DRAFT

Reconsidering the Distinction between Pre-Samaritan and Samaritan Layers in Samaritan Pentateuch

The Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) is a comprehensive version of the Pentateuch that is has been preserved by the Samaritan community – a group that, like the Jews, traces its identity to ancient Israel – to these this days, a group that, similar to the Jews, traces its identity back to ancient Israel. 

SP exhibits can be characterized as an expansive version of the Torah; i. It is characterized byexhibits a strong tendency to increase the consistency of parallel accounts by duplication ofng Pentateuchal material from one account to the other. Additionally, Iit further includes readings passages that emphasize Mount Gerizim. These latter have generally been mostly classifiedinterpreted as ideological changes modifications because since they accord support the Samaritan ideology that venerates Mount Gerizim as the central place of worship. 

Until the 20th century, SP was mostly dismissed as a secondary or late text whose contribution to Biblical studies is therefore limited. However, in over the last past few decades, contemporary Biblical studies generally have come to acknowledge the importance and relevance of SP research. This change in attitude is, mainly due to the discovery of a group of Qumran scrolls. A group of scrolls  that converge with the expansive readings found in SP is distinguished among the scrolls. These texts are dated from the third to the first centuries BCE, showing indicating that the textual tradition of SP has its origins existed already in the Second Temple period.

Nonetheless, despite the clear textual proximity between the expansive Qumran scrolls and SP, the former does not attest to specifically Samaritan variants, that is, meaning variants that venerate Mount Gerizim as the chosen place for worship. This fact has led to a wide scholarly consensus that the textual history of SP consists is composed of two distinct layers, in terms of textual history: the pre-Samaritan and Samaritan layers. According to this approach, the pre-Samaritan layer that is documented in the scrolls represents an expansive version of the Pentateuch that widely circulated widely in the Second Temple period. This version constitutes the base text of SP. T, while the Samaritan layer is a thin layer of ideological changes which was that were added later to an exemplar of the pre-Samaritan tradition when the Samaritans established the authoritative text of their community. 

One prominent reading associated with the Samaritan layer is the insertion of the so-called “Samaritan tenth commandment” – a commandment ordering the construction of an altar on Mount Gerizim – to in the Decalogue, a commandment ordering the construction of an altar on Mount Gerizim. Moreover, many scholars view the variation in the cult centralization formula in Deuteronomy, between the Masoretic “the place that the Lord your God will choose,” and the Samaritan “the place that the Lord your God was chosen” as reflecting Samaritan ideology.  	Comment by Alan Haber: Should this be “has chosen”?  I am not sure what translation you are using, or even what the original Hebrew says but that would be much better English.

Also it might be helpful to explain how this variant reading supports Samaritan ideology (I assume it is because Mount Gerizim is already mentioned in the Pentateuch while Jerusalem is not?)

Recent years gave rise tohave seen new developments in the analysis of readings texts hitherto labeled as Samaritan. Scholars, such as Adrian Schenker, Stefan Schorch, Admon Gallagher, and John Bergsma, have looked harder more critically at the idea that the centralization formula and even the emphasis on Mount Gerizim are exclusively Samaritan. In this paper, I follow their path and support the suggestion that the so-called Samaritan tenth commandment is not properly a Samaritan ideological change. 

Based on a study of the material philology of 4Q22, a pre-Samaritan manuscript of Exodus from Qumran, I will demonstrate that the so-called Samaritan tenth commandment was included present in the pre-Samaritan tradition, which in turn . If true, this conclusion blurs the boundary between the pre-Samaritan and Samaritan layers in of SP. It This conclusion bears significant implications for the textual development of SP, as well as for the history of formation and transmission of the expansive textual tradition of the Pentateuch in the Second Temple period. 

1. 4Q22 and the ‘Samaritan’ Tenth Commandment
(slide) The so-called Samaritan tenth commandment, to which we will henceforth refer as “the Gerizim composition,” is a composite text that incorporatesing materials from different places various parts of in Deut and includes including a command to build an altar on Mount Gerizim. This passage is repeated in both versions of SP’s Decalogue, and establishesing the veneration of Mount Gerizim as an integral part of the laws revealed on Mount Sinai. 	Comment by Alan Haber: I assume these references are meant for use when delivering this paper as an oral lecture.  I do not know if they should be left in the text or not so I have not deleted them at this stage.	Comment by Alan Haber: I am not familiar with the conventions used in this article.  Are these abbreviated forms for the names of Biblical books meant to be used in this way?  Is it correct to spell it without a period?

As stated above, the Gerizim composition was not preserved in Qumran scrolls, nor inincluding 4Q22, a scroll that attests to most of the expansions known from SP-Exod. Of course, tThe fact that aabsence of a specific text has not been preserved in from an ancient fragmentary manuscript might be coincidentalan insignificant coincidence. Yet,However, in this case, the editors of the critical edition of 4Q22 (Patrick Skehan, Eugene Ulrich, and Judith Sanderson), the editors of the critical edition of 4Q22, believed that this is not the case in 4Q22. The editors approximated the amount of the missing text between the preserved fragments of the scroll, and concluded that there is no room for Gerizim composition in the scroll. They, therefore, determined  that attributed the Gerizim composition can be conclusively attributed to the later Samaritan layer. The editors’ is conclusion has greatly influenced many scholars, who, for the most part, used accepted it without reevaluating the material considerations.

NeverthelessHowever, in a recent paper, I have demonstrated that thee conclusion that 4Q22 did could not have originally included the Gerizim composition is was based on an inaccurate approximationcalculation. I did this by firstly fully reconstructed reconstructing the relevant columns in 4Q22 and showprovinged that there is, in fact, room for this pericope in the original scroll.  

The material reconstruction involves the placement of securely located fragments in onto a digital canvas that simulates the layout of the original scroll before it deteriorated before its deterioration. Afterward, I reconstructed the missing text between the fragments by using a digital font that simulated the script of the scribe, which, in turn, enables to place additional fragments in the canvas and to reach a full reconstruction of the text in the layout of the scroll.  	Comment by Alan Haber: Is this a standard academic procedure that you employed?  If so, the purpose of this sentence is to inform the non-initiated about how this particular method works.  To indicatet that, I would edit this sentence to say “The methodology of material reconstruction involves…”   

Alternatively, if this is a new or non-standard method that you invented or adapted for this research, you should say something like, “I arrived at this material reconstruction by placing securely located fragments….”

The initial step of thise reconstruction entailed placing locating the closest fragments closest to the text of the Decalogue that preserve top or bottom margins. Due to these preserved margins preserved by them, these fragments are securely located, and can, therefore,  serve as anchors for the material and textual reconstruction (slide). 

After doing this, I inserted the missing text between the extant fragments using a digital font that simulated the script of the scribe to reach a full reconstruction of the text in the layout of the scroll.  Thise reconstruction of the missing text between the fragments and the location of additional fragments surprisingly revealed that, contrary to Skehan’s, Ulrich’s, and Sanderson’s assertion, there is room for the Gerizim composition in 4Q22 for Gerizim composition. 

(slide) This slide shows the full reconstruction of columns XVIII–XXII, with t. The Gerizim composition is written in red. It can be seen is clear that the long full text of SP, including Gerizim composition, fits well between the extant fragments, including Gerizim composition. Even Although slight changes innacuracies in the reconstruction are virtually inevitable due to minor textual variants, different techniques of paragraph divisions and orthography, the fact that the Gerizim composition includes a significant amount of text enables us to conclude with a high level of certainty that it was originally a part of 4Q22.  TIt follows that the Gerizim composition then belongs more plausibly to pre-Samaritan layer, rather than Samaritan one, layer.	Comment by Alan Haber: If this is to be a published paper as opposed to an oral lecture, this would need to be edited to say something like “Figure 1 shows…”	Comment by Alan Haber: Does your reconstruction indicate with a high level of certainty that the Gerizim composition was originally a part of 4Q22, as this sentence says?   Or merely that it could have been – meaning that the scholarly consensus until now has been based on an erroneous assumption.  If so, the assertion that the Gerizim composition was actually there in the pre-Samaritan text would neeed to be demonstrated by other indications

At this point, I may should mention 4Q158, an additional scriptural Qumran scroll that preserves a version of the theophany on Sinai that is based on the pre-Samaritan tradition. The extant fragments of 4Q158 indicate that this e scroll does not include the Gerizim composition. However, this textscroll, which is classified as Rewritten Pentateuch, reflects is a heavily edited text, one  that freely interpolatesincorporates new material, and also includes other, smaller, editorial changes. It takes a step beyond 4Q22 and SP, in which expansions are made solely through duplication of Pentateuchal materials. Moreover, a comparative study of the pre-Samaritan texts indicates that not all the scrolls share the same expansions; some scrolls attest to certain ones, but not others. As Sidnie Crawford states, textual deviations “indicate that these texts are not copies of one another but are part of a tradition in which an individual scribe (or group of scribes) had freedom to manipulate a received text within a broader body of tradition.” Therefore, the absence of the Gerizim composition in 4Q158 does not refute the claim that it does belongs to the pre-Samaritan tradition.

2. The Gerizim Composition: An Editorial Change
The evidence emerging from 4Q22 is in line with a literary analysis of the Gerizim composition. Several scholars, such as Judith Sanderson, Molly Zahn, Sidnie Crawford, and Stefan Schorch, have observed that the redactional process that resulted in the composition of the Gerizim pericope shares many textual characteristics with the scribal tradition that produced the major expansions in the pre-Samaritan texts. Like all major pre-Samaritan expansions, the Gerizim composition includes only material found elsewhere in the Pentateuch, forming a composite text that aims to create an explicit text. As stated before, the purpose of the pre-Samaritan major expansions is to create a coherent text of two parallel accounts, illuminating one version with the help of the other. As we will see, the Gerizim composition might similarly be an interpolation that aims to increase the consistency of the text of Exod 20.

Molly Zahn demonstrated, building on an argument also constructed by Gary Knoppers, that the text of the Gerizim composition shares content and linguistic elements with the last three verses of Exod 20 that concern an altar law. (slide) On the semantic level, one should mention the recurrence of עולות, “burnt offerings,” and שלמים, “salutation offerings,” ברכה, “bless,” מזבח אבנים, “altar of stones,” and the roots בנה, “to build,” and נופ, “to wave.” These similarities between the Gerizim composition and the altar law raise the possibility that the scribes saw a connection between the two sections. Nonetheless, the altar law does not provide a specific location for the altar. On the contrary, it probably articulates the notion that one may sacrifice to YHWH wherever one chooses, saying that בכל המקום אשר אזכיר את שמי אבוא אליך וברכתיך, “in every place that I cause My name to be mentioned I will come to you and bless you.” Thus, it contradicts the instruction in Deuteronomy 27:4 to build an altar at a specific place. The insertion of the Gerizim composition before the altar law clarifies that the latter refers to one specific altar that, according to SP-Deut 27:4, should be built on Mount Gerizim.

In this view, the Gerizim composition fits the editorial practices evident in the major expansions found in pre-Samaritan texts. Therefore, Stefan Schorch argued that it was penned by the same scribal circles responsible for the pre-Samaritan expansions. 

3. Implications
The attribution of the Gerizim composition to the pre-Samaritan tradition, based on both material and textual considerations, undermines the accepted two-level model for of the textual development of SP. As suchHence, it invokes new questions that might bearwith potentially significant implications for Early Samaritanism and for the textual history of the Pentateuch:. What is the historical-cultural background for was behind the the development of a version of the Decalogue that emphasizinges Mount Gerizim? Where did originated the pre-Samaritan tradition originate? And finally, how do the answers for to these questions contribute to our conception of the formation and transmission of the Pentateuch in during the Second Temple period?

The idea that Samaritanism is an offshoot of Judaism, and, therefore,properly described as a “sect”, of Judaism, dominated scholarship for many years. Recently, however, the scholarly consensus has shifted toward the view that early Samaritanism was an independent form of YHWH worship. This new approach stems from archeological and epigraphic evidence from the Persian period that indicatinges the presence of YHWH worshippers in the province of Samaria from the Persian period. Excavations at Mount Gerizim by Yitzhak Magen and his team from beginning in 1982 onwards revealed thea presence of a Yahwistic temple or sanctuary on Mount Gerizim as early as the mid-fifth century BCE. In aAdditionally, Yahwistic names have been found in the fourth-century Samaria papyri, as have Samarian coins dating to the late Persian and Hellenistic periods. Moreover, the Elephantine documents from the fifth century BCE reveal that the community of Elephantine, located in southern Egypt, applied for advice in building a temple from the leaders of both Judah and Samaria. This application reveals close religious, cultural, and cultic ties between the three communities. The collective evidence suggests, therefore, that the population of the Samarian province in the Persian period was, in fact, Yahwistic. It is thus reasonable to conclude that the Samaritans, which constitute a Yahwist community that shares many elements of Israelite heritage and but localize locates the chosen place for of worship at Mount Gerizim, are the descenders descendants of these Yahwists Samarians.   	Comment by Alan Haber: Would the term “Judea” be more correct when referring to the Second Temple period?

Thise new perception of early Samaritanism, as well as the reconsideration of the origin and nature of the Gerizim composition, require new scenario has important implications for regarding the role of the Samarians in the formation of the Pentateuch in the Persian period. Indeed, recent years gave rise to new development in understanding the potential role of northern scribes in the production of the Pentateuch. Thus, for instance, Stefan Schorch, as well as Cynthia Edenburg and Reinhard Müller, take upadopt the theory of the a northern origin of the Book of Deuteronomy. Christophe Nihan, meanwhile, suggested that Deuteronomy reflects collaboration between northern and southern scribes, which intendedmeant to produce a work that would mediates between Judean and Samarian Yahwists. If the Gerizim composition has did indeed belonged to pre-Samaritan tradition, this it was assumedly insertion inserted has been made by northern scribes. 

The temple on Mount Gerizim, which, as stated, can be traced back to the fifth century BCE, was probably, as the temple in Jerusalem, a center for of the activity of scribes and priests, as was the temple in Jerusalem. A textual tradition that interpolates into the Decalogue the veneration of Mount Gerizim as the central place for worship into the Decalogue was likely generated among the scribes and priests of the temple found at the same locationlocated there. This insertion, albeit,although it was, as mentioned, motivated by hermeneutical considerations, is also probably indicates a redactional element effort that aimsaiming to favor Gerizim worship among this in Jerusalem.	Comment by Alan Haber: This is grammatically incorrect, but I am not sure how to fix it because I don’t know exactly what you mean.  Do you intend to say that redactional element aimed to favor Gerizim worship over the worship in Jerusalem?  Or in addition to Jerusalem?  Equal to Jerusalem?  Something else?

Therefore, the origin of the pre-Samaritan tradition of the Pentateuch has tomust be placed in the northern region.  Thus, the Samaritans,, which are descenders  descendants of the ancient northern Yahwists, did not randomly choose one one textual tradition that circulated infrom the Second Temple period and passively passively transmitted it. InsteadRather, they inherited a familiar local tradition that they were familiar,  with and took part participated in its further development.

Consequently, in terms of terminology, the use of the term “pre-Samaritan” tradition,” should be abandoned. This which term implies is based on the two-layers development model of SP, should be abandoned. Instead, my claim is that SP is one exemplar of a Samarian or northern textual tradition of the Pentateuch in the same way that the “pre-Samaritan” manuscripts from Qumran are exemplars of this tradition. Put differently, SP, as well as the expansive scriptural scrolls from Qumran, are all texts that belong to a group or family of texts, which I call the Samarian, or northern, textual tradition. Northern scribes, and subsequently Samaritans as well, developed and transmitted this tradition. SP and the Qumranic manuscripts do not represent different stages in the growth of the text but rather different copies of the same textual tradition. These copies show a high degree of overlap but are not identical to one other, as seen, for instance, in the case of 4Q22 and 4Q158.

To sum upIn summary, this paper starts began with the question of whether the Gerizim composition is a Samaritan ideological readingmodification. I have suggested, based on a material study of the fragmentary evidence of 4Q22, that the Gerizim composition is not specifically Samaritan, but rather belongs to an earlier northern Pentateuchal tradition of the Pentateuch. My suggestion is based on a material study of the fragmentary evidence of 4Q22. If truecorrect, this suggestion challenges the hitherto accepted two-layers model of the textual development of SP and points to a continuity in the text of the Pentateuch inherited from the Samarians toby the Samaritans from the earlier Samarians. 

It follows that in the Persian period, the Pentateuch was formed and transmitted by two Yahwist communities, placed based in Jerusalem and Gerizim, which each produced a different textual tradition. 
