The real starting point for the study of the literature must of
necessity be the final formulation, the only stage fully known to us.
Some assistance towards discerning earlier stages of the material is
provided by the evidence of different forms of the text, as in the case
of the Septuagint version of Jeremiah which offers both a different
arrangement of the text—placing the foreign nation oracles of chapters
46-51 in the middle of chapter 25—and also a somewhat shorter

1 See 11, 7. 2 See 111, 6.

3 Cf. R. H. Charles (ed.), Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha (2 vols. Oxford, 1913,
reprinted 1963).
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recension of the book. The survival at Qumran of a fragment of what
may be regarded as an alternative form of the narrative contained in
Dan. 4—the ‘Prayer of Nabonidus’'—enables us to detect something
of the process by which older traditions, deriving from Babylonian
Jewry though not necessarily of Jewish origin,2 were re-used in the
book of Daniel and also possibly independently. At many points
details of textual variation and differences of order may point the way
to a fuller understanding of the evolution of the literature. But for the
most part we are limited to what actually stands in the Old Testament
books, and any speculation about the processes involved in the forma-
tion of these books must be such as to provide an explanation of how
the material came to be as we now have it. All the time we have to argue
back from what is now there, but in such a way as to be able to trace
the line forward again to what eventually came to be fixed. The analysis
must begin from the text; but from analysis we must indicate a possible
line of development to the final form.

An example from a familiar area—that of Pentateuchal criticism—
may serve to illustrate the twofold problem of explaining the literature.
Over a period of more than two centuries—and deriving in fact from
a much longer period of awareness of the presence of the problem—
the analysis of various strands of material in the opening books of the
Old Testament, the Pentateuch or often the Pentateuch together with
the books which follow it, has been taken to a point at which it is
clearly recognised that the books as we now have them are made up of
different elements, not all of one piece. Opinions differ as to the point
in the material to which clearly separable strands can be traced. To
some scholars the strands may be detected into the books of Kings;
others would wish to make a clear division between the first four books,
the Tetrateuch, in which at least the three strands known as J, E and P
can be traced, and the Deuteronomic History, the series of books from
Deuteronomy to 2 Kings which present a unified view of Israel’s
history from the wilderness to the exile, a survey utilising much earlier
material and probably also already existing documentary matter.
Opinions differ too as to how far it is appropriate in this discussion to

! For a translation see G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Harmondsworth,
1962), p. 229.

2 The traditions utilised in 1 Esdras 3—4 are probably not Jewish in origin; those in
Esther may in part be alien.
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think in terms of written documents already in existence as sources for
these books. There is no question that such documents existed in
Israel,! but it is not easy to be certain where documents have been
used and where there is dependence upon formulated oral tradition.
Thus other scholars would wish to allow a much larger place to the
influence of oral traditions, to picture the development of the various
strands rather in terms of gradual elaboration in use and to allow for
the influence upon later forms of the material of traditions which had
not been recorded in writing but remained as part of the popular
heritage.

There are also substantial differences of estimate as to the date at
which the various strands came together. Those who still maintain in
some form, often very much modified, the ancient view that Moses
was responsible for the Pentateuch, may well allow the existence of
various types of material on which he drew.2 Those who maintain on
the basis of clear evidence in the material that its final form must belong
to a substantially later date, however much of early tradition or docu-
mentary information is incorporated, endeavour to trace the influence
of various lines of thought and of various historical situations and
hence to artive at an assessment of the point or points to which the
Pentateuch as we now have it belongs.

In all these varied ways the attempt is made to explain the divergences
within the material. An adequate solution must meet all the essential
requirements. It must explain the inconsistencies of language, style,
theological presentation and the like; it must also demonstrate by what
processes the present condition of the material can have been reached.

Thus, we have already noted that there are two Creation accounts
(Gen. 1: 1—2: 4a; 2: 46-25). The differences of style, language and
theological conception are such as to make unsatisfactory the various
attempts which have been made, both more anciently among rabbinic
writers and more recently in reaction against source analysis, at explain-
ing away the differences and seeking to regard the two as really only
one. Even such attempts, as for example that of Rashi and of those
moderns who have followed him, perhaps unconsciously, at showing

1 Cf. D. J. Wiseman, in 11, 3.

2 The title of one of the great pioneer works of Pentateuchal criticism may serve to

illustrate this: Conjectures sur les mémoires dont il paroit que Moyse s’est servi, pour com-
poser le livre de la Genése, by Jean Astruc, published in 1753.
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that the differences of divine names in the two accounts can be explained
from the theological emphasis (rather than from differences of source),
at least reveal the awareness of a problem which has to be faced.

But the problem of differences is much broader than this, and what
is here observable may be traced again and again in other parts of the
Pentateuch, making it probable that we are concerned not with isolated
fragments, nor with the changes imposed on a single writer by the
nature of his subject matter, but with consistent and delineable tradi-
tions or sources. But when the analysis has been made and the two
accounts are seen to lie side by side, the further question has to be
asked: how and why did these come together? Part of the answer lies
in the recognition that this material is not narrative in a narrow sense,
but is theologically motivated—it is indeed difficult to find any part
of the Old Testament, however apparently secular, which does not
carry such an element, If, as is probable, the material has passed through
generations and even centuries of use before reaching its present form,
it has come to possess in the process what we may not unreasonably
call ‘canonical’ authority. The material has been preserved because it
enjoyed a status in the people’s faith. The different traditions may
represent different areas—the common association is of J with the
south and E with the north—or different strata—as the proposed
association of Deuteronomic material with Levitical circles—within
the life of the people. So in the course of time, as a result of the welding
together of various groups and of the later historical circumstances
through which Israel (or that part of it which survived) rethought
its nature as people of God and re-evaluated its traditions, we should
expect that what had come down from the past, belonging to more than
one constituent patt of the eventual community, should come together
into a literary unity. But a further stage must also be recognised. The
two accounts now stand together, and not only analysis is necessary
for their understanding: they are to be read as complementary, as
shedding light on one another, if we are to enter into the minds of
those who brought them together and who used them together.

The situation is more difficult where analysis—as in the Flood
narratives of Gen. 6-9—shows that the strands are closely interwoven.
The same comments may here be made in regard to ‘canonicity’ and
to the combining of traditions belonging to different groups within
the community. But here a greater problem exists in regard to the
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mechanics of the matter. By what kind of process did the strands come
to be combined? This is a problem which faces the literary analysis
over and over again in the Pentateuchal material. Various types of
approach are possible. We may think that a basic narrative has in each
case been ‘glossed’ by the insertion into it of elements belonging to
another or more than one other tradition. Or we may point to the
analogy of Tatian’s Diatessaron in the second century A.D., a harmony
of the Gospels produced by the device of taking small pieces from each
Gospel and weaving them together into a coherent narrative. Criticism
of such a view that it is too modern and inapplicable to the Old Testa-
ment—a dismissal of it as mere ‘scissors and paste’—must take account
of this Gospel harmony from a relatively early date. Nor is this the
only evidence for redactorial activity of this kind. It is by a somewhat
similar process that the author (or authors) of the great work Chron-
icles—Ezra~Nehemiah—usually referred to by the shorthand name ‘the
Chronicler’—has taken over material which is to some extent already
known to us in a prior form, whether in the Pentateuch from which he
has drawn much of his genealogical material and ordered it into a
consistent pattern, or in the historical books, into which he has
inserted other information, some of it probably of good historical
quality. He has also at times felt free to rearrange the order to obtain
what was evidently for him a more significant theological interpreta-
tion, as in his placing of the narrative of 2 Sam. 24 = 1 Chron. 21.1 It
is possible that some part of this selecting and re-ordering process had
already taken place before the Chronicler compiled his form of the
work; it is clear that he did not use the books of Samuel and Kings as
we have them. But this does not affect the point. Someone, and prob-
ably a whole series of persons, was responsible for adding, cutting,
rearranging, reinterpreting already existing. literary material to make
a new entity.

The Chronicler’s work provides us with the most extensive example
of duplicate texts in the Old Testament, but in this it is by no means
unique. Ps. 18 has already been noted as equivalent to 2 Sam. 22; the
small deviations in the text are of considerable interest, though it is
doubtful if it can be established that one form of the text is preferable
to the other. This psalm was evidently regarded by the compiler(s)
of the books of Samuel as suitable for its position among the various

1 Cf, below, pp. 86—90.
76

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

addenda which constitute 2 Sam. 21-4; it stands side by side with
another psalm, the so-called ‘Last words of David’ (2 Sam. 23: 1—7).
The fact that it does so may suggest that both were taken from an
already existing collection of psalms associated with the name of David.
The psalm was also included in the Psalter whose composition presents
us with a different series of problems, since some earlier collections
can with reasonable certainty be traced within it (cf. e.g. Ps. 72: 20:
‘The prayers of David, the son of Jesse, are ended”). It is impossible
now to tell what is the precise relationship between these two forms
of the same text; what seems clear is that neither text has been taken
directly from the other.!

More significantly, we find duplicate forms of prophetic oracles, as
in Isa. 2: 2—4; Mic. 4: 1—4, differing in detail, here both in wording and
in the division of units, and now offering alternative modes of inter-
pretation. It is no longer possible to determine with certainty whether
this was an oracle of one of the two prophets to whom it is ascribed or
whether it belongs to neither; some degree of overlap between the
oracular traditions associated with both prophets suggests the possibility
that their words were handed down in the same or closely connected
circles. In each case, the oracle occupies a theologically intelligible
position, commenting in Isaiah on the gloomy and hopeful oracles on
Jerusalem in Isa. 1,2 and in Micah on the doom of the city pronounced
in the last verses of chapter 3. Here analysis, which must separate out
this oracle from its context, can be complemented by the recognition
that, however the oracles actually came into their present positions,
and whoever was responsible for this, the resultant form of the material
is theologically intelligible.

The same principle has to be applied to all those cases where it
appears likely that the text has been glossed by a later editor or scribe.
It is important for full understanding not only to mark those passages
which are of later origin and interrupt the smooth line of the material,
but also to consider, so far as the evidence allows, for what purpose
the original passage was glossed. That there may sometimes be elements
of chance here is not to be denied. It is conceivable that the awkwardly

1 Cf. also the duplicate occurrence of the psalm; Ecclus. s1: 13 ff. and 11QPs?, cols.
xx1-xx11 (J. A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumrdn Cave 11 (11QPs*) (Oxford,

1965), esp. pp. 79-85.
2 | would ignore the ‘title’ of 2: 1, cf. ZAW, LxxV (1963), 320 f.
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placed phrase in Gen. 4: 7, ‘its desire is for you, but you must master
it’,is a corrupted (or modified) form of the similar phrase in Gen. 3: 16,
‘your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you’.!
Could the phrase—which appears to belong much more properly in
3: 16—have been accidentally omitted at some stage by a copyist,
added in the margin? and inadvertently regarded as belonging also
to 4: 7 which in the particular manuscript happened to occur in the
same line in the adjacent column? Such an explanation can never be
more than hypothetical—unless a manuscript is found to confirm it—
and many scholars would be quite unwilling to accept it as being too
far-fetched.

In Isa. 3: 1 it has been argued that the original phrase ‘stay and
staff’, explained in w». 2 fl. in terms of leadership, has been glossed by
the words ‘ the whole stay of bread and the whole stay of water” which
interrupt the sequence of thought. If so, we may reasonably postulate
that such a gloss belongs to a time of siege—whether of Isaiah’s own
time, i.e. 701 B.c. when Sennacherib besieged Jerusalem, or perhaps
more probably 588-587 B.C., the time of the Babylonian siege. The
latter would fit in with some other indications in the opening chapters
of Isaiah which suggest that the words of the eighth-century prophet
were reinterpreted in the early years of the exile because they were then
understood as relevant to the new situation: the message of the prophet
in all its grimness was now seen to be fulfilled in total disaster. Here
the attempt is made both to analyse the text and to explain some stages
at least of its evolution.

It must be admitted that sometimes a phrase which appears intrusive
is only so to a modern eye, because a greater logic of thought is looked
for than the ancient writer provides: not a few of the psalms are difficult
to us because they change subject and change grammatical construction
with an apparently unnecessary abruptness. It sometimes happens too
that a difficult phrase has been wrongly interpreted, and that a better
understanding of the Hebrew language in relation to its cognates
enables a consistent interpretation to be offered. We must always be
chary of accepting as a gloss something which does not in some way

¥ The Hebrew text shows more clearly the closeness of the two:
3216  weel isek t*$tigarek whil’ yimsol bak
47 w'éléka t’siiqars watta tumsol b6
2 For such marginal additions, the Qumran MSS. may be compared, e.g. 1QIs?,
cols. XXVIII, XXXII, XXXIIL
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explain the supposed original text; not a few commentaries on the Old
Testament books offer skilful analysis, pointing to glosses which it is
suggested now impede the understanding of the original text, but
which leave the reader totally in the dark as to what process, other than
sheer carelessness, could have created the present form of the text
complete with its supposed glosses. We must work always with one
eye firmly on the resultant text, for this is, for the most part, the only
fixed point in relation to which we can operate.

With this caution we may, however, consider how far we can
legitimately get behind that text to discover more original forms and
the processes involved in its formation.

LITERATURE AND LIFE

It may be asked whether in fact the term ‘literature’ ought to be applied
to the Old Testament writings at all. If the term is used very broadly it
will, of course, include such works as these; but if a narrower definition,
in terms of literary, artistic works is intended, then it is extremely
doubtful if it is justified. The Old Testament is a collection of religious
writings which, whatever their individual origins, are in their final
form directed to the maintenance of the life of a community which
thought of itself as being in a special sense the people of God. The
resultant ‘literature’ is not a collection of the best writings of ancient
Israel, a sort of Golden Treasury of a people’s prose and poetry.
Equally it would be wrong to define it in terms of what happened to
survive, since it is likely that a much wider range of writings existed—
some of which are known to us by name, others by fragmentary
survivals in post-biblical and extra-biblical works, as for example the
‘Prayer of Nabonidus’ already mentioned, and others by allusion to
broader traditions which appear later in Targum and Midrash, as is
shown in G. Vermes’ discussion in this volume.! It is a corpus, partly
unconsciously and partly deliberately defined as a ‘canon’.2

Yet this corpus of writings can neither be understood in isolation,
apart from its environment in ancient Near Eastern culture and writing,
nor be assessed adequately in its final form unless we take account of
the laws which govern the formation and development of the particular
literary types to be found here. (This use of the term ‘laws’ must not

1 Cf, chapter 11, 8, 2 Cf, chapter 111, 6.
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be interpreted too strictly, as if there were external canons imposed on
literary development, but only as a reference to generalisations deduced
from the forms of the literature itself.) The same patterns can be
observed in the literatures of Israel and of other ancient cultures of the
area. The earlier and later examples of the same types can be shown to
follow closely similar structures and often to make use of stereotyped
language. The tracing of origins and of literary forms always involves
both a consideration of the Old Testament examples and of those
which can be adduced from the surrounding lands, and it involves the
recognition of the persistence of conventions within which individual
authors, prophets or wise men or others, operate and to which tradi-
tions, legal or historical or psalmodic, conform.

An example may serve to illustrate and clarify the point. A simple
reading of the opening of Isa. 6, the so-called ‘ Call of Isaiah’ (though
in fact nowhere definitely specified as the initial prophetic experience),
would suggest that we have here a straightforward narration of a
particular visionary and auditory experience, datable by its opening to
a precise moment in the people’s history, the year of Uzziah’s death
in the prophet’s lifetime. But further examination shows that there is
more to it than that. In the Old Testament itself, a parallel narrative
is to be found in 1 Kings 22: 19-22. A further parallel may be adduced
from Assyria, in a series of exorcism texts, from which the relevant
phrases may be quoted:

The God (Anu) and the goddess (Antu) have commissioned me: Whom
shall T send to Bélit of the field with the command?

I am commissioned, I go: I am sent, I speak. Against the power of my
wizard and witch, Marduk, lord of exorcism, has sent me.!

An examination of the two Old Testament narratives shows a series
of points of similarity—the scene in the heavenly court, YHWH sitting
upon his throne, the host of heaven, the divine question, the acceptance
of the commission. Differences are, however, sufficiently apparent to
make it extremely unlikely that one is copied from the other. The
Isaiah passage is much fuller and introduces other elements—the
heavenly song of praise, the prophet’s act of confession and his cleans-

v K. L. Tallgvist, ‘Die assyrische Beschworungsserie Maqlii’, Acta Societ, Scient.

Fennicae, xx (1895), 35; cf. p. 121: partly quoted by L. Engnell, The Call of Isaiak
(Uppsala, 1949), p. 42. Engnell does not draw the full consequences of the parallel.
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ing. Furthermore, in the one case, Micaiah describes a heavenly scene
of which he was witness—as prophet he has access to the heavenly
court;! in the other case, Isaiah is himself involved in the drama, as
can be seen also in other prophetic experiences (e.g. Ezek. 9; Zech. 3;
4). The similarity, though not identity, of other prophetic narratives of
their experience of commissioning (e.g. Ezek. 1-3; Jer. 1; Amos 7:
14 fl.; Exod. 3: 1—4: 17), as well as the partial parallel to the Isaiah
and Micaiah passages in the Assyrian texts, indicates that we are dealing
with a particular ‘literary’ form, what we might term the ‘prophetic
commissioning’ (though not so narrowly limited to prophets in the
strict sense). This may well itself be derived from other experience,
not necessarily religious. The prophet’s experience may be understood
from different viewpoints. There is clearly a basic question concerning
the nature of the contact between God and man which such an experi-
ence raises; this forms the content of the section, but its examination
is not here our concern. There is further the question of the relation-
ship between experience and form: religious experience is in any society
governed at least in part by the presuppositions of the community to
which the individual belongs. What Isaiah here says about God cannot
be understood in isolation—indeed the use of the term ‘king’ and the
hymnic utterance of the heavenly beings point to important elements
in the conception of the divine nature which demand a much wider
background of study. The nature of the experience is also conditioned
by contemporary beliefs concerning the relationship between the
heavenly dwelling and the temple as its earthly counterpart. The
experience and its description are governed by the “situation’ in which
the prophet belongs, both religious and literary. From the limited
amount of material of this kind available within the Old Testament
and its near environment, some features of the ‘form” may be clearly
seen; in some measure, where the evidence is sufficiently datable, we
may trace the form through a period of years, though we know too
little to engage in writing a history of it. From the point of view of
study of the content, it is important to see the place of an individual
example of the form within the group to which it belongs; for the
interpretation of phraseology and vocabulary, the form-critical analysis

1 Cf, Jer. 23: 22, and compare also Zech. 3: 7; Amos 3: 7, where the word translated
‘secret’, séd, is the same as that rendered ‘council’ in Jer, Cf. L. Koehler, Hebrew Man

(E.T. London, 1956), pp. 99 fl. for the analogy upon which such a concept of the
heavenly sphere is based.
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may enable a better understanding. Thus in the example under dis-
cussion, the Isaianic ‘Here am 1! Send me’ (6: 8) may be better under-
stood as a response to a sense of divine commission (the comparable
phrase in the Assyrian text is used by a presumably professional
exorcist), or as a renewed recognition of divine commission, rather than,
as has sometimes been thought, as an indication of the prophet as
volunteer. The contrast sometimes drawn on this basis between
Isaiah and Jeremiah may be seen from a form-critical standpoint to be
unwarranted.

A great deal of attention has been paid in recent years to form-
critical analysis of Old Testament material. This was applied at first
especially to the psalms, the types of which were traced initially by
Gunkel and subsequently further developed; analysis of psalms outside
Israel revealed the same patterns of construction. Such analysis was
at one and the same time an attempt at understanding the literary
structure and a search for the original situation of the type, and in
relation to the psalms has led to a much deeper appreciation of the
liturgical aspects of psalm composition and use, particularly in the
work of Mowinckel. From the point of view of the understanding of
the content much was gained, though the risk was always present—
and still is—that the analysis which points back to an original situation
is then used, sometimes legitimately, sometimes not, to postulate a
continued existence of such an original situation at a later stage. Thus
the analysis of prophetic call narratives—at which we have just briefly
looked—has been thought to lead to the conclusion that there was a
regular commissioning ceremonial for prophets, though no direct
evidence is available for this; and much of the debate concerning
whether or not there was a New Year ritual in Israel, in which the king
was deeply involved, turns on the question how far we may legitimately
deduce from allusions in the psalms the actual practice in Israel of
rituals which exactly corresponded to what was being recited. Such
views affect the discussion of the formation of the Old Testament in
that this would suggest a longer active life for the forms in their
original context rather than an evolution of them in new settings. This
latter may in some cases at least be more clearly demonstrated.

We are not here concerned with these wider questions which form-
critical analysis has raised and to the discussion of which it has con-
tributed much; but rather with the way in which older forms continued
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to be used, and the modification which later interpretation and use then
brought about in them. Thus a form-critical analysis of the Song of
Hannah in 1 Sam. 2: 1-10 reveals it to be a royal psalm; in the examina-
tion of royal psalmody and discussion of that particular literary type
it takes its place alongside other material, for example Pss. 72 and 89.
In its content it may provide some clues to the nature of Israel’s beliefs
about her kings and their place in God’s relation to his people. But
the present position of the psalm reveals other levels of use and shows
that a psalm originally belonging to one situation may in course of
time be applied after reinterpretation to another quite different situa-
tion. For now this poem is used to express the piety of a particular
individual and shows how in a later stage of religious and literary
development what originally applied to the king could be adapted for
the purposes of worship by the ordinary individual. When it was
included in the narrative we cannot know, though it is clear that it
must be at least Davidic in date and may well be later; for the psalm to
be reinterpreted suggests that some time is likely to have elapsed. The
choice of this particular psalm could have been due to the presence in
it of a reference to the ‘barren’ who ‘has borne seven’ (v. §); but it is
also possible that we can detect another aspect of the literary develop-
ment. Samuel as he is eventually depicted in the narratives concerning
him is a complex figure, enshrining priestly, prophetic and judicial
(almost royal) elements. The victory over the Philistines attributed
to him in 1 Sam. 7 is of doubtful historicity, if we may judge by the
over-all picture of the Philistine threat provided in 1 Samuel. Here he
acts as a great military leader, a great religious judge and not unlike
a king. The eventual form of the narrative includes criticism of the
institution of monarchy, and Samuel’s view of it as apostasy. The
choice of the psalm for Hannah could be seen as one more link in the
creation of the over-all picture of Samuel by the eventual compiler of
the material.

The example makes it clear that a consideration of the origin of a
particular literary form and the assigning to that group of appropriate
compositions is only of limited use. Much more illuminating alongside
this is the evaluation of present context and of the interpretation sub-
sequently placed upon the unit, and this may not only be of more use
in understanding its meaning but also give some insight into the
structure of the larger literary units.
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In discussions of the literary types—as for example in the first part
of Otto Eissfeldt’s The Old Testament: an Introduction'—it is often
rightly observed that a large number of the ‘secular’ types of literary
composition—harvest songs, wedding poems, watchmen’s and other
workmen’s songs (though in some of these the ‘secular’ not infre-
quently involves something of what we should term the religious)—
are known to us not directly from actual settings in the harvest field
or at the bridal party, but only from their use in other contexts, notably
in the prophetic literature. Thus in Isa. 21: 11 f. we have a watchman’s
song indicated; in Isa. 23: 15 f. a harlot’s song. Such occurrences reveal
to us that Israel had a much larger literature—or oral tradition— than
has survived in the Old Testament itself. There must have been much,
both poetry and prose, which was in use, possibly over centuries,
which has left no direct trace. But at the same time, we are aware that
the literature which does survive represents in many cases not the
original use and interpretation of a literary unit, but a subsequent
reapplication of it to a new situation, that of prophetic judgement in
the two examples just mentioned. That the prophet could think of
himself as watchman we know from Ezekiel (3: 17-21; 33: 7-9); the
image is clearly one appropriate for the prophetic function, But it
contains again a warning against reading back from the forms to actual
situations in the prophet’s experience; it is a literary use of the watch-
man’s song in Isa. 21, not a performing of watchman’s functions in any
other than a metaphorical sense.

Thus an important element in the understanding of Israelite litera-
ture consists in recognising the existence of older forms, which must
go back into the most ancient stages of the people’s life and indeed,
as was indicated earlier, cannot really be defined as beginning at any
precise point in time since they themselves evolved gradually out of
the actual situations of life, including religious practice. But to a large
extent what we now have in the literature is not those original forms,
nor even in most cases the original settings, but the adaptation and
reinterpretation of the material in newer ways, to bear wider and
deeper meanings. We may not unreasonably guess from the riddle
propounded by Samson at his wedding:

Out of the eater came something to eat,
Out of the strong came something sweet (Judg. 14: 14)

1 (E.T. Oxford, New York, 1965), pp. 9-127.
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that the posing of riddles belonged to wedding festivities in Israel,
though also to other settings as the story of the queen of Sheba’s
visit to Solomon shows (1 Kings 10). Yet unless we are to suppose the
guests at the wedding to have been gifted with second sight, the chance
of their guessing that the correct answer was

What is sweeter than honey,
What is stronger than a lion? (Judg. 14: 18)

would seem to have been extremely remote, for they did not know
of Samson’s exploit against the lion related earlier in the same chapter
(14: 5-9). Or are we perhaps to suppose that there is underlying the
riddle and its answers a connection not now discernible by us—some
subtlety of words and meanings, perhaps, as has been suggested, con-
nected with marriage? And has this in its turn led to the juxtaposition
of this narrative element in the Samson tradition with that other
element, that of his exploit with the lion? The whole problem of literary
structure here moves over from the consideration of the nature of the
individual unit into that of the larger section; here it is particularly
complex since it is likely that, while some elements in the narratives
belong to the situation of the Danites in the Shephelah under pressure
from the Philistines, other elements are more probably derived from
mythological or legendary accounts, not unlike those associated with
the figures of Gilgamesh and Hercules. The literary and the historical
problems here, as so often, interact.

It is possible to see, even in the examination of a small literary unit,
something of the complex literary processes involved in its formation
and eventual use—the term ‘literary’ again here must be kept suffici-
ently loosely defined to allow for the development of traditions both
orally and in writing, and for the possible influence on written or orally
fixed traditions of others which are variants on them or which are un-
related but similar pieces of material.

As a next stage we may examine some passages of different literary
types, to see how within them both original individual units of material
and also more complex structures may be detected, and thus to trace
some of the processes involved in the formation of the larger sections.
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FROM THE UNITS OF MATERIAL TO THE
LARGER STRUCTURES

Narrative

We consider first a narrative which appears twice in the Old Testament,
in 2 Sam. 24 and 1 Chron. 21. The double occurrence enables us to
examine the way in which the same material is differently treated by
different compilers, both as regards details of presentation and also
in relation to the wider purpose of the compilers in including and
placing this particular section. By analogy with other narratives, we
may also attempt to look behind the present forms to see what evidence
there is of earlier structure in which different elements in the section
may have had separate existence.

We are not here concerned with questions of historicity, but inevit-
ably such questions impinge on literary study at many points, and in
this particular instance the elements in the narrative may possibly
belong to distinct historical situations. Sometimes, as for example with
the threefold occurrence of the narrative of a man who conceals the
fact that the woman accompanying him is his wife (Gen. 12: 10-19;
20; 26: 6-11), we may see how a narrative motif—which may or may
not have historical foundation—can be utilised within a larger context
not merely with reference to one situation but to several. To postulate
three separate historical instances of the same event is much less
probable in this case than to recognise that motifs can readily be
transferred from one character to another, and in particular there is a
marked tendency for traditions to be attached to notable characters
of history or legend. The motif of the concealment of a child at birth
from danger threatening its life is common in the ancient world: it is
therefore not surprising that similar forms of this motif may be found
applied to Sargon of Akkad! as well as to Moses (Exod. 2: 1~10). The
transfer of motifs is a normal part of the formation of traditions; the
weaving together of originally separate elements may then be utilised
to give a presentation which, in the Old Testament, is of a theological
rather than a historical nature.

The narrative in 2 Sam. 24 contains three elements: the census

I In the second half of the third millennium B.c. For the text cf. Pritchard, ANET,
p. 119,
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(vv. 1-9), the plague (vv. 10-17), the purchase of the threshing floor
(vv. 18-25). It is possible that these three elements represent stages in
one historical sequence; certainly as they now appear there.is a closely
knit structure, and the division of verses just indicated does not
sufficiently show the degree of overlap which is present. Verse 10
provides a link between the census and the plague, and verse 164, ‘ And
the angel of Yahweh was by the threshing floor of Araunah the Jebu-
site’, anticipates the third element. At the same time there are loose
ends in the material which suggest that the three may originally have
been independent: thus the relationship between the statement of
divine mercy in the staying of the plague in verse 16 and the plea of
David for judgement solely on himself and his own dynasty is not
clear. It may be that we have here three originally independent narra-
tives, now skilfully woven together to make a unified and powerful
statement.

The taking of the census—of those who are ‘valiant men who drew
the sword’ (v. 9)—suggests a military purpose, though bound into
this is a theme, expressed in the words of Joab (v. 3), that there is
something impious in what is being undertaken.! Whatever the origin
of the story it is now so interpreted as to lead up to judgement, and
explained furthermore as being itself due to the intention of God to
bring judgement (v. 1). Here is a presentation of an originally presum-
ably normal instrument of government within the theological frame-
work of divine will and judgement, the reason for divine anger being
indicated at the outset no more than in the Moabite Stone (c. 830 B.C.):2
‘Chemosh was angry with his land.” But it moves rapidly over into
another atmosphere with its indication of awareness of the danger of
the procedures being adopted (vv. 3, r0).

The second element, the plague, is an example of a natural disaster
of a not uncommon kind; a similar calamity overtook the Philistines
(1 Sam. §—6) and a comparable case may underlie the narrative of the
Assyrian withdrawal in the time of Hezekiah (cf. Isa. 37: 36; 2 Kings
19: 35; Herodotus, Hist. 11, 14). The original event underlying this
may have been of relatively local occurrence, as in the Philistine
example; it has now been given a wider range, covering all Israel

1 Cf. E. A. Speiser, ‘Census and Ritual Expiation in Mari and Israel’, BASOR,
cxuix (Feb. 1958), 1725 = Oriental and Biblical Studies (Philadelphia, 1967), pp. 171-86.

2 For a recent discussion and translation, cf. E. Ullendorff in DOTT, pp. 195-8,
with plate,
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‘from Dan to Beer-sheba’ (v. 15) and, still more significant, set in the
context of a prophetic narrative in which the prophet Gad is instructed
to offer a choice of disasters to David as punishment. Here again the
original material has been given a theological interpretation, and it is
doubtful how far theological meaning and original narrative may be
satisfactorily disentangled.

The third element is the sanctuary legend concerning the threshing
floor of Araunah (cf. above, pp. 69 f. on Jacob at Bethel). It has its own
interest in its description of business dealings, the conventions of polite
negotiations for a purchase (cf. Gen. 23: 3-18): even this element in
the story has acquired theological emphasis (v. 24). The story cul-
minates in the building of an altar and the offering of sacrifices. What-
ever judgement is made on the problem of the relationship between
these three elements and the degree of historicity which can be dis-
cerned behind them, it is clear that the presentation we now have is
highly stylised, both in its separate elements and its totality. The
narrators of the original stories, the compiler or compilers of the
eventual form, reveal a high degree of literary and artistic skill,
expressed within forms familiar in their particular cultural tradition.

An examination of the second form of this material in 1 Chron. 21
reveals some interesting differences of detail, such as the vivid presenta-
tion of the angel with the drawn sword (v. 16) which has been thought
to suggest the appearance of a comet; the much larger numbers in the
census story (v. §) and in the purchase price (». 25); and the significant
variant that Levi and Benjamin were excluded from the census. Some
of the detail is reduced (e.g. in verse 4 which has an abbreviated
description of the taking of the census); as has already been indicated,
in such points as these we cannot now determine how far changes of
detail may already have appeared in the form of the Samuel text
known to the Chronicler,! but this does not affect the main point of
interest, which is that the literary processes in the formation of the
Old Testament involve many such gradual modifications of earlier
material which may actually appear in a later form or may in fact
have been so known and appear only obliquely in later allusions to
them.?

Two major differences must be noted. The initiation of this series

1 Cf, p. 76. This is true of the detail of verse 16 which appears in the text of
P
4QSam?, 2 Cf. S. Talmon, below, p. 164; G. Vermes, below, p. 209,
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of events is attributed not to the anger of God but to the activity
of ‘Satan’—the name appears here without the definite article and
perhaps therefore as a proper name, whereas elsewhere the word
appears either in normal use meaning ‘adversary’ (1 Kings r1: 14) or
with the definite article as ‘the Satan’, probably better to be rendered
‘the adversary’, evidently a functionary of the heavenly court (Job
1-2; Zech. 3: 1 £.). Although no indication is given of the relationship
between God and ‘the Satan’—in Job 1—2, he acts clearly under divine
authority—and no suggestion is made that the responsibility of David
is reduced, a major theological difficulty of the earlier narrative is in
some measure resolved. The problems raised by this figure of ‘the
Satan’ remain.

Even more important is the change brought about partly by the
changed position of the narrative in relation to other material and
partly by the explicit statement with which it concludes (1 Chron.
22: 1). 2 Sam. 24 is one of a number of passages which now form a
complex appendix to the books of Samuel (2 Sam. 21—4). The Chron-
icler places this narrative in a coherent context, having also utilised
other sections of this appendix material, viz. the list of David’s heroes
(2 Sam. 23: 8—39) in 1 Chron. 11: 10~41 (with which the Chronicler
includes material not in our 2 Sam. text), and details of the Philistine
campaigns (2 Sam. 21: 18-22) in 1 Chron. 20: 4-8, immediately before
this narrative. The literary processes underlying both the formation
of the appendix in 2 Sam. 21—4 and the presentation of parts of this
material in 1 Chron. are evidently very complex. What is clear, how-
ever, is that the Chronicler sees this narrative in 1 Chron. 21 as provid-
ing an appropriate introduction to his account of how David prepared
for the building of the Temple by Solomon (1 Chron, 22: 2-19; 28—
29: 9. The intervening section, chs. 23—7, may well be a later insertion,
but it too illuminates the ideas concerning David’s organising of the
worship of the Temple). Whereas the 2 Sam. narrative makes no link
with the building of the Solomonic Temple—and this strongly
suggests that the narrative originally had to do with another sacred
place—the Chronicler identifies the site precisely (22: 1), explains why
David could not go to Gibeon where the Tabernacle was (21: 29-30),
and subsequently also identifies this site explicitly with the Mount
Moriah of Gen. 22 (2 Chron. 3: 1), an even more improbable identi-
fication, though fully intelligible in the light of the growth of tradition
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concerning the Jerusalem Temple and its importance in the period to
which the Chronicler belonged.

Thus in this example we may trace some of the original elements
and the stages in the formation of the final forms in 2 Sam. and 1 Chron.
It must, however, be noted that the passage cannot be understood in
isolation. In its first occurrence, as part of the appendix to 2 Sam., it
helps to illuminate the richness of the David traditions, additional
to those which appear in the main body of the work; how many other
such traditions existed which did not find any place in the canonical
books? It also reveals aspects of the structure of the context in which
it stands—between 1 and 2 Sam. and 1 and 2 Kings; for there is no
natural break between these now divided books—-they forma continuous
complex narrative work. At some stage in their formation it was
possible for this and other passages to be inserted in the work. Indeed,
the content of 2 Sam. 214 points to a threefold process of amplification
—or a three-stage development of a small separate collection then
inserted as a whole; 2 Sam. 21: 1-14, a narrative revealing certain
similarities of interest and theological interpretation with chapter 24,
and 2 Sam. 24 mark the first stage; into this was inserted material con-
cerning the Philistine war and David’s heroes (2 Sam. 21: 1§-22;
23: 8-39), and in this was further inserted the poetic passage consisting
of two psalms, 2 Sam. 22 and 23: 1—7. In the occurrence in 1 Chron.
we can see, in the presentation and placing of this same narrative,
some indications both of the literary methods and of the theological
viewpoint of an author whose work represents the most complete and
consistent over-all presentation of Israel’s history in the Old Testa-
ment, running as it does from creation to Ezra—Nehemiah.

What significance does this example have for the understanding of
the formation of Old Testament literature? It shows us two clear stages
in the evolution of particular traditions. Behind these lie the earlier
processes, in which the units themselves are formed, processes only
partly discernible and in part to be inferred from other comparable
material. Study of the pre-literary stages must inevitably be tentative.
When we look at the present form of the material, in this case in its
two presentations, it is evident that we have only some of the links in
the chain. Others are likely to have existed, whether in written or in
oral form, It is clear too that for a long time there is no absolute fixity
in the material; it can be shaped and reshaped, provided with new
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motives and interpretations. It is part of a living tradition, capable of
being used over and over again in the presentation of different ways of
understanding the workings of God in Israel’s affairs. The conscious-
ness of such action of God is often the real motive force underlying
the transformations, and to a limited extent we can detect the changes
in theological understanding, the deepening of theological sensitivity,
which make possible the rehandling of older material. If we were
merely to try to dovetail the various forms of the material, producing
a sort of “harmony’ like Tatian’s harmony of the Gospels, in the hope
of discovering a simple historical event, we should do far less than
justice to the different presentations and to those who stand behind
them.

Narrative material in fact belongs to various settings in the life of a
community. There is the more official type of transmission which
belongs to courts—the periodical recording of the events of a king’s
reign (cf. Esther 2: 23; 6: 1), records of the kind referred to as sources
for further information regarding a particular ruler (cf. e.g. 1 Kings
14: 29). There is the transmission, oral or written, which belongs to a
sanctuary, handing down and interpreting the foundation tradition,
and no doubt also significant moments of re-ordering (cf. the account
of the building of the Solomonic Temple in 1 Kings 6-8, elaborately
developed in its last section; and 2 Kings 16: 10-18). Although there is
no direct reference to storytellers in the Old Testament, it is reasonable
to suppose that traditions concerning the people’s origin and history,
and particularly fortunes of tribes and families, formed material
popularly as well as more officially handled. The interaction of different
forms of the same material may be seen in the partly official, partly
more popular presentations of the early history found in the two main
early strands of narrative, known as J and E, in the first books of the
Old Testament, and ultimately presented in the context of a much
later structure, known as P, which itself undoubtedly contains very
early elements as well.

The study of the individual units in the tradition, the tracing of the
processes by which these have been built up into larger wholes,
involves both form-critical examination and literary analysis. But
alongside this is the need to understand the nature and purpose of the
various stages—to what situation, for example, was the so-called
‘Succession History of David’ (2 Sam. 9-20; 1 Kings 1-2) directed
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before it became part of the larger work in which it now stands?—
and in particular to take account of the final presentations. This is
much more elaborate in the Old Testament than, so far as we know,
elsewhere in the ancient Near East. There are literary works which are
comparable to parts of the material, but not to the major theological
presentations of the history—the Tetrateuch (or the Priestly Work),
the Deuteronomic History, the Work of the Chronicler—all of which
present, from different viewpoints and covering differing ranges, an
over-all interpretation of the nature and significance of Israel conceived
as people of God. They all contain material which is of importance for
the study of Israel’s history, as well as of her law and worship, custom
and tradition; but they are concerned fundamentally not with providing
this information but with offering an interpretation of it. This inter-
pretation does not remain static, and it is therefore proper to see that
the eventual formation of a fixed canonical body of literature does not
in fact close the process; the Old Testament remains open-ended,
capable of reinterpretation subsequently by various religious traditions
for which the literature is in some sense normative.

Law

Our next two examples may be taken from what is most simply
described as legal material. One of them represents an example of an
actually established law, for which no occasion is indicated, namely the
law of the dividing of the spoils of war in 1 Sam. 30. The other is an
example of the enunciation of a directive, strictly a zdrdh,! by the
priests, the indication of a ritual expression associated with a specific
occasion described in Hag. 2.

The legal ruling made by David after the battle described in 1 Sam.
30 was designed to cover the case of a dispute over the sharing of
spoils between the actual fighting men and those who guarded the
baggage. A similar principle is to be found in Josh. 22: 8 and in Num.
31: 27. We have no means of determining whether the decision of
David was an original one, in the sense that it had not so been ruled
before; or of deciding whether the reflection of a similar practice in

T ‘The term means a directive, a decision in a particular case, an oracular response; it
may thus be used in both the singular and the plural. It comes to be used also for a whole
collection of law (so Deut. 4: 44), and eventually for the first five books of the Oid

Testament, the Térak. (Cf. B. Lindars, ‘Torah in Deuteronomy’ in Words and Mean-
ings, ed. P. R. Ackroyd and B. Lindars (Cambridge, 1968), pp. 117-36.)
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the other two passages is to be regarded as deriving from an earlier
period—and so to provide a foundation for the Davidic decision—or
to a later period, and so, in the case of the Numbers passage, to repre-
sent the incorporation of the Davidic decision into a later body of law.
The present form of both Josh. 22 and Num. 31 is certainly later than
David, but this does not preclude the probability that they contain
much earlier material.

From the way in which in much ancient Near Eastern law the same
decisions or similar cases are recorded in different collections of laws,
it would seem likely that we should regard the Davidic case as being
a firm ruling in a case in which there was frequent evasion of the law
or, bearing in mind the practice attested for some ancient rulers,! an
example of the kind of standard of justice to which David committed
himself. No such statement of law is associated with the anointing of
David as king, either by the southern tribes at Hebron (2 Sam. 2: 4)
or subsequently by the tribes of Israel, also at Hebron (2 Sam. §5: 1-3),
though in the latter case the covenant mentioned could have included
some statement by the king of the standards he accepted.

The narrative of 1 Sam. 30 enunciates the basic principle of justice
that all should be treated alike. But there were some, ‘all the wicked
and base fellows among the men who had gone with David’ (». 22),
who did not wish to see such equality and would not be prepared to
allow any booty to those who had not actually fought. The implication
is that David was not alone in his recognition of the rightness of the
principle; he came down firmly on the side of law and custom, and his
decision, without being new, was sufficiently memorable to be quoted
subsequently as an indication of both the rightness of the law and the
propriety of David’s conduct. In this particular example, we have both
this narrative and another incident described in Josh. 22 where verse 8
alludes to the division of battle-spoils, and a similar injunction is set
out as a command to Moses in Num. 31: 25 fl. This passage also
introduces a further point concerning the allocation of a part of the
spoil as an offering to God. It would seem from these passages that
in the Old Testament, as in other ancient Near Eastern laws, the primary
factor in the evolution of law is the particular occasion, the case which
serves both to maintain and to establish legal principle and which may
be preserved as an illustration of the application of the principle to an

I Cf. D, ]. Wiseman on p. 44.
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actual situation. The community builds up its legal heritage on the
basis of such case-law, the remembering of previous cases which are
similar—and so we find the elders of a village responsible for the con-
duct of legal proceedings (cf. e.g. Ruth 4)—the particular enactment
designed to clarify a legal situation. A law code in the sense of a
compilation designed to cover all aspects of life would appear to be a
later development; what appears in the Old Testament is, for the most
part at any rate, collections of laws, associated perhaps with particular
rulers or particular localities—though these associations are now in
large measure lost—set out as descriptive of normal practice, and
providing in this respect a momentary indication of the state of law
rather than a complete description of its coverage.

Hag. 2: 10~-14 records how the prophet consulted the priests on a
point of ritual law, the nature of the contagious quality of holiness and
uncleanness. The trgh, the directive given by the priests, cannot be
exactly paralleled elsewhere in the Old Testament, though similar
principles are enunciated in Lev. 22. We cannot here trace any precise
development of the Law; we do not know how far this particular
decision influenced subsequent thinking within the Old Testament
period, though there is no good reason for believing that the whole case
is a purely hypothetical one, with no foundation in fact. The decision
was real, whether or not we suppose that the prophet already knew
what the answer would be; the priests, being consulted, gave their
directive presumably in accordance with established custom. In so far
as there may have been something new or unusual in the inquiry, the
decision will have conveyed an extension of existing principle. Subse-
quent decisions did not have to follow exactly the same point, though
cumulatively the effect of such decisions will have been to clarify the
precise interrelationship of differing legal principles, just as in a famous
case David was able to overrule the conflicting principles of blood
revenge and family preservation (2 Sam. 14: 4—11). The point is that
here again we have a living presentation of the mode by which law
came into being in a particular form, a glimpse into the real processes,
the activity of those, kings or priests, whose functions included the
giving of laws or directives to set out in detail the application of certain
underlying principles or already established customs.

But this is not the end of the process. On the one hand we have
ample evidence from the later Jewish material, the great rabbinic
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compilations, to show that the Old Testament law is only one stage.
It is incomplete, it requires fuller exposition to make clear the nature
of man’s obligations in all those situations which are not immediately
covered by formulated laws. On the other hand, the Old Testament
itself shows us law no longer presented simply in the form of groups
or collections of single laws, but expounded in the light of general
principles of understanding and more particularly in relation to
highly developed theological thinking. What are often conveniently
called the ‘Law Codes’—the Book of the Covenant (Exod. 20: 22—
23: 33), the Holiness Code (Lev. 17—26), the Deuteronomic Code
(often limited to 1226, 28, though more properly described as includ-
ing at least 4: 44—11: 32, or indeed as consisting of virtually the whole
of Deuteronomy)—are not really codifications of law in the modern
sense, nor merely collections of laws from particular situations,
associated perhaps with some king or other leader, but expositions of
law. They are directed towards the demonstration, in relation to legal
material, of the theological principles underlying the very existence
of Israel conceived as people of God, and exemplifying the kind of
behaviour which belongs within that particular theological context.
One of the important moments, known to us because we have a
narrative which describes it, was the acceptance as part of a reforming
movement of a law book discovered in the Temple in 621 B.c. (2 Kings
22: 3-20). Another important moment is described in Neh. 8, the
reading of the law by Ezra, which shows not only reading but also
expounding of the law. It is likely that there is a fairly close relationship
between the law described in the first instance and Deuteronomy,
though this apparent relationship may be in part due to the belief of
the narrator that the law which he regarded as authoritative must have
been used as the basis of the reform. Determining what law was read
by Ezra is extremely difficult. But the important point is that in both
cases we have a clear indication of exposition of law rather than legal
material pure and simple, for even in the former case it is plain that
words of judgement were included with the law (2 Kings 22: 13, cf.
the curses of Deut. 27). The full description of these two moments
suggests that there was recognised to be something special about them,
they were significant within the community’s history. Yet they do not
stand entirely alone, and if the injunction of Deut. 31: 10-13 was in
fact carried out—and there is no reason to doubt that it reflects actual
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practice—there was at least in some areas a seven-year recital of law
and acceptance of it which gives a context for the place occupied by the
Law in the people’s life. It is law expounded, shown to be the basis
of life in the covenant relationship with God, which is set out in the
various collections, and it is particularly intelligible therefore that a
great deal of the compiling and expository activity appears to be most
naturally associated with that period of the people’s life, the exile, in
which a rethinking of the nature of the covenant and of the meaning
of obedience and of the need to maintain the people as people of God
was especially urgent. Deuteronomy and the Holiness Code and the
compilation of material, including law, which makes up the Priestly
Work all belong in their final form either more strictly to the period of
exile or relatively shortly after it.

We may also note the picture of the psalmist whose ideal is the man
whose life is blessed as he meditates in the law day and night (Ps. 1,
cf. Pss. 19 and 119 especially), to whom the law is a whole delight.
When we recall that eventually for the Old Testament the term 5rah
comes to be extended to cover the whole of the first five books, the
Law in its fullest sense, then we may realise that such meditation on
the law is not a contemplation of its detail—though even this has its
place in the total working out of Israel’s life—but a glorification of the
God whose wonderful works are declared both in creation and redemp-
tion in the deliverance from Egypt, and also in the creation of that
people Israel whose supreme function was to be his people and to offer
him worship for ever. This means that when we consider Old Testa-
ment law as it is finally presented, we are not in the first instance con-
cerned with legalism, but with the presentation of a theology, an
understanding of God whose action is the context for what men are
to do by way of response in worship and obedience. The preservation
of the law is only partly concerned with the setting out of a legal code;
it is very much concerned with showing forth the whole nature and
purpose of God, and in this respect particularly Old Testament law
differs sharply from its counterparts in the ancient Near East.

Prophecy

A third variety of Old Testament literature is provided by the pro-
phetic books, containing an immense wealth of material of many
different kinds. From the point of view of content, no completely
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sharp division can be made between the prophetic literature and other
parts of the Old Testament. There are oracles of judgement and promise
incorporated in the prophetic narratives in the books of Samuel and
Kings. The prophetic books contain, equally, historico-biographical
sections which correspond closely in style and content to material in
those narrative works, and at certain points a clear overlap may be
observed. Isa. 36-9 provides an almost complete duplicate text of
2 Kings 18: 13—20: 21, though the Isaiah form of the material includes
a psalm, the Prayer of Hezekiah (38: 9—20), not found in 2 Kings;
Jer. 52: 1-27, 31—4 provides a slightly variant form of 2 Kings 24: 18—
25: 21 and 27—30. The intervening section in 2 Kings 2§ : 22—6 provides
a much briefer version of Jer. 40: 7—43: 7, and in fact not a little of
the narrative material in this part of the book of Jeremiah is closely
similar in style and content to the narratives of 2 Kings. So, too, the
prophetic books contain psalms, closely resembling those of the
Psalter, and in one case, Hab. 3, complete with opening and closing
rubrics identical with titles found in the Psalter.? Wisdom elements—
ptoverbial sayings such as Isa. 28: 27-9—reveal an overlap with
another kind of literature well known in the Old Testament. In
addition, as has already been noted, the prophetic books preserve for
us examples of other literary forms not otherwise attested and here
used for particular theological purposes.

The prophetic books represent larger and smaller collections of
oracles, psalms, narratives—autobiographical and biographical; within
the literature we have many indications of use and re-use of the same
prophetic oracles, by the same prophet or by his successors. Thus we
are told that Jeremiah dictated a scroll of prophecies ‘in the fourth
year of Jehoiakim’ (6o§ B.C.), a collection of all his messages over the
previous twenty years, now seen to be relevant to the situation in which
the life of Judah was threatened by the newly victorious power of
Babylon (ch. 36). The original reference of such messages is unlikely
to have been to Babylon; now they can be understood in a new light.
Similarly we find that the same prophetic oracle may occur more than
once but in quite different contexts and associated with different pro-
phets. We have already noted an example of this in Isa. 2 and Mic. 4.
Such a double occurrence need not surprise us, nor that the same words
appear to be ascribed to more than one prophet. For the prophetic

1 Tt is still uncertain what these titles or rubrics really are.
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tradition is much richer than merely a record of the activities of a small
number of named individuals speaking their oracles and recording
their messages. There is evidence of a much greater amount of pro-
phetic activity; named and unnamed prophets appear in the historical
books, and the prophetic books themselves, when analysed and related
to historical situations so far as may be, reveal that the names associated
with particular books are not in fact those of authors but rather of
inspirers of a particular line of prophetic tradition. The number of the
unknown is substantial, and some among them were men of great
stature. Indeed what to many would appear to be the major contribu-
tion of Old Testament prophecy (Isa. 40-55) cannot be properly
attributed to a known individual, but rather to an unnamed successor,
standing in the line of the known prophet Isaiah of Jerusalem. With
this name has come to be associated the whole wealth of material which
makes up the book of Isaiah, in spite of the very evident fact that
within it 40~55 constitutes a section to be associated with the later
years of the Babylonian exile (¢. §50-540 B.C.), and other parts of the
book (notably 24—7 and some parts probably of §6-66) may well be
of still later origin. Yet to understand this as due to some artificial
cause—space on a scroll which had to be filled with other material
which lay to hand—does insufficient justice to points of relationship
of thought between the various component parts. The book is the
product of a long and complex but extremely lively prophetic tradition.

The prophetic literature is a deposit from a movement in which
there is a continual interplay between great individuals—some known
by name and others not—men whose highlighted experience contributes
much to the development of Old Testament religious thought, and the
continuum of religious witness and protest, of worship and oracular
utterance, which maintains the life of the community over the centuries.
The prophets who stand out as individuals are intelligible only within
the context of that continuum; the life of the continuum is nourished
and made what it is by the impact upon it of the minds of those whose
depth of experience has left their mark, but at the same time that
experience is commented upon, and applied to different situations,
within the life of the community. The words of the eighth-century
prophets have been seen by their successors early in the sixth century
to be meaningful in the context of the final disaster to the Judaean
monarchy and to the Jerusalem Temple. Such reinterpretation was not
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simply a matter of glossing an established text: it was a recognition of
the living quality of the divine word which, once uttered in a particular
situation, retained its validity and could be seen, perhaps with a change
of context or a change of wording or the addition of an explanatory
phrase, to be still meaningful to a new generation.

The whole process of the formation of the prophetic books is a very
complex one. Virtually every section of them reveals what at first sight
appear to be collocations without principle of arrangement. Closer
investigation sometimes reveals the principles involved, though this
is by no means always the case. Thus it has been suggested that the
arrangement of the oracles in Isa. 40-55 (Deutero-Isaiah) is based upon
the ‘catchword principle’—a word in one oracle becomes the point
for the attachment of another. Such a principle may indeed not infre-
quently be operative in such collections, for it has a mnemonic element
which would make it intelligible. In so far as the words of a prophet
are preserved orally among his disciples and successors, it would be
natural to find that they are linked in the mind by small points of
contact which to a modern reader seem to be less important than they
are likely to have been to one who saw similarities of wording, or even
the same word with quite distinct meanings, as pointing to ways in
which the material could be elucidated. In Isa. 40~55, while such a
principle may operate, there may well be other, more profound,
exegetical considerations involved too. Similarly, what appear at first
sight to be relatively confused passages—as for example Jer. 10: 1-16
—may be seen on closer investigation to be closely knit and ordered
not logically but out of an association of ideas, in this example the
contrasting of the themes of idolatry and of the glorification of the one
and only creator. The inclusion of psalm material in the prophetic
books which sometimes results in the climax of a section being reached
in a hymn of praise—as for example in Isa. 1—12 (Isa. 12 consists of
psalm passages) or Habakkuk (where chapter 3 is a psalm)—suggests the
probability that sections of prophecy were used in liturgical contexts
or that the influence of liturgical practice was felt in the ultimate
arrangement of the material, whether by the prophets themselves or
by their followers and expounders.

The place of exposition is indeed very important. The first chapter
of Isaiah—often described as a sort of introductory summary of the
prophet’s message—is in fact rather to be viewed as an exposition of
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the faithless and faithful Zion. It centres around the past and present
experience of the city and its people; their failure, both in social life
and in worship; the prospect of a restoration to purity as at the first,
to be again the city of righteousness. There lies behind this the kind
of thinking which we can associate with a number of psalms—for
example Ps. 87—in which the idea of the city as the dwelling place of
God is a source of rich meditation and anticipation of divine blessing.
Herein lies one of the sources for the whole range of eschatological
thinking concerning the future of Jerusalem, the ‘new city’ concepts
which are to be found so richly expressed in Ezek. 40-8 and in the
New Testament in the book of Revelation (cf. also Isa. 62; Zech. 8: 1—-
8)—an element which came to be of very great importance in both
Jewish and Christian thought. The real fulfilment of the conception of
Jerusalem as the faithful city is to be found in the oracle which opens
Isa. 2, and a similar structure is to be found in Micah. Here the prob-
lems of the prophetic tradition are complicated by the fact that Jer.
26: 16-19 paints a picture of Micah as a prophet of utter judgement,
and from this it has been argued that the genuine Micah material is to
be found substantially in Mic. 1-3, and such other oracles as are solely
of judgement. Yet it is more appropriate to recognise that, whatever
we may have to say about the genuineness or non-genuineness of
particular oracles in the book, its present structure shows an apprecia-
tion of the relationship between the Jerusalem that is a faithless city,
doomed to destruction (so especially 3: 9-12), and that Jerusalem
which is the centre of the world’s life which is expressed most clearly
in the oracle which follows in 4: 1—5 and also appears in Isa. 2: 2—-4.
Another example of clearly definable prophetic structure may be
seen in Amos 7:1—38: 3. Here a group of vision experiences has been
built together with a biographical narrative in 7: 10~17 into a unity.
The four visions, 7: 1-3; 4-6; 7-9 and 8: 1—3 are similar in structure,
the first two more closely so than the others. The third vision, cul-
minating in the judgement on the house of Jeroboam, provides a
convenient point for the biographical section which deals with the
effect of Amos’ prophecy of judgement and includes a fragment of
a judgement oracle in verse 11 which in part duplicates the oracle in
verse 9. After the interruption of the series of visions, the form re-
appears in 8: 1-3. The wide difference in content of the visions suggests
that they belong to different contexts in the prophet’s experience.
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Whether Amos himself brought them together by way of explaining
the nature both of his authority and of his message, or whether they
were linked in the handing down of the prophetic tradition and
eventually, with their expansion, combined with other material to form
the prophetic book, we cannot know. We can see that there is a linkage
of thought also with the biographical section, for this too is concerned
with the nature of the prophet’s authority. A further examination of
the book reveals that there are overlaps of material between the oracles
of 8: 4—14 (introduced by ‘Hear’) and oracles in other sections of the
book, inviting comparison with the series ‘hear this word” in 4: 1—
5: 17 and the ‘woes’ of §: 18—6: 8—these series themselves providing
evidence of stylised structure. Clearly no simple process is involved,
and equally clearly it is unlikely that we can now discover all the stages
in the process. More important is the evident fact that the words of
Amos have been handed down over a period of time, and that they
have been reinterpreted by the addition of the oracles of hope in 9: 11—
15 which almost certainly belong to the exilic period or later.

We may also trace, with some measure of greater precision, the use
of particular phrases. One of the clearest is the prophecy of seventy
years of captivity in Jer. 25: 11 f. and 29: 10, and used subsequently in
Zechariah, in the Chronicler and in Daniel. This begins as a presumably
conventional phrase, a symbolic figure to denote a captivity beyond
which none will survive of those taken into exile, It is possible, though
not quite certain, that the phrase is already an interpretative comment in
Jer. 29, and that from there it has also been included in the similar
material of Jer. 25. Subsequently the phrase is understood more
precisely, perhaps already in Zech. 1: 12, where it becomes a term to
cover the years of judgement on the cities of Judah, and it is note-
worthy that a period of approximately seventy years elapsed between
the destruction of the Temple and its rebuilding. It is possible that the
dating of the rebuilding has been conformed to this prophetic date.
This date is not referred to precisely in Zechariah though it is clear that
the prophecies of Zech. 8 in part presuppose that rebuilding is com-
plete, but is provided only in the Chronicler’s account in Ezra 6.
Certainly elsewhere, in 2 Chron. 36: 21, the Chronicler made use of
the Jeremianic prophecy, combining it with a phrase from Lev. 26: 34,
43 (in the peroration of the Holiness Code of Lev. 17-26), so as to
explain the exile as a period of Sabbath rest for the land. And this
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Sabbath interpretation is the one which has evidently influenced the
author of Daniel, for in Dan. 9 there is a precise reapplication of this
prophecy and its interpretation in terms not simply of ordinary years
but in terms of groups of seven years so as to cover the whole period
from the fall of Jerusalem to the moment of writing. Possibly also this
seventy-year period, which contrasts with Ezekiel’s statement of a
forty-year captivity (4: 6), has had its effect in the opening verse of the
book of Ezekiel; the problematic mention of a ‘thirtieth year’ there
could perhaps most easily be explained on the assumption that a later
scribe sought to reconcile the two divergent prophecies of the length
of the exile by explaining that Ezekiel had begun his work thirty years
after Jeremiah’s prophecy—chronologically an impossible statement,
but of a reconciling kind which can be traced not only within the
biblical material but increasingly in post-biblical handling of it.!
This example shows something of the way in which a particular
element, even of a minor kind, may be used by later writers to explain
the events of their own time. It is important also because it enables us
to see the way in which earlier material is coming to have an authorita-
tive status. What the prophets said must be fulfilled; the interpretation
of their words is therefore to be seen in the light of current experiences.
It is only a step from this to the Qumrén péfer with its precise applica-
tion of individual sayings to contemporary events, and from this to the
New Testament which equally understands events in terms of fulfilment.

Wisdom

A fourth type of Old Testament material is represented by wisdom
writings, in which contact with the literature of this kind throughout
the ancient Near East appears often to be particularly close. We can
trace such writings in Egypt and Babylonia to the second or third
millennia, and although it is clear that due allowance must be made for
the different cultural milieus and presuppositions, so that phrases
sounding similar in translation do not necessarily carry the same mean-
ings, there are many points of contact in style and thought between
Israel’s wisdom writings and those of the surrounding peoples. The
closest relationship has been seen between the Teaching of Amenemope,
which may date from the end of the second millennium, and one section
of the book of Proverbs, 22: 17—24: 22. The exact nature of the

* For other aspects of this cf. G. Vermes, pp. 209 fl.
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relationship is difficult to determine and the closeness has at times been
exaggerated. Yet this is only one example of relationship, and it has
been rightly observed that the Old Testament wisdom writings often
have a much less national character and are more universal in style
and scope than other Old Testament literature.

What place this kind of material occupied in the life of the com-
munity is uncertain. Connections with education, as elsewhere in the
ancient Near East, are likely. It is not difficult to suppose that the
training of scribes would make use of such material in the process of
learning in Israel too.! Popular proverbial sayings are likely to have
been used by the people themselves on many occasions; L. Koehler
has suggested, perhaps rather too imaginatively, that such sayings were
a staple part of the conversation between men in the village com-
munities.? But we know also of some more official status accorded to
the wise; the counsel of Ahithophel was as the ‘oracle of God’, and
this indicates the degree of his influence. Jer. 18: 18 and Ezek. 7: 26
place the ‘counsel of the wise’ (Ezek. has ‘elders”) alongside the word
of the prophet and the z6rah-directive of the priest. In the ordering of
public and private affairs there was here evidently an important class
of person, though we do not know how far in the earlier stages they
formed a separable group., Wisdom writings ultimately become in
Israel, as elsewhere, the vehicle for profound questionings and affirma-
tions, a vehicle for apologetic and exposition, sharing in the interpreta-
tion of the experiences which the community underwent in its later
contacts with the outside world. It provides one element in the teaching
of the New Testament, particularly in the letter of James, as also
elsewhere.

A very early stage is marked by the double occurrence of the pro-
verbial saying: ‘Is Saul also among the prophets?’ (1 Sam. 10: 11 {;
19: 24). Two quite different explanations are given of the saying,
associating its origin in each case with a band of prophets, perhaps the
same band though the occasions are quite differently described. The
interpretation of such a saying is not easy. The first occurrence might
seem to suggest that surprise is being expressed that a respectable man
of good family should be associated with a band of ecstatic prophets
whose behaviour might well be of somewhat doubtful quality. But this

1 Cf. D. ]J. Wiseman, pp. 35-8.
2 Hebrew Man (E.T, London, 1956), pp. 101-7.
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implies a judgement on these prophetic bands which does not fit in
entirely with other impressions of their status and influence, and the
second occurrence shows such a band (perhaps the same one) under
the leadership of Samuel; elsewhere such bards are associated particu-
larly with Elijah and Elisha. It is conceivable that the saying had a
quite different meaning: ‘What ! Saul, the failed king, a member of
the prophetic order?’ Or it may be that we should recognise that, as
with the proverbial sayings of many communities, the original
meaning has been entirely lost to sight, and the Old Testament having
preserved two explanations, we should not necessarily expect them to
be identical.

This difficulty of interpretation often faces the reader where isolated
sayings appear. There are many such, in the prophets (e.g. Jer. 8: 7;
Isa. 28: 23 fL.) and in the psalms (especially in Ps. 119), and in still
larger numbers in Job, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes, and in the apocryphal
and pseudepigraphical writings, particularly in Ecclesiasticus (The
Wisdom of Jesus ben Sira) and the Wisdom of Solomon. But in such
works, although there are often simple collections of proverbial sayings,
there are more often groupings for particular purposes and more
significant still the use of proverbial sayings for the expression of
theological ideas which take the sayings out of their original context
and often make it difficult to discover their original meaning. The
richness of the transmission, the duplicate occurrences common in the
book of Proverbs, the accumulation of such sayings in other works,
show us how large a place this kind of literature occupied in the life
of the people and how it was found natural to express much of their
profoundest thinking in such a style. For the expression of the deeper
truths about God and man, as appears clearly in the two most philo-
sophical works of the Old Testament, Job and Ecclesiastes, the allusive
style of the wisdom literature, the pictures which it draws, the ease
with which it may set contrasting and complementary notions side by
side, show how Old Testament writers could recognise the hazards
of expressing in too sharply defined a manner truths which inevitably
tax the normal mechanisms of human expression. We may note too
that there is some evidence of a tendency to interpret Old Testament
material of quite other kinds in the light of wisdom thinking, as is
shown by the position of the wisdom psalm, Ps. 1, which sets the tone
for a particular kind of psalm interpretation, and the reflective colophon

104

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

to the book of Hosea (14: 9) which points to the prophetic words as a
way of life or of death.

The wise to whom the secrets are revealed come to the fore also in
apocalyptic writings. 2 Esdras 14: 46 informs us that of the 94 books
revealed to Ezra, 70 were to be preserved for the wise. It seems likely
that these are primarily the apocalyptic works, of which 2 Esdras is
itself one, those writings which claim to reveal through dreams and
visions and descriptions something of the nature of the hidden world.
This is a natural extension of that function which belongs to wisdom
of expressing the problems of life and of the nature of God, though
here it is mingled with much that belongs to other types of literature,
and in particular it is combined with exegetical activity, the expounding
of already known and accepted older writings.

THE FORMATION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

It would be possible to go further and examine yet other varieties and
examples, exploring their origin and nature and tracing, so far as may
be, the processes involved in their being developed from original
forms to their present use. But sufficient has been said for the purpose
of this introductory discussion to reveal some part of what is involved.
At every point, if we wish to understand the literature, we are com-
pelled to investigate the probable sources, to trace the interpretation
and reinterpretation, to assess the pointers towards the present form
of the material.

But, as has already been indicated, the units are built together not
simply into groups, small complexes composed of oracles or sayings,
into now unified though originally separate narratives, collections of
poems and the like. The Old Testament consists of larger units still,
in some cases coincident with what are there marked off as books, in
other cases overlapping what are evidently artificial divisions. In these
larger units earlier material has been brought together and given what
may be regarded as a definitive form. In some cases such larger units
have survived virtually intact; in other cases they have themselves
become parts of yet other works; sometimes both survive side by side.

If we seek to discover the nature of these works, we are bound to
take into account both the possibility that they were produced as a
result of the activity of men of genius and also the probability that,
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as in other cultures, the impulse to produce a literary work is linked to
historical circumstances and pressures, governed by moments of crisis
or need. The Old Testament has its own explanation of these points.
It speaks of men raised up by God to give Israel a law or a divine word.
It implies that law is ultimately derivable from such inspiration,
through the person of Moses. Similarly, by its association of other
parts of the Old Testament with particular persons—an association in
some cases made fully explicit only later (e.g. the responsibility of
David for all the psalms)i—it stresses this same recognition of the
place of the great individual in the formation of the literature. The
Old Testament also speaks in terms of divine action, in judgement and
salvation, at particular moments of history. The description of the
formation of the literature of a community which so understood its
life cannot be undertaken unless such views are taken seriously. The
Old Testament literature is theologically orientated. Nor can we ade-
quately interpret it without the recognition that, unlike other ancient
literatures of the area—those of Babylonia and Assyria, for example—
the Old Testament has been continuously a live part of a religious
tradition from which those who belong to the Jewish or Christian or
Islamic communities cannot detach themselves. What we may do here
is describe what can be learned of the processes and recognise that the
theological interpretation of these processes and the assessment of its
validity fall strictly outside the scope of our present inquiry.

More than once in this discussion there has been reference to
narrative sources—sometimes called ‘documents’—traceable in the
opening books of the Old Testament. The precise nature of these
sources, whether they are to be seen as continuous documents once
actually existing or as traditions not necessarily set down in writing,
is often difficult to define. The dates and provenance of the sources too
are matters in which no certainty is available. What is clear is that no
explanation of the present form of the material is possible without the
recognition of the presence of divergent elements—overlaps, duplica-
tions, and even contradictions within the material point to this.

The formation of these first books—the Pentateuch and those which

1 This is not implied by all the titles of the psalms even if they are regarded as indica-
tive of authorship. Ps. 9o is thus attributed to Moses and others are also ‘non-Davidic’,

Yet the tendency was strong to ascribe all to David, as may be seen from 11QPs®
(Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumrdn Cave 11, see col. xxvii, p. 48, pl. xvI).
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follow to 2 Kings—has been much discussed during the past century
and more. In general we may recognise certain widely accepted pointers
to the nature of their compilation. It is held by most scholars that there
are three main strands of material in the narratives of Genesis to
Numbers, designated J, E and P. Some scholars, noting that such a
source as J is not completely unified, have seen within it further separ-
able strands, and similar subdivisions have also been made in E and P.
It is probably better to recognise that all three strands are the result
of a complex structural development, while at the same time each has
a certain unity of language, style and presentation. The book of
Deuteronomy, in which dependence can be seen upon some of the
same material as is known from the preceding books—though not
necessarily dependence upon the books as we know them—stands
very much on its own, since virtually no traces of its distinctive
language and style are to be seen in Genesis to Numbers. The final
structure of the books Joshua to 2 Kings, however, clearly owes much
to writers who thought and wrote very much in the style of Deutero-
nomy. The material underlying this second group of books, Joshua
to 2 Kings, described in the Hebrew canon as the ‘Former Prophets’,
bears a close relationship to the material of J and E; many scholars
believe that it is possible to trace here the original continuation of those
sources. Material bearing affinity to P is less easy to discover, though
it may perhaps be seen, for example, in the territorial allocations
described in the second part of the book of Joshua which bear a
resemblance to the thought of P in regard to the nature of Israel’s
occupation of the promised land. Within Joshua to 2 Kings there are
sections which are marked out by their own particular interests and
mode of presentation. Thus 2 Sam. 9—20 with 1 Kings 1-2—perhaps
together with some other passages—make up a coherent and theologic-
ally significant work, setting out the nature of Davidic kingship and
succession. Its markedly theological viewpoint made it very appro-
priate for inclusion within the larger work of which it now forms a
part. Similarly the cycles of narratives concerning Elijah and Elisha,
perhaps formed as a result of a dovetailing of two overlapping groups
of stories, also form an appropriate part of the final work, though in
certain respects differing from it in viewpoint. It is indeed one of the
characteristics of such complex works as these that earlier material
was frequently preserved even where its original intention did not
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accord with that of the eventual compiler. Such earlier material could,
in effect, be neutralised by being set in a new context; thus the second
Creation narrative in Gen. 2 is neutralised by the presence of the first,
and the description of Jeroboam II as a ‘saviour’ in 2 Kings 14: 23—9
is neutralised within the book’s over-all negative judgement upon the
northern kingdom.

Much discussion turns on the question whether these books together
should be seen as the result of one long and complex editorial process,
a work which may be termed the ‘Enneateuch’ covering the nine books
from Genesis to Kings,! subsequently divided into two, Pentateuch
and ‘Former Prophets’; or whether a division should be made into two
great theological, historical works, the Tetrateuch (Genesis to Num-
bers, the Priestly Work as it may be described from the viewpoint
and interests of its final compilers), and the Deuteronomic History
(Deuteronomy to Kings). The two approaches are not necessarily
completely mutually exclusive. The virtual absence of Deuteronomic
influence from the Tetrateuch makes it most appropriate to treat that
work as a unity, though it is quite possible that its original ending has
been displaced—perhaps appearing in part at the end of Deuteronomy
and some passages perhaps in Joshua—as a result of its being linked
with the Deuteronomic History. At the same time it is proper to see
within the latter work much that belongs closely with the material
known to us as ] and E in the Tetrateuch and this suggests that under-
lying the particular form of the material which we have, there may be
detected earlier works whose range was not identical with the interests
of either the Priestly or the Deuteronomic writers. The two great
works have much in common. They offer different presentations of the
theological interpretation of Israel’s history; in the one case, in the
Priestly Work, from the Creation to the moment of Israel’s Entry
into the Promised Land, in the other case, in the Deuteronomic History,
from the Exodus to the collapse of the kingdom of Judah and its after-
math. But behind them lie earlier presentations, and we may not
unreasonably suppose that the foundation of Israel’s monarchy and the
glorious years of David and Solomon provoked thinking about the
nature of God’s purpose with his people in bringing them to such
unity and power. It may be that J provides just such a presentation.

! The subdivisions of Samuel and Kings are much later than biblical times. Cf.
pp. 1361,
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It must, however, be remembered that in ancient literary works, where
each copy has to be made separately—and lavish copying was not
likely in the relatively small kingdoms of Israel and Judah—the forms
of the literature which we now have are not likely to have been the
only ones which existed. What we now have may not unreasonably
be seen as representing the attempts of the theologians of the sixth and
possibly fifth century B.C. at reassessing the older traditions and litera-
ture of their people in the light of the new needs of their own time.

As this material has come down to us, a sharp division has been
made within it. The earliest forms of Israel’s traditions about her
experience in the Exodus period are likely to have included some
indication of the nature of God’s demand, i.e. law. This element became
of increasing importance because the relationship between God and
people was interpreted in covenant terms which naturally included
legal provisions. So with theological developments, traceable also in
prophetic teaching and in the psalms, in which the normative nature
of the Exodus period was stressed as the moment of divine~-human
encounter, it was not unnatural that that part of the literature which
described and expounded the Exodus period (including Sinai and the
wilderness) should have been separated off as the 76rgh, the Law in
which the Jewish community of the period after the exile saw both
the nature of God’s revealing of himself in creative and redemptive
power and also the obligation which rested upon Israel as the people of
God. The books from Joshua to Kings thus came, as a truncated section,
to be seen as part of that commentary on the subsequent history which
could be found also in the prophetic books, and not at all inappro-
priately came to be described as the ‘Former Prophets’, i.e. those
which stand first in the order of the books.

The ‘Former Prophets’—the four books Joshua, Judges, Samuel
and Kings—came to be matched by four corresponding books of
‘Latter Prophets’, i.e. those which stand after.! The four books here
are all themselves complex structures, We have already looked at some
indications of the processes by which prophetic oracles and other
material associated with such figures came together into groups and
complex wholes. Each of the four prophetic ‘books’ has its own

1 Neither of these descriptions can be purely of date, though Joshua antedates the

‘Latter Prophets’ in time and the last prophetic books postdate 2 Kings. But there is
also much overlap between the books of Kings and the prophetical books chronologicalty.
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particular problems. The book of Isaiah contains not only a structure
of oracles and other material associable with the Isaiah after whom the
book is named, a prophet of Judah of the latter half of the eighth
century B.C., but also much evidence of later reinterpretation and the
addition of large sections of prophecy from later dates, notably the
so-called Deutero-Isaianic prophecies of Isa. 40—55. Other parts of the
book may be of still later origin. Yet a certain degree of unity of
thought—which must not, however, be exaggerated—suggests that
we have here a series of deposits of prophetic material, indications of
its use and re-use, within one important circle in the community. The
book of Jeremiah also contains separate and overlapping elements,
though its whole content is more closely linked with one figure. But
it offers not only a collection like that of other prophetic books (1-24
(25)), but also a series of highly stylised narratives and historical
passages (26~45) which are perhaps more concerned with the inter-
pretation of the last years of Judah and hence with their meaning for
the future than with the presentation of the prophet. Different again
is the book of Ezekiel in which prophetic oracles and other material
are brought together into a form now organised as a series of dated
sections, giving the appearance of very careful workmanship and highly
stylised presentation. Not improbably this book too represents much
more than the teaching of a single prophet: it provides evidence of
another rich tradition of thought associated with a particular name.
The last of the four prophetic ‘books’, the ‘Book of the Twelve’—
commonly known as the ‘Minor Prophets’ by reason of their size—
is not really a book at all as it consists of small collections associated
with a number of named prophets—Hosea, Amos, Micah, etc.—as
well as a prophetic legend, associated with the Jonah named in 2 Kings
14: 25, and at the end three collections of anonymous prophecy, Zech.
9-11, 12-14 and Malachi (this last being not the name of a prophet but
simply a title ‘my messenger’, cf. Mal. 3: 1), though some links between
Zech. 9-14 (‘ Deutero-Zechariah”) and Zech. 1-8 (the collection associ-
ated with the prophet Zechariah) may suggest a continuity of prophetic
tradition here too. This collection of four prophetic ‘books’, including
the ‘Twelve’, we know to have been familiar to Jesus ben Sira in the
early second century B.c.!

The third part of the Hebrew Old Testament consists of the remain-

1 Cf. Ecclus. 48: 17-~49: 10, and below, p. 128 on the Canon.
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der of the books, and here much less evidence of literary grouping is
to be seen. The Psalter is a collection in itself and reveals both the
survival and reinterpretation of early psalmody at a later date and also
the existence of earlier collections incorporated in it (cf. Ps. 72: 20).
If the titles were fully understood, other indications of grouping might
appear, but although some of them—e.g. Asaph—show links with
guilds of singers (cf. 1 Chron. 16: 4 f.), it is uncertain whether these
necessarily indicate that the psalms so headed formed part of an actual
separate collection. The discovery of collections of psalms at Qumrén
in which the order is different and other poems are included® shows that,
whether or not such collections had authority, psalms could be arranged
differently, probably for liturgical purposes. It is reasonable to suppose
that the biblical Psalter owes its arrangement at least in part to some
kind of liturgical demands.

The book of Job clearly stands as a work on its own, having its own
structural problems in view of the presence of both a prose narrative
(1—2 and 42: 7-17) and an elaborate poetic dialogue; if not necessarily
all the work of one author, it has a unity of purpose which enables us
to treat it as a unity. The book of Proverbs is a collection of collections
of sayings (cf. the titles in 1: 15 10: 1524: 23; 25: 1, etc.); the existence
of a much wider range of such material is indicated both by similar
elements in the book of Job and by the later collections in the Wisdom
of Ben Sira and the Wisdom of Solomon. An early liturgical grouping
is seen in the five ‘m?gillér’ or rolls—Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamenta-
tions, Ecclesiastes, Esther—books differently placed in the Greek and
English Bibles; their traditional association with festal occasions has
brought them together, but each has its own independent history.
Daniel is sui generis, a compilation clearly referring to the religious
persecutions of the period of Antiochus Epiphanes (c. 167-164 B.C.),
but cleatly also containing much that is likely to be of earlier origin.

The one great coherent work remaining is in the Hebrew Old Testa-
ment divided into two in such a way that its last section, the books of
Ezra and Nehemiah in the English Bible, stands before its first section,
the books of Chronicles. Not inappropriately the Greek Old Testament
(and hence the English) placed them side by side with Kings, for this is
another great theological history-of Israel. As we have seen, it is at
times quite radical in its reshaping of the material at its author’s (or

¥ Cf, esp. 11QPs® (see above, p. 77 n. 1).
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authors’) disposal. It surveys the whole history from Creation to the
time of Ezra, laying particular stress on the significance of the exile
for the understanding of the contemporary situation of the community,
and laying great emphasis also on the normative character of the period
of David rather than on the period of the Exodus as in the earlier
accounts.

This brief survey is designed simply to draw together in quite
summary fashion the formation of the Old Testament books. It is only
rarely that we can point to individuals as authors—the author of Job,
the author of Ecclesiastes perhaps, and a few more; more often we can
point to compilers, single figures or schools—the Deuteronomists, the
Priestly Writers, and the Chronicler whose work has undergone some
substantial amplification in the same spirit. Again we may point to
great men whose personality and vision lie behind collections—and
above all here the figures of the great prophets and other leaders
around whom tradition has gathered. The Old Testament is not, on
the whole, greatly concerned about authorship: it is more concerned
about authority.

Equally significantly we can see at certain points the relationship
between major historical events and crises and the formation of the
literature. The Exodus was perhaps less productive of literature than
of the theology which at many points dominates the literary presenta-
tion of the early history. The period of David and Solomon was
evidently a high moment for literary activity, as we might expect with
the development of scribal life and at a moment of national triumph.
The periods of crisis—the fall of Samaria (722 B.c.), the fall of Jerusalem
(587 B.C.) above all—were moments for reassessing and reordering
older material. The crisis of the exile, indeed, appears to have exerted
a very great influence on the rethinking of older ideas and the reshaping
of older writings. The later crisis in which the Chronicler was involved
is only partly known to us, mainly in so far as it may be deduced from
his work; we may detect the presence of the Samaritan schism and the
asking of the question: what constitutes membership of the community
as it now is? A new impetus to literary activity, taking us in the main
beyond the Old Testament proper, came with the tensions of the last
two centuries B.C., as may be seen in the wealth of what is loosely
called ‘the intertestamental literature’.

But to be aware of such great crises only allows a very rough and

112

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

ready relating of literature to history. Concealed within the pages of the
Old Testament and not easy to detect because of the elusiveness of the
persons and the allusiveness of the language, are the moments of day-
to-day experience and thought in which generation after generation
of the community’s sensitive religious leaders thought and rethought
their experience, read and re-read their literature, attempted to under-
stand their faith and to apply it to their own times and needs. Whatever
has been lost—and is to be regretted because of the many gaps in our
knowledge—there remains a rich testimony to the vitality of faith and
the continually renewed life of a community which, unlike so many of
its contemporaries, did not have to be rediscovered by the archaeo-
logist, but could be approached directly through a literature still read
and cherished.

6. CANONICAL AND NON-CANONICAL

Difficult as is the task of tracing the growth of Old Testament literature
and disentangling the strands of the several traditions which preceded
the written records, that of reconstructing the processes by which
the Old Testament Canon emerged is still more complex. It is salutary
to recall that even within the Christian Church, with its reiterated
appeal to canonical scripture as authoritative for faith and practice,
either apart from or in conjunction with ecclesiastical tradition, the
understanding of the nature of canonical authority and the definition
of the contents of the Canon vary in different communions today, and
have varied over the centuries. Accordingly, any attempt to discover
how the Old Testament Canon was formed must reckon not only with
the fact that the evidence available is far from complete, but also with
the possibility that different conceptions of canonicity were presupposed
at different stages in the process and in different regions and com-
munities. These difficulties are aggravated by the lack, during the
period under review, of a clear and consistent conception of canonicity
and of unambiguous terminology with which to express it.

In the present survey the subject will be treated under the following
main sections: (1) a consideration of the terms used to describe the
canonical writings and of the definition of canonisation and canonicity
within the relevant period; (2) a discussion of the evidence for acts
of canonisation by which the several sections, and finally the collection
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as a whole, came to be recognised as canonical; (3) an account of the
contents of the Canon and of their varying enumeration and arrange-
ment; (4) an inquiry into the possibility that different attitudes to the
Canon were adopted in different communities; (5) some account of
the relation between canonical and non-canonical literature.

THE DEFINITION OF CANONICITY

The terms ‘Canon’ and ‘canonical books’ belong to Christian usage
and first appear in patristic writings of the fourth century. In the
Mishnah the scriptures are referred to as ‘the sacred writings’ (kit*é¢
hakkodes) and are said to ‘defile the hands’ (mframm®im ’et-hay-
yédayim).! The latter phrase in effect indicates canonical status. Of the
various interpretations of it which have been offered the most probable
is that the books so described were, so to say, impregnated with a
contagious quality of holiness which had to be washed away so that
it might not be conveyed to mundane objects. Contemporary Jewish
terminology is reflected in the New Testament in general expressions
such as ‘the scriptures’ and ‘the sacred writings’;3 but these are so
general as to shed little or no light on the way in which the authority
of the scriptures was understood.

A famous passage in Josephus provides both a descriptive termino-
logy and a definition of the nature of the Canon as it was understood
in his time.# Josephus is concerned to maintain that the inspired Jewish
scriptures are neither unduly numerous nor mutually contradictory
but circumscribed and self-consistent. They comprise five books of
Moses, thirteen prophetic books, and four others containing hymns
to God and moral precepts. At a later stage it will be necessary to
consider more closely the implications of this reference to a threefold
division and the problems raised by the numbers of the books contained
in the second and third divisions. For our present purpose it is import-
ant to note that Josephus indicates that there are chronological as well
as arithmetical limits to the sacred collection. The prophetic section
is said to span the period from the death of Moses to the reign of
Artaxerxes. Records of the later period do indeed exist; but they are
not accorded the same credence, because by then the authentic prophetic

! Yadaim 3, 5. 2 Matt. 21: 42.
3 2 Tim. 3: 15. 4 C.Ap. 1, 38—42.
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succession had ceased. The Artaxerxes referred to is the first of the
name (465—424 B.C.). Thus the period of time within which the contents
of the entire Canon were produced extends from the lifetime of Moses
to the age of Ezra and Nehemiah for, although the four books in the
third section are not explicitly assigned to any period, what is said
about the failure of prophetic succession in the time subsequent to
Artaxerxes makes it improbable that Josephus supposed that they had
been written then. No reason is given for the earlier chronological
limit. It might indeed be supposed that none was needed. The dominat-
ing position of Moses as lawgiver and as recorder of patriarchal
tradition made his lifetime the appropriate starting point. But it is
evident that the recognition of this upper limit effectively excluded
from the authoritative sacred collection those apocalyptic works which
purported to be the work of pre-Mosaic figures such as Enoch. The
lower limit is associated not only with the beginning of a period in
which it was felt that the gift of prophetic inspiration had been with-
drawn, but with the status accorded to Ezra in Jewish literature and
tradition as a second Moses, communicating the sacred scripture to
God’s people a second time after the havoc wrought by the fall of
Jerusalem and the Exile. The most colourful expression of this view
of Ezra is found in 2 Esdras 14 (roughly contemporary with Josephus),
a legendary narrative which tells how Ezra prayed for the inspiration
of the Holy Spirit, so that he might rewrite the text of the scriptures
which had been destroyed by fire. He subsequently dictated to five
amanuenses, during a period of forty days, what had been revealed to
him, amounting in all to ninety-four books: twenty-four for general
publication and use, seventy to be reserved for ‘the wise among your
people’. The smaller group of writings is evidently to be equated with
the books which, at least from the end of the first Christian century
onwards, were accepted as forming the authoritative scriptures of
Judaism (five books of the Law, eight books of the Prophets, and
eleven books of the Writings). The larger group, being esoteric in
character, must presumably have consisted of apocalyptic books, read
and understood only by the initiated. The immediate relevance of this
account for the present discussion is that it emphatically and explicitly
represents Ezra as receiving in a new revelation all that had formerly
been recorded in the scriptures. The implication is that none of these
books originated after his time. A similar view is implied by the
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conclusion of the extraordinary series of statements in the Talmudic
tractate Baba Bathra:

Moses wrote his own book, and the section about Balaam and Job. Joshua
wrote his own book, and eight verses in the Torah. Samuel wrote his own
book, and the books of Judges and Ruth. David wrote the book of Psalms
at the direction of the ten elders, the first man, Melchizedek, and Abraham,
and Moses, and Heman, and Jeduthun, and Asaph, and the three sons of
Korah. Jeremiah wrote his own book, and the book of Kings and Lamenta-
tions. Hezekiah and his company wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, Song of Songs,
and Ecclesiastes. The men of the Great Synagogue wrote Ezekiel, and the
Twelve, Daniel, and the Roll of Esther. Ezra wrote his own book and the
genealogies in Chronicles down to his own time.?

Here, as in Josephus, Moses is the terminus a quo and Ezra the terminus
ad quem.

The assertion that a particular collection of writings belongs to a
defined period of time may seem to be far removed from any attribu-
tion to it of canonical status; but it is precisely the acknowledgement
that the collection is in a special sense authoritative and therefore
distinct from other writings that underlies this particular chronological
demarcation.

Josephus makes other assertions about the Jewish scriptures which
bring out in a more theological fashion their peculiar status. There is,
he says, inbred in all Jews the conviction that these writings are decrees
of God,? by which they ought to abide and for which they should be
prepared to die gladly. Moreover, although the documents have been
transmitted over a long period of time, no one has dared to add to
them, to delete any part of them, or to change the text in any way.3

If in these statements of Josephus we detect more than a trifle of the
exaggeration of the partisan advocate, it is nevertheless true that this
idealised account of the transmission of the Jewish scriptures and of
the instinctive and unswerving devotion to them of every member of
the Jewish people conveys a fairly rigorous conception of their canon-
ical status. That status is indicated by four characteristics: the books
are accepted as of divine authority; the number of them is fixed; the
period of time within which they originated is expressly limited; their
text is regarded as unaltered and unalterable.

! Baba Bathra 144-154. 2 Qeou BdypaTa,
3 C.Ap. 1, 42, 43.
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If, as has been argued by Holscher! and others, the recognition of
these characteristics is indispensable for the existence of a canon, then
the emergence of any sort of canonical corpus must be dated relatively
late, probably at some time between 100 B.c. and A.b. 100. But, apart from
other considerations which will be noted later in this discussion, such
a definition is unreasonably and unrealistically narrow. Precise textual
uniformity had certainly not been attained at the time when Josephus
wrote. His sweeping claims and their somewhat rhetorical formulation
are no doubt to be explained in part by his apologetic purpose in the
Contra Apionem. The substance of his statements about the distinctive
nature of the canonical scriptures is in all probability to be attributed
to his Pharisaic connections; and his enumeration of the contents of the
scriptures, though beset by some difficulties of interpretation, almost
certainly corresponds with the books contained in the tripartite Canon
which was confirmed in the debates of the rabbis at the end of the first
Christian century.

But the recognition that the canonical corpus was so understood and
defined in the period of its final formulation does not commit us to the
view that before such characteristics as chronological limitation,
textual accuracy and inviolability, and an absolute numerus clausus,
were acknowledged there was no canonical collection of writings at all
and no acts of canonisation had taken place. Without resorting to an
anachronistic application of later ideas of canonicity, it may legitimately
be claimed that the beginnings of the history of the Canon may be
traced in the Old Testament period. But two important distinctions
must be observed. The growth of the Canon is not identical with the
growth of the literature, even if the two processes are not wholly
separable. Further, the fact that any utterance, literary composition,
or collection of writings is recognised as divinely inspired does
not necessarily imply that there is accorded to it the kind of
authority which may properly be regarded as canonical. It is when a
document is accepted as normative for the religious life of a com-
munity that the idea of canonicity emerges. When Josephus enumerated
the features which, in his view, demonstrated the divine authority of
the scriptures, the worship and life of the Jewish community had
already been regulated for centuries by a normative corpus. An

' G. Hélscher, Kanonisch und Apokryph. Ein Kapitel aus der Geschichte des alttesta-
mentlichen Kanons (Leipzig, 1908).

117

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Beginnings to Jerome

attempt must now be made to trace the successive stages by which
the corpus was accepted, its scope enlarged, and its limits finally
determined.

ACTS OF CANONISATION

The claim to divine inspiration is not synonymous with the assertion
of canonical authority; but the one may be the preparation for the
other. This is manifestly so in the Old Testament, where explicit claims
that laws were uttered, dictated, or written by God point forward to
and provide a justification for the subsequent canonisation of the larger
documents in which these laws were incorporated. The Decalogue is
introduced by the assertion, ‘And God spoke all these words, saying
... ;1 it is said to have been written by Yahweh on tables of stone,?
and after they had been broken to have been written again by Moses.3
Similar claims recur in varying forms throughout the legal parts of the
Pentateuch. They are reinforced by the command not to add to the
text of the divine commands or to suppress any part of them.* But
though such claims and safeguards may seem to have a special appro-
priateness to the Law, they are inseparable from the presentation of
Moses as a prophetic figure, a man to whom God spoke face to face.5
There is, accordingly, a link between them and the formulae, ‘The
word of the LorRD came to. . .”, ‘ Thus says the Lorp’, ‘Hear the word
of the Lorp’, and the like, which recur throughout the prophetic
literature, and with the conviction that the true prophet has ‘stood in
the council of the Lorp’ and has had disclosed to him the Lorp’s
‘secret’.6 Like the laws, though in a different way, the prophetic
oracles disclose to Israel the divine will: even oracles concerned with
foreign nations form part of the prophetic testimony to Israel. By con-
trast with the laws, which are of permanent application, prophecy is
related to the changing situations of history. But the fact that the
prophetic teaching was remembered, recorded and interpreted, and
that some interpretations were embodied in the prophetic texts, is an

! Exod. z0: 1.

2 Exod, 24: 12; cf. 32: 15 f.; Deut. 9: 9, 11, 15,

3 Exod. 34: 1, 28; cf. Deut, 10: 1~5.

4 Deut. 4: 2; 121 32,

5 Exod. 3: 1—4: 17; 241 1, 1§~18; 33:7-11; 34: §5—7; Num. 12: 1-8; Deut. 18: 1§~19.

¢ Jer. 23: 18, 22; Amos 3: 7. The words ‘council’ and ‘secret’ both render the
Hebrew word séd, which can mean both ‘intimate circle’ and ‘counsel” or ‘secret plan’.
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indication that it was held to be authoritative not only for the genera-
tion to which it was uttered but for later ages; it provided guidance for
the continuing life of the people of God.

A similar normative factor is present within the context of worship.
The Torah-liturgies, or liturgies of approach, enunciate the character
required in those who come to worship Yahweh in his sanctuary.?
Further, embedded in a number of psalms there are passages which
exhibit the style and quality of prophetic utterance and which, it is
reasonable to infer, were spoken or chanted in the context of worship
by persons who performed prophetic functions.2 These oracular
passages present, alongside the summons to worship Yahweh, emphatic
reminders of his requirement of wholehearted obedience and warnings
of the dangers of disobedience and disloyalty.

Such declarations of Yahweh’s requirements of his worshippers are
in some contexts linked with rehearsals of his past goodness, and in
particular of how he delivered them from Egypt and brought them
into the promised land. The same combination of historical recital
with command and admonition is found in a number of important
passages in the prophetic literature, sometimes with lapidary brevity,
as in ‘Hear this word that the Lorp has spoken against you, O people
of Israel, against the whole family which I brought up out of the land
of Egypt: “You only have I known of all the families of the earth;
therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities”’,3 and elsewhere at
greater length.* It provides the pattern of certain important speeches
in the historical records.5 It appears in the Decalogue,b of which the
prefatory divine self-description is an integral part: ‘I am the Lorp
your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house
of bondage.’ It may also be traced in extenso in the present structure
(whatever may have been its original form) of Deuteronomy, with its
narrative and hortatory prolegomena, its core of laws, and its epilogue
of curses and blessings. This combination of the recital of divinely
ordered events, which were held to be constitutive of the community’s
very existence, with the enunciation (by command, reproof, warning,
or appeal) of the divine will which is regulative of the community’s

T Pss. 15; 24: 3~6. 2 E.g. Pss. 50: 7-23; 81: 6-16; 95: 75-11.
3 Amos 3: 1 £ 4 E.g. Amos 2: 6-16; Mic. 6: 1-8,

s E.g. Josh. 24: 1-28; 1 Sam. 12: 6-15.

6 Exod. 20: 1—17; Deut. §: 6-21.
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life, and the relation of both these elements to the community’s
worship, help to account for the shaping of much of the literary
material contained in the Canon.

It is, then, evident that from early times there existed in Israel oral
or written formulde which were regarded as divinely inspired and
normative. Further, according to a widely held view, passages such
as Josh. 24: 1-28 indicate that the Israelite tribal confederacy or
amphictyony regularly enacted a ritual in which Yahweh was acknow-
ledged, the covenant was renewed, and the divinely given laws of the
covenant community were proclaimed and accepted. But the presence
in the Pentateuch of different codes of laws, such as the so-called
Yahwistic Decalogue! and the Book of the Covenant,? indicates some
degree of variation at different times and presumably also in different
regions.

The discovery of the book of the Law in the Temple at Jerusalem
in the eighteenth year of the reign of Josiah (621 B.c.) led to a decisive
development in the emergence of the Canon. Josiah had already
reversed the process of extreme syncretism which had characterised the
religious life of Judah for nearly half a .century before his accession.
But the discovery of the book of the Law gave a new impetus to his
programme of reform,3 which involved not only a thoroughgoing
purification of the national religion from alien elements but also the
centralisation of sacrificial worship. The close correspondence between
the reforms of Josiah and the standards laid down in Deuteronomy
make it virtually certain that the book found in the Temple was at least
a substantial part of Deuteronomy. Not only was the document
accepted as of divine authority: its provisions were applied throughout
the land by royal mandate. There is also evident a strong emphasis on
the unity of the nation, corresponding to the unity of God which
Deuteronomy proclaims¢ and the unification of worship by the
restriction of sacrifice to the one legitimate centre, Jerusalem. The
Deuteronomic emphasis on a// Israel is matched by Josiah’s policy
of incorporating in his realm the central and northern parts of the
country which had been lost to the house of David three centuries
previously. The enacting of the reforms was not simply the sweeping
away of abuses. It was in some sort a reconstitution of the nation as

! Exod. 34: 12-26. 2 Exod. 20: 22—23: 33.
3 2 Kings 22 f.; 2 Chron. 34. 4 Deut. 6: 4.
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the people of God. This was marked by the solemn celebration of the
feast of Passover.! Since we can date the events with reasonable pre-
cision and have the document on which the reform was based, even
if we cannot exactly determine its limits, this formal acceptance of the
book of the Law as the rule of the community’s life is an important
stage in the history of the Canon. Indeed, the idea of canonical scripture
appears with a distinctness to which there is no earlier parallel.

But this formal enforcement of the standards of the book of the
Law was not, in fact, such as to preclude further modification and
amplification. The Deuteronomic code was itself modified in at least
one particular when it was applied in practice in the reform: the pro-
vision that priests from the now suppressed local sanctuaries should be
allowed to officiate at the central sanctuary in Jerusalem proved to be
impracticable, as the narrative of the reform indicates.? It is evident
from the comments of the Deuteronomistic historian on the reigns of
Josiah’s successors, and also from the implications of the relevant parts
of the book of Jeremiah, that there were far-reaching lapses from
Josiah’s religious policy. The fall of Jerusalem, the destruction of the
Temple, and the deportation of a considerable part of the population
might have been expected to relegate Deuteronomic standards into
the realm of the ineflective, since the place which God had chosen for
his sanctuary had been devastated, and the people whom he had chosen
had been thus tragically divided. But Deuteronomic standards sur-
vived the Exile, as is clear from such evidence as we have of the ideals
of the community of returned exiles in and around Jerusalem. This
may be in part explained by the fact that among the predominantly
upper-class exiles there were many from families which, in Josiah’s
time, had actively co-operated in the royal policy. Further, it is not
unreasonable to suppose that the official acknowledgement of its divine
origin and normative authority had given to the document found in the
Temple an unprecedented status and permanence. It did not, however,
have such finality as precluded the formulation of other codes. Ezek.
40-8 contains detailed regulations for the organisation of the life and
worship of the returned community. Though parts of these chapters
may come not from Ezekiel himself but from his disciples, the section
may at all events fairly be taken as providing one answer to the need

! 2 Kings 23: 21-3; 2 Chron. 35: 1-19.
2 Contrast 2 Kings 23: 9 with Deut. 18: 6-8,
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felt in exilic circles for prescribed standards in the restored community.
A closely related code which (though its date of origin is much debated)
probably comes from the same general period is Lev. 17-26, the
Holiness Code. In its concern for holiness (as in many points of detail)
it resembles Ezek. 40-8; in its restriction of sacrifice to one sanctuary
it resembles Deuteronomy; but in its emphatic prohibition of the
slaughter of oxen, sheep, and goats elsewhere than at the sanctuary it
reads like a counterblast to Deuteronomy.! The Holiness Code is now
incorporated in the Priestly Code, to which is assigned the rest of
Leviticus, and the bulk of the legislative material in the latter part of
Exodus and in Numbers, with which are allied a sequence of narratives
and narrative fragments in Genesis and Exodus. Parts of its contents
may well be of great antiquity; but the period of its compilation is
generally inferred to have been the later sixth or early fifth century. It
can hardly have been officially adopted at so early a date by the restored
community in Jerusalem, however, for even Malachi (c. 470-460 B.C.)
betrays practically no knowledge of its requirements in his appeals for
the reformation of worship, and seems rather to reflect Deuteronomic
usage. But we can say with reasonable certainty that it must have been
adopted no later than, and perhaps before, the next decisive step which
is recorded in the development of the Canon.

It appears to have been through the work of Ezra that these various
codes, now amalgamated (with the exception of Ezek. 40-8), were
established in the Palestinian Jewish community, and thus ultimately
in the whole of Judaism. Ezra is said to have been ‘a scribe skilled in
the law of Moses which the Lorp the God of Israel had given’ and to
have ‘set his heart to study the law of the Lorp, and to do it, and to
teach his statutes and ordinances in Israel’.2 Some time after his arrival
from Babylonia he carried out, with the help of assistants, a solemn
public reading of ‘the book of the law of Moses which the Lorp had
given to Israel’ on an occasion which was followed by the celebration
of the feast of Booths.3 As the narrative now stands, Ezra’s arrival
appears to have taken place a few years before the beginning of
Nehemiah’s first governorship, and the reading of the Law to have
followed the establishment by Nehemiah of secure conditions of
community life in Jerusalem and its immediate neighbourhood. Some

t Contrast Lev. 17: 1—9 with Deut. 12: 15-28,. 2 Ezra 7: 6, 10.
3 Neh. 8: 1—9: 37.
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of Nehemiah’s reforms are related to the Deuteronomic law.! But the
celebration of the feast of Booths after Ezra’s reading of the Law
corresponds with the directions given in the Priestly Code.? In all
probability, then, Ezra’s book of the Law was the completed Penta-
teuch, and not simply the Priestly Code: and the Pentateuch was
formally accepted as normative in 444 B.C. But strong arguments have
been advanced against accepting the order in which the events are
related in Ezra-Nehemiah and against the chronology thus implied.
According to Ezra 7: 7 f., Ezra came to Jerusalem in the seventh year
of Artaxerxes. If the king referred to here was the second of the name
(an assumption which alleviates some difficulties in the biblical record
and which also accords better with external evidence from the Elephan-
tine papyri) then Ezra’s arrival in Jerusalem will have taken place in
398 B.C., the narrative of Neh. 8—9 will have been wrongly inserted
in its present context, and it will follow that there was no direct link
between Nehemiah’s reforms and the promulgation of the Law by
Ezra. Acceptance of this later date for Ezra strengthens the general
probability that his book of the Law consisted not only of the Priestly
Code but of the entire Pentateuch, though as yet the text was by no
means finally fixed in every detail. If Neh. 8-9 does not in fact refer
to the promulgation of the entire Pentateuch as the normative docu-
ment for the restored Jewish community, then no record of such
promulgation has survived. Arguments from silence are notoriously
weak; but it would be a strangely deformed tradition which described
for us the solemn acceptance of the Priestly Code but failed to preserve
any record of an event so momentous as the canonisation of the Penta-
teuch as a whole.

A further consideration which has usually been advanced to clinch
the argument that the entire Pentateuch had been accepted early
in the fourth century B.c. concerns the position of the Pentateuch in
the Samaritan community. The five books of Moses are the only part
of the Jewish Canon accepted by the Samaritans. It cannot well be
supposed that they adopted these books as canonical after the decisive
breach between the Samaritan and Jewish communities, or indeed after
the embitterment of relations between them. Dates suggested for the
breach have varied between the fifth and first centuries B.c.; but the

I Cf. Neh. 13: 1 fl. with Deut. 23: 3 f. and Neh. 10: 31 with Deut. 15: 2.
2 Cf. Neh. 8: 13—18 with Lev. 23: 30-43.
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majority opinion has favoured the latter part of the fourth century.
Fresh light has been shed in recent years on the history of the Samaritan
community by excavations at Shechem! and by the discovery of fourth-
century Aramaic papyri at Wadi Déliyeh,? and on the history of the
Samaritan form of the text of the Pentateuch by the Qumrin material.3
It now seems highly probable that the Samaritans re-established their
community life at Shechem towards the end of the fourth century 8.c.,
at about the time when their temple on Mount Gerizim was completed,
but that the emergence of a distinctive Samaritan text of the Penta-
teuch (and hence the terminus ad quem for the dating of a decisive
breach between the Samaritan and Jewish communities) cannot well
be dated before the Maccabaean or early Hasmonaean periods.4 But
if the final breach has to be dated at so late a period, it is also apparent
that a common Palestinian textual tradition of the Pentateuch had been
current in both Jerusalem and Samaria for a considerable time. More-
over, since the Samaritans did not include in their canon the prophetic
corpus which, as will be seen below, was probably accepted by the
Jews as part of the scriptures by the end of the third century B.c.,
relations between the two communities must by then have been
severely strained, and what they held in common must have been of
fairly long standing. The fact that the Septuagint translation of the
Pentateuch dates from the middle of the third century points in the
same direction. The middle of the third century is about as late a
date as can reasonably be assigned to the work of the Chronicler. Many
would regard a fourth-century date as more probable. The narrative
of Neh. 8-9 indicates that, at the time when he wrote, it was believed
that ‘the book of the law of Moses which the Lorp had given to
Israel’ had been promulgated by Ezra as the constitutive document of
the restored community in Jerusalem.

The second section of the Hebrew Canon, as described by Josephus,
and as it exists today, is prophetic. The total of thirteen books mentioned
by Josephus raises questions which will be discussed at a later point
in this chapter. He ascribes the recording of post-Mosaic history to the

1 See G. Ernest Wright, Shechemn: The Biography of a Biblical City (London, 1965),
pp. 170-81.

2 F. M. Cross, *The discovery of the Samaria Papyri’, B4, xxvi (1963), 110~21.

3 See chapter 111, 7.

4 F. M. Cross, ‘The History of the Biblical Text in the light of discoveries in the
Judean Desert’, HTR, Lvii (1964), 281—99.
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prophets; and there is at least this correspondence between his state-
ment and the present arrangement of the Canon that the latter consists
of history (Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings) as well as of
prophetic books in the narrower sense (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and
the twelve Minor Prophets: Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah,
Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi).
Both the assertion of Josephus and the implication of the arrangement
of the Canon as it has been transmitted in its Hebrew form indicate
that the history is in some sort prophetic.

Unfortunately, there is relatively little evidence to enable us to
determine when this group of writings came collectively to be regarded
as canonical. The narrative books came into existence by a complicated
process, by which materials of widely different kinds were woven into
a history dominated by the Deuteronomistic outlook, interpreting the
nation’s life as ‘judged by the law of the Lord, and in the light of the
spirit of prophecy’.t Accordingly, it was natural that they should be
regarded not only as a record of the past but as a testimony to later
ages. The prophetic books in the narrower sense were also the result
of a long and complex development. The prophet was the man of the
spoken word, authoritative but directed to the specific occasion rather
than intended to be permanently normative. But the fact that the
prophetic words were preserved in the memory of disciples and
repeated to later generations was assuredly something more than an
exetcise in the compilation of oral memoirs and arose from the sense
of the continuing authority and power of the divine word com-
municated through the prophet. But for such recollection and oral
repetition, much of the prophetic literature would have been lost and
never recorded in writing. The natural milieu for such transmission
was the circle of the prophet’s disciples. The relationship between the
prophet and a single personal disciple and also that between an out-
standing individual prophet and circles or groups of disciples are
exemplified in the stories told of Samuel, Elijah, and Elisha.2 No refer-
ence is made to disciples of Amos and Hosea; but it is reasonable to
infer that it was through such agency that their teaching was trans-
mitted. In spite of some difficulties of interpretation, Isa. 8: 16 brings

t H. E. Ryle, The Canon of the Old Testament (London, 1892), p. 100.

2 1 Sam. 19: 18—24; 1 Kings 19: 19-21; 2 Kings 2: 1~18; 4: 12, 25-31, 38-44;
§:19-27; 6: 1-17; 8: 4 £.; 92 1-10.
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together the spoken word, the written record, and the prophetic
disciples: ‘Bind up the testimony, seal the teaching among my dis-
ciples.” Earlier in the same chapter there is an instance of the spoken
word being committed to writing and attested, so that its subsequent
fulfilment cannot be gainsaid;! but in 8: 16 the message which most
have rejected is entrusted in written form to the circle of responsive
disciples. Jer. 36 describes how, in a special situation, prophecies which
Jeremiah had uttered during the first twenty years of his ministry were,
by express divine command, recorded in writing and, when the manu-
script had been destroyed, rewritten and enlarged. The narrative is
illuminating in a number of ways. It implies that the prophet’s primary
medium of communication was the spoken word, and that the written
record was for a specific purpose and in accordance with divine
direction. Further, the scroll contained utterances from earlier situations
which were now directed to the need of the hour;and thus it exemplified
the applicability of the prophetic word to occasions beyond the one in
which it was originally imparted. The rewriting of the scroll is another
indication that the validity of the prophetic revelations extended into
the future. It is also reasonable to suppose that this document, what-
ever its extent, formed the nucleus of the book of Jeremiah. The
embodying of prophetic revelation in written form is vividly expressed
in the account of the call of Ezekiel, in which the prophet is commanded
to eat a scroll on which there are written ‘words of lamentation and
mourning and woe’.2 Ezekiel's commission, like that of his predecessors,
was primarily to be a spokesman; but this feature in his call indicates
that the written record was thought to be appropriate to prophetic
revelations and further underlines the idea that their validity extended
beyond the situation in which they were uttered.

It is evident, however, that at first the validity of the teaching of
prophets like Amos, Hosea, Isaiah, Micah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel was
recognised only by the faithful disciples who learned from them and
transmitted the traditions of what they had said and done. By its very
nature prophetic teaching did not as yet receive the wider public
acknowledgement which was accorded to the codes of law. But in the
exilic and post-exilic periods this wider acknowledgement increasingly
became a reality, and the record of prophetic teaching was no longer
the special inheritance of circles of prophetic disciples. Deuteronomy

! Isa, 8: 1—4. 2 Ezek. 2: 8—3: 3.
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combines a solemn warning about the danger of disregarding the
message of a true prophet with a simple test of the divine origin of that
message: ‘when a prophet speaks in the name of the Lorb, if the word
does not come to pass or come true, that is a word which the Lorp has
not spoken; the prophet has spoken presumptuously, you need not be
afraid of him’.! But the prophecies of judgement did come true when
Jerusalem fell and Judah became a Babylonian dependency, with many
of its inhabitants in exile. This provided a powerful argument for
applying to the life of the restored community the teaching which in
the period of the monarchy had been rejected by the mass of the people.

Be not like your fathers, to whom the former prophets cried out, ‘ Thus says
the LoRD of hosts, Return from your evil ways and from your evil deeds.’
But they did not hear or heed me, says the LorD. Your fathers, where are
they? And the prophets, do they live for ever? But my words and my
statutes, which I commanded my servants the prophets, did they not over-
take your fathers?2

So long as prophecy was still a living force, the various collections
of prophetic teaching continued to be preserved and enlarged. It is
evident that this involved not only the addition of new material but
also the adaptation and interpretation of older prophecies in such a way
as to apply them to new situations. As we have seen, this process is
already present in Baruch’s copying out of Jeremiah’s oracles. A quite
explicit addition made to an older prophecy in order to meet a new
situation appears in Isa. 16: 13 f.: “This is the word which the Lorp
spoke concerning Moab in the past. But now the LoRD says...” Less
obvious additions and adaptations appear elsewhere. Behind this
process lie two convictions: that the prophetic revelation is authorita-
tive, and that it is a continuous process into the present. These two
convictions appear with special clarity in Isa. 40-55, and in particular
in the passages which pour scorn on diviners, idol-worshippers, and
their deities: the God of Israel alone can foretell events; what he has
declared in the past has come true; and he alone makes plain through
the prophetic revelation what is now coming to pass.3

But prophecy did not continue as a living force. The desolating sense
of the withdrawal of prophetic revelation, characteristic of a period

! Deut. 18: 22; see the whole passage, vv. 15-22. 2 Zech. 1: 46,
3 Isa, 41: 21-9; 43: 93 44: 24-6, etc.
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of religious decline,! threatened as divine punishment for unfaithful-
ness,2 and felt with peculiar intensity at a time of national disaster,3
became a normal feature during the two centuries before the beginning
of the Christian era. Writing at the beginning of the second century,
Jesus ben Sira, the original author of Ecclesiasticus, can write of his
own writings as if they issued from an inspiration comparable to that
of the prophets.# But, if 1 Maccabees may be taken as a trustworthy
witness, the lapse of prophetic inspiration had become an acknowledged
fact before the middle of the century.5 The most important literary
production of that period, the book of Daniel, indicates cleatly that if
the living voice of prophecy was now silent, the prophetic teaching of
an earlier age was not only preserved in accessible literary form, but
was established as authoritative scripture: ‘I, Daniel, perceived in the
books the numbers of years which, according to the word of the Lorp
to Jeremiah the prophet, must pass before the end of the desolations
of Jerusalem, namely, seventy years.’® Though the reference here is
only to Jeremiah, it is clear that at least a generation earlier the contents
of the prophetic part of the Canon had substantially been assembled,
and that it had taken its place alongside the Pentateuch as a collection of
sacred scriptures whose limits had been defined though its text had not
yet been finally fixed. In the familiar passage in which Jesus ben Sira
celebrates the famous men of Israel’s past,? the account of the patri-
archal and Mosaic ages is followed by references, with varying degrees
of detail, to the contents of the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and
Kings, and to Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and ‘the twelve prophets’.8
No enumeration of the ‘twelve’ is either given or hinted at; but the
references to Jeremiah and Ezekiel, though brief, reveal knowledge
of the text of the books; and the eulogy of Isaiah includes the statement,
‘By the spirit of might he saw the last things, and comforted those who
mourned in Zion. He revealed what was to occur to the end of time,
and the hidden things before they came to pass.’® This is clearly both
a general allusion to passages in Isa. 40-55 such as 42: ¢ and also a
quotation of Isa. 61: 2 {. indicating a knowledge not only of the account
of Isaiah given in Kings or even of the tradition of the teaching of the

! 1 Sam, 3: 1. 2 Amos 8: 11 f. 3 Ps. 74: 9; Lam. 2: 9.
4 Ecclus. 24: 33; 391 125 50: 27.

5 1 Macc. 43 46; 9: 27; 147 41. 6 Dan. 9: 2.

7 Ecclus. 44-50. 8 Ecclus. 48: z0-§; 49: 6-10.

9 Ecclus. 48: 24 f.
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prophet preserved in the first part of Isaiah, but acquaintance with the
later part of the book as we now have it. Although the evidence falls
short of actual demonstration, it seems highly probable that the pro-
phetic section of the Canon had been established by 200 B.c. If its
limits had remained undetermined for a few decades longer, the book of
Daniel (which was written about 165 B.c. and early exercised wide
influence) would certainly have been accorded a place in it. There is,
indeed, an arrangement of the Canon which links Daniel with the
prophetical books. Of this more must be said below. But in the line
of development represented by the evidence so far surveyed, Daniel
remains outside the prophetic corpus; and the most natural explanation
of this fact is that it appeared too late to be included.

In ben Sira’s eulogy of famous men there are signs that he took
account of books outside the Pentateuch and the Prophets (in the
wider sense of the term). The statement that David made arrangements
for temple choirs and for the due observance of the festivals appears
to be based on two passages in Chronicles.! The references to Zerub-
babel and Jeshua? may be dependent on the books of Haggai and
Zechariah rather than on Ezra. Of Ezra there is no mention. Nehemiah’s
wotk in rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem is commemorated, thus
implying knowledge of the material embodied in the latter part of the
Chronicler’s history. Thus, while there are these slight indications of
knowledge of a wider range of literature referring to Israel’s past, there
is no solid ground for the supposition that ben Sira regarded any
writing or group of writings outside the Pentateuch and the Prophets
as of comparable authority. The generally accepted dating of the books
of Daniel and Esther provides a sufficient explanation of his failure to
refer to the leading characters in them. It is harder to explain his silence
about Job and Ezra, unless the writings referring to them were unknown
to him.

In the Prologue of Ecclesiasticus, written about 130 B.C. by ben
Sira’s grandson and translator, there are more specific allusions to a
third corpus of sacred writings alongside the Pentateuch and the
Prophets: ‘Whereas many great teachings have been given to us
through the law and the prophets and the others that followed them
...", ‘the law and the prophets and the other books of our fathers. . .’,

1 Cf. Ecclus. 47: 9 f. with 1 Chron. 16: 4; 23: 31.
2 Ecclus. 49: 11 f.
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‘the law itself, the prophecies, and the rest of the books’. In later times,
the third section of the Canon was (and is) known as the Writings
(ketibim) or the Hagiographa. But it is generally assumed that the
terms used by ben Sira’s grandson refer to an incipient and perhaps
ill-defined third group of writings and not to the completed collection
of Hagiographa.

As subsequently embodied in the Jewish Canon, the Hagiographa
consist of: Psalms, Proverbs, Job, the Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamenta-
tions, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra and Nehemiah, 1 and 2
Chronicles. The important place occupied by the Psalms in Temple
worship doubtless ensured that they would have a place in the third
corpus. The general references which the Chronicler makes to the
arrangements for music and song in worship reflect that liturgical
use; and this is done more specifically in the catena of psalm passages
inserted into the narrative after 1 Chron. 16: 7. More to our purpose,
however, is the citation of Ps. 79: 2 {. at 1 Macc. 7: 16 {., introduced by
the formula ‘in accordance with the word which was written’. Litur-
gical song has become Holy Scripture. There is a similar implication
in the statement in 2 Macc. 2: 13 that Nehemiah ‘founded a library and
collected the books about the kings and prophets, and the writings of
David, and letters of kings about votive offerings’. Here the Psalter
is set alongside what appears to be a reference to the two parts of the
prophetic corpus (‘the books about the kings and prophets”) and
followed by what may be an allusion to the royal decrees and letters
embodied in the book of Ezra. For our present purpose it is unneces-
sary to discuss either the vexed question of the relationship of this
part of 2 Maccabees to the main body of the work or the historicity
of the statement about Nehemiah. The passage is at least a testimony
from the first century B.C. to the ranking of the Psalms with other
sacred writings. A more emphatic statement is made in Luke 24: 44,
where the united testimony of scripture is described by the risen Christ
as ‘everything written about me in the law of Moses and the prophets
and the psalms’. Here the tripartite structure of the Canon is unmistak-
ably presupposed. But it is still not clear how much is assigned to the
third section. ‘The psalms’ may mean simply what it says; for the
Psalter was a rich source of Christological testimonia. On the other
hand, the title of the most familiar and most widely used book in the
third corpus may be taken to serve as a designation of the whole, or of
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that part of the whole which had so far been compiled. The statement
in Matt. 23: 35 and Luke 11: 50 f. is generally understood to indicate
with greater precision the limits of the Jewish Canon as they were
finally determined. The persecution of the righteous servants of God
is said to have extended from Abel to Zechariah, i.e. from the fratricide
described in Gen. 4 to the assassination of Zechariah in the court of the
Temple as recorded in 2 Chron. 24: 20-2. If the passage is rightly so
understood, it is a reference to the whole span of scripture, and points
to the completion of the Hagiographa, with Chronicles as the closing
book. But the Zechariah mentioned in 2 Chron. 24: 20-2 was the son
of Jehoiada; whereas Matt. 23: 3§ speaks of the son of Barachiah. This
has been taken to be an erroneous addition arising from confusion with
the canonical prophet, Zechariah the son of Berechiah.” But it has been
suggested that the reference is to Zechariah the son of Bareis (or,
according to other readings, of Baruch or of Bariscaeus) whose judicial
murder in the Temple precincts by the Zealots is described by Josephus
in his account of the revolt against the Romans (A.p. 66—70).2 This
suggestion, which is based on the assumption that the words in
Matthew and Luke are not an authentic saying of Jesus but originated
a generation or more after his death, means that the span indicated is a
historical oneand not that from the first book to the last in the Canon.
It is, however, most unlikely that the death of the later Zechariah
would be laid at the door of the Scribes and Pharisees, when the Zealots
were in fact responsible, or that that Zechariah, not being a priest,
would have been between the Temple and the altar; furthermore, the
Zechariah of 2 Chronicles is the subject of a number of rabbinic
traditions, and therefore the story of his death was presumably a not
unfamiliar part of scripture. Accordingly, it may fairly be argued? that
the parallel passages in Matthew and Luke point to the completion
of the structure and contents of the Canon, though there may still have
been room for discussion about specific books. General support for this
view is afforded by the fact that in the New Testament there are quota-
tions from all the books of the Hagiographa except Ezra-Nehemiah,

t Zech, 1: 1.

* B.J. 1, 334-44.

3 It should perhaps be added that the above argument presupposes an order of books,
and that it is difficult to assume a fixed order (except where narrative sequence requires
it) when the scriptures were written on scrolls and not on codices. There appears to be
no evidence for the existence of Hebrew codices at so early a date.

131

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Beginnings to Jerome

Esther, the Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. But acknowledgement
of Chronicles presupposes acknowledgement of Ezra—Nehemiah;
and no argumentum e silentio of any consequence can be based on the
absence from the New Testament of citation from or allusion to the
other three books.

There is a fair amount of circumstantial evidence indicating that the
final discussions about the contents of the Canon took place towards
the end of the first Christian century. Certain general considerations
are of obvious relevance. The existence of the Dispersion for several
centuries had made Judaism increasingly a ‘religion of the Book’. The
work of the returned exiles in rebuilding the Temple, the splendour
bestowed upon it by Herod’s grandiose and costly reconstruction, and
the legal restriction of sacrificial worship to that one sanctuary, could
not outweigh the fact that for very many Jews the practice of their
religion had to be carried out far from Jerusalem. Thus the practical
importance of the scriptures was enhanced not only because of the
place which they occupied in the worship of the Synagogue but because
of the guidance and inspiration which they afforded to the individual
Jew. The final destruction of the Temple in A.D. 70 provided the
dramatic culmination of this long process. Deprived finally of its
historic sanctuary, Judaism had to turn with renewed urgency to its
sacred writings and to the interpretation and application of them. In
this situation it was necessary that any doubt or disagreement about
the contents of the Canon should be removed.

This need was reinforced by the existence of the apocalyptic writings.
Almost all of these were pseudonymous in character; and their pseudo-
nymity implied a claim that they were the products of inspired men
in earlier ages, such as Enoch, Abraham, the sons of Jacob, and Daniel.
It is a matter of dispute how seriously and in what sense this attribution
was intended to be understood. It has been argued, with no great
cogency, that only by such claims could the apocalyptists secure a
hearing, since prophetic inspiration had ceased, and further that since
the scope of the canonical corpus had now been in large measure
determined, the apocalyptic teaching could not secure adequate
recognition unless it was presented as the work of great religious figures
of the past.! In all probability this view is to be rejected. It is, indeed,

¥ It would be out of place to discuss fully here the nature of pseudonymity or the
reasons for its adoption as a device.
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evident that the apocalyptic writings are intended to be regarded as the
media of special revelations. But such orthodox Jewish teaching as they
contain is blended with a considerable amount of material derived from
non-Jewish sources. At a time when the old foundations of Judaism
had to be laid with a new precision it was important to make clear
whether such writings were authoritative. They had a considerable
vogue, as is shown, for example, by the Qumran discoveries; but in
later times they had no place in the main stream of Jewish teaching.
It is less likely that their claims to inspiration were an attempt to get
behind the middle wall of canonical partition than that the limits of the
Canon were defined in order to exclude most of them. Only the book
of Daniel secured a place, presumably because its standing had already
been established for a considerable time.

A third factor was the rise of Christianity, a vigorous and expanding
movement with a growing literature of its own. Since, however, the
specifically Christian scriptures appealed to the testimony of the Law,
the Prophets, and the Hagiographa, and since subsequent Christian
apologetic made a similar appeal, the precise definition of the Canon
was an insufficient safeguard against the new movement and its teach-
ing. The conflict was extended into the field of the interpretation of the
scriptures which the two communities had in common.

These general factors, together with the evidence about the growth
of the Canon which has been outlined above, rule out of serious historical
consideration the statement in 2 Esdras 14 that Ezra promulgated the
complete Canon. They also refute, if refutation is needed, the later form
of that view which was presented by the Jew, Elias Levita (1472-1549),
in his work Massoreth ha-Massoreth, to the effect that Ezra and his
associates collected the scriptures and arranged them according to the
threefold grouping of Law, Prophets, and Hagiographa, and not in the
order in which Prophets and Hagiographa are referred to in Baba
Bathra (see above, p. 116). Elias Levita identified the associates of
Ezra with the men of the Great Synagogue, an assembly whose nature
and historicity is not easily to be determined from the references to it
in rabbinic tradition, of which the basis is probably Neh. 8-10.

But the assembly which probably was responsible for the last major
stage in the delimitation of the Canon was the so-called Synod of Jamnia,
which is said to have met during the last decade of the first Christian
century. At the time of the fall of Jerusalem, Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai
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obtained from the Romans permission to establish an assembly of
religious teachers at Jamnia, not far from Joppa, in the coastal plain.
This body was regarded as in some sort a replacement for the Jerusalem
Sanhedrin, but did not possess the same representative character or
national authority. Unfortunately, the evidence for decisions relating
to the scriptures is far from clear.

The records of discussions among the rabbis show that there had
been differences of opinion about the status of certain books. Some-
what surprisingly, Ezekiel was one of the books about which questions
were raised. The discrepancies between the regulations in the last nine
chapters and those in the Torah gave rise to concern, not unnaturally
in a period when there was scrupulous attention to regulations. It is
recorded that Rabbi Hananiah ben Hezekiah, having obtained a supply
of 300 measures of oil, worked day and night to dispose of the dis-
crepancies. Doubts seem also to have been felt about Proverbs and
Esther. But it was chiefly around Ecclesiastes and the Song of Songs
that there was controversy. Ecclesiastes was suspect because it
appeared to contradict itself (e.g. 4: 2; 9: 2) and because it was
alleged to contain heretical teaching (e.g. 1: 3). How these difficulties
were overcome is not clear. Perhaps the attribution of the book to
Solomon, together with the presence in it, and at its close, of ex-
pressions of traditional orthodoxy and piety, secured its place in the
Canon. The Song of Songs owed its final acceptance to allegorical
interpretation. Literally interpreted it is an expression of the love
between man and woman. But as in later Christian interpretation it
was understood as an expression of the love of Christ for the Church
or for the soul of the believer, so there were rabbis who maintained
that it expressed God’s love for Israel. Its doughtiest defender was
Rabbi Agiba, who said of it, ‘ God forbid that any men of Israel should
deny that the Song of Songs defiles the hands; for all the ages are not
worth the day on which the Song of Songs was given to Israel. For
all the scriptures are holy; but the Song of Songs is holiest of all.’?

These and other records of debate among the rabbis presuppose the
existence of an authoritative collection of sacred books whose limits
had already been substantially determined; and this, too, is the pre-
supposition of rabbinic discussions on other subjects during the same
period. Differences of opinion about books whose canonical status

! Yadaim 3, §.
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had been questioned may have persisted into the second century; but
in spite of the nebulous character of the evidence relating to the Synod
of Jamnia, it is difficult to doubt that both the tripartite structure of
the Canon and its precise contents had been settled soon after A.p. 100,
if not earlier. The Mishnah, which presupposes that the contents of the
authoritative corpus of scripture had been determined, was given
written form by the end of the second century, but its contents had
already been systematised in the process of oral transmission. Thus its
testimony corroborates what on other evidence (circumstantial rather
than precise) appears most probable: the final definition, not later than
the first quarter of the second century, of a collection identical with
that which we now have in the Hebrew Bible.

THE ENUMERATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF THE
CONTENTS OF THE CANON

The history of the Canon as outlined above is a process in three main
stages, corresponding to the three principal sections of the Hebrew
Bible as it exists today and has existed for centuries. The threefold
division into Law (¢rak), Prophets (n¢bf’im), and Writings (k*zitbim)
constitutes a total of twenty-four books. The Law contains the five
books, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy.
There are eight books of the Prophets, subdivided into two groups of
four: the Former Prophets (n°4’im risénim), and the Latter Prophets
(nb’im ’ahrénim). The Former Prophets are Joshua, Judges,
Samuel, and Kings; and the Latter Prophets are Isaiah, Jeremiah,
Ezekiel and the Twelve (i.e. the Minor Prophets: Hosea, Joel, Amos,
Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai,
Zechariah, and Malachi). The Writings are eleven in number: Psalms,
Proverbs, and Job (traditionally classed as the poetical books); the
Five Scrolls (m°gillét): the Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations,
Ecclesiastes, Esther; Daniel, Ezra~Nehemiah (one book), and Chron-
icles. In this enumeration the books of Samuel, Kings, Ezra~Nehemiah,
and Chronicles each count as one book and not as two; and the twelve
Minor Prophets are also reckoned as one.

The absence of the tripartite structure is one of a number of features,
to which fuller reference must be made later, which distinguish the
Septuagint (and the versions derived from it) from the Hebrew Bible.
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But the evidence for the antiquity of the tripartite structure is strong.
It is attested by the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus, in its references to ‘the
law and the prophets and the others that followed them’, ‘the law and
the prophets and the other books of our fathers/, and ‘the law itself,
the prophecies, and the rest of the books’. It is fairly clearly implied
by the allusion in Luke 24: 44 to ‘the law of Moses and the prophets
and the Psalms’. From a somewhat later period comes the dictum of
Rabbi Judah the Prince: ‘They brought before us the Law, the
Prophets, and the Writings united together and we approved them.’!
At first sight it is natural to assume that the same arrangement is pre-
supposed by the statement of Josephus already mentioned, that the
scriptutes are twenty-two in number: five books of Moses, thirteen
prophetic books, and four others containing hymns to God and moral
precepts.z The books are indeed classified in three groups; but problems
are raised by the total (twenty-two, and not twenty-four), and by the
number of books assigned to the second and third sections. It has been
inferred that the four books which Josephus assigns to the third section
are Psalms, Proverbs, the Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. Presumably,
then, the middle section, which he des¢ribes as prophetic histories of
the period from the death of Moses until the reign of Artaxerxes,
consists of the remaining books of the Hagiographa together with the
Former and Latter Prophets. But in order to obtain a total of thirteen,
it is generally assumed that Ruth is treated as part of Judges (to which
it is a natural sequel) and that Lamentations is similarly bracketed with
Jeremiah, and further that, as in the enumeration followed in the
Hebrew Bible, Samuel, Kings, Ezra—Nehemiah, Chronicles, and the
Twelve Prophets are each reckoned as one book. If these inferences
are correct, then the contents of the Canon presupposed by Josephus
must have been identical with those of the Hebrew Bible as we know
it, and as it appears to have been established in the Jamnia period. But
although he presents a threefold structure, Josephus seems to indicate
an arrangement of the books markedly different from that of the
Prophets and the Hagiographa, but which bears some resemblance to
the general pattern found in the Septuagint. Yet the Septuagint con-
tains additional books of which Josephus takes no account, and differs
from him in some details of enumeration.

Although different manuscripts exhibit detailed differences of

¥ Baba Bathra 134. 2 C.Ap. 1, 39~42.
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arrangement, the main groups in the Septuagint are narrative (begin-
ning with the five books of the Law), poetical, and prophetic. The
narrative section includes Ruth, Chronicles, and Ezra-Nehemiah (2
Esdras), all of which belong to the Hagiographa in the Hebrew arrange-
ment. Ecclesiastes and the Song of Songs are included in the poetic
section; and Daniel and Lamentations appear among the prophets.
Samuel and Kings are divided into four books of ‘Kingdoms’ or
‘Reigns’; and Chronicles is divided into two. There are also additional
books or parts of books (those now commonly classed as apocryphal),
the character and status of which will be discussed in a later section
of this chapter. Thus the points of similarity between the Septuagint
and the arrangement which is thought to be presupposed by the state-
ment of Josephus are considerably less impressive than the differences.

The general grouping followed in the Septuagint is presupposed in
a list of books of the Old Testament quoted by Eusebius from Melito,
bishop of Sardis, though it is noteworthy that this list does not include
the additional books contained in the Septuagint.! Eusebius also repro-
duces a similar list recorded by Origen, in which the names of the
books are given in Greek, followed by the Hebrew names in trans-
literation and translation.? Origen explains that the four books of
‘Kingdoms’ or ‘Reigns’ appear in Hebrew as one book of Samuel and
one book which he calls ‘the Kingdom of David’, and that what
appear as two books of Chronicles and two books of Esdras in Greek
are each one in Hebrew. Not only does he place Ruth immediately after
Judges, but he asserts that in the Hebrew reckoning they count as one
book. He takes Lamentations and ‘the Letter’ (i.e. of Jeremiah)
together with the book of Jeremiah as one book. Within the canonical
list “the Letter’ is the one addition from the books contained in the
Septuagint but not in the Hebrew; but Origen mentions the books of
the Maccabees as ‘outside these’.

Origen explicitly stated that the total number of canonical books is
twenty-two; and if Melito (from whose list Esther is missing) reckoned
Ruth as separate from Judges, his total also is twenty-two. Origen
and some other Fathers explain this number as corresponding to the
number of the letters in the Hebrew alphabet. In his Prologus galeatus
Jerome gives the total number of the canonical books as twenty-two,
and draws the same numerical parallel with the Hebrew alphabet. He

' H.E. 1v, 26, 14. 2 Jbid, v1, 25, 2.
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points out, however, that five letters have an alternative form which is
used when they occur at the end of a word, and that correspondingly
there are five books each of which may be reckoned as two: Samuel,
Kings, Jeremiah-Lamentations, Chronicles, Ezra (i.e. Ezra-Nehemiah).
This gives a total of twenty-seven, which is also mentioned by Epi-
phanius! as an alternative to twenty-two, though with differences of
arrangement. In spite of such perplexing variations, it is evident that
the total twenty-seven is simply another way of reckoning the twenty-
two books. Furthermore, Jerome remarks at a later point in the
Prologus galeatus that Ruth and Lamentations are reckoned by some
among the Hagiographa, thus giving the total twenty-four. His
testimony throughout this passage is a curious blend of the arrange-
ment and enumeration of the books in the Hebrew Bible on the one
hand and of those in the Greek and Latin Bibles on the other. He
presents the tripartite arrangement, which characterises the former,
and takes cognisance of the total twenty-four; but his reference to the
division of each of the five books into two is characteristic of the latter.
It is also noteworthy that although he states that Judges—Ruth is
treated both as one book and as two, he does not include it in his list
of ‘double books’.2 Had he done so, he would have had more double
books than there are Hebrew letters with final forms, and his alternative
total to twenty-two would have been not twenty-seven but twenty-
eight. In his preface to Daniel, Jerome presents the Hebrew enumera-
tion and arrangement with unmistakable clarity: ‘among the Hebrews,
Daniel is not reckoned with the Prophets, but with those who wrote
the Hagiographa. For by them all scripture is divided into three parts,
the Law, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa, that is, into five, and
eight, and eleven books.” The incongruity of his various statements can
probably best be accounted for if we infer that he gives the number
twenty-four as the canonical total on the basis of that first-hand
knowledge of Jewish sources which he assiduously sought as a prepara-
tion for his work of translation, but that the totals twenty-two and
twenty-seven which he also mentions are derived from the Greek and
Latin Bibles and from similar enumerations and lists found in other
patristic sources.

The persistence of the number twenty-two (or alternatively twenty-
seven) in lists derived from such early Christian sources has often been

T Pan. haer. vinl, 6, 2; De mens. et pond. 23. 2 “libri duplices’.
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thought to indicate, together with the evidence of Josephus, that this
was the original reckoning of the total contents of the canonical corpus,
and thus to show that the current Hebrew arrangement, with its total
of twenty-four, is a later and artificial scheme. But, even when such
lists include the Hebrew names of the books in Greek transliteration,
they appear to be based primarily on the Greek Bible. Furthermore,
those lists which state or imply the total twenty-two involve the
reckoning of Ruth as one book with Judges and of Lamentations as
one with Jeremiah. Such a reckoning is not difficult to understand on
the broad principle of arrangement by literary character or subject
matter which is characteristic of the Septuagint. But if so obviously
appropriate a juxtaposition had been original, it is hard to see why
Ruth and Lamentations should subsequently have been separated from
Judges and Jeremiah and relegated to the third section of the Canon.
On the other hand, if the three sections of the Hebrew Canon correspond
to three main stages in the process of canonisation, as outlined above,
then it is not unnatural to suppose that in a later arrangement, influenced
by considerations of content, Ruth and Lamentations came to be
linked with Judges and Jeremiah, particularly if, as seems evident, the
arrangement of books other than the five books of Moses varied con-
siderably. The basis of the total given by Josephus remains somewhat
uncertain. If we accept as correct the assumption noted above about
the contents of his prophetic section of the scriptures, then presumably
Judges—Ruth and Jeremiah-Lamentations were each reckoned by him
as one book. Alternatively it has been suggested that he may have
omitted two of the books which were the subject of dispute during the
first century. At all events we have from the same period the independent
evidence of 2 Esdras 14: 45 that the authoritative scriptures for general
use consisted of twenty-four books (see above, p. 115). It must be
admitted, however, that on this subject modern scholarly opinion
remains divided. Some hold that the total of twenty-four books is
original, that the number twenty-two is an artificial adaptation of the
reckoning of the books to accord with the number of the letters in the
Hebrew alphabet, and that this is derived from Alexandrian Judaism,
ie. from the Septuagint. Others maintain that even in Palestinian
Judaism the total twenty-two is the earlier, and that the linking of
Ruth with Judges and of Lamentations with Jeremiah came before the
stage at which they were ranked as separate books in the Hagiographa.
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A closer examination of the order of the books reveals some inter-
esting variations in the Hebrew tradition and a bewildering diversity
in the Greek Bible. No variation is found in the order of the books of
the Pentateuch. This is doubtless to be attributed to the fact that their
canonical status was recognised throughout Judaism at a relatively
early date. In Hebrew manuscripts the four Former Prophets occur
invariably in the order Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, as is, indeed,
required by the chronological sequence of the narrative which runs
through them. The order which has become accepted for the Latter
Prophets (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve) is derived from
manuscripts of Spanish origin. In French and German manuscripts,
however, we find the order Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, the Twelve. This
accords with a Talmudic assertion that ‘the order of the Prophets is
Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, the Twelve’.!
Various explanations of this order have been offered. The sequel to
the passage just quoted accounts for it on the ground that Kings,
which ends with desolation, is appropriately followed by Jeremiah,
which is all desolation, and that in turn by Ezekiel, which begins with
desolation and ends with consolation, leading to Isaiah, which is all
consolation (a somewhat undiscriminating description). More probably
the reason for this arrangement was the general affinity in period and
subject matter between the closing part of Kings and the book of
Jeremiah and, in turn, between Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Thus Isaiah was
left in appropriate juxtaposition with the earliest of the Twelve. Other
variations of order which occur are Jeremiah, Isaiah, Ezekiel, the
Twelve; and Ezekiel, Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Twelve. The arrangement
of the Twelve is intended to be chronological. Hosea, Joel, Amos,
Obadiah, Jonah, and Micah represent the eighth century, though the
overwhelming weight of modern critical opinion would place Joel,
Obadiah, and Jonah at considerably later periods. Nahum, Habakkuk,
and Zephaniah belong to the closing decades of the seventh century.
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi come from the Persian period.

Still wider diversity of order is found in the Hagiographa. The
arrangement which has been adopted in printed Hebrew Bibles is:
Psalms, Job, Proverbs (or, Proverbs, Job), the Song of Songs, Ruth,
Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, Esther, Daniel, Ezra—Nehemiah, (1 and 2)
Chronicles. Of these, the first three have traditionally been classed as

I Baba Bathra 144,
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the poetical books (though of course much poetry is found in other
parts of the Old Testament) and have been collectively referred to by
the Hebrew word **met (truth), of which the consonants are the initial
letters of the names of the three books, Job, Proverbs, Psalms, in that
order. The Psalter has come to be established in the first place because
it is the most important book in the group and also in the Hagiographa;
but, as we shall see, it was sometimes preceded by Ruth or Chronicles.
The fact that Job sometimes precedes Proverbs is attributed to the fact
that it was held to be of Mosaic authorship and therefore superior to
Solomon’s work. The five books which follow form a group known
as the Megilloth, or Scrolls. Each of them has a special place in the
calendar of synagogue worship: the Song of Songs at Passover, Ruth
at Pentecost, Lamentations at the commemoration of the destruction
of Jerusalem on the ninth of Ab, Ecclesiastes at the feast of Taber-
nacles, and Esther at the feast of Purim. In the manuscripts they appear
in several variations of order. In particular, Lamentations sometimes
precedes and sometimes follows Ecclesiastes. The following three books
(Daniel, Ezra—Nehemiah, Chronicles) have been classed as narrative,
a description which is not wholly appropriate to Daniel. The above
general arrangement has been adopted in printed editions of the Hebrew
Bible from manuscripts of German origin. In many Spanish manu-
scripts, and also in the famous Leningrad Codex B19A (L), the first
book in the Hagiographa is Chronicles. In the passage in Baba Bathra
to which reference has already been made, the order of the Hagio-
grapha is given as follows: Ruth, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
the Song of Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra (i.e. Ezra—
Nehemiah), Chronicles. Presumably Ruth, with its account of David’s
ancestry, was regarded as an appropriate prologue to the Davidic
Psalter, and Esther was put between Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah for
chronological reasons.

Since the Septuagint was produced primarily for Alexandrian Jewry,
it has generally been inferred that both in its contents and in its arrange-
ment it represents the standards and usage of that community, The
question whether the more extensive range of its contents represents
an Alexandrian canon differing from the Palestinian canon, as repre-
sented by the Hebrew Bible, will be discussed in the next section of this
chapter. Its arrangement is difficult to describe except in the most general
terms, since even the oldest codices exhibit significant differences
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from one another, and other variations occur in the lists which
appear in patristic sources. But the following general features may be
noted. The Former Prophets are usually separated from the Latter
Prophets and classed with the histories. Of the Hagiographa, Ruth
is linked with Judges in the historical group and Lamentations with
Jeremiah in the prophetical group, Ecclesiastes and the Song of Songs
appear with Psalms, Proverbs, and Job in the poetical group, Daniel
ranks with Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel as a Major Prophet, and
Chronicles and 2 Esdras (Ezra~Nehemiah) are among the histories. In
Codex Sinaiticus (x) and Codex Alexandrinus (A) the prophets follow
the histories and precede the poetical books; but in Codex Vaticanus
(B) the prophets come last, and the poetical books come between the
main histories and a smaller group of narrative books. The order of
Codex Vaticanus is widely supported by the lists given in patristic
sources and has been generally adopted in printed editions of the
Septuagint. It is as follows (the titles of books not in the Hebrew Bible
being italicised): Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy,
Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1—4 Kingdoms (1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings),
1 and 2 Chronicles, 1 Esdras, 2 Esdras (Ezra—Nehemiah), Psalms,
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, the Song of Songs, Job, the Wisdom of Solomon,
Ecclesiasticus, Esther, Judith, Tobit, Hosea, Amos, Micah, Joel,
Obadiah, Jonah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Baruch, Lamentations, the Epistle of Jeremy,
Ezekiel, Daniel. Here not only have the Twelve Minor Prophets been
put before the Major Prophets, but the order of the first six Minor
Prophets is different from that found in the Hebrew Bible. Probably
Jonah comes at the end of the six because of its manifestly different
character (a prophetic narrative rather than a record of prophetic
utterances), and the other five have been arranged in descending order,
according to their length.

THE CANON IN DIFFERENT JEWISH COMMUNITIES

In what has been said above about the enumeration and arrangement
of the canonical books in the Septuagint, it has been evident that a
comparison with the Hebrew Bible is complicated by the presence in
the Septuagint of additional books. This fact has given rise to the
assumption that there was an Alexandrian canon which was more
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extensive in its scope than the Palestinian canon as represented by the
books in the Hebrew Bible. Whether or not this assumption is justified,
it is appropriate to inquire whether there is any evidence that in
different communities the extent of the canonical corpus varied. Three
such communities come into consideration: the Samaritans, Alexan-
drian Jewry, and the Qumr4n sectaries.

Concerning the extent of the Samaritan canon there is no question.
It consists solely of the five books of Moses. Although in the post-
biblical period a considerable body of Samaritan religious literature
was produced, no part of it attained canonical status. Nor did any of
the Former or Latter Prophets, or of the Hagiographa. The critical
attitude to the Northern tribes and the Northern Kingdom which is
adopted in many passages in the Former Prophets would in itself be
sufficient explanation of the omission of these books. Similarly, the
general neglect of northern affairs in Chronicles and the light in which
the Samaritans are presented in Ezra~Nehemiah would rule these books
out as candidates for admission to a Samaritan canon. But, such con-
siderations apart, the principal reasons for the limitation of the Samaritan
canon to the Pentateuch are presumably historical.

According to 2 Kings 17, the Samaritans are descended from immi-
grants from Babylon, Cuthah, Avva, Hamath, and Sepharvaim, who
were brought by Assyrians to colonise northern Israelite tetritory
after the fall of Samaria in 722 B.c. They acquired their knowledge of
Israelite religion from an exiled priest whom the Assyrians repatriated
expressly for this purpose; but their practice of it was defaced and
distorted by the alien cults which they had brought with them and
which they never really abandoned. This was the community with
which, at later periods, Zerubbabel and Jeshua, Ezra and Nehemiah,
found themselves in conflict when they undertook the work of restor-
ing the Temple, rebuilding Jerusalem, and reintroducing the ordered
worship and service of the God of Israel in accordance with the Law of
Moses.

The Samaritan account is very different. According to it, the
decisive breach took place in the time of Eli who, in order to achieve
his ambition to be High Priest, established a new sanctuary at Shiloh
to rival the true sanctuary on the site chosen by God on Mount
Gerizim. This act of apostasy involved the establishment at the new
sanctuary of the priestly line of Ithamar, from whom Eli was descended,
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whereas the Samaritans regarded the line of Phineas as the authentic
priesthood. For our present purpose it is unnecessary to trace in detail
the Samaritan account of the consequences of this schism and of the
varying fortunes of their own community over the centuries. By
contrast with the Jewish account, it is recorded that the plight of the
land after the fall of Samaria and the deportation was met when an
Assyrian king brought back the exiled Samaritans and worship was
restored on Mount Gerizim.

To this community and its sanctuary, the rebuilding of the Temple
at Jerusalem and the restoration of worship and of community life
there constituted a challenge. The books of Ezra and Nehemiah
describe something of the tensions and conflicts to which the enter-
prises of Zerubbabel and Jeshua and of Nehemiah gave rise.! But in
the Samaritan records Ezra appears as the arch-enemy. According to
them it was he who tampered with the text of scripture. Although the
overwhelming majority of the 6,000 difterences between the Samaritan
Pentateuch and the Massoretic Text belong to the minutiae of textual
criticism, some reflect the rival claims of the two communities. Of these
the most important are the following. After Exod. 20: 17 and Deut.
5: 21 (Hebrew §: 18) the Samaritan text has a commandment that an altar
should be built on Mount Gerizim and sacrifices offered there; and at
Deut. 27: 4, where the Massoretic Text has ‘And when you have
passed over the Jordan, you shall set up these stones, concerning which
I command you this day, on Mount Ebal, and you shall plaster them
with plaster’, the Samaritan text reads ‘Gerizim’ instead of ‘Ebal’.
It is generally held (though we cannot be certain of this) that in the
latter passage the Samaritan text gives the true reading and that the
change to ‘Ebal’ was made in the interest of anti-Samaritan polemic.
On the other hand, there can be little doubt that the addition to the
Decalogue found in the Samaritan text is a partisan insertion, support-
ing the Samaritan claims for Mount Gerizim, and by implication
designating the sanctuaries at Shiloh and Jerusalem as schismatical. A
similar feature occurs at Gen. 22: 2, where the place of the attempted
sacrifice of Isaac, Mount Moriah (identified in Jewish tradition with
Mount Zion), appears in the Samaritan text as Moreh and thus is
identified with Shechem (cf: Gen. 12: 6). Since in Jewish tradition it
was Ezra who reintroduced the Law, it is not surprising that the

¥ Ezra 4: 1-5; Neh, 2: 10, 19; 4; 6.
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Samaritans attributed to him the falsification of its text for partisan
purposes, though it may well be that Samaritan bitterness against him
also originated in part in the separatist policy which he advocated. But
when full account has been taken of the textual differences and of the
rival claims to which they are related, it is clear that the Samaritan
attitude to the Pentateuch was essentially conservative. They preserved
it in an archaic script and devoted great pains to the task of transmitting
it accurately. They claimed for themselves the title sam*rim (‘keepers’,
i.e. of the Law), rather than $6m*rénim (‘inhabitants of Samaria’); but
their ideal of strict observance of the Law did not lead to the develop-
ment of legal interpretation and commentary, as in rabbinic Judaism;
nor did they recognise any other religious document as of comparable
authority. The fact that the Samaritans, though bittetly hostile to the
main stream of Judaism, prized the Law so highly and accorded to it a
quite unique status, is a pointer not only to the conservative character
of their community but also to the firm entrenchment of the five books
of the Law as holy scripture among all who were heirs of the ancient
Israelite tradition.

It has been widely held that the Jews of Alexandria and of the
hellenistic Diaspora generally represented a position at the opposite
extreme to that of the Samaritans, and included within their canon not
only the five books of the Law and the additional nineteen books con-
tained in the second and third sections of the so-called Palestinian
canon but also the other works which subsequently came to be known
as the Apocrypha. The basis of this view is that since (as has been
noted above, p. 141) the Septuagint was produced within, and primarily
for, Alexandrian Jewry, it seems reasonable to suppose that the
additional books in the Septuagint were translated and added to the
Palestinian collection because they were recognised in Alexandria (and
perhaps further afield) as authoritative. But the argument is far from
cogent. As a collection of sacred writings, the books in the Septuagint
have been transmitted within the Christian Church; and we have no
direct evidence that the collection was acknowledged as such by any
Jewish community, though the individual books come from Jewish
sources. There is, in fact, little evidence to enable us to infer whether
any distinctive views about the canon were entertained in the hellen-
istic Diaspora during the period before the Synod of Jamnia. Such
indications as there are about the canonical corpus accepted by
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Alexandrian Jewry suggest almost without exception that it consisted
only of the Pentateuch.

The Septuagint rendering of the five books of Moses is characterised
by a faithfulness and consistency which are not found in the other
books. The point has been effectively put by Ryle: ‘The want of
uniformity, the inequalities and inaccuracies which characterise the rest
of the translation, show that its execution was not part of a sacred duty,
nor even carried out in deference to any official requirement.’t This
is reinforced by a consideration of the pseudepigraphical document,
The Letter of Aristeas, which purports to tell how the Septuagint
originated, when Ptolemy II Philadelphus, on the suggestion of his
librarian Demetrius Phalereus, arranged for the translation of the
Jewish Law. In response to the king’s request, the Jewish High Priest
Eleazar sent to Alexandria seventy-two elders who completed the task
in seventy-two days. It is generally agreed that the letter is not, as it
claims to be, of third-century origin, but more probably comes from
the latter part of the second century B.c., that very many of the details
in it are fictitious, and that, in particular, the assertion that the transla-
tion was made by Palestinian Jews does not accord with its linguistic
character which, in spite of Hebraisms, suggests an Alexandrian origin.
It may fairly be regarded, not indeed as wholly unhistorical, but as
primarily an apologetic or propaganda document. For our present
purpose two points are specially noteworthy. First, the translation to
which The Letter of Aristeas refers is that of the five books of Moses,
and not the entire contents of either the Palestinian canon or the
Septuagint as now known to us. This is emphasised by Josephus, who
states that Philadelphus did not acquire the entire corpus of the
Jewish records but only the part which contained the Law.2 Secondly,
emphasis is laid by Aristeas on the concern that the translation
should be scrupulously preserved without alteration, addition, or
omission:

After the books had been read, the priests and the elders of the translators
and the Jewish community and the leaders of the people stood up and said,
that since so excellent a translation had been made, it was only right that it
should remain as it was and no alteration should be made in it. And when the
whole company expressed their approval, they bade them pronounce a curse

' H. E. Ryle, The Canon of the Old Testament (London, 1892), p. 147.
* Ant. 1, 12,
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in accordance with their custom upon any one who should make any
alteration either by adding anything or changing in any way whatever any
of the words which had been written or making any omission.?

This solemn emphasis on the absolute inviolability of the text corre-
sponds to the fourth of the marks of canonicity enumerated by
Josephus.z While it is arguable, and has indeed been argued,3 that the
point of the imprecation is to maintain the status of the translation
as authoritative, the clear implication of the narrative is that the
document as such was authoritative and regulative for the community.
There are no indications of similar concern about the maintenance of
an inviolably accurate rendering of the other books in the Septuagint.

We have already noted (above, pp. 129 f.) that ben Sira’s grandson
shows knowledge of a tripartite collection of sacred writings, though
the third section was in all probability still incomplete. It is also clear
from his Prologue that he was familiar with Greek renderings of the
books in all three sections:

For what was originally expressed in Hebrew does not have exactly the
same sense when translated into another language. Not only this work [i.e.
the book written in Hebrew by his grandfather and now translated into
Greek], but even the law itself, the prophecies, and the rest of the books
differ not a little as originally expressed.

Thus one who had come to Egypt, as he himself tells us, in the thirty-
eighth year of Ptolemy VII Euergetes (132 B.C.) was aware of the
existence of Greek translations of not only the Law but other parts
of the scriptures, but still thought of them in terms of the
grouping appropriate to the Palestinian canon. He gives no indication
either of a different arrangement or of a more extensive canonical
collection.

Some account has been given (above, pp. 1361f.) of the difficulties
raised by the description of the Jewish scriptures which Josephus gives
in the Contra Apionem. These difficulties concern both the arrangement
and the enumeration which he presupposes. But in spite of these
difficulties, and even if| as has been suggested, the number twenty-two

t Letter of Aristeas, §§310, 311. Translation by H. T. Andrews in R. H. Charles (ed.),
The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament (Oxford, 1913), 11, 121.

2 Cf. above, p. 116.
3 See, above all, P, Kahle, T4¢ Cairo Geniza (2nd ed. Oxford, 1959), pp. 209—18.
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is to be explained by the omission of two of the disputed books, it
remains sufficiently clear that it is about the contents of the Palestinian
canon that Josephus is writing. This is the more significant, since there
are many indications in the language and subject matter of the Anri-
quities that he was familiar with the Septuagint, including 1 Esdras
and the Greek additions to Esther. Knowledge of the wider range of
literature is not accompanied by any acceptance of an extended
canonical corpus.

More to the point is the evidence of Philo, the quintessential repre-
sentative of Alexandrian Jewry. His numerous quotations from the
scriptures provide important evidence about the history of the Greek
text of the Old Testament and also about Alexandrian hermeneutical
method. Although he does not expressly frame a clear definition of the
limits of the Canon, it is evident that for him the Law is the supreme
documentary authority. He quotes from all the books in the other two
divisions of the Palestinian canon except Ezekiel, Song of Songs, Ruth,
Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther, and Daniel. These omissions may
well be accidental. It may of course be argued that if Ruth was linked
with Judges and Lamentations, citations from the larger works would
imply knowledge and acknowledgement of the lesser. It is also note-
worthy that Ezekiel, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, and Esther were all
books about whose canonical status there were doubts, and further,
that the Greek additions to the text of Esther and Daniel may indicate
a somewhat lax attitude in the hellenistic Diaspora to their contents.
Although there are similarities in diction and subject matter between
passages in Philo and certain of the books of the Apocrypha, it has
been maintained that these do not indicate direct citation. At all events
it does not appear that Philo quotes any apocryphal book as holy
scripture. Contrary to the view which was prevalent in Palestinian
Jewry (cf. above, pp. 1277 £.), Philo did not think of divine inspiration
as confined to an earlier age; but this does not seem to have led him to
assume any extension of the limits of the Canon. The great preponder-
ance of his quotations from and allusions to scripture are derived from
the five books of Moses; and thus the evidence is that if he had a view
of the Canon which differed from that held in Palestine, it was more
restricted and not more extensive.

Accordingly, it may be inferred that in the first Christian century
and at least the two preceding, the Law was firmly established in
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Alexandrian Jewry as authoritative. This is what one would expect
during that period in any Jewish community with the slightest claim
to religious faithfulness. If there was any recognition of the inspired
character of at least some of the books contained in the second and
third sections of the Palestinian canon, it appears to have been less
well defined. There is no definite evidence that any book not in the
Palestinian canon was accepted as canonical in Alexandria or elsewhere
in the hellenistic Diaspora; and accordingly there is no ground for the
claim, which has often been made, that there was an Alexandrian canon
which was more extensive than that of Palestinian Jewry. If there was
a different conception of the canon in Alexandria, it was more restricted;
or, at all events, there was a less definite attitude to the sections of the
canon outside the Law. If the Prophets and the Writings were less
clearly marked off as canonical, it is not difficult to understand how
other narrative and didactic books, written in or translated into Greek,
might have come to be associated with them. But we have no definite
evidence of any such process in Alexandria during the period before
the Septuagint was taken over by the Christian Church.

Although the documentary discoveries made in the Judaean desert
since the end of the Second World War have provided abundant
materials for the study of the history of the Old Testament text, it is
difficult to elicit from them specific evidence of the extent of the canon-
ical corpus which the sect recognised. There are, however, three
general considerations which suggest that the documents might be
expected to shed fresh light on the formation of the Canon. First, on
any reasonable view of the history of the Qumran community, it may
be assumed that it extended from the second century B.c. into the latter
part of the first Christian century, a period of decisive importance for
the final definition of the Old Testament Canon. Secondly, the Qumrin
sectaries were ardent biblicists. They devoted great care to the preserva-
tion and transmission of the biblical texts and to the interpretation and
application of them. Thirdly, the documents discovered include material
not found in the Palestinian canon. The documents which are relevant
to our purpose may be roughly classified as follows:! (a) texts of
canonical books of the Old Testament in the original; (4) texts
of canonical books of the Old Testament in Greek or Aramaic

t Cf. Otto Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction (trans. Peter R. Ackroyd.
Oxford, 1965), pp. 640-1.
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translation; (c) Hebrew and Aramaic texts of apocryphal and pseud-
epigraphical works hitherto known only in other languages; (d) extra-
canonical writings hitherto unknown, being either works specially
related to the life and beliefs of the community or works generally
similar to the previously known apocrypha and pseudepigrapha.

The fact that the sect withdrew from the main body of Judaism in
the latter half of the second century B.c. raises the question whether
among the distinctive features which marked them off may not have
been a different estimate of the extent of the Canon. About the status
of the Law and the Prophets there can be no real doubt. Both the
abundance of textual material representing the full range of these
sections of the Canon and the existence of commentaries on parts of
them indicate that they were accepted without question as authoritative
documents, both as laying down patterns of life and worship and also
as predicting, when rightly interpreted, the outworking of the purpose
of God in the age in which the community existed. The only book in
the Hagiographa which is not directly represented in the Qumréin
documents is Esther. The book is so short that it would be hazardous
to infer that it was either not known or not valued by the community,
the more so since it has been claimed that there are some oblique
allusions to the text of Esther in the sectarian scrolls. The other
mégillét (Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes) are all
represented both by fragmentary manuscripts and by possible allusions
in the sectarian literature; but there is no clear case of citation of any
of them as scripture. There are fragmentary manuscripts of Job and
also part of a hitherto unknown Aramaic Targum, as well as some
possible allusions in the sectarian literature. In addition to manuscript
evidence of Proverbs and literary allusions to it, there is a specific
citation of Prov. 15: 8, introduced by the formula ‘for it is written’,
in the Damascus Document,! which, though it came to light in Old
Cairo some half a century before the Qumrin discoveries, clearly
belongs to the literature of the same community. Chronicles and
Ezra—Nehemiah are meagrely represented by manuscript fragments
and relatively few echoes have been detected in the sectarian scrolls.
The rotation of priestly duties? is obviously based on 1 Chron. 24: 1~
19, though the number of courses is not twenty-four, as in Chronicles,
but twenty-six, to fit the solar calendar which the community followed.

1 CD, x1, 20-1. 2 E.g.at 1QM 11: 1—4.
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There is no definite evidence against the assumption that all of the
books of the Hagiographa hitherto mentioned were accepted as canon-
ical by the Qumrin community, though for some of them the indica-
tions of their canonical status are general and circumstantial rather than
explicit. Paradoxically, it is in connection with two books which were
extensively used and highly esteemed in the Qumrin community that
serious questions arise concerning the extent of the Canon which the
community acknowledged. The books are Daniel and the Psalter.

Fragments of at least seven different manuscripts of Daniel have
been discovered. There are also several allusions and quotations,
including some introduced by the formula, ‘as it is written in the book
of the prophet Daniel’.! This last feature might determine beyond
reasonable question the canonical status of Daniel. But two objections
have been raised. Some of the fragments are of papyrus, whereas leather
was normally used for canonical books. Again, the Daniel fragments
come from manuscripts in which the height and breadth of the columns
were almost equal, whereas most of the manuscripts of canonical books
were written in columns of which the breadth was half the height.
Neither objection is cogent. It is not the case that the larger type of
scroll (i.e. having a column of greater height) was invariably and
exclusively used for canonical texts; and there is clear evidence that
at Qumrin a canonical text might be written on papyrus. It seems,
therefore, reasonable to conclude that the Qumréin community not only
used and highly valued the book of Daniel, but recognised it as having
canonical authority. It is also noteworthy that the texts of Daniel which
have been discovered appear not to have included the additions to the
book which are found in the Greek text (the stories of Bel and the
Dragon and of Susanna, and the Song of the Three Holy Children).

It is also evident that the book of Psalms was extensively used by
the community. This is evident from the number of Psalms manuscripts
which have come to light and by the fact that the Thanksgiving Hymns
(hddaydr) are modelled on the biblical Psalms and contain numerous
quotations from and allusions to them, but seem always to have been
kept separate from them. It is also significant that there are fragments
of commentaries on parts of the Psalter. But the question of the
canonical status of the Psalter and also of its delimitation as a canonical
corpus is raised by evidence that at Qumran at least two manuscripts

t J. T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea (London, 1959),p. 41.
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containing canonical psalms also included ‘apocryphal’ psalms and
that one of these manuscripts contained other extra-canonical material.
The first of these is the Psalms Scroll from Qumran Cave 11 (11QPs*),
acquired by the Palestine Archaeological Museum in 1956 and pub-
lished in 1965.! Four fragments which clearly belong to this scroll
contain parts of Pss. 101, 102, and 109. Another fragment, acquired
independently by Y. Yadin, contains parts of Pss. 104, 105, 118, 147.2
The main scroll includes practically the whole of Pss. 118—50, with
some variation from the normal order, and the Hebrew text of nos. 1,
2, and 3 of five apocryphal psalms, previously known in Syriac, of
which the first appears in the Septuagint as Ps. 151..It also contains
Ecclus. 51: 13—30, three other poetical passages (labelled by the editor
‘Plea for Deliverance’, ‘Apostrophe to Zion’, and ‘Hymn to the
Creator’), and a prose passage enumerating King David’s literary
output. Fragments of the second manuscript (4QPsf) were found in
Cave 4, containing parts of Pss. 22, 107, and 109, of the ‘ Apostrophe
to Zion’ and of three other similar poems.3 It is unnecessary for our
present purpose to consider the literary and textual features of these
apocryphal compositions. What is of immediate interest for the study
of the Canon is the existence of manuscripts containing both what we
know as canonical psalms and also other similar compositions. Three
possibilities suggest themselves. (1) The Qumrin community may
have accepted as canonical a collection of psalms containing poems
additional to those which had been accepted by the main body of
Judaism. (2) The existence at Qumrin of a Psalter with this additional
material may point to a stage at which the contents of the canonical
Psalter had not yet been definitely fixed and when, therefore, collections
of psalms were in circulation which contained items which were
ultimately to be rejected from the canonical corpus. (3) The contents
of the canonical Psalter may have already been both established in the
Jewish community at large and also accepted by the Qumrin com-
munity. In that event, the manuscripts referred to above will have been
liturgical anthologies, embodying compositions which were accepted

1 J. A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumrdn Cave 11 (1:QUPs*), Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert of Jordan, 1v (Oxford, 1965).

2 Y. Yadin, ‘Another Fragment (E) of the Psalms Scroll from Qumrin Cave 11’,
Textus, v (1966), 1-10.

3 J. Starcky, ‘Psaumes apocryphes de la grotte 4 de Qumran (4QPsf vii-x)’, RB,
Lxxur (1966), 353—71-
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as canonical and also other material suitable for liturgical or devotional
use. Any conclusion drawn from the evidence at present available must
clearly be provisional; but the balance of probability seems to lie with
the third of these possibilities.! It should be noted that we do not know
whether the manuscripts in question contained all of the canonical
psalms; accordingly they may well have been deliberately selective.
Moreover, although the psalms in 11QPs* depart from the canonical
order, knowledge of that order seems to be presupposed. One of the
disarrangements is the placing of Ps. 133 separately from the other
‘Songs of Ascents’ (Pss. 120~34), between Pss. 141: §—10 and 144: 1—7;
but Ps. 133 nevertheless carries the superscription, ‘A Song of Ascents’.
It has also been pointed out that the existence of a special ‘Qumrénic’
canonical Psalter would be a unique phenomenon, since no comparable
‘Qumrénic’ form of any biblical book has hitherto been brought to
light.z On the other side, it has been claimed that the prose enumeration
of David’s writings which comes near the end of 11QPs* implies that
the entire collection is Davidic and canonical. But no such assertion
is explicitly made in the prose passage, which states the extent of
David’s poetical production and the fact that some of his poems were
used for particular cultic occasions. How far the ascription of Davidic
authorship may be taken to imply canonical status is not clear. In this
connection we may note that in another manuscript from Cave 11
(11QPsAp*®) one canonical psalm (91) is included in a group of apocry-
phal psalms, one of which is attributed to David.3 All in all, it may be
said that there is no positive evidence of any weight that the Qumran
community had its own canonical Psalter, differing in contents from
that of orthodox Jewry, and that, on the whole, the presence of apocry-
phal psalms among those which we know as canonical, or the inclusion
of a canonical psalm in a group of apocryphal ones, can best be
explained by the view that the manuscripts are parts of liturgical
collections. The combination of canonical and non-canonical material
in such collections has many obvious parallels in subsequent Jewish
and Christian use.

1 Cf. M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, ‘ The Psalms Scroll (11QPs*): A Problem of Canon
and Text’, Textus, v (1966), 22—33; P. W. Skehan, ‘ The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran
and the Text of the Old Testament’, BA, xxvi (1965), 100.

2 M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, op. cit. p. 28.

3 J.van der Ploeg, ‘ Le psaume xc1 dans une recension de Qumran’, RB, Lxx11 (1965),
210-17.
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Relatively few of the books of the Apocrypha are represented in the
Qumrin documents: a fragment of the Greek text of the Letter of
Jeremiah, one Hebrew and four Aramaic manuscripts of Tobit, and
some fragments of Ecclesiasticus in addition to the passage included
in 11QPs*, as noted above. There appears to be no specific evidence
that any of these works was accorded canonical status.

Of the documents which were produced within the community for
the regulation of its common life and for the instruction of its members
there is none for which canonical authority can fairly be claimed. The
Manual of Discipline and the Damascus Document presumably had a
status analogous to that of handbooks of ecclesiastical constitution and
order in churches which accept the scriptures as the supreme rule of
faith and practice. Nor is there any indication that the War Scroll or
the Hymns (4édaydt) had canonical status, however much they may
have been prized and however extensively they may have been used.

The great wealth of fragments representing scores of pseudepi-
graphical writings does not supply any definite evidence that there were
at Qumran special additions to the Canon. The number of fragments
representing 1 Enoch and Jubilees indicates the esteem in which these
books were held. This is not surprising, since the Qumrin community
followed the solar calendar which is referred to in these books. This
fact may imply that Enoch and Jubilees carried a special authority at
Qumrin. More than that we cannot say.

Special interest attaches to the references! to the * Book of Study’, or
‘ Meditation’ (spr hhgw(y). There is no agreement about the meaning
of this title or about the work to which it refers. Clearly it was a work
of fundamental importance for the life of the community, since those
holding positions of responsibility were required to be instructed in it.
One plausible suggestion is that the Book of Meditation is to be identi-
fied with the canonical scriptures.?

Certainly the scriptures were of fundamental importance for the
Qumrin community. It differed from the main stream of Judaism on
matters connected with the calendar, the organisation of the life of its
members, the legitimacy of the priesthood, and possibly the interpreta-
tion of scripture; but there is no clear indication of any major departure
from the canonical corpus accepted by contemporary Palestinian

! E.g. CD, x, 4 fl.; x11, 22—x111, 4; X1V, 6-8,
2 1. Rabinowitz, ‘The Qumrin Authors’ spr hhgwly’, JNES, xx (1961), 109~14.
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Jewry, unless a special authority was accorded to 1 Enoch and Jubilees.
About the Law and the Prophets there can be no question. Their
authority was securely established within orthodox Judaism itself.
There was, as we have seen, continuing discussion about some books
in the Hagiographa until at least the end of the first Christian century;
and it is about the extent to which this part of the Canon was recognised
at Qumran that there is some doubt. The existence of commentaries
on parts of the Psalter indicates that it was recognised as authoritative;
but we cannot be sure of the extent of the Qumran Psalter. Such doubt
as there is about the status of other books of the Hagiographa arises
from a lack of positive evidence.

CANONICAL AND NON-CANONICAL

An examination of the relationship between canonical and all non-
canonical books would be an immense and probably unprofitable task.
Our concern is not with such non-canonical Jewish works as the
writings of Philo and Josephus, but with those which are loosely
described as apocrypha and pseudepigrapha.

The word ‘apocrypha’ is the neuter plural of a Greek adjective
meaning ‘hidden’. Books might be hidden or withheld from general
circulation because they contained esoteric lore, suitable only for the
initiated. This thought appears in Dan. 12: 4, 9: ‘But you, Daniel,
shut up the words, and seal the book, until the time of the end.” ‘Go
your way, Daniel, for the words are shut up and sealed until the time
of the end.” It finds its clearest and most illuminating expression in
Esdras 14: 45—7 (cf. above, p. 115): ‘Make public the twenty-four
books that you wrote first and let the worthy and the unworthy read
them; but keep the seventy that were written last, in order to give them
to the wise among your people. For in them is the spring of under-
standing, the fountain of wisdom, and the river of knowledge.” In
such a context the secret knowledge reserved for the few is something
to be prized. The claim to reveal hidden knowledge is one of the
main characteristics of apocalyptic literature. When the Canon was
finally fixed, practically the whole of this literature was excluded,
and therefore such hidden lore was more likely to be regarded
as dangerous.

But in Jewish usage ‘hidden’ was not necessarily used in a pejorative
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sense to describe books excluded from the Canon. A Hebrew synonym
of ‘apocrypha’ is the plural participle gni;im. This word, and the verb
ganag, are used in connection with the hiding or storing away (in a
Genizah) of books which for external reasons were unfit for public
use: e.g. copies of scripture which were badly worn, or which had
in some way been defectively copied. But the terms are also used of
books whose canonical status was disputed. In the tractate Aboth of
Rabbi Nathan (ch. 1) it is said that at first Proverbs, the Song of Songs,
and Ecclesiastes were said to be hidden (gnizim) because of the
symbolical or fictitious language which they contained, and that this
lasted till the Men of the Great Synagogue resolved the difficulties.
In the tractate Shabbath in the Babylonian Talmud there is recorded
(306) a similar attempt to have Proverbs treated as ‘hidden’ because
it contained contradictions. According to Shabbath 134 the book of
Ezekiel would have been ‘hidden’ had it not been for Rabbi Hananiah
ben Hezekiah, whose scholarly industry resolved the seeming contra-
dictions between Ezekiel and the Law. But such attempts to declare
certain books genizim related to some which were already highly
esteemed and had a strong claim to inclusion in the Canon. Works
regarded as heretical (such as Christian writings) were called not
génilgim but s°parim hisénim (extraneous books). Although this latter
term, and the opprobrium associated with it, were sometimes extended
to all works outside the canonical twenty-four, in general three classes
of books were recognised: those that defile the hands (i.e. canonical
books; cf. above, p. 114), hidden books, which might not be used in
public worship, and extraneous books, which might not be read at all.
The books noted above as having been threatened with inclusion among
the g*nilzim in fact remained in the class of those that defile the hands.
It may well be that some of the books now known to us as Apocrypha
were at one time classed as g*nizim, but later lapsed into disuse or were
relegated to the extraneous books. The high esteem in which Ecclesi-
asticus was held is attested not only by the fragments discovered at
Qumrén and Masada but also by the freedom with which it was quoted
by the rabbis as late as the third or even the fourth century a.p. It may
well be that the Christian use of that and some other books of the
Apocrypha led ultimately to their being classed among the extraneous
books. Origen! states that the Jews had hidden Susanna and other

v Ep. ad Afric.
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books from the people, and that they had told him that Judith and

Tobit were not even included among their hidden books. The extreme
position of Jewish exclusiveness on this subject is effectively expressed
in the quaint saying in Midrash Koheleth 12: 12: “Whoever brings
together in his house more than twenty-four books [i.e. the canonical
scriptures] brings confusion.’

In Greek and Latin usage the word ‘apocrypha’ also undergoes
marked changes of meaning. In circles in which esoteric lore was highly
regarded, ‘apocryphal’ was a favourable adjective to apply to books,
and was so applied to the book of Revelation. But in a less favourable
sense it was applied to books excluded from the Canon. It is so used by
Jerome in the Prologus galeatus when, after referring to the tripartite
structure and the contents of the Canon, he mentions as apocryphal
books Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Judith, Tobit, the Shepherd of Hermas,
and 1 and 2 Maccabees. The word also came to be used of spurious or
heretical writings. But in common usage the term ‘Apocrypha’ has
come to refer to fourteen or fifteen documents, some of which are
books whereas others are additional parts of books in the Canon. These
documents are derived from the Greek and Latin Bibles. To the question
of their status we must return.

The term ‘pseudepigrapha’, which should denote books bearing a
false title or books which purport to be by someone other than the
actual author, could be appropriately applied to the canonical books of
Daniel and the Song of Songs, and to the books of Wisdom and
Baruch, the letter of Jeremiah, and the Prayer of Manasseh in the
Apocrypha. It is, however, generally applied collectively to a large
number of writings from the period 200 B.c. to A.D. 200. They include
wisdom and apocalyptic works, legendary narratives, and psalmody.
Many of them are associated with the names of persons mentioned in
the Old Testament, such as Enoch; but by no means all of the *pseud-
epigrapha’ are pseudepigraphical. Clearly they enjoyed a considerable
popularity in different circles in Judaism, including the Qumrin
community. Indeed, it is evident from the fragments found at Qumrin
that the extent of this literature was considerably greater than
had previously been realised. Some of the ‘pseudepigrapha’ were
valued and used in different Christian communities, and thus came to
be preserved (sometimes with Christian interpolations) in Greek,
Syriac, Ethiopic, and other versions. The application of the word
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‘pseudepigrapha’ to this extensive and varied literature can only be
regarded as a semantic misfortune.

Our immediate concern is to inquire which, if any, of the books not
included in the Palestinian canon were serious candidates for canonical
status or were accorded such by the early Church. As we have seen,
rabbinic evidence relating to discussions of the canon refers to books
whose canonical status was challenged but which were nevertheless
retained. Ecclesiasticus was valued, even in orthodox rabbinic citcles;
but there is no evidence that it or any other book was considered for
inclusion in the Palestinian canon and rejected.

In the New Testament, in which the tripartite structure is pre-
supposed and all the books in the Palestinian canon are quoted except
the Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, and Esther, the ideas and imagery
found in much of the extra-canonical literature (particularly the
apocalypses) are often present; but the only extra-canonical text which
is expressly cited is 1 Enoch 1: 9 at Jude 14-15.

The Greek-speaking Christian Church took over the Septuagint,
which contained other works and in which, moreover, some of the
canonical books included additional sections. One representative list
has been given above (p. 142) with an indication of the books additional
to the Palestinian canon. The extra material which is not found in the
Hebrew and Aramaic texts of canonical books consists of a total of
107 verses inserted at six places in Esther, and in Daniel the Song of the
Three Holy Children, the story of Susanna, and the story of Bel and
the Dragon. But in fact the contents of the Septuagint are notoriously
difficult to define; and it is evident that much of the literature which is
loosely described as the pseudepigrapha circulated in Greek in the
Christian Church. The evidence relating to the varying esteem in which
this additional literature was held and to the process by which attempts
were made to define its relationship to the contents of the Palestinian
Jewish canon is both confused and incomplete. But the following
general facts should be noted. First, the early Christian Fathers quote
extensively from this additional literature. Secondly, when patristic
writers try to enumerate the contents of the Old Testament Canon (cf.
above, pp. 137£.) their almost unanimous adherence to the total 22
(24), even when they also mention additional books, indicates that the
Palestinian canon (with the possible exception of Esther) was accepted
without question. Thirdly, the earlier form of the Peshitta, a daughter

158

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

version of the Septuagint, seems to have omitted the additional books
and Chronicles. If it was of Christian origin, this would be a pointer
to the restriction of the canonical list within the Church. From this it
may be argued that the entire Palestinian canon had become so firmly
established in Judaism even before its formal ratification in the Jamnia
period, that it was automatically accepted by the Christian community
in spite of Jewish—Christian controversies. An alternative view is that
in the period immediately before Jamnia the third section of the
Palestinian canon was still somewhat nebulous in Judaism, and what
the Church accepted without question was the securely accepted corpus
of Law and Prophets, and that the further definition of the Christian
Canon was catried out within the Church itself. The tracing of the
subsequent Christian debate and of the different conclusions reached
in different parts of the Church lies outside the scope of this chapter;
but in all the complexities of the development and the diversities of
ecclesiastical decision, the impressive fact remains that whatever
additions may be made the contents of the Palestinian canon are
common to all systems.

7. THE OLD TESTAMENT TEXT
I

We shall examine here the first stages in the history of the transmission
of the Old Testament text over a period of approximately 500 years,
starting with ¢. 300 B.c. For the preceding phases in the history of the
text woefully little historical evidence is available, and none of it is
contemporary. Any account of the development of the text prior to
¢. 300 B.C., i.e. in the Persian period, not to mention the periods of the
Babylonian Exile or of the First Temple, must perforce rely upon
conjecture and, at best, upon deductions and analogies derived from
later literature and later manuscripts.

The beginning of what may properly be called the history of the Old
Testament text roughly coincides with the final phases of the canonisa-
tion of the Old Testament books, a subject which has been discussed
in the preceding section. During the period under review, the Jewish
scribes and sages decided on, and carried out, the minute fixation of
the consonantal text of the scriptures in ‘the original Hebrew tongue.
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Concurrently, the Old Testament books were translated into other
Semitic languages—Aramaic and Syriac—and also into non-Semitic
languages—Greek, and subsequently Latin. This intense activity of
editing and revising resulted, at the end of this period (first half of the
third century A.p.), in the first comprehensive scholarly enterprise,
Origen’s Hexapla.! In its six columns Origen presented a synoptic
view of the then current Hebrew text of the Old Testament and its
Greek translations: (1) The Hebrew Old Testament in Hebrew letters;
(2) this same text transcribed in Greek letters; (3—6) the Greek versions
of Aquila, Symmachus, the Septuagint and Theodotion.2

The work of the Jewish scribes affected, as we have said, only the
Hebrew consonantal text. To the best of our present knowledge, no
fully fledged system of recording vowels in Hebrew had yet been
invented, with the exception of the use of some consonants as matres
lectionis, i.e. as indicators of a few basic long vowel values. The pro-
nunciation of Hebrew words, as it was cutrent in that period, can, how-
ever, in some cases be ascertained by means of retroversion from their
rendering in translations, and in some instances from their transcription
into the vocalised Greek or Latin alphabets.

The absence of vowels meant that many a Hebrew consonant group
could be differently pronounced, and from this resulted the fact that
a variety of meanings could be attached to one and the same word in
the original. When ultimately vowels were introduced into the Hebrew
text of the Bible, these pronunciation variants sometimes became the
bases of variae lectiones.

The lack of any system of interpunctuation in written Hebrew at
that time was another factor which gave rise to different interpretations
of many passages. These diverging interpretations may also in the end
turn up as variants in versions which are based on fully interpunctuated
manuscripts.

The full establishing of these features of the text which are comple-
mentary to the basic Hebrew consonantal text, namely the vowel
system(s), interpunctuation, and the subdivision of the text into para-
graphs (s*darim and paraisr), was carried out by the various schools of
Massoretes, vocalisers and interpunctuators who flourished in the last

1 Cf. v, 14.

2 For a short presentation of the salient characteristics of these versions, cf. B. J.
Roberts in Cambridge History of the Bible, Vol. 2, ed. G. W. H. Lampe, pp. 13-26.
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quarter of the first millennium A.p. These late aspects of the textual
transmission of the Bible do not come within the orbit of our present
exposition.!

11

There is probably no other extant text, ancient or modern, which is
witnessed to by so many diverse types of sources, and the history of
which is so difficult to elucidate as that of the text of the Old Testament.
The task of the scholar who endeavours to trace the antecedents of the
text as we know it today is further complicated by the fact that he is
concerned with sacred literature, every word of which is considered to
be divinely inspired and therefore infallible. However, having been
handed down by human agents for more than two millennia, the text
of the scriptures suffered from the shortcomings of man. It became
faulty to a greater or less degree and even at times distorted. It must
therefore be subjected to scholarly critical analysis like any otherancient
literary document.

The Old Testament books were handed down, as has been said,
not only in their original Hebrew or, in some passages, Aramaic
tongue, but also in a variety of translations into Semitic and non-
Semitic languages. All these textual traditions, as we know them today,
differ from one another. What is more, even the witnesses to one
tradition, in the original language or in a translation, often diverge
from one another. As a result, the scholar who takes a synoptic view of
all the sources at his disposal is confronted with a bewildering plethora
of variae lectiones in the extant versions of the Old Testament books.
This fact obviously does not become apparent in the common editions
of the Old Testament, in Hebrew or in translation, which are in every-
day use. However, it should be borne in mind that the printed editions
represent the end of a long chain of textual development and of editorial
activities which were aimed at unifying the sacred texts. These late
editions can in no way be taken to exhibit faithfully the autographs
of the biblical authors. In fact not one single verse of this ancient
literature has come to us in an original manuscript, written by a
biblical author or by a contemporary of his, or even by a scribe who
lived immediately after the time of the author. Even the very earliest
manuscripts at our disposal, in Hebrew or in any translation language,

* On this subject cf. B. ]J. Roberts, op. cit. pp. 1-26.
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are removed by hundreds of years from the date of origin of the litera-
ture recorded in them.

Even a cursory perusal of the sources available immediately reveals
that not one tradition and not one manuscript is without fault. Each
and every one patently exhibits errors which crept into it during the
long period of its transmission, in the oral stage, when written by hand,
and even, though to a lesser degree, when handed down in the form
of printed books.

It should, however, be stressed that these errors and textual diver-
gences between the versions materially affect the intrinsic message
only in relatively few instances. Nevertheless this may occur. Some
examples of variants significant from a theological or ideo-historical
angle may in fact be found. In most instances the differences are of a
linguistic or a grammatical nature, which resulted either from the
unpremeditated impact of the linguistic peculiarities of successive
generations of copyists, or from their intentional attempts to adjust
the wording of scripture to changing concepts of linguistic and stylistic
norms.

The above remarks do not, however, absolve us from accounting
for the fact that the further back the textual tradition of the Old Testa-
ment is followed, i.e. the older the biblical manuscripts perused, and
the more ancient the records which come to the knowledge of scholars,
the wider is the over-all range of textual divergence between them. The
existing variants, therefore, cannot be simply explained as having
arisen solely from the cumulative effect of imperfect copying and
recopying of the text over many centuries. The very earliest biblical
manuscripts known—and in this respect the biblical scrolls from
Qumran! are of decisive importance—exhibit practically all types of
variants found in later witnesses. This fact indicates that variation as
such in the textual transmission cannot be laid exclusively at the door
of careless scribes, or of sometimes unscrupulous, and sometimes well-
meaning, emendators and revisers. One has to consider the possibility,
as scholars have indeed done, that individual variants, and also groups
or even types of variants, which have been preserved in the ancient
versions, both in Hebrew and in translations, may derive from divergent
pristine textual traditions. That these divergent traditions are today
represented in the extant witnesses only in what amount to haphazard

% See below, pp. 182—7.
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remains, can be explained as resulting from the endeavour of later
generations to establish for each version one officially acclaimed
standard text. After the establishment of such an official standard, new
copies would have been based from the very start on the textus receptus.
In the course of time, earlier non-standard manuscripts would also
have been emended to conform to it. In the ensuing process of unifica-
tion, which was inspired both by religious-dogmatic and scholarly
motives, divergent texts almost automatically went out of circulation,
or were more or less systematically suppressed. After a given period in
the history of the text, a period which differs from version to version,
all manuscripts of a version can be reduced to a very restricted number
of prototypes. In some instances, as is the case with the Massoretic
and the Samaritan Hebrew texts, all manuscripts conform to one basic
text form. In other words, the later the witnesses which are reviewed,
the more pronounced their conformity, and the fewer their divergences,
both in number and type.

The scholar whose interest lies in tracing the history of the text
cannot rely upon the end products, but must turn for information to
the earliest sources available. In doing so he is faced with an embarras
de richesse of variant and often conflicting readings even in the most
ancient witnesses to the text. It now becomes his task not only to
sketch the lines of these developments, but also to attempt the recon-
stitution of the original wording, or wordings, of the text. He will
sift the available evidence, and discard from the outset obvious faults
and errors. He will try to establish manuscript families, as far as this
is possible. All manuscripts which can be affiliated with each other will
then be considered as one composite witness to a reading found in
them. Any decision with regard to the importance of a reading cannot
be based merely on counting manuscripts. They have to be assessed
and their intrinsic value taken into account. At the apex of this long
and complicated process of collation and critical analysis, the investi-
gator may carefully conclude that with the available evidence no “first’
text form can be established. Or else, more optimistically, he may
attempt to reconstitute the presumed pristine texts of each of the major
versions individually. It then still remains to be debated whether these
proto-texts of the extant versions can be reduced to one common
stem, or whether, at least in part, they must be considered to represent
intrinsically independent textual traditions. Even if by retracing the
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steps of textual development we may be able to arrive at the Ur-zext
of this version or that, the question still remains open whether we shall
ever be able to recover the ipsissima verba of a biblical author.

111

In pursuing the chain of development of the Old Testament text, we
may discern four distinct main stages in its transmission between its
initial inception at a time varying from book to book, and its form in
the days of Origen.

The initial stage, that of the not provable but highly probable oral
phase of the biblical literature, lies outside the scope of our present
investigation, since by its very nature it precedes written documentation.
It should, however, be pointed out that originally oral variations may
ultimately turn up as textual variants between duplicate texts within
the Old Testament. Such instances are found in two versions of one
and the same psalm embedded in a book of the Former Prophets and
Psalms (e.g. 2 Sam. 22 = Ps. 18), in Chronicles and Psalms (e.g.
1 Chron. 16: 8-36 = Ps. 10§: 1-15; 96: 1~13; 106: 1, 47-8), or in the
Book of Psalms itself (e.g. Ps. 31: 2—44 = 71: 1-3; 6o: 7-14 = 108:
8-14).! Again, we meet with two or even three presentations of a piece
of biblical literature in parallel passages in the Former and Latter
Prophets (2 Kings 18: 13—20: 19 = Isa. 36: 1—38: 22 = 2 Chron.
32: 1-20; 2 Kings 2§: 1-22 = Jer. 39: 1-10 = §2: 4—27; 2 Kings
25: 27-30 = Jer. §2: 31—4). To some extent also quotations from an
carlier book in a later one may exhibit textual variants. However, in
these cases literary licence and a possible tendency towards intentional
variation or rephrasing on the part of the writer who is borrowing may
lie at the root of the present divergences.

It goes without saying that in using the term oral tradition we do not
exclude the transmission of some biblical books or parts of them in
manuscript form even at this stage. The question rather is one of the
relative preponderance of the two vehicles of transmission of literary
material, the oral and the written. For this reason it is completely
unwarranted even to attempt, with the means currently available, to
delineate what cannot be known—namely the process of transition
from the stage of mainly oral tradition to that of preponderantly

! On this theme cf. also pp. 185 fl.
164

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Old Testament

written transmission, In all likelihood the process was gradual, with
the weight progressively shifting from the former to the latter. Without
aiming at precision, in view of the foregoing remarks, it may be said
that the period of the Babylonian Exile after the destruction of the
First Temple, i.e. the middle of the sixth century B.c., could be taken
as a rough dividing line. The definite shift of emphasis from oral to
written transmission of the biblical books would thus have become
clearly apparent during the period of the Return, i.e. at the end of the
sixth and in the fifth century B.c., in what, from a wider historical
viewpoint, may be termed the Persian period. These considerations
indicate, as will be further shown, that in attempting an elucidation of
the history of the text we cannot concern ourselves exclusively with
literary issues, but have to look out also for social and political pheno-
mena whose impacts made themselves felt in its development.

The preponderance of written transmission of Old Testament books
after the return from the Exile still does not make this second phase of
development a ready subject for textual study in the strict sense of the
term, since it is not yet represented by manuscript evidence. Any con-
clusions with regard to the history of text at that time lack a docu-
mentary basis. They are grounded solely on inference from subsequent
phases of development and on theoretical considerations rooted in other
fields of biblical research and transferred from them to the study of the
text. Textual study proper commences in the next stage with the
appearance of accessible manuscripts of Old Testament books.

The third phase begins, according to the present state of our know-
ledge, in the early third century B.c. For several reasons this phase
must be considered the pivot around which any investigation into the
history of the Bible text turns. At this stage, the written transmission
of biblical literature finally and, to all intents and purposes, completely
replaced oral tradition. With this transition went the gradual formal
sanctification of the books which were accepted as scripture, culminat-
ing at the end of this phase, i.e. by the turn of the eras, in the establish-
ment of the complete and closed Old Testament Canon. The very fact
that an attempt was made to compile a definite codex of the sacred lore
of the community shows that those who undertook it sensed that a
period in the history of Israel and of its literature had come to a close,
and that a new era of basically different literary standards and norms
had begun. In instigating the canonisation of those books, they
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intended to ensure the faithful preservation of the spiritual heritage
of preceding generations. At the same time they purported to draw a
definite line between this acknowledged body of written sacred litera-
ture and contemporary non-sacred books on the one hand, and on the
other hand between it and the emerging new type of rabbinic literature
which was to be only orally transmitted. Again, as has been shown in
the section on the Canon, we are concerned with a gradual process, of
which many aspects still cannot be adequately examined for lack of
reliable evidence. Yet it would appear that the progressive demarcation
of the books accepted as scripture over against all other writings extant
at that period was a prerequisite for the ensuing preoccupation with
the exact wording which aimed at guaranteeing an unimpaired textual
transmission. No such tendency is apparent in the preceding phase.
It seems that only with the emerging concept of a clearly circumscribed
canon of inspired literature could there develop this concern for the
exact preservation of its wording. We have no reason to suppose that
much heed was paid to the text of non-sanctified writings, nor does the
traceable textual history of writings of this kind, such as Ecclesiasticus,
substantiate such an assumption. Since they had no claim to have been
conceived under divine inspiration, variants in their transmitted word-
ings were regarded as of no consequence.

1v

The internal Jewish trends outlined above were intensified by another
set of factors. In the period under review, Israel was drawn into the
orbit of hellenistic culture, which heavily influenced contemporary
Jewish culture. The resulting contact with the Greek world of letters
had a decisive impact on the transmission of the Old Testament. Jewish
scribes emulated Greek scribal techniques and terminology, and adopted
their insistence on exactitude in handing down written records and
literary works.!

This development occurred at an opportune moment in the history
of the Old Testament text, when its translation into other languages
was first undertaken. The demand for a translation of the Hebrew
scriptures into Aramaic probably arose during the Babylonian Exile
or immediately after the return of the exiles to Palestine, i.e. in the

I Cf. S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New York, 1950), pp. 3-46.
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Persian period. Aramaic being the lingua franca of the time, it was
adopted by many Jews in their intercourse with the non-Jewish world.
Being a Semitic language, closely related to Hebrew, it eventually
achieved the status of a sister tongue to Hebrew even i the internal
life of the Jewish people, especially in the Babylonian Diaspora, but
also in Palestine. At first, the translation of the scriptures into Aramaic
was most probably sporadic and undirected. It was left to the individual
communities to tend to the needs of their members by providing a
vehicle which would make the message of the sacred writings under-
standable also to those whose command of the mother tongue had
become insufficient for this purpose. Lacking authorised supervision,
the resulting translation often assumed the form of a somewhat free
paraphrase of the original, rather than of an accurate rendering into
the translator’s language. But even when a word-by-word translation
was attempted, divergence from the Hebrew Porlage was inevitable.
Translation from one language into another always produces inaccur-
acies since there is no exact correspondence between the vocabulaty
and the syntax of the two, even if they belong to the same langu-
age family. Moreover, the probably divergent first renderings of the
Hebrew scriptures into Aramaic were based on originals which may
well have differed among themselves to a smaller or larger degree, for
reasons set out above.

The same considerations apply with additional force to the transla-
tion of the Old Testament books into Greek, a non-Semitic language.
This translation was required, for reasons similar to those mentioned
above, by Jews living within the sphere of hellenistic culture, whether
in Ptolemaic Egypt, where the Jewish community of Alexandria was
the focal point, or in Palestine. Tradition maintains that in this case
official non-Jewish agents also showed interest in rendering the Old
Testament into Greek, and instigated a properly supervised scholarly
translation. This tradition will be further discussed subsequently. The
pseudepigraphic Letzer of Aristeas credits King Ptolemy II Philadelphus
(285—246 B.c.) with having inaugurated the translation of the Penta-
teuch into Greek by seventy sages. As a result of their concerted effort,
the Septuagint, commonly designated LXX, was in the Pentateuch less
open to the uncontrolled impact of translators’ idiosyncrasies. It con-
tains indeed fewer deviations from the Hebrew text here than in the
renderings of the other books. But it is still open to discussion whether
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this reputedly official undertaking is to be considered the first attempt
at translating the Old Testament or parts of it into Greek and to have
provided the impetus to further ventures of the same kind, or whether
it should rather be viewed as an event which .crowned a long series
of previous diffuse attempts with a standardised version.

The first wave of translation of the Hebrew Old Testament into
other languages, Semitic and non-Semitic, perforce resulted in the
creation of variants and types of variants in the then extant witnesses
to the text. The ensuing embarrassing textual diversity of the versions
of the sacred books soon called for the application of the methods of
textual analysis and textual criticism to remedy this deficiency. As stated
above, the ground for this new approach had been laid by the con-
junction of scholarly norms borrowed from the Greeks with the care
for the accurate transmission of the inspired literature which had
developed within Judaism. This attitude towards the text characterises
the fourth period of its history.

v

We have already indicated that the fourth phase in the textual history
of the Old Testament may be reckoned to extend from the end of the
last century B.c. to the beginning of the third century A.p. It is marked
by a vigorous process of textual standardisation which affected practic-
ally all versions. In order to include within this time-span the activities
of Jewish and Samaritan scribes who applied themselves to the stabilisa-
tion of the Hebrew text, and of Christian, and to some extent also of
Jewish, scribes and scholars who dealt with the Greek Bible, the upper
and lower limits have been chosen with some latitude. The dates
could be lowered by half a century or so at both ends as far as the
Hebrew text is concerned. Also in this phase we have to take into
account the impact of socio-political events on the history of the text,
especially the emergence of Christianity and the destruction of the
Second Temple in A.D. 70, The finalisation of the rift between the
Synagogue and the Church which was incomparably more important
and decisive than any preceding clash of the main stream of Judaism
with deviating movements, and the insistence of both Jews and
Christians on basing the cardinal tenets of their conflicting beliefs on
the sacred scriptures, necessitated the clear definition of the text on
which these claims were grounded. Further, the destruction of the
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Second Temple seriously impaired the social cohesion of Jewry which
had previously ensured some unity of the text, or at least had prevented
its dissolution into innumerable streamlets of textual tradition. The
renewed dispersion of Jews over a large geographical area, the dis-
ruption of existing socio-religious centres and the creation of new
pivotal agencies with the possible resulting diversification of the
biblical textual traditions, required counteraction. The propagation of
one, universally recognised text form was considered indispensable for
ensuring the continuity of the national unity. Rabbinic literature,
Hebrew fragments of the Old Testament from after A.D. 70 such as
those from Wadi Murabba‘at and Massada,! and some subsidiary evi-
dence from the ancient versions, witness to the emergence of a Hebrew
textus receptus, the prototype of the Massoretic text which was finally
established almost a millennium later.

Correspondence between the developments of the Hebrew and non-
Hebrew versions terminates somewhere at the end of the first century
A.D. By then the division between them is in fact no longer a division
along linguistic lines, but reflects the schism between the Synagogue
and the Church and their different attitudes to the text. The process
of textual unification referred to above affected not only the rabbinic
Hebrew Bible and the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch but also seems
to be observable in the Jewish Aramaic translations of the Old Testa-
ment books, especially in the Targum Onkelos to the Pentateuch. As
against this, if we may judge by Origen’s enterprise, and by some pre-
ceding Greek evidence from Qumrén, Christian scholars were indeed
also bent on editing, and probably on stabilising, the various extant
Greek translations, but apparently did not attempt to weld them into
one solely acceptable textual tradition. This interpretation of the avail-
able evidence is borne out by the subsequent fate of the Greek Bible
which after Origen’s time was also subjected to recurrent revisions
which in practice sometimes amount to new translations. This state of
affairs brought about the renewed efforts of Jerome some two centuries
later to provide the Church with a new Latin version, the Vulgate,
based on the then extant form of the Aebraica veritas.2 The Vulgate was
intended to supersede the Old Latin version then in use, itself derived
from the Greek and therefore presenting in many cases readings which
deviated considerably from the current Hebrew text. True, there is

1 See below, pp. 182-6. z See v, 16 in the present volume.
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no comparable evidence on hand for the Jewish-Hebrew text in the
period under review. At the beginning of the second century manu-
script Hebrew evidence comes abruptly to an end, and the text remains
unattested for some seven centuries until the appearance of the earliest
medieval Hebrew manuscripts. However, the basic similarity between
the Hebrew textual traditions at the two extreme points of this time-
span, which is not impaired by the persistence of individual variants
or even the emergence of new ones, bears out the above statement that
after the first century A.D. one single Hebrew text type gained the
upper hand and that deviant types practically went out of circulation.

Vi

At this point of our investigation we have to turn our attention to the
history of biblical textual research as it has developed since the redis-
covery of the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch by Pietro della Valle in
1616, The Samaritan text was made available to scholars shortly after-
wards when Morinus first printed it in 1632 alongside the other versions
in the Paris Polyglot. Its many deviations from the Massoretic text,
later estimated at about six thousand, were soon observed. It was
further established that approximately one third of these variae lectiones
could be traced also in the Septuagint. This concurrence enhanced the
doubts which had been raised concerning the veracity of the Massoretic
text. It was maintained that, having been revised by the rabbis after
the destruction of the Temple, in the first half of the second century
A.D., it did not represent the ipsissima verba of the divinely inspired
message, but a faulty text, resulting from incuria librariorum or from
wilful malicious tampering with it on the part of the Jews. As against
this it was claimed that the Septuagint had never been subjected to such
interference, and therefore represented the biblical text in its pre-
revision stage. If it was not altogether a true image of the pristine form
of the divine word, it certainly came closer to it than any other version.
The alignment of the Hebrew Samaritan version with the Greek in so
many instances seemed to strengthen the position of the defenders of
its accuracy. True, the history of the Samaritan community remained
to a large extent shrouded in mystery, but its seclusion throughout
more than a millennium appeared to imply that its version of the
Pentateuch had been safeguarded from the impact of the biased Jewish
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revision. It was therefore accepted as a true reflection of the Hebrew
Pentateuch as that had been extant before the rabbis exerted their
influence on it.

It hardly needs stressing that the discussion at that time, and into
the eighteenth century, arose almost exclusively from theological
considerations and not from detached scholarly observation. Textual
criticism was employed in order to prove the claim that the Greek
Bible adopted by the Church was the only true manifestation of the
divine message. Accordingly, the Hebrew text of the Synagogue was
relegated to an inferior status. The Reformation had, however, instigated
a counter movement. Its reliance on the Hebrew text accorded the latter
a new place of honour in biblical studies. It was indeed agreed that
the Massoretic text exhibited a text form which had been fixed and
codified by numerous successive generations of Jewish scribes and
sages, and that it bore the imprint of their redactional activities. But, it
was argued, this very preoccupation of those early scholars with the
accurate preservation of the text, and the uninterrupted supervision of
its transmission, had saved it from the corroding impact of insufficiently
controlled copying which had been the lot of the other versions.
Collations of the available Hebrew manuscripts which were prepared
at the end of the eighteenth century by Kennicott and de Rossi, and
which superseded all previous endeavours, proved their basic identity
The rich crop of individual variants whxch were recorded in the
apparatus of these works at first sight appeared to disprove the com-
pactness and stability of the Hebrew text. However, closer scrutiny
more and more strengthened the conviction that almost all of them
can and should be classified as intentional or unintentional secondary
scribal alterations. In any case, they could not offset the clear impression
that the consonantal text of practically all Massoretic manuscripts
showed no deviation of any consequence. All exhibited a tradition
which was identical to the smallest minutiae, even in recording anoma-
lous phenomena such as the puncta extraordinaria, and the uncon-
ventional spelling or pronunciation of certain words. The lesson to be
drawn from Kennicott’s, de Rossi’s and other such collations was
summarised at the end of the eighteenth century by E. F. C. Rosen-

1 M. H. Goshen-Gottstein has recently provided us with new insights into the phase

of research into the history of the Massoretic text which is briefly discussed here. See
his ‘Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts’, Biblica, xLvi1 (1967), 249-77.
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mueller as follows: ‘This whole range of variants. . .leads moreover
to the simple recognition that all surviving codices are relatively late
in relation to the originals. . .they all represent one recension, all stem
from one source...’! It is imperative to underline Rosenmueller’s
reference to originals (in the plural), and his conclusion that all medieval
Hebrew manuscripts derive from one single recension, i.e. a revised text
source. They are therefore to be regarded as one composite witness.
Moreover, they can in no way be viewed, without further analysis,
as a faithful reflection of the original Hebrew text. Their collation can
only help us to reconstitute or recapture the prototype of the Massoretic
recension, not the pristine Hebrew Bible.

This line of argument by which the extant variae lectiones in Masso-
retic manuscripts were shown to be of secondary origin was further
elaborated in the early nineteenth century to include also the Samaritan
Pentateuch text. In his dissertation De Pentateuchi Samaritani Origine
(1815), W. Gesenius subjected this version for the first time to a proper
textual analysis, leaving aside theological considerations. After collect-
ing and categorising the variant readings in the Samaritan, comparing
them whenever possible with parallel readings in other non-Massoretic
sources, he concluded that in the overwhelming majority of cases these
variants resulted from a Samaritan revision of the same basic text
exhibited by the Massoretic text, and therefore cannot be considered
to present evidence for an original independent text tradition. Even
the concurrence of the Samaritan in so many instances with the
Septuagint could not affect this conclusion. Gesenius’ successors did not
materially add to his findings, but only put in sharper relief the depend-
ence of the Samaritan Version on the Massoretic text, and thus further
diminished the former’s text-critical value. Z. Frankel defined the
Samaritan as a faulty recension full of mistakes and scribal redactions,
based on the Massoretic text,2 a view subscribed to by S. Kohn in
numerous publications, and summed up by him as follows:

The Samaritan and the Massoretic text are not two divergent copies of one
book, but the Samaritan is related to the Massoretic text in the way that a
new edition, carefully revised, is related to an older one; it not only improves

v E. F. C. Rosenmueller, Handbuch der biblischen Kritik und Exegese, 1 (Gottingen,
1797), - 244; quoted by E. Preuschen, ZA W, 1x (1889), 303. (Translation by the editors.)

2 Z. Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der palaestinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische
Hermeneutik (Leipzig, 1851), p. 242.
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on it in content—though in this instance it is mainly the opposite of improve-
ment—but it is also modernised in regard to language and orthography.!

Rosenmueller’s well-balanced ‘one-recension’ theory which, it is
to be noted, he had applied to the Massoretic text only, was pushed
into the background by the more sweeping ‘archetype theory’ pro-
pounded by P. de Lagarde about a century ago. In Lagarde’s formula-
tion all Hebrew manuscripts derived from one single exemplar, not
one recension. This hypothetical manuscript admittedly did not faith-
fully mirror the original text, but patently contained numerous
deviations from it which had been faithfully transmitted and preserved
in all extant manuscripts: ‘ The result is that our Hebrew manuscripts
of the Old Testament all go back to one single exemplar, and have even
faithfully reproduced as corrections the correcting of its scribal errors
and taken over its fortuitous imperfections.’2 It was tacitly assumed or
even expressly conceded, e.g. by J. G. Sommer, that that unique
proto-Massoretic manuscript either derived directly from the Temple
or else was based upon a copy of the complete Canon which had been
kept there before the fall of Jerusalem in A.p. 70, although it achieved
its final form only somewhat later.3

Lagarde widened the scope of his investigation by applying a
similar method to the Greek tradition. He argued that all the available
Greek manuscripts could be reduced to the three basic local recensions
of Origen, Hesiod and Lucian, from which scholars could trace their
way back to the original Septuagint. Taken as a whole the Greek
tradition represented a textual family which differed from the Masso-
retic text. Although it must be viewed as an unsatisfactory translation
of the original, this tradition can be employed, by way of comparison,
to go behind the archetype which underlies the Hebrew manuscripts:
‘We could only penetrate behind this archetype of the Massoretic text
by conjecture, were it not for the fact that the Greek version of the
Old Testament opens up the possibility of making use of at least a
poor translation of a manuscript belonging to a different family.’+

1 S, Kohn, ‘Samaritikon und Septuaginta’, MG W], xxxvi (1895), Go. (Translation
by the editors.)

2 P, de Lagarde, Anmerkungen zur griechischen Uebersetrung der Proverbien (Leipzig,
1863), p. 2. (Translation by the editors.)

3 J. G. Sommer, Biblische Abhandlungen (Bonn, 1846), p. 79; further: J. Olshausen,
Die Psalmen (Braunschweig, 1853), pp. 15-17.

4 P, de Lagarde, ibid. n. 18. (Translation by the editors.)
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The various manifestations of the Old Testament text could, accord-
ing to this theory, be likened to the branches of a tree, all of which had
grown from one stem in diverse stages of bifurcation. There remained
little doubt that an analysis and comparison of the main versions,
chiefly of the Massoretic text and the reconstituted Septuagint but-
tressed by the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch version, would lead
scholars to the very Ur-text common to all. The Greek tradition was
deemed especially valuable for the purpose of purging the Old Testa~
ment of anti-Christian falsifications which allegedly had been introduced
into the Massoretic text by the rabbis. This consideration, more theo-
logical than textual, fixed the terminus non ante quem of the reputed
Jewish Ur-exemplar. It could not precede the emergence of Christianity,
indeed not the first centuries A.D., since one had to allow some time
for the Jewish—Christian controversy to develop.! The final fixation
of the proto-Massoretic text was soon connected with the members of
the Sanhedrin of Jamnia that flourished in the days of the Emperor
Hadrian (first half of the second century A.p.), and especially with
Rabbi Agiba, probably the most prominent rabbi of the early Christian.
era. In some such formulation Lagarde’s Ur-text theory, which was
incorrectly considered an elaboration of Rosenmueller’s ‘ one recension’
theory, carried the day. Scholars differed in their opinions as to how
the basic Massoretic text had been established—whether a deliberate
choice had been made by some official Jewish body (Olshausen), or
whether, rather haphazardly, a readily available manuscript had been
made the basis of the standard text (Noeldeke).2 But they concurred on
the basic issue—the presupposed existence of an archetype. The situa-
tion was succinctly summarised at the end of the nineteenth century

by F. Buhl:

Of the style and manner in which this authorized text was constructed we
unfortunately know nothing definitely. This much only is plain, that the
very conception of such an authorized form of text implies the existence of
a definite standard manuscript, which was pronounced the only allowable
one. In so far, the relatively recent but already widespread theory, that all
extant manuscripts point back to one single archetype, is decidedly correct.?

* For a summary of Lagarde’s views see A. Rahlfs, P. de Lagardes wissenschaftliches
Lebenswerk (Géttingen, 1928), pp. 75-82.

2 Th. Noeldeke, 4lttestamentliche Literatur, 1 (Leipzig, 1868), pp. 22-5.

3 F, Buhl, Canon and Text of the Old Testament. Translated by J. Macpherson
(Edinburgh, 1892), p. 256.
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Buhl subscribed to the idea that this standard text was officially pro-
claimed, and soon pushed its way

in a remarkably short time wherever the Pharisaic influence extended. On the
other hand, the equally widespread theory that this primitive codex obtained
this position by mere arbitrary choice, or by the manuscripts of the several
books that by chance were at hand being bound together into one standard
Bible, is by no means certain.!

But he was less sure than Lagarde that we can reach back behind this
archetype by comparing the Hebrew version with the extant Greek.
It is important, he says,

to determine the exact relation between the Massoretic text and the Arche-
typal texts of Aquila, Symmachus, and Jerome. In a remarkable way the
Hebrew manuscripts, which were certainly derived from the most diverse
regions, seem to form a unity over against those translators, because the
variations present in these are only extremely seldom repeated in any one
manuscript. Evidently the rigid stability of form which resulted from the
labours of the Massoretes called into being new standard texts, on which the
manuscripts are directly dependent, which, however, were themselves
collateral with the manuscripts used by those translators.?

VII

The validity of some of Lagarde’s arguments was questioned already
in his lifetime. Within thirty years after the inception of the Ur-text
theory the onslaught on it from various quarters forced its adherents
to modify their rigid position, and ultimately resulted in the conception
of new rival hypotheses. P. E. Kahle drew attention to Hebrew manu-
scripts from the Cairo Geniza stemming from the end of the first and
the beginning of the second millennium A.p. which exhibited variants
in the secondary phenomena of the Hebrew text (vocalisation, punctua-
tion, etc.). These derived from different Massoretic systems, and seemed
to indicate that the Hebrew tradition was less solidified than Lagarde
had assumed.? But since these manuscripts were much too late, and
their variants did not really affect the consonantal text, their evidence
could not be adduced to disqualify the Ur-text hypothesis.

! Buhl, ibid.

z P, Kahle’s work of a lifetime is summarised in his The Cairo Geniza. The Schweich
Lectures of the British Academy 1941 (London, 1947; 2nd ed. Oxford, 1959).
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More decisive were the strictures raised by V. Aptowitzer. His col-
lection of biblical quotations in rabbinic literature, a field which had
not been explored at all by earlier scholars, brought to light a wealth
of variant Hebrew readings, which were sometimes reflected also in
one or another of the versions.! In spite of attempts to diminish the
value of this evidence, by explaining the variations as arising from
quotation by heart, or from intentional alteration of the original on
the part of the quoting authors, it stands to reason that it severely
undermines the theory of a single Jewish Ur-zext. It would be hard
to explain the persistence of variants in rabbinic literature, even when
these occur merely in quotations, if indeed the text of that one manu-
script had ousted all others since the days of Rabbi Aqiba.

The very existence of variant quotations in rabbinic writings and
in their exegetical comments, particularly in Midrash literature, which
mirror a text that deviates from the Massoretic text, dealt a severe blow
not only to the Ur-zext hypothesis, but also to the less rigorous ‘one
recension’ theory. Rival theories were now put forward. All of these
set out to account for the co-existence of divergent text traditions of
the Old Testament in the pre-Christian rabbinic and the early Christian
period, in Hebrew as well as in Aramaic, in Greek and possibly also
in Latin translations, as are exemplified in: (a) divergent textual
traditions exhibited in quotations in rabbinical literature; (4) parallel
Aramaic translations of the Pentateuch, which indeed stem from a
period later than the one under discussion here, but most probably
derive from pre-Origenic prototypes, namely Targum Onkelos which
possibly originated in Babylonia, and certainly was redacted there,
Pseudo-Jonathan, of Palestinian origin, and a third Aramaic version
which until recently had been known only from excerpts, and therefore
had been named the Fragment Targum, but now has been proved to
represent in fact a fully fledged Jerusalem Aramaic translation;? and

1 V. Aptowitzer, Das Schriftwort in der rabbinischen Literatur : Prolegomena. Sitzungs-
berichte der Katserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, philosophisch-kistorische Klasse,
Band 153, Abhandlung vi (Vienna, 1906). The ‘Prolegomenon’ was followed by a
detailed investigation into quotations from the Former Prophets in rabbinic literature,
published in four separate instalments. Cf. further I. Abrahams, ‘Rabbinical Aids to
Exegesis’ in Essays on Some Biblical Questions of the Day. By Members of the University
of Cambridge (London, 1909), pp. 172 ff.

2 See A, Diez Macho, ‘The recently discovered Palestinian targum: its antiquity

and relationship with the other targums’, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, vii,
Congress Volume Oxford 1959 (Leiden, 1960), 222—45.
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(c) the propagation of diverse Greek translations exhibited in an almost
codified form in the parallel columns of the Hexapla, and sometimes
preserved in the form of variant-quotations from the Old Testament
in the Apocrypha, the New Testament and the writings of the early
Church Fathers, and also in Jewish hellenistic literature, especially
in the works of Flavius Josephus.

The most extreme of the new theories was that of the ‘vulgar texts’
proposed by Paul Kahle which may be considered the very opposite of
Lagarde’s Ur-text hypothesis, and with some qualifications also of the
‘one recension’ theory. As stated, both these hypotheses take for
granted that all extant versions of the Old Testament books, and also
most of the intra-versional textual variants, can in the last analysis be
reduced, at least in theory if not always in practice, to one common text
base which was the only acclaimed, or possibly even the only extant,
text form of the Old Testament at the beginning of the Christian era.
Though differing as to the characterisation of the ‘archetype’ as a
‘recension’ or as a single manuscript, neither of these two hypotheses
seems to have taken into consideration the antecedents of the pre-
supposed archetype. It would, in fact, appear that in both the respective
archetype was believed to have represented the very first text form of
the Old Testament books, not preceded by any divergent predecessors.
In other words, all present divergences in the extant versions must be
considered to have arisen after the archetype had been established and
had been officially accepted. The archetype is viewed, as it were, as a
rivethead running off into numerous rivulets, all of which, however,
can be retraced to the original source.

Now, it may be said that Kahle would be prepared to subscribe to
such a description of the issue as far as the latter part of the simile
is concerned, namely the diversification of the Old Testament text
tradition in the post-Jamnia period. He would also agree that many
variants in the diverse versions are of a secondary nature, resulting
from intentional or accidental scribal alterations. But on the other hand
he would maintain that on the whole the more important witnesses to
the Old Testament text, such as the primary Hebrew Massoretic and
Samaritan versions, and the basic Greek and Aramaic translations,
represent in essence text forms which preceded Lagarde’s model-codex
or Rosenmueller’s arch-recension. The ‘vulgar texts’ school does not
consider the archetype to be the riverhead, but rather the confluence
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of preceding varying text traditions. These pristine traditions were
unified to a considerable degree by the endeavour of generations of
tradents within the Jewish, Samaritan and Christian communities who
established the (proto)-Massoretic textus receptus, the Samaritan
consolidated version of the Pentateuch and the Septuagint respectively.
But they never fully succeeded in completely suppressing older and
purer, i.e. non-revised, ‘vulgar’ texts within their own official tradition,
which was determined by linguistic peculiarities and religious dogma,
nor could they ever establish one common archetype of the Old
Testament books.!

It is the great merit of Kahle that he attempted to push the inquiry
into the history of the text in all its ramifications beyond the terminus
non ante quern which his predecessors had tacitly or explicitly considered
as the starting point for their investigations, namely the end of the
Second Commonwealth or the beginning of the period after the
destruction in A.D. 70. In his understanding of the matter, the then
already extant rextus receptus of each single version marked the apex
of a long chain of development in the course of which divergent text-
traditions had been progressively abolished. The creation of the
Septuagint as portrayed in the pseudepigraphical Letter of Aristeas,
the compact Aramaic Targums, the Massoretic text and the Samaritan
Version are the crowning events in a process of textual unification
which had been set on foot by the needs of socio-religious organisations:
the Synagogue, the Samaritan community and the Church.

Without, to the best of my knowledge, stating so explicitly, Kahle
in fact applied to the research into the history of the Old Testament
text ideas and principles which concurrently emerged in the study of
biblical stylistics and literature. Quite correctly, he considered textual
history as a phenomenon of a socio-religious kind and endeavoured to
map out its place in actual communal life, i.e. to establish, in Gunkel’s
terminology, its ‘Sitz im Leben’.

It follows that in many instances an ancient variant, or a Bible
quotation which differs from the authoritative texts, exhibits a wirk-
licke Variante, i.e. a true variant which is a remnant of a pristine text-
tradition that had escaped the levelling influence of the official redac-
tions. Inter-version variants may have resulted from the fact that the

1 Similar ideas had been already presented in statu nascendi by A. Geiger. See e.g, his
remarks on the Samaritan text in: Nackgelassene Schriften, 1v (Berlin, 1876), 67.
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individual versions finally crystallised at different stages of the textual
transmission of the Old Testament. Variant quotations survived pre-
dominantly in texts which did not come under the scrutiny of the
official revisers. They should be considered sediments of ‘vulgar’, i.e.
popular traditions that had been in use before the introduction of each
respective zextus receptus.

VIII

It hardly needs stating that by virtue of its being the very antithesis
to the Ur-text and the Ur-recension theses, Kahle’s theory of ‘vulgar
texts and textus receptus’ was from the outset rejected by the followers
of Lagarde and Rosenmueller. But scholars who were inclined to
embrace the new idea also called for the correction of some of its
constituent elements. They fully recognised a diversity of the textual
traditions of the Old Testament as already existing in the very first
stages of its manuscriptal transmission—the point on which Kahle had
based his arguments—and they accepted his attempt to account for
this diversity by trying to retrace the steps of the textual development
before the emergence of a standard text. It was nevertheless considered
imperative to smooth out some features of his theory which had
justifiably evoked criticism. Kahle had brought into clear focus the
natural, uncontrolled transmission of the ‘vulgar’ traditions, thus
freeing them from the rigidity of a conception which supposes the
Ur-text or the Ur-recension to be scholarly creations. Yet he postulated
that very same ‘academic’ setting for the Massoretic textus receptus.
His presentation of the process by which this model text came about
suffers from all the misconceptions which led the Ur-zext thesis to
postulate an abstract scholastic procedure—a procedure for which
there is little evidence that it corresponded with socio-historical
realities. His assumption that the zextus receprus should be viewed as
resulting from the concerted efforts of a rabbinic academy, especially
that of Jamnia, and that its exclusive status was achieved by what
amounts to a wholesale auto-da-fé¢ of all diverging manuscripts, is
neither substantiated by any historical evidence nor plausible. The
emergence of the textus receptus should be conceived of as a pro-
tracted process which culminated in its post factum acclamation in
the first or at the latest in the second century A.D., as has been stated
previously.
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Some of the opposition to the Pulgdrtexte theory, when not
attributable to dogmatic rather than rational, scholarly motives, prob-
ably has its roots in the reluctance of scholars to accept the bewildering
‘disorderliness’ implied by that thesis in place of the much more
systematic theory of an Ur-text. But its impact on the issue under
review was soon felt. As normally in scholarly discussion and evalua-
tion, some novel intermediate theories were produced which, by way
of synthesis, combined salient features of the opposing schools. It may
be said that basically, the attempt was made to bring some method into
the madness of the uncontrolled vulgar texts, and at the same time
little was needed to square Kahle’s zextus receptus with Lagarde’s
Hebrew Ur-text or Rosenmueller’s Ur-recension, all of which in fact
were considered to be mirrored with some deviations in the present
Massoretic text.

We shall consider here two propositions which purport to take into
account the diversity of the actual textual traditions from the very
moment at which they become known to us in manuscript form or in
quotations in early post-biblical Jewish and Christian literature, and
to avoid at the same time the disturbing diffuseness of the vulgar texts
if seen as pristine independent traditions.

Setting out from Kahle’s premises, and probing into the antecedents
of the various text forms in which the Old Testament is extant, in
Hebrew as well as in translations, and especially in Greek, A. Sperber
attempted to reduce all versions in their variations to two basic textual
traditions: one is supposedly derived from Judah and is represented
most clearly by the Massoretic text; the other stems from Ephraim,
and is best recognised in the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch. Both have
their oftshoots in the major Greek textual families, in manuscripts A
and B.! The admitted initial dichotomy of the biblical text-tradition,
carried back by Sperber’s hypothesis into pre-exilic times, is funda-
mentally opposed to the ‘one Ur-recension’ and the ‘one Ur-text’
theories. The difference between one textual tradition and two is
qualitative, and not merely quantitative. On the other hand Sperber
invalidated to a high degree the originality of the ‘vulgar texts’, which
Kahle had assumed, by presenting them as derivations from a preceding

! Sperber’s criticism of the archetype theory may be found in his Septuagintaprobleme

(Stuttgart, 1929). For a presentation of his own views see ‘ New Testament and Septua-
gint’, JBL, L1X (1940), 193~293.
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pristine textual tradition which diverged from the prototype of the
present Massoretic text. Sperber further introduced into the discussion
the idea of ‘local traditions’ which figures prominently in the most
recent theory, yet to be described, perceiving in the Samaritan not
merely the product of a late dissident Jewish group, but rather the best-
preserved representative of a North-Israelite (namely Ephraimite) text
type, and in the Massoretic text its South-Israelite (Judaean) counter-
part.

In the same manner as Kahle had applied, as was suggested, Gunkel’s
exclusively literary concept of the ‘Sitz im Leben’ to the sphere of
biblical textual history, so Sperber appears to have transferred to the
study of the text the notion of a geographical dichotomy of the penta-
teuchal literature inherent in the sigla J and E which, according to some
views, are taken to represent the Judaean-Jahwistic and the Ephrai-
mite—Elohistic traditions respectively. At the same time he abandoned
the evaluation of the diverse text types which is concomitant with
Kahle’s very terminology, ‘vulgar texts’ versus textus receptus, and
repaired to a purely descriptive division of the extant representatives
of the text.

S. Liebermann,! on the other hand, took up the qualitative differ-
entiation between the witnesses to the text, applying it, however, not
to ‘textual traditions’, but to types of manuscripts which were extant
in the crucial period of the last one or two centuries B.c. and the first
one or two centuries A.D. His division between manuscripts as ‘base’
(pondTepc), ‘ popular’ (vulgate or kowdteps) and “excellent’ (AkpiPeo-
pévar) also has some ‘local’ affiliations, since the first were supposedly
unworthy copies found mainly in the hands of uneducated villagers,
the second class was widely used in cities for study purposes, even in
schools and rabbinic academies, whereas only the third type had
binding force and was meticulously transmitted by the learned sages
of Jerusalem. It goes without saying that only the latter group can be
taken to represent faithfully the pristine text of scripture, whereas the
others must be judged inferior, their variants being in the nature of
secondary deviations. Here Lieberman, without stating so expressly,
obviously presupposes the existence of some basic text of exclusive
validity which is best mirrored in the manuscripts.

It is important, again in reference to later theories pertaining to the

v Cf. Hellenism in Jewish Palestine.
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history of the text which are yet to be discussed, to put in relief Lieber-
mann’s threefold division of biblical manuscripts at the end of the
Second Temple period, and the assumption that the three types were
anchored and transmitted in different localities. One may also detect
in his system a sociological dimension in so far as the above types are
affiliated with different strata of Jewish society: illiterate or semi-
illiterate country people on the one hand, and ‘academicians’ on the
other hand, with an intermediate, less precisely delineated group
including city dwellers of all kinds.

IX

At this stage of our investigation we turn to the presentation of some
issues which have caused novel developments in the theories about the
history of the text.

It was said above that the third phase in the early history of the
text, which coincides approximately with the hellenistic and the early
Roman period, i.e. the last three centuries B.c., must be considered
crucial for our investigation. The final and complete transition from oral
tradition to written transmission, the gradual canonisation of the books
which were deemed holy, the emerging processes of translation of the
Hebrew Bible into other languages, and the impact of hellenisticliterary
norms and techniques, make this stage the very centre of our inquiry.

To the above considerations must be added one other factor which
looms very large in contemporary research into the issue under review.
It necessitates, in fact, a reopening of the discussion on the history of
the text, and a re-evaluation of theories which had been formed at the
end of the nineteenth and in the first half of the twentieth century. We
refer to the collection of manuscripts and fragments from the Judaean
Desert, also known by the misnomer ‘The Dead Sea Scrolls’, which
include numerous scrolls and thousands of fragments of biblical books.
Since 1947 when the new finds were first reported, an incessant stream
of discoveries, so far only published in part, illuminates that phase in
the history of the text.

The above documents are of two groups, quite disparate from the
standpoint both of chronology and of their sociological provenance.
One group hails from Qumtran which is situated some five miles south
of Jericho and two miles west of the shores of the Dead Sea. It precedes
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the destruction of the Second Temple (A.D. 70)—so important an event
for the textual history of the Old Testament—and derives from the
dissident Jewish sect of the ‘New Covenant’.! The other consists of
scattered manuscript finds from the region to the south of Qumrién,
Wadi Murabba‘at (halfway between Jericho and ‘Ein Gedi), Nahal
Ze'elim and Massada, and exhibits the textual tradition of what has
been styled by G. F. Moore ‘normative’ Judaism.

The latter fragments, which date from the Bar-Kochba revolt
(middle of the second century A.p.), do not shed much light on our
problem because they provide evidence for only some sections of a
few Old Testament books, and because they present a text which had
already been almost wholly adjusted to the prevailing sextus receptus.2
These documents therefore do not bear on the phase of textual develop-
ment at present under review. The biblical manuscripts from Qumrin,
on the other hand, some of which are dated by scholars in the third
and many in the second and first centuries B.C., have added a new
dimension to the criticism of the biblical text and to the study of its
history, both in the original Hebrew and in the earliest ancient versions,
especially in Greek.3 Some of these manuscripts are quite extensive.
Thus in the case of the First Isaiah Scroll (1QIs?), we have a virtually
complete copy of the biblical book. This, like many other manuscripts
from Qumran, precedes the oldest extant manuscripts of any part of
the Old Testament in the Hebrew Massoretic tradition by more than
a millennium, and those in Greek or any other translation by several
centuries. They are thus of unsurpassed importance for an investiga-
tion into the third phase of the history of the text, and into the pro-
cesses of its transmission.

The new material often helps in elucidating the genesis and the
history of individual variants in which one or more of the ancient
versions differ from the Massoretic text. They also open up new
possibilities for the recovery, or the reconstruction, of the factors
which underlie textual variation. The sifting of these cases, their

1 The reader will find a valuable summary of the literature and the ideology of this
group in F. M. Cross, jun., The Ancient Library of Qumrdn (revised edition, New York,
!921)S.ee Y. Yadin, The Finds from the Bar Kokhbah Period in the Cave of Letters
(Jerusalem, 1963).

3 See D. Barthélemy, O.P., ‘Les Devanciers d’Aquila’, Supplements to Vetus Testa-
mentum, X (Leiden, 1963).
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classification, and a statistical assessment of the frequency of their
appearance, may make possible the systematic presentation of the
processes which can be proved empirically to have been conducive to
the emergence of variae lectiones. The pertinent information gained
from these first-hand sources, because of their scope and their primacy,
should enable scholars to improve on previous attempts along these
lines.

Prior to the discovery of the Qumréin Scrolls, observations on the
skill and the peculiarities of the ancient copyists of the text could be
inferred only from the analysis of variants which are found in medieval
Hebrew manuscripts, or had to be abstracted from deviating transla-
tions in the ancient versions. With the pre-Christian Hebrew Scrolls
from Qumrin at our disposal, we are now in a position to verify
principles established by inference, and to put them to a practical test.
The Scrolls afford us a completely new insight into ancient scribal
craft and give us an unparalleled visual impression of the physical
appearance of the manuscripts in which the biblical variae lectiones
arose. We can now observe at close range, so to say in situ, scribal
techniques of the Second Temple period which left their impression
on the text in subsequent stages of its history. We can perceive the
conditions which were the breeding ground of the variants that crop
up in the extant witnesses to the text of the Old Testament.

There is nothing specifically sectarian in the external appearance of
the Qumrin Scrolls, in the scribal customs to which their copyists
adhered, or in the majority of the deviant readings found in them. The
impression of dissent that goes with the biblical Scrolls from Qumran
derives from the secession of their scribes from normative Judaism,
and has no roots in the manuscripts as such. That is to say, it must be
attributed to the socio-historical processes which engulfed these
Scrolls, but in noway to their textual or manuscript character. Genetic-
ally the biblical texts from Qumrin are ‘Jewish’. They became
‘sectarian’ in their subsequent history.

What makes the evidence of the Scrolls especially valuable is the
fact that they present not just a horizontal cross-section of one stabil-
ised version, such as is the Massoretic textus receptus. Because of their
diversity, the kaleidoscope of the textual traditions exhibited in them,
their concurrence here with one, here with another of the known
versions, or again in other cases their exclusive textual individuality,
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the biblical manuscripts found at Qumrin, in their totality, present in a
nutshell, as it were, the intricate and variegated problems of the
Hebrew text and versions. The concentration of processes which
obtain in the history of the text in a comparatively small corpus of
manuscripts, small in comparison with the bulk of Hebrew (Massoretic
and Samaritan), Aramaic, Syriac, Greek, Latin, etc., manuscripts which
have to be sifted, collated and compared in the course of the critical
work on the text—a corpus which moreover is relatively homogeneous
with respect to time and provenance—make the Qumrin Scrolls an
ideal subject for a study of these processes. Although the results gained
from an analysis of the Qumrin material cannot be applied without
qualification to the wider field of comparative research into the Masso-
retic text and the versions, we may derive from them certain working
hypotheses which have then to be verified by application to the wider
problem.

Thus the situation at Qumrén reflects on a basic issue in Old Testa-
ment textual research, namely the debated problem of the very estab-
lishment of a Hebrew zextus receptus. The coexistence of diverse text-
types in the numerically, geographically and temporally restricted
Covenanters’ community, the fact that some or most of the conflicting
manuscripts had very probably been copied in the Qumrén scriptorium
and that no obvious attempts at the suppression of divergent manu-
scripts or of individual variants can be discovered in that voluminous
literature, proves beyond doubt that the very notion of an exclusive
textus receptus had not yet taken root at Qumran.

We have no reason to doubt that this ‘liberal’ attitude towards
divergent textual traditions of the Old Testament prevailed also in
‘normative’ Jewish circles of the second and first centuries B.c. Accord-
ing to rabbinic testimony, even the model codices that were kept in the
Temple precincts—the ‘“zdrdhi—not only exhibited divergent readings,
but represented conflicting text-types.! Phenomenologically speaking,
the situation that prevailed in the ‘*;dr@k of the Temple may be com-
pared, though with qualifications, with the one that obtained in the
scriptorium at Qumrén. The difference consists in the fact that in the
end the Temple codices were collated, probably in the first century
A.D. and, what is more important, that rabbinic Judaism ultimately

¥ See S. Talmon, ‘The Three Scrolls of the Law that were Found in the Temple
Court’, Textus (Annual of the Hebrew University Bible Project), 1 (1962), 14-27.
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established a model text and strove to banish deviant manuscripts from
circulation. But at this stage the comparability of Jewish ‘normative’
with Qumrin practice breaks down. The active life-span of the
Covenanters’ community ends some time in the first century B.C.,
although sporadic attempts at restoration have repercussions in the
first and possibly into the second century A.n. However, even the
latest manuscripts from Qumran which provide evidence of the local
history of the text in the crucial period, the last decades before the
destruction of the Temple, do not give the slightest indication that even
an incipient textus receptus emerged there, or that the very notion of a
model recension was ever conceived by the Covenanters.

The coexistence of varying text forms of the Old Testament, and
the absence of any noticeable attempt at establishing one universally
recognised recension of binding force, must have confronted the
Qumran scribes with the problem of what attitude to take towards
these conflicting textual traditions, which had not yet been assessed
and evaluated. The individual scribe could solve this problem by
adhering faithfully to the manuscript which he had chosen, or had
been assigned, as the Porlage for his own copy. In a reasonable number
of instances he could perpetuate parallel readings which he found in
other manuscripts that were at his disposal, by noting them in the
margins or between the lines of his own copy, or sometimes by inte-
grating them in his text-base, in which case he would create a double
reading.! Now these devices, which were a common stock-in-trade
of the ancient Bible scribes regardless of their socio-religious affiliations,
are mere practical expedients that may work fairly well, up to a certain
point, for the individual copyist, but cannot satisfactorily solve the
problem of the community’s disposition towards divergent, but equally
well-documented, readings. In manuscripts which are intended for
public use, critical annotations must be kept to a practical minimum.
In fact, even these relatively few marginal entries will tend to disappear
at subsequent copyings by sheer routine omission, unless they are
absorbed into the text proper. Even where authoritative guidance is
absent we may find a spontaneous tendency towards the simplification
and the stabilisation of the textual traditions of scripture and other
hallowed books. This process cannot be expected to culminate in

t See S. Talmon, ‘Double Readings in the Massoretic Text’, Textus, 1 (1960),
144—-84.
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complete unification but it will effectively circumscribe the scope, and
reduce the number, of textual types which are allowed a continued
existence until, if ever, conscious official redactional activities set in.

The impending gradual disappearance of variant readings, which
on objective grounds could not be declared to be intrinsically inferior
to those which happened to have taken root in the predominant textual
traditions, may well have been viewed with misgivings by those con-
cerned with the preservation of scripture. The practical advantage of
acquiring a fairly standardised text-type for communal-cultic purposes
was offset by an understandable apprehension for the—to all intents
and purposes—irrecoverable loss of valid and venerated textual tradi-
tions of the biblical books, which perforce would result from the
process outlined above. Contradictory as it may sound, such pro and
ante deliberations seem to have produced diverse manuscript and non-
manuscript techniques of variant preservation which helped to balance
the scale which was tipped in favour of the text-tradition(s) that
became increasingly predominant, to the exclusion and practically
complete suppression of less favoured variae lectiones.

Here again, a comparison with attitudes and techniques that were
current in other communities is in order. In rabbinic circles, the
prevalence of such trends of thought may have been responsible for
the perceptible latitude in the employment of the text in scholarly
discussion which conspicuously contrasts with the unceasing efforts
to establish an exclusive textus receptus for public worship and for
official text-transmission. Whereas deviant readings were banned from
the books which were earmarked for these latter categories, they were
readily accepted and used as bases for midrashic exposition.? At times
it appears that such an officially discarded variant was not employed
merely as a convenient peg upon which to hang a midrash that was to
hand, but rather that the midrash in question was constructed on a
variant that had been barred from the textus receptus, in order to give
it a non-manuscript lease of life. This supposition especially applies to
the specific type of the *a/ tigré’ midrash in which an established reading
is suspended as it were, and another reading becomes the point of
departure for an ensuing midrashic comment, by means of the intro-
ductory formula: ‘do not read. . .but rather read...’. A famous case

T See S. Talmon, ‘Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of
Qumran Manuscripts’, Textus, 1v (1964), 125-35.
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in point is the ’a/ tigré’ midrash (Bab. Tal. Berakot 64a) which hinges
on reading in Isa. §4: 13 bdnayik = ‘thy builders’, instead of bdnayik
= ‘thy sons’ (cf. Téxva; Targum banak), a variant which now has
turned up in 1QIs* as an emended reading &’nayki. Similarly the mid-
rash “‘do not read (the flesh of) his arm but (the flesh of) his offspring’
(Bab. Tal. Shab. 33a) can be anchored in the different text traditions
of Isa. 9: 19. Here the Massoretic text ( = 1QIs*) reading: ‘they shall
eat every man the flesh of his own arm’ = 77(6)6 is abandoned for
the variant reading 7ar‘6 = ‘his offspring’ which underlies the Aramaic
paraphrastic rendering: ‘ they shall plunder everyone the goods of his
neighbour’, and Symmachus’ ToU mAnoiov arroU. Both readings were
apparently conflated in the main stream of the Septuagint tradition:
ToU Ppayfovos ToU &BeAgol aliTol.

We do not mean that every extant ’a/ tigré’ midrash can be shown to
have arisen from an already identifiable textual variant. This certainly
is not the case. Pariae lectiones which supposedly triggered off the
emergence of many midrashim of this type have been lost for us
together with the (suppressed) manuscripts which exhibited them.
Moreover, this specific type of midrash progressively degenerated.
The ’al tigré’ formula was then often employed even when the midrash
in question could not be related to an actually extant reading, though
this had originally been by definition a sine qua non requirement.
Ultimately it became a mere exegetical Spielelenent.! Conversely, the
introductory formula of a genuine *a/ tigré’ midrash was often dropped,
so that now the same exposition is sometimes preserved both with and
without that formula.

In a majority of cases the textual variations involved are of the
simplest and most common types: interchange of graphically similar
letters or of auricularly close consonants; haplography or dittography;
continuous writing of separate words or division of one word into
two; plene or defective spelling (as in the cases adduced above); meta-
thesis; differences of vocalisation, sometimes entailing a change of
verb conjugations. Some cases of more complicated textual phenomena
do not materially affect the over-all impression.

The ambivalence of the request for a generally recognised standard

! See I. L. Seeligmann, ‘Voraussetzungen der Midraschexegese’, Supplements to

Vetus Testamentum, 1. Congress Volume Copenhagen, 1953 (Leiden, 1953), 150-81,
and 11, 8 in the present volume.
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text of scripture, and the concomitant apprehension over the resulting
loss of possibly valuable readings, may have produced yet another
technique of variant preservation in the early Church. The recording
of different text-traditions in the parallel columns of Origen’s Hexapla
was a way out of this dilemma. On the one hand it ensured the con-
tinued preservation of probably widely accepted text forms. On the
other hand, with the help of a system of critical symbols by which
omissions or additions in the Greek in comparison with the Hebrew
text could be indicated, the basis for the establishment of an officially
acknowledged and critically guaranteed text was created. In this case,
as also in the case of the rabbinic ’a/ tigré’ formula, the critical symbols
were subsequently not properly recorded in copies made of or from
Origen’s work. This may have resulted simply from scribal careless-
ness. However, in view of our foregoing remarks it is reasonable to
surmise that this apparently merely technical deficiency was helped
along, so to say, by the postulated disinterestedness of the Church in
the centuries after Origen in establishing one exclusive, binding text-
tradition of scripture.

We seem to be able to discern three main types of technique intended
to counterbalance the impact of standardisation which affected the
textual transmission of the Old Testament in all its ramifications in
various degrees of intensity and at various stages of its development:

(1) Internal manuscript notation of variant readings, either in the
text-base, leading to the emergence of double-readings, or else in the
margins, as exhibited, e.g., in the Qumrin Scrolls and probably also
in some geré readings in the Massoretic text.!

(2) The preservation of variant readings in parallel text-traditions.
In its earliest form this technique may be observed in the retention of
variae lectiones in parallel passages in the Former Prophets and Chron-
icles, etc., and from it may have been derived the basic idea which
underlies Origen’s Hexapla.

(3) Extra-manuscript preservation of variants in midrashic-homiletic
exegesis.

X

The situation which obtains at Qumrin holds out one more possibility
of comparison in respect of another aspect of the history of the text.

1 See the chapter by B. J. Roberts (vol. 2, pp. 1-10).
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In conformity with a basic characteristic of Second Commonwealth
Judaism, the Covenanters’ religious concepts were Bible-centred.
Their original literary creations, such as the War-Scroll, the Héodayét,
the Sectarian Manual, and the Zadokite Documents, swarm with
verbatim Bible quotations, paraphrases and allusions. Their most
fundamental beliefs and practices reflect the attempt to recapture, and
typologically to re-live, biblical Judaism. This scriptural piety pro-
duced the péfer technique,! so indicative of the Covenanters’ system
of Bible hermeneutics, by the aid of which biblical history was actual-
ised, and made existentially meaningful. In this unceasing process of
quotation, interpretation and adaptation, the text at Qumrin was
exposed to a fate which is comparable to that which the kebraica veritas
experienced on a wider scale in rabbinic Judaism and in the orbit of
Jewish and Christian communities that had recourse to translations of
the Hebrew original. The deliberate insertion of textual alterations into
scripture for various reasons of style and dogma, the uncontrolled
infiltration of haphazard changes due to linguistic peculiarities of
copyists or to their characteristic concepts and ideas, which may be
observed in the wider transmission of the text, have their counterparts
in the ‘Qumran Bible’. The study of these phenomena at Qumrién is
again facilitated by the comparative compactness of the material and
by the decidedly more pronounced manner in which they are manifest.
We thus encounter in the Qumrin writings developments of biblical
text-transmission which may be considered prototypes of phenomena
that emerge concurrently and subsequently in the text-history of the
Old Testament in Jewish and Christian tradition, albeit in less con-
centrated form, and at different grades of variation.

That the sum total of the biblical documents from Qumrin may
be seen to present the issue of the ‘Massoretic text and the versions’ in
miniature, derives further support from one more characteristic of
that material. The Qumrin manuscripts exhibit, as already stated, a
basic homogeneity with regard to time and provenance. There are no
grounds to doubt that these manuscripts were written in Palestine,
and that a great majority, if not all, were copied at Qumran. It may
also be considered as established that, with the exception of some odd
items, the bulk of the manuscripts in the Qumrén library was copied
within a span of not much more than three hundred years, approxi-

¥ On the péser, cf. also pp. 225 fI.
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mately from the beginning of the third century B.c. to the middle of the
first century A.D. In view of these circumstances, the marked diversity
of textual traditions which can be observed in these scrolls presumably
derives from the temporal and/or geographical heterogeneity of the
Vorlagen from which the Qumréin manuscripts, or some of them, were
copied. Thus, in addition to the horizontal cross-section view of the
text at Qumran during the last phases of the Second Commonwealth
period, this material also affords a vertical cross-section view of the
transmission of the text, which reflects different chronological layers,
geographical areas and social strata, These circumstances further
enhance the similarity of the problems relating to the text at Qumréin
with those appertaining to the wider issue of the relations of the
Massoretic text and the versions and, therefore, give rise to new
definitions of their historical development.

X1

Before presenting in detail the impact of the Judaean Desert Scrolls on
existing theories of the text-history of the Old Testament and their
importance for the formation of new theories, it may be useful to
summarise the main conclusions which can be drawn from the material
published up to the present,

(1) Different books of the Old Testament differ in their textual
history and furnish different sets of problems. Restraint should there-
fore be exercised in subjecting textual processes observed in one book
to an analysis which is based on the analogy of issues which obtain in
another book. In the last resort, the textual development of almost each
individual book must be viewed separately. Thus we can observe in
the Hebrew tradition of the Pentateuch at Qumran the same relative
textual compactness, and the same relative sparseness of variant read-
ings, which havealready been pointed out in the Septuagint Pentateuch.
On the other hand the extant copies of the book of Isaiah, and above all
the complete First Isaiah Scroll (1QIs?), present us with a veritable
crop of variae lectiones. It has moreover become quite clear that, e.g.,
the book of Samuel and the book of Jeremiah were cutrent at the time
in clearly discernible deviant Hebrew text-traditions. All this goes to
show that the text of these and similar books was still in a state of flux.
Only a careful synopsis of the results achieved by a detailed analysis
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of the individual books may ultimately lead to more general conclusions
with regard to the over-all history of the Old Testament text.

(2) The Hebrew scrolls from Qumrdn prove beyond doubt the
actual existence of variant readings in the biblical books of the hellen-
istic and Roman periods which until their discovery had been beyond
the scope of textual research proper. They have added a kaleidoscopic
wealth of individual readings for practically all books of the Old
Testament, represented in the Qumrén library whether by substantial
manuscript finds or sometimes even by only small fragments. Some of
these variae lectiones are to be found also in:

(e) the textual traditions of the main versions, in Hebrew or in
translation;

(&) quotations in post-biblical writings (Apocrypha, early Christian,
hellenistic-Jewish and rabbinic literature); and even

(¢) medieval Hebrew manuscripts.

In view of the arguments presented earlier, we may assume a
genetic relationship between Qumrén variants and identical or similar
readings found in the first two sets of the above witnesses which
precede the final stabilisation of the Hebrew text. As against this it is
probable that the comparatively rare congruence of variae lectiones in
the third group, i.e. in medieval Hebrew manuscripts or in medieval
Jewish commentaries with Qumran readings, is merely accidental.
In most instances the similarity seems to have been caused by the
equal but independent impact of the same scribal habits on widely
separated sets of manuscripts.

(3) All the extant major versions of the Old Testament, as we know
them today, are already represented in Qumrin manuscripts, not only
in individual readings, but also in the form of prototypes of their
textual traditions. This observation applies principally to the Hebrew
Massoretic and the Samaritan (Pentateuch) versions, and to the
Septuagint. But manifold affinities with the Aramaic Targums, the
Syriac Peshitta, and in rare cases even with Jerome’s comparatively
late Vulgate (end of fourth century A.p.) can also be observed. It is
self-evident that this circumstance will weigh heavily in the appreciation
of the individual development of these sources and of their common

history.
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XII

In view of the foregoing presentation of the manuscript finds from
Qumrén, it can hardly cause surprise that these discoveries required a
reopening of the inquiry into the history of the Old Testament. The
resulting scholarly discussion of this issue, and not a mere comparative
textual research into the diverse versions, brought about a renewed
confrontation of the rival theories of Rosenmueller in Lagarde’s
version of it, and of Kahle. On the one hand it was claimed with full
justification that the presence of the prototype of the Massoretic text
among the Qumrin manuscript finds, e.g. in fragments of the Penta-
teuch or the Second Isaiah Scroll (1QIsP) and others, proved the
existence of an early precursor of the textus recepsus at a time which
considerably preceded the date presupposed by the followers of the
Ur-recension and the Ur-text schools. On the other hand it was argued
that the ‘vulgar texts’ theory is fully vindicated by the host of textual
variants and also of clearly discernible different textual traditions in the
bulk of the Qumrin material. The stalemate that resulted from the
pro and contra arguments which could now be buttressed by tangible
evidence, unlike the situation which obtained in the stage of the dis-
cussion referred to above, again became the point of departure for the
conception of a novel theory.

The foundations for a new interpretation of the available material
were laid by W. F. Albright.! His ideas were soon embraced by a group
of predominantly American scholars, and were further developed and
succinctly summarised by F. M. Cross:

Any reconstruction of the biblical text before the establishment of the
traditional text in the first century A.n. must comprehend this evidence: the
plurality of text-types, the limited number of distinct textual families, and
the homogeneity of each of these textual families over several centuries of
time. We are required by these data. ..to recognize the existence of local
texts which developed in the main centers of Jewish life in the Persian and
hellenistic age.?

1 W. F. Albright, ‘New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible’, BASOR,

140 (1955), 27-33.

2 F. M. Cross, jun., ‘The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the Study of
the Biblical Text’, IE], xv1 (1966), 85. The author’s preceding studies of this problem
are listed in the notes to that article.
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After at first accepting Albright’s terminology, Cross is to be com-
mended for subsequently introducing a significant change of terms into
the system advocated by Albright who had referred to ‘local recen-
sions’. Says Cross:

Against Albright, we should argue, however, that the local textual families
in question are not properly called ‘recensions’. They are the product of
natural growth or development in the process of scribal transmission, not
of conscious or controlled textual recension.?

These considerations are in line with the arguments presented above,
and disclose a welcome recognition of the fallacy of the concept of a
‘scholastic-academy recension’, a concept which haunted practically all
preceding theories about the history of the text. However, notwith-
standing this difference, the ‘local recensions’ theory in its ‘local texts’
variation absorbed some prominent features of its predecessors which
it built into its own system, as will be shown. The following quotation
summarises the basic concepts of the new school:

Three textual families appear to have developed slowly between the fifth
and first centuries B.C., in Palestine, in Egypt, and in a third locality, pre-
sumably Babylon. The Palestinian family is characterized by conflation,
glosses, synoptic additions and other evidence of intense scribal activity, and
can be defined as ‘expansionistic’. The Egyptian text-type is often but not
always a full text. In the Pentateuch, for example, it has not suffered the
extensive synoptic additions which mark the late Palestinian text, but is not
so short or pristine as the third or Babylonian family. The Egyptian and
Palestinian families are closely related. Early exemplars of the Palestinian
text in the Former Prophets, and pentateuchal texts which reflect an early
stage of the Palestinian tradition, so nearly merge with the Egyptian, that
we are warranted in describing the Egyptian text-type as a branch of the Old
Palestinian family. The Babylonian text-type when extant is a short text.
Thus far it is only known in the Pentateuch and Former Prophets. In the
Pentateuch it is a conservative, often pristine text, which shows relatively
little expansion, and a few traces of revision and modernising. In the books
of Samuel, on the contrary, it is a poor text, marked by extensive haplography
and corruption.?

An analysis of the above quotation discloses the dependence of the
‘local texts’ theory on its predecessors. It may be described as a new
synthesis, arrived at by sifting the major contentions of earlier views,

 Jbid. note 21. 2 Jbid. p. 86,
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discarding some items and maintaining others, and subsequently weld-
ing them into a novel structure. It is interesting to remark that although
initially the conceivers of the ‘local recensions/texts’ theory seemed to
view themselves as being in line with the basic ideas of the Lagarde—
Rosenmueller school, in later presentations of it no reference is made
to the Ur-text/Ur-recension theory. The very concept of solidified
textual traditions, however, whatever term may be applied to charac-
terise them, is apparently tacitly accepted. Further, the assumption
of three ‘local recensions’ or ‘traditions’ is not intrinsically opposed to
the ‘one recension/manuscript’ theory. Of the presupposed three
textual recensions or families, in fact only one, namely the Palestinian,
has some claim to having been presented by the proponents of the
‘three local texts’ school as an independent, fairly clearly circumscribed
entity, recognisable by specific textual peculiarities. The so-called
‘Egyptian’ text-type is regarded as derived from the Palestinian, and
is presumed to have broken off from it at some time in the early fourth
century to begin its independent development. The definition of the
third family is not too clear either and its locale can be defined only as
being ‘presumably Babylon’. This text also obviously originated in
Palestine, but had come into final form in Babylon in the sixth century.
It is assumed that it had developed there during the interval between
the fifth and the second centuries B.c., was reintroduced into Palestine
some time after the Maccabean period, and by the end of the first
century A.D. had established itself as the dominant or standard Jewish
text.! Without stating it explicitly, the ‘local texts’ theory appears
to presuppose the existence of an Ur-zext in Palestine at some time before
the Babylonian Exile from which the two major types, the Babylonian
and the Palestinian, and the latter’s derivative, the Egyptian, emerged
at later stages in the post-exilic period. It appears that as a result of the
now available material, which is several hundred years older than the
material on which scholars of the ‘pre-Qumrin’ generations could base
their arguments, the date of the implied Ur-tex: is also pushed back
by some centuries.

In a way, the new theory in its major aspects also resembles Sperber’s
parallel-transmission system. Both assume different locales for the
emergence of the different traditions: here post-exilic Palestine and
Babylon; there pre-exilic North and South Palestine. Again we are

t Jbid. p. 91.
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transported into the realm of purely hypothetical statements, arrived
at by deductions and reconstructions which lack any material, i.e.
manuscript, basis.

The very idea of ‘local’ texts undetlies not only Sperber’s ‘two
traditions’ theory, but also the system of ‘three manuscript types’
elaborated by Lieberman, who had not only already posited a tri-
partition of the biblical textual tradition, but had also affiliated the
diverse manuscript types with different types of localities, though in
Palestine. One further point is to be noted, namely that the differentia-
tion in value between a standard/received and a vulgar text, introduced
into the discussion by Kahle, had been taken up with significant
variations in Lieberman’s distinction between ‘inferior local school
texts’, ‘Jerusalem vulgar manuscripts’, and the ‘most exact copies of
the temple’. Such a value judgement is now applied again by Cross to
characterise his three local families: the Palestinian text is conflate and
expansionistic, the Egyptian is presented as a predominantly full text,
and the Babylonian, in the main, as a short pristine tradition. The short-
comings of this characterisation become apparent when it is applied
in detail to the textual tradition of different biblical books in the
families thus distinguished. It then transpires that, as if refusing to
submit to the scholar’s natural quest for order, in the books of
Samuel, for example, the Babylonian, somewhat unexpectedly, ‘is a
poor text, marked by extensive haplography and corruptions’.

One cannot help suspecting that the proposed tripartition of the
Old Testament text tradition into a Palestinian, a Babylonian and an
Egyptian family in some way echoes the widely accepted three-pronged
transmission of the New Testament text in Palestinian, Antiochian
(Syrian) and Egyptian versions. Though in itself such a transfer of
theories is certainly permissible and could be constructive, it remains
doubtful whether in the present case it can be justified in view of the
differing attitudes which the Synagogue and the Church took towards
the text transmission of their holy scriptures. It has been pointed out
above that whereas the former strove gradually to abolish deviant
readings and text-types, the latter, possibly because of its heterogeneous
composition, attempted to accommodate the diverse traditions that
had emerged in the main daughter churches. An unqualified application
of a theory which arises from an investigation into the history of the
New Testament text to the history of the Old Testament text perforce
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results in a distortion of the issue and in yet-to-be-proved, or unprov-
able, hypotheses.

Summing up, we may say that in spite of its appeal the ‘three local
texts’ theory cannot really explain satisfactorily the ‘plurality of text-
types’ at the end of the pre-Christian era. It could indeed account for
the ‘limited number of distinct textual families’ extant at that time. But
one is inclined to attribute this feature of the text transmission to two
factors: (a) historical vicissitudes which caused other textual families
to disappear; () the necessary socio-religious conditions for the pre-
servation of a text-tradition, namely its acceptance by a sociologically
integrated and definable body. It is this latter aspect of the problem
which safeguarded the preservation of the (proto-)Massoretic text
which ultimately became the standard text of the Synagogue, the
Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch version which gained authoritative
status in the Samaritan community, the Greek Bible that was hallowed
by the Church, and the diverse textual traditions saved for us by the
Judaean Desert Covenanters in a form from before standardisation.
This tradition complex should be viewed as representing the remains
of a yet more variegated transmission of the Old Testament books.
Contradictory as it may sound, one is almost inclined to say that the
question to be answered with regard to the history of the Old Testa-
ment text does not arise from the extant ‘plurality of text-types’ but
rather from the disappearance of other and more numerous textual
traditions.

These considerations do not necessarily call for an unqualified
acceptance of Kahle’s theory of a ‘rextus receptus and vulgar texts’
which, as already stated, suffers from the over-emphasis put on pre-
supposed but unsubstantiated conscious, official redaction processes.
All we can say is that from the very first stage of manuscript trans-
mission of the Old Testament text the material which is available to
us witnesses to a wide variety of textual traditions which seemingly
mirror fairly exactly the state of affairs which obtained in the pre-
manuscript state of transmission. In other words, the extant evidence
imposes on us the conclusion that from the very first stage of its
manuscript transmission, the Old Testament text was known in a
variety of traditions which differed from each other to a greater or
less degree. As a result of undirected, and possibly in part also of
controlled, processes of elimination, the majority of these variations
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went out of use. The remaining traditions achieved by and by the
status of a rextus receprus within the socio-religious communities
which perpetuated them. These standardised texts were preserved for
us in the major versions of the Hebrew Bible and its translations.

8. BIBLE AND MIDRASH: EARLY OLD
TESTAMENT EXEGESIS

Although intertestamental and rabbinic Judaism may correctly be
defined as a ‘religion of the Book’, religion in which practice and belief
derive from the study and interpretation of scripture, it would be false
to assume that biblical exegesis itself is essentially and necessarily a
post-biblical phenomenon. No one familiar with the Old Testament
can fail to observe the repeated emphasis laid by some of its authors
on the obligation to meditate on, recite, and rethink the Law. It was
no doubt a midrashic process such as this which was partly responsible
for the formulation of the more recent legal codes, the Deuteronomic
and the Priestly, and its influence becomes even more apparent in post-
exilic literature (Chronicles and Daniel) and certain of the Apocrypha
(Ecclesiasticus). Post-biblical midrash is to be distinguished from the
biblical only by an external factor, canonisation. By common though
mysterious consent, and using criteria which largely elude us, the
Palestinian religious authorities decided, probably at about the end of
the third century B.c., to arrest the growth of sacred writings and
establish a canon. With one exception, Daniel, their policy was
successfully carried through, and from then on the nation’s religious
and moral guidance was entrusted not to writers but to interpreters.
Yet the old tendency to express all fresh insight in the form of new
compositions did not vanish without putting up valiant resistance, as
is manifest in the Septuagint canon (by nature more receptive than the
Palestinian) and to a lesser extent in the integration of commentary
and scripture found, for instance, in the Palestinian Targums, some
of the Pseudepigrapha, and Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities.

In order to understand the nature and purpose of midrash, it is
necessary to glance briefly at those biblical passages which foreshadow
and prompt the discipline of exegesis. The earliest relevant material
appears in the Deuteronomic corpus. As the book of Deuteronomy
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itself takes the form of a repetition of the Law by Moses before his
death, it is not surprising that the school which transmitted and
developed its message should have attached prime importance to a
renewed study of the Torah. It was to be the Book of Meditation for
every pious Jew, great and humble. Believed in its time to offer the
most complete and up-to-date version of the ‘Mosaic’ code, it was to
be the daily vade mecum of the king,.

And when he sits on the throne of his kingdom, he shall write for himself
in a book a copy of this law, from that which is in charge of the Levitical
priests; and it shall be with him, and he shall read in it all the days of his life,
that he may learn to fear the Lorp his God, by keeping all the words of this
law and these statutes, and doing them. (Deut. 17: 18-19)

Again, the Deuteronomic preface to the book of Joshua records a
divine command according to which the Law was to remain perma-
nently on the lips of Moses’ successor and the subject of his uninter-
rupted meditation.

Only be strong. . . being careful to do according to all the law which Moses
my servant commanded you. . . This book of the law shall not depart out
of your mouth, but you shall meditate on it day and night, that you may
be careful to do according to all that is written in it; for then you shall make
your way prosperous, and then you shall have good success. (Josh. 1: 7-8)

Soon the same admonition was extended to all Israel, and the righteous
man, characterised negatively by the Psalmist as one who ‘walks not
in the counsel of the wicked’, is described positively as a Torah student
whose ‘delight is in the law of the Lorp’, on which ‘he meditates day
and night’ (Ps. 1: 1-2 f. Cf. Josh. 1: 7-8; 1QS vI1, 6—7). His familiarity
with that Law, later identified by ben Sira as the eternal and creative
divine Wisdom itself (Ecclus. 24: 23), implied a real contact with God
and insight into the mysteries of heaven.

In time, this wide preoccupation with the Bible created a demand
for authoritative interpreters, and a particular class of men emerged
from the ranks of the priests and Levites whose whole business was
professional exegesis. According to ben Sira, who was one of them,
the sopher, or scribe, is

he who devotes himself to the study of the law of the Most High. . .If the
great Lord is willing, he will be filled with the spirit of understanding. He
will pour forth words of wisdom and give thanks to the Lord in prayer. He
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will direct his counsel and knowledge aright and meditate on his secrets. He
will reveal instruction in his teaching, and will glory in the law of the
Lord’s covenant. (Ecclus. 39: 1-8)

The most famous of the scribes was Ezra, and it is in connection with
him that scripture interpretation as such is first mentioned in the Bible.
His celebrated reform was inaugurated by a solemn and public reading
of the ‘book of the law of Moses which the Lorp had given to Israel’
(Neh. 8: 1), followed by an exposition delivered by Levitical scribes
who ‘read from the book, from the law of God, clearly (or “with
interpretation”); and they gave the sense, so that the people understood
the reading’ (Neh. 8: 7--8). If it is true that by that time the Babylonian
exiles spoke Aramaic, such an interpretation may also have entailed a
translation into the vernacular. In any case, rabbinic tradition sees in
this episode the origin of a new institution, Targum, or translation-
interpretation.!

The public recitation of scripture which was part of Temple worship
became the essential feature of synagogal liturgy already in pre-
Christian times and appears in the New Testament as a well-established
custom (cf. Luke 4: 16 fl.). According to Mishnah Megillah 3, the
Pentateuch was read section by section, i.e. continuously, from
Genesis 1 to Deuteronomy 34, and each recitation was followed by
an appropriate passage, known as the Aaphtarah, chosen from the
Former and Latter Prophets. Both Torah and haphtarah were accom-
panied verse by verse by an Aramaic Targum. Whether the hellenistic
communities used a parallel Greek Targum is still open to question.
In short, the Bible, correctly interpreted, became the legal charter of
national life, the foundation of public worship, the unique source of
inspiration for individual piety, and a text-book for the schooling of
young and old. Judaism’s most treasured possession, its study and
observance were thought to constitute at all times, during the eschato-
logical age also, the quintessence of religion. No counsel among the
Sayings of the Fathers (Pirke Aboth) is urged more pressingly than
meditation on the Torah, and in apocalyptic and Qumrén thought it
was a return to this study that was to herald the onset of the final age.

In those days, children shall begin to study the laws and to seek the com-
mandments, and to return to the path of righteousness. (Jub. 23: 26)

1 Cf. Y. Meg. 4, 74d.
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And when these become members of the Community, they shall. . .go into
the wilderness to prepare the way of Him; as it is written, Prepare in the
wilderness the way of (YHWH); make straight in the desert a path for our
God (Isa. 40: 3). This (path) is the midrask of the Law which He commanded
by the hand of Moses, that they may do according to all that has been
revealed from age to age, and as the Prophets have revealed by His holy
spirit. (1QS vi11, 12—16)

This brief discussion of the origins of Bible interpretation will have
given some general idea of the nature of the demand to which creative
midrashic literature responded between the third century B.c. and the
fourth century A.D. To understand it more exactly it is necessary to take
a closer look at the intellectual and religious needs of early post-biblical
Jewry. What sort of problems was the interpreter expected to handle?

Some arose from linguistic difficulties and from real or imaginary
gaps in the original Hebrew text. Others resulted from a failure on the
part of the compilers of the laws to unify and harmonise contradictory
excerpts selected from sources of diverse historical and geographical
origin. Again, the development of ideas and evolution of customs often
rendered the scriptural record of earlier times not only unacceptable
but offensive. Matters such as these were dealt with by what may be
termed ‘pure’ exegesis.

Another type of problem sprang from the conviction that the Bible
conveys the full divine message to Israel and that every possible
question is given its answer there. Religious teachers, therefore,
confronted with new situations unforeseen by the legislators, found
themselves faced with the task of associating them with that message
and of giving them scriptural relevance. In addition, Palestinian Jewry
was divided, from the second century B.c. to the end of the Second
Temple, into separate and rival groups (Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes,
Judaeo-Christians) each of which slanted its interpretative system to
justify the biblical authenticity of its beliefs and way of life. Here then
were two other demands: exegesis was required to adapt and complete
scripture so that it might on the one hand apply to the present time,
and on the other, satisfy the requirements of polemics. The resulting
form of interpretation, which is not primarily concerned with the
immediate meaning of the text but with the discovery of principles
providing a non-scriptural problem with a scriptural solution, may be
called “applied’ exegesis.
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Since the historical study of midrash, and particularly of haggadah,
is still in its infancy, I have chosen to avoid dogmatic generalisations
in the present discussion. I have also judged it wisest, bearing in mind
that to many this is unfamiliar territory, to proceed by way of examples
intended to illustrate the various facets of ancient Jewish Bible exegesis.
It is hoped that as a whole they will project a sufficiently clear image
of a highly complex reality.

At this juncture it should be remembered that the ancient versions
of the Bible are themselves also part of exegetical literature. A con-
siderable amount of interpretative material found its way into the
Septuagint, the Palestinian Targums, and occasionally the Peshitta,
only to be more or less thoroughly eliminated in the subsequent
revisions or translations of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion and
Onkelos. Needless to say, we are concerned exclusively with these non-
literal elements.

‘PURE’ EXEGESIS

As has been shown, from the point of view of its Sitg im Leben ‘ pure’
exegesis owes its existence to four principal causes: (i) a scriptural
passage contains a word whose exact meaning escaped the interpreter;
(ii) it lacks sufficient detail; (iii) it seems to contradict other biblical
texts; (iv) its apparent meaning is unacceptable.

®

The most obvious instance of philological difficulty requiring specific
exegesis is the presence in the Hebrew text of an unfamiliar foreign
term. Two such words occurring in Genesis 41 greatly disconcerted
ancient readers. In verse 43 we read that when Pharaoh appointed
Joseph as his viceroy and sent him, seated in his second chariot, to tour
the capital, ‘ they cried before him, ’abrék’, an Egyptian phrase variously
translated by modern scholars as ‘Attention’! or, on the assumption
that the Egyptians borrowed the Semitic root brk, ‘Pay homage’.?

With the exception of Aquila and Jerome, who by rendering *abrék
as ‘genuflect’ derive the meaning directly from the Hebrew barak

T W. Spiegelberg, ‘Correspondences du temps des rois-prétres’, Notices et extraits

des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale, XxX1v, 2 (1895), 261.
3 ], Vergote, Joseph en Egypte (Louvain, 1959), pp. 138—40.
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(and thereby, if Vergote is right, obtain a correct answer from a false
premise), all the interpreters base their guesses either on the immediate
context of the sentence in which the word appears, or on the general
framework of the Joseph story. In the first case it is thought that the
person calling out before the chariot must be a herald and we conse-
quently read xfipu§ and praeco in the Septuagint and the Vulgate. In the
second, 'abrék is taken to be a title given to Joseph by Pharaoh.
Jubilees 4o0: 7, for example, recognising in ’br of abrék the Hebrew
word ’abbir, mighty, renders it, ‘God, God, and the mighty one of
God’, the ‘mighty one’ being the chief magician according to R. H.
Charles,! a fitting description of a successful dream-interpreter.
Targum Neofiti, on the other hand, reads: ‘Long live the father ('8)
of the king (cf. Gen. 45: 8), who is great in wisdom, young in beauty,
tender (rakkik) in years. And he appointed him master and ruler over
the whole land of Egypt.’ This interpretation is founded on a separate
exegesis of the two syllables *aé and rék inserted into a summary of the
Joseph narrative. In Targum Onkelos and the Peshitta we find an
abridgement of the Palestinian version, namely: ‘This is the father of
the king’, and ‘Father and ruler’.2

In the second passage, Gen. 41: 45, Joseph’s new name, Zaphenath-
paneah, is expounded similarly, though with even more imagination.
The Septuagint and Jubilees 40: 10 wisely leave it alone and remain
content with a more or less accurate transliteration.3 But although the
Palestinian targumists and their disciples and imitators—Josephus,
Onkelos and the Peshitta—are also unable to make head or tail of
‘paneah’, they understand ‘Zaphenath’ to derive from spn, to hide,
and deduce that the title is another allusion to Joseph’s activities as
interpreter of dreams. Hence, ‘the man to whom secrets are revealed’
(Targums and Peshitta), and ‘discoverer of secrets’ (Josephus).4

But it was not foreign words alone that presented the midrashist
with a stumbling-block. Sometimes an unusual or archaic Hebrew
idiom proved no less troublesome. For instance, in Gen. 4: 7 God,
seeing that Cain’s countenance has fallen because his sacrifice has not

v The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, n (Oxford, 1913),
71.
2 G. Vermes, ‘Haggadah in the Onkelos Targum’, /SS, viir (1963), 162.

3 The LXX transcription yov@ougavhy is interpreted by Philo as ‘mouth which
judges in answer’ (De Mut. Nom. 91).
4 Ant. 11, 91,
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been accepted, addresses him thus: ‘If you do well, ”¢:. And if you
do not do well, sin is couching at the door.” As it stands, the text
makes no sense because of the elliptical use of ¢”éz, lifting up. The
Septuagint sees in it a reference to a sacrificial rite and reads, ‘If you
make an offering rightly’; but the others hesitate, Some (Aquila,
Theodotion, the Peshitta, the Vulgate, Gen. R. 22, 6) render it as ‘you
will receive a reward’, thus implicitly adding panim, face, and under-
standing the phrase to mean that God raises his countenance towards
Cain in sign of approval. In others (the Palestinian Targums, Sym-
machus, and to a lesser extent Onkelos), where we find, ‘your trans-
gressions will be pardoned’, the implicit supplement to $ét is ‘Gwén,
sin. Targum Neofiti, for example, translates the verse: ‘If you perform
your deeds well in this world, it shall be loosed and forgiven you in
the world to come. But if you do not perform your deeds well in this
world, your sin shall be retained for the day of the Great Judgement.’

(i)

To the second category of biblical texts demanding a midrashic
solution belong those in which the writer provides only an outline of
the essential features of his composition. Whatever its nature, whether
juridical or narrative, the reader is left with many unanswered questions.
If juridical, he is bound to inquire into the particular applicability of
laws formulated in general terms. ‘Thou shalt do no work on the
Sabbath day.” But what is work? He will also wonder which general
principle underlies a particular case-law. If narrative, he will wish to
give density to the author’s apparently thin story.

In the legal sphere, the law of divorce is perhaps the example par
excellence of the necessity for halakhic midrash. On this highly import-
ant topic the Pentateuch gives no direct and general ruling at all.
Deut. 24: 1—4, the only scriptural text relating to it, is a case-law
envisaging not divorce as such (its existence and legality are taken for
granted), but the unlawfulness of remarriage between a man and his
former wife if she has married again and been divorced by her second
husband or has been widowed. The actual procedure of divorce is
merely hinted at, as it were accidentally, in verse 1: * When a man takes
a wife and marries her, if she then finds no favour in his eyes because
he has found some indecency in her, and he writes her a bill of divorce
and puts it into her hand and sends her out of his house. ..’ In other
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words, a husband was obliged to deliver a written document to his
wife before he ordered her to leave the matrimonial home. But his
grounds for doing so—"if she finds no favour in his eyes because he
has found in her ‘erwat dabar’, literally, a nakedness of a thing—
remain most vague. To judge by the use of the same phrase in Deut.
23: 12 fl., where it is said that latrines should be situated outside the
camp ‘so that God may notsee ‘erwat dabar among you’,! the expression
appears to convey the sense of something unbecoming or indecent.
But what sort of indecency could constitute sufficient grounds for a
man to divorce his wife?

The imprecise rendering of the Septuagint, and historical evidence
available from the first century A.D., tend to suggest that the earliest
exegesis of the law was very elastic. Josephus gives the following
paraphrase: ‘He who desires to be divorced from his wife. . . for what-
ever cause (ko &odnmoTolv ajTias), and with mortals many such may
arise...” (A4nt. 1v, 2§3). Again, recounting his own matrimonial
troubles, he writes: ‘At this period, I divorced my wife, being dis-
pleased at her behaviour’ (¥ita, 426). Rabbinic sources ascribe the
same happy-go-lucky outlook to the school of Hillel. In the Mishnah
we read that a husband may divorce his wife ‘even if she has spoiled
his dinner’.2 Aqiba too is recorded in the same passage as remarking
with even more cynicism that a wife ceases to ‘find favour’, and thereby
gives her husband lawful cause for divorce, ‘if he encounters another
woman prettier than she’. At the beginning of the Christian era, how-
ever, a much more stringent interpretation was introduced by Sham-
mai, who submitted that one reason alone justified divorce, namely
immorality. He arrived at this by understanding the biblical phrase
‘erwat dabar as a synonym of d*bar ‘erwdh, a matter of nakedness.3 It is
worth noting in this context that the Targums, and perhaps the
Peshitta, also follow the Shammaite opinion when they render ‘erwat
dabar as ‘something sinful’ or ‘immoral’. The Gospel of Matthew
echoes the dispute between the schools of Hillel and Shammai. The
question put by a group of Pharisees to Jesus, ‘Is it lawful to divorce
one’s wife for any cause?” (Matt. 19: 3), is formulated in Hillelite
terms and receives a Shammaite response: no, ‘except for unchastity’
(Matt. 19: 9; 5: 32). Philo also appears to have held a view not unlike

t See LXX and 1JT. Cf. also Deut. 24: 1(LXX).
2 Gitt. 9, 10, 3 Ihid. Cf. Deut. 22: 13 ff.
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that of Jesus.! Clearly, a conflict developed between religious teachers
favouring the maximum amount of latitude and those desiring to
tighten the law. For the latter, the general principle of ‘immorality’
needed to be defined. What exactly was meant by debar ‘erwah? It
was not to be understood as adultery, a crime calling for death. It
must therefore be of a milder kind, such as the display by a married
woman of uncovered head or arms.2 The argument of the lenient was
no doubt that the vagueness of Deut. 24: 1 fl. was deliberate, and that
if the Lawgiver had wished to impose a more severe rule, he would
have done so. For their opponents that same vagueness called for
amplification and definition.

A patchy and incomplete biblical narrative required exegesis of quite
a different kind to the one just described. Gen. 12: 10-19, presenting the
story of Sarah’s unpleasant adventure in Egypt, confronts the reader
with a number of uncertainties. How did Abraham know that his life
would be endangered if the Egyptians learnt that his companion was
his wife? What actually happened to Sarah in Pharaoh’s harem? How
did Pharaoh discover the cause of the calamities which befell his house?
To the first of these questions, haggadah gives two answers, one
rational, the other tinged with the supernatural.

The rational explanation appears in Josephus’ account: Abraham
decided to take precautions because he was aware of the Egyptian
lust for women,3 proverbial in midrash. We read, for instance, that
if the Pharaoh of Exodus allowed newly born Israelite girls to live
whilst the boys were to die, this was ‘because the Egyptians were
carried away by carnal passion’.4

The supernatural interpretation is found, in a somewhat mutilated
context, in the Qumrén Genesis Apocryphon, where the story is told
of Abraham’s dream on the night of his arrival with Sarah in Egypt.

I saw in my dream a cedar tree and a palm tree. . . Men came and sought to
cut down the cedar tree and to pull up its roots, leaving the palm tree alone.
But the palm tree cried out saying, ‘Do not cut down this cedar tree, for
cursed be he who shall fell (it).” And the cedar tree was spared because of the
palm tree and (was) not felled. (1QGA xix, 14-17)

Abraham who, according to Jewish legend, was a miracle-worker and

1 De Spec. Leg. 111, 30 f. 2 Y, Gitt. 9, 50d.
3 Ant. 1, 162, 4 Exod. R. 1, 22.
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an interpreter of dreams, immediately realised the significance of his
vision and made appropriate arrangements.

As for the infinitely more delicate subject of Sarah’s fate in Pharaoh’s
house, the reassuring answer is given everywhere that she escaped
untouched; but the details differ greatly. Josephus, with his inclination
towards the natural, asserts that Sarah’s virtue was saved by an ‘out-
break of disease and political disturbance’;! but in another version of
the story even he introduces the supernatural by stating that Abraham’s
prayer secured for her an invincible Protector, and that anyway her
absence only lasted for one night.2 Rabbinic exegesis follows in the
same vein with an account of a guardian angel armed with a whip with
which to keep the king at a safe distance during that one night.3
Genesis Apocryphon goes still further, explaining that although the
unfortunate woman remained in the royal palace for two full years, ‘an
evil spirit’ sent by God continued to scourge Pharaoh during that time
so that ‘he was unable to approach her and he knew her not’. (1QGA
XX, 16-18)

The third question—how did Pharaoh discover that Sarah was a
married woman?—Ileaves tradition deeply divided. In a late haggadah
ascribed to Rabbi Levi (¢c. A.D. 300), the secret was disclosed by Sarah
herself: ‘She told him repeatedly, 1 am a married woman; but he
would not leave.’4 But hellenistic Jewish exegesis provides the story
with a backcloth of Egyptian priests or magicians. Josephus recounts
that when Pharaoh decided to offer sacrifice in order to discover a
cure for the plague, ‘the priests declared that this calamity was due to
the wrath of God because he had wished to outrage the stranger’s
wife’ (Ant. 1, 164). Eupolemus also credits the magicians of Egypt with
the revelation of Sarah’s true identity.5 The author of Genesis Apo-
cryphon, on the other hand, mentions the ‘ magicians and heale