Profanation of God's name in Amos 2,7b
Abstract
In this article, I This article demonstrates that Amos 2.7b is a late addition influenced by the Holiness Code in Leviticus 18.21. The article goes through three steps to come to this conclusion. The The first part of the article offerss a thorough analysis of the oracle against Israel in Amos 2.6-16, an oracle against Israel. The analysis concentrates, however, on vv. 6-8, concluding that and concludes that vv. 6-8they belong to the ancient prophecy of the Kingdom of Israel; , while v. 7b is a later addition to the ancient prophecy. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: An Abstract is generally written to summarize the article's methodology and conclusions from a third-person (not first-person) perspective, and in past tense (rather than future tense)	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: This sentence is unnecessary	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: perhaps use a synonym since you already used the word "analysis" in the previous sentence	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: repetition of exact language used earlier in the sentence
The second part of the article is dedicated to the expression 'to “to profane my holy name' name” in the Holiness Code. , The sentence which appears 7 seven times in these chapters (Lev. 18,21; 19,12; 20,3; 21,6.12; 22,2,32). The study treats mostly Leviticus 18. The conclusion is that the original and most ancient part of the law is to be found in Lev. 18,6-18, —ththe laws prohibiting incest. The other stipulation in 18,21 is a later addition, that which was influenced by Lev. 20:3, either orally or literary. This means that we have in Leviticus 18, a core of laws against incest that in a later stage of editing was concluded by the sentence 'so “so that my holy name is profaned'.” 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: No need to start a new paragraph here.  Your Abstract should be one paragraph.  In some places you should simplify your summary of the article, and in others you can probably delete whole sentences	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: the general rule is to spell out numbers if they are lower than 10	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: Consider re-wording as follows: "In other words, Leviticus 18 consists of a core of laws against incest, which in a later stage of editing was concluded by the sentence "so that my holy name is profaned	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: punctuation must come before quotations
The third part of the article comes back  returns to Amos 2:6-8, where it is.  suggested that The the original kernel is to be found in accusations against social crimes in Amos 2:6-7a, 8, with v. 7b being . Aa secondary addition composed after the  is v. 7b. This sentence was added, after the composition of the canonization of the Torah by a redactor who draw the sentence from Leviticus 18.
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1. Introduction
Amos 2.7bb is part of a longer oracle (Am. 2.6-8) criticizing the exploitation of poor people within the Kingdom of Israel.	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: Use Greek letters after Roman letters
כה אמר יהוה על שלשה פשעי ישראל ועל ארבעה לא אשיבנו
על מכרם בכסף צדיק ואביון בעבור נעלים
השאפים עד עפר ארץ בראש דלים ודרך ענוים יטו
ואיש ואביו ילכו אל הנערה למען חלל את שם קדשי
ועל בגדים חבלים יטו אצל כל מזבח ויין ענושים ישתו בית אלהיהם
Verse 7ba describes a crime in which a man and his father 'go to the girl.'[footnoteRef:1] This crime ends in 7bb with the judgment: למען חלל את שם קדשי ('and thereby profane my holy name.') Several commentators have drawn a line between the expression in Amos 2.7bb to the Holiness legislation (H) terminology.[footnoteRef:2] However, they have not gone into the depth of the expression in H, and the way it resonates in the book of Amos. This is the goal of the present study. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: You use "H" as a shorthand for the Holiness Code but later use the full wording again. Perhaps you should replace all later mentions of "Holiness legislation" and "Holiness Code" with "H [1:  LXX: καὶ υἱὸς καὶ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ εἰσεπορεύοντο πρὸς τὴν αὐτὴν παιδίσκην ('and a son and his father have gone unto the same girl'). In MT, there is no emphasis for the 'same' (αὐτὴν) girl, but just to 'the girl.' ]  [2:  Werner Dommershausen, 'ḥll,' TDOT IV (1980):409-417; Tchavdar S. Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, BZAW 393 (Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 2009), p. 47; J. Alberto, Soggin, The Prophet Amos. A translation and commentary, OTL (London: SCM, 1987), p. 48, relates to this phrase as Deuteronomic, Dtr or Ezekiel, though the exact echo, in my understanding, is in the holiness legislation. By Wilhelm Rudolph, Kommentar zum AT XIII.2 (Leipzig: Gutersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn, 1971), p. 143, the oldest attestation of the phrase is precisely Amos. He considers the oppression against people (vv. 6-8) as an attack on God himself. However, the multiple appearances of the term in H, indicate that H is the basic source of the phrase. Hans Walter Wollf, Joel and Amos, Hermeneia (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Fortress, 1974), p. 181, regards 2.7bb as secondary to Amos.   ] 

In the following discussion, I will demonstrate that the phrase חלל את שם קדשי , together with the accusation ואיש ואביו ילכו אל הנערה , is a secondary addition to Amos 2.6-8. I would suggest propose that the scribe[footnoteRef:3] of Amos 2.6-8 interpolated the Holiness legislation terminology and worldview in order to refer to sexual crimes within the socialsocio-economical criticism critical prophecy of Amos. The scribe was clearly familiar with the incest and other sexual transgressions as they are detailed in H the Holiness legislation (Lev. 18.6-20). In order to create harmonization harmony between the canonical Torah law and the prophet's accusations, he interpolated sexual transgression together with the consequences of that kind of transgression as it appears in the holiness legislation: profanation of the name of God. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: Profanation of the name of God is a result of the transgression.  However, usually in English the "consequence" of a transgression usually refers to the punishment that will be dealt to the transgressor. I am aware that here you are not using it in this sense [3:  In this article, I do not get into the question of the identity of Amos as a scribble scribe, whether it was Amos himself or another scribble scribe. I prefer the suggestion of Reinhard Gregor Kratz, The Prophets of Israel (Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 2015), p. 33, not to address the question of the historicity of the prophet as a scribble scribe. See: Göran Eidevall, 'A Farewell to the Anticultic Prophet: Attitudes towards the Cult in the Book of Amos,' in Priest and Cults in the Book of the Twelve, ed. Lena-Sofia Tiemeyer, ANEM 14 (Atlanta, Georgia: SBL, 2016), pp. 99-114, here p. 105. ] 


2. Amos 2.7b is a late addition to verses 2.6-8
The complexity and stratification of the prophecy to Israel in Amos 2.6-16 has been widely debated in scholarship. Most of the commentators identify verses 9-16 as independent from verses 6-8.[footnoteRef:4] While verses 6-8 share close structure and terminology with the previous oracles against the nations (Amos 1.3-2.5), verses 9-16 contain other themes, which are missing from the previous oracles.[footnoteRef:5] In the following discussion, however, I would concentrate on the unity of verses 6-8, and contrast this with the discusson the difference different character of v. 7b  among them.  [4:  Hans. M. Barstad, The Religious Polemics of Amos, VTSup 34 (Leiden: Brill, 1984), p. 15; William Rainey Harper, Amos and Hosea, ICC (Edinburgh: HardPress, 1979), pp. 53-59; James Luther Mays, Amos, OTL (London: Westminster John Knox, 1969), pp. 44-45; Shalom M. Paul, Amos, Hermania, (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress, 1991), 90-94; Göran Eidevall, Amos, AYB 24G (New Haven, Cincinnati: Yale University, 2017), p. 112. Eidevall defines the oracle against the Kingdom of Israel as a climax of the cycle of the nations' oracles, which has been shaped and extended through several editions. Contrary to his opinion, Gary V. Smith, Amos. A Commentary, The library of Biblical interpretation (Grand Rapids, Minnesota: Regency Reference Library, 1989), pp. 112-113, believes that vv. 9-12 are part of the authentic Amosian nations' oracles. Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, p. 49, suggests that v. 9 is closely related to, and continues from the accusation in vv. 6-8. In my opinion, his suggestion is problematic, hence v. 9 is dealing specially with the Amorites, who dwells among the Israelites and shares the same land, while the nations' oracles are dealing with the neighboring kingdoms outside to the land of Israel.]  [5:  These verses (9-16) were recognized by a number of scholars as displaying some influence of Dtr language and thought. The first to identify a Dueteronomistic reduction in the book of Amos was Werner H. Schmidt, 'Die Deuteronomischistische Redacktion des Amosbuches: Zu den theologischen Unterschieden zwischen dem Prophetenwort und seinem Sammler,' ZAW 77 (1965), pp. 168-193. He argued that the redaction of the prophetic books had occurred during the exilic period in the sixth century in order to explain the reasons for the exile and to show that the prophets had been foreseen it. Soggin, The Prophet Amos, 51, related to 10-12 as Deuteronomistic, or from a related school, and to vv. 14-16, as belonging to the exilic period, though 'it is not easy to determine.' Francis I. Andersen – David Noel Freedman, Amos, AYB 24A (New York: Yale University, 2007), pp. 327-329, argue that vv. 9-13 is an editorial supplement, but not Dtr addition. Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, 20, argues that vv. 10-12 were composed under the influence of materials from the rest of the book of Amos, and not from Dtr influence.  ] 

‏Verse 6a is a stereotypical repetition formula phrase which is common to all the oracles against the nations: כה אמר יהוה על שלשה פשעי ישראל ועל ארבעה לא אשיבנו ('For three transgressions of Israel, for four, I will not revoke it,' e.g., Amos 1.3,6,9,13; 2.1,4).[footnoteRef:6] Verse 6b continues with a description of the transgression by using the particle עַל ('because,' e.g., Amos 1.3,6,9,13; 2.1,4): על מכרם בכסף צדיק ('Because they have sold for silver those whose cause was just'). Verse 6 is, thus, closely related to the preceding oracles against the nations by using the same standard introduction, and by describing the transgression, opening with the particle .על [footnoteRef:7]  [6:  Soggin, The Prophet Amos, p. 50; Barstad, The Religious Polemics of Amos, 16; Meir Weiss, The Book of Amos 1 (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1992), p. 48 [Hebrew]; Shalom M. Paul, 'A Concatenous Literary Pattern,' JBL 90 (1971), 397-403; Jeremy M. Hutton, 'Amos 1.3-2.8 and the international Economy of Iron age II Israel,' Harvard Theological Review 107(1) (2014), pp. 81-113, here 84. However, Wollf, Joel and Amos, 164, sharply distinguishes between Israel oracles from those preceding. He bases his argument mainly on the kind of transgressions of the nations' oracle (war transgressions), and the kind of transgression of Israel and Juda (religious and social transgressions). ]  [7:  Soggin, The Prophet Amos, 51; Mays, Amos, p. 44; Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, pp. 54-55; Eidevall, Amos, p. 112; Weiss, The Book of Amos, p. 49. ] 

Verses 7-8 are more complex to define as a continuation of the previous oracle.[footnoteRef:8] On the one hand, they continue describing Israel's social corruption, as verse 6 does.[footnoteRef:9]  On the other hand, they describe these corruptions in rich detail, far beyond the preceding oracles. However, a comparison between the detailed corruptions in Amos 2.7-8 and other social-economical issues that appear throughout the book of Amos makes it possible to assume that these verses are a continuation of the ancient authentic criticism of the kingdom of Israel. Let us start with 2.6, which I have already defined as a continuation of the previous oracles against the nations. Amos 2.6b על מכרם בכסף צדיק ואביון בעבור נעלים  alludes to ideas and terminology that are found in Amos 8,6: .לקנות בכסף דלים ואביון בעבור נעלים [footnoteRef:10] Amos 2.7aa השאפים על עפר ארץ בראש דלים is a parallel restatement of 6b, and alludes to issues and terminology which appear in Amos 8.4: שמעו זאת השאפים אביון ולשבית ענוי [עניי] ארץ (cf. the term דלים in Amos 4.1; 5.11).[footnoteRef:11] Amos 2.7ab ודרך ענוים יטו   alludes to Amos 5.12: ואביונים בשער הטו.[footnoteRef:12] Up to now, it can be concluded that v. 6 is closely matched, in structure, terminology and content, to the verses presenting the oracles against the nations, and that vv. 6b-7a together contain content that is found throughout the book of Amos and may be another version or summary of the accusation throughout the book. All this could be a feature in favor of the authenticity of vv. 6-7a as a part of the ancient criticism of the book of Amos. [8:  A number of scholars excluded verses 7-8 out of the original prophecy. See for example Soggin, The Prophet Amos, pp. 50-51. Wollf, Joel and Amos, p. 134, considers verses 7-8 as Amosian, but takes verse 8ab-8ba as a later addition. Other consider verse 8 to be uniform, for example Mays, Amos, 47; Rudolph, Kommentar zum AT XIII.2, pp. 144-145; Paul, Amos, pp. 86-87.  ]  [9:  Mays, Amos, p. 44 emphasizes the possibility that because Israel stands at the center of Amos' prophecies, the oracle to Israel is more expanded than the others. Cf. Barstad, The Religious Polemics of Amos, p. 16.]  [10:  Weiss, The Book of Amos, p. 49; Soggin, The Prophet Amos, p. 47; Mays, Amos, p. 45. John Barton, The Theology of the Book of Amos, Old Testament Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 2012), p. 48, argues that Amos 8.4-6 seems to be a summary of Amos 2,6-8, or another oracle on the same theme. For detailed list of the parallelism in the book of Amos, see David A. Dorsey, 'Literary Architecture and Aural Structuring Techniques in Amos,' Bib 73 (1992), pp. 305-335, here pp. 327-329. Hutton, 'Amos 1.3-2.8,' 111, notices that Amos 8,6 represents the opposite end of the economic transaction, contrasting מכר with קנה. Walter J. Houston, Amos. An Introduction and Study Guide Justice and Violence, T&T Clark Study Guides to the Old Testament (London, New York: Bloomsbury, 2017), p. 74, thinks that 8,4-6 is another version of 2.6-8. ]  [11:   Mays, Amos, 46; Hutton, 'Amos 1.3-2.8,' p. 111, shows that in both passages, the persons under criticism are accused of being 'ones who trample השאפים on the heads of the poor' (2.7, בראש דלים), or simply '(on) the needy' (8.4, אביון). See further: Paul, Amos, pp. 79–80. Wollf, Joel and Amos, p. 166, argues that 'On the dust of the earth' is a late addition. Conversely, J. Rading, The Book of Amos in Emergent Judah, FAT 45 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), p. 21, believes that 'the awkwardness of this verse in not compelling enough to remove any of it to a later redaction.' ]  [12:  Hutton, 'Amos 1.3-2.8,' pp. 111-112, emphasizes that in both verses 'the criticism revolves around the obstinate resolution of those in society vested with social and economic power to maintain their economic advantages.'] 

Verse 7b is more problematic to associate to with another part of the book of Amos, as it does not address direct issues that are raised throughout the book.[footnoteRef:13] The accusation ואיש ואביו ילכו אל הנערה is obscure because , as it does not specify what kind of transgression was committed.[footnoteRef:14] Most of the commentators interpreted that this illicit sexual act is the exploitation and violation of a young, weak, or poor girl by making her a concubine for all the men of Israel (the man and his father).[footnoteRef:15] In the book of Amos, one does not find any reverberation reference to a sexual act or to women as being oppressed.[footnoteRef:16] Instead, as Houston notices: 'Women “Women otherwise appears in Amos as subject to judgment in 4.1-3 and 7.17'.”[footnoteRef:17]  [13:  Soggin, The Prophet Amos, p. 51 suggests that 7b-9 comes from a later edition, which may be old, but not from the prophet's times or the circles round him.]  [14:  Many interpretations have been given to this vague verse of 7ba. One interesting interpretation is that of: Sharon Moughtin-Mumby, 'A Man and his Father go to Naarah in order to Defile my Holy Name!:' Reading Amos 2.6-8,' Aspects of Amos, eds. Anselm C. Hagedorn , Andrew Mein, LBS (London: Brill, 2011), pp. 59-82. She claims that the word נערה should have been read as נערן (Josh. 16.7; 1 Chron. 7.28), a settlement within the borders of Ephraim territory. I find it hard to be convinced, because of the definite article הנערה is not coming before a name (of a place or of a person) in the biblical Hebrew. Moughtin-Mumby relates herself to this linguistic problem, and brings some examples of the definite article which comes before names, for example, הגלעד (Amos 1,3.13) or הבשן (Josh 13,30). However, the Gilad, together with the Bashan, are names of regions and not names of settlements.  ]  [15:  Weiss, The Book of Amos, p. 53; Barton, The Theology of the Book of Amos, p. 78; D. Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, WBC (Waco, 1987), p. 306; Andersen-Freedman, Amos, p. 318; J. Dins, 'Amos,' The Oxford Bible Commentary, eds. John Barton, John Muddiman (Oxford ,New York: Oxford University, 2001), p. 583; Houston, Amos, p. 63: 'Often a young girl in debt-bondage would be subject to sexual abuse.' Soggin, The Prophet Amos, p. 48: 'is meant to indicate the spread of these practices among old and young, in other word, among all members of the society, and not the sharing of the sin in the nuclear family.' I accept this interpretation, but it is important to emphasize that the phrase is accusing specifically all men in Israel, and not all the society. M. Daniel, Caroll, 'Amos,' Eerdmans commentary on the Bible, eds. James D. G. Dunn, John W. Rogerson (Eerdmans, 2003), p. 692, argues that the girl is a slave who is exploited by a man and his father. Cf. Wollf, Joel and Amos, p. 167 and Henry Mckeating, Amos, Hosea, Micha, Cambridge Bible Commentary (Cambridge, 1971), p. 23. Contrary to this, Carolyn S. Leeb, Away from the Father's House. The Social location of Na'ar and Na'arah in Ancient Israel, JSOTSup 301 (Sheffield: Bloomsbury, 2000), p. 146, argues that in the phrase ואיש ואביו ילכו אל הנערה, is no sexual connotation at all, because of the using of the root הל"ך which has no sexual connotation in the Hebrew Bible. However, the root בו"א which is part of the semantic field of הל"ך has a clearly sexual connotation in Biblical Hebrew. Yair Hoffman, Prophecies against Foreign Nations in the Bible (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1977), p. 158 (Hebrew), formulates Amos's seven sins list, among which, as the fifth sin, he refers to ואיש ואחיו instead of ואיש ואביו. Of course, this is a written disruption, but it is possible that this disruption indicates the possibility that the original source was, איש ואחיו which is quite resembles to איש ואביו. איש ואחיו is a common expression in the Bible that means - all of Israel: Deut. 25.11; Ezek. 4.17; Zech. 7.10. Some scholars interpreted this transgression as a cultic prostitution, see for example: John Marsh, Amos and Micha. introduction and commentary, Torch Bible commentaries (London: SCM, 1959), p. 39; Bernard Thorgood, A guide to the Book of Amos. With theme discussions on judgement, social, justice, priest and prophet, TEF Study guide 004 (London: SPCK, 1971), p. 23. Opposite to this, Mays, Amos, p. 46, notices that the term נערה is a neutral word that does not mean a sacred prostitute, which in Biblical Hebrew would call קדשה.  ]  [16:  Soggin, The Prophet Amos, pp. 47-49. ]  [17:  Houston, Amos, p. 95: 'Unlike other prophets, Amos never mentions widows as oppressed.' ] 

Verse 8 continues follows vv. 6-7a by criticizing the exploitation of debtors by two accusations, which are part of a general frame of accusations, which are that appearing appears throughout the book of Amos, relating to exploitation and oppression in theeighth 8th century Israeli's Israelite society, . and therefore,This could be part of fits the ancient criticism of the prophet.[footnoteRef:18] These two charges share terminology, which is found throughout the book of Amos, and contain the same social criticism focusing on economic exploitation (e.g., Amos 4.1; 5.11-12; 6.4-5; 8.4-6).[footnoteRef:19] Amos 2.8a ועל בגדים חבלים יטו אצל כל מזבח may resonate with Amos 6.4: ‏השכבים על מטות שן וסרחים על ערשותם ואכלים כרים מצאן ועגלים מתוך מרבק. In both cases, the rich people lie down (יטו, שכבים) on a platform that symbolizes their corrupt wealth (בגדים חבלים, מיטת שן) and perform a religiously significant sacrificial ceremony (מזבח, כרים מצאן ועגלים מתוך מרבק). However, verse 2.8a refers to the hypocrisy of the rich people who use the clothes' pledge for a debt of the poor people for worshiping God,[footnoteRef:20] while v. 6.4 emphasizes the gluttony of the rich people. Amos 2.8b ויין ענושים ישתו בית אלוהיהם resonates with Amos 6.6: ‏השתים במזרקי יין וראשית שמנים ימשחו. These two verses express the greed of the rich people by using the symbol of wine. However, similarly to the previous example, Amos 2.8b refers to the hypocrisy of the rich people who are using the wine of such as have been fined, for worshiping God, while Amos 6.6 emphasizes the gluttony of the lazy rich people who are drinking wine, but are not grieved for the affliction of Joseph.	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: While "Israeli" refers to modern citizens of Israel, "Israelite" refers to its ancient citizens 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: Perhaps move this sentence into the footnote	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: You use "verse" and "v." interchangeably, but usually there is no need to type out the whole word [18:  Erling Hammershaimb, The Book of Amos. A commentary (Oxford: Oxford University, 1970), p. 48; Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, 201, pp. 203-204. For him, the editorial interpolation of 7b is part of a vast editorial rework including vv. 2.10-2; 5.25-27; 7.9; 8.3-14; 9.8-15, which were all added, in his opinion, in the exilic period. ]  [19:  Lena Sofia Tiemeyer, Priestly Rites and Prophetic Rage, FAT 19 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), p. 138, argues that verse 8 is a pre-exilic criticism. Hans Walter Wollf, Dodekapropheton 2, Biblischer Kommentar 149 (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1976), p. 163, claims that verse 8 is a late addition to the text.  ]  [20:  The application of this transgression seems to be confirmed by the ostracon of Mesad Hashavyahu from the end of the seventh century BC that deals with the problem of a cloak given in pledge for a debt, which has not restored by the evening. See: Shmuel Ahituv, HaKetav VeHaMiktav. Handbook of Ancient Inscriptions from the Land of Israel and the Kingdoms beyond the Jordan from the Period of the first Commonwealth, Encyclopedia Biblica XXI (Jerusalem, 2005), pp. 143-148. Wollf, Joel and Amos, p. 134, argues that the phrases 'besides every alter' and 'in the house of their God' are later additions. However, criticism of alters are common in the book of Amos. See Jason Radine, The Book of Amos in emergent Judah, FAT 45 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), p. 22. ] 

Vv. 6-8, therefore, resonant resonate with Amos's prophecies, referring which dealto with the economical-sociologic socio-economic exploitation, and therefore belong to the ancient prophecy of the Kingdom of Israel. On the other hand, Vv. 7b does not belong to the sociological-economical world-view of the book of Amos, and nor does not it appear in the parallel text of Amos 8.4-6 or of Amos 6.4-6. In his prophecies Amos, in his prophecies does not relate to discuss sexual exploitation. Therefore, it seems to me that v. 7b is a secondary layer (to which is furtherbe discussed below).[footnoteRef:21] Why Why, and under what kind of circumstances, was this charge interpolated into the ancient prophecy? Under what kind of circumstances or ideology was it done? 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: unnecessary phrase [21:  Wollf, Joel and Amos, pp. 133-134; Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, p. 48, gives another reason for the secondary character of v. 7b: 'v. 6b, 7a, 8a, 8b, corresponding to the 'For three for four transgressions' formula.' Barstad, The Religious Polemics of Amos, 16, notices that v. 7b cannot be seen isolated from verse 8. He believes that it is a prelude to verse 8. Paul, Amos, p. 83 argues that the phrase serves the context well. ] 


3. חלל את שם קדשי within the Holiness Legislation[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Sentences akin to “so that my holy name is profaned” are also found in Ezek. 36:20; 39:7; 43:8. In this article, however, I am concentrating concentrate in on the phrase as it appears in H the holiness code and in Amos. Further research will relate to the holiness code H's phrase in Ezekiel as well.] 

The phrase  [footnoteRef:23].חלל שם קדשי//אלהיםappears 7 times in the holiness legislation (Lev. 18,21; 19,12; 20,3; 21,6,12; 22,2,32).[footnoteRef:24] The broad distribution of the term within H is a strong proof for its essential part in the theological though of the Holiness school. The Holiness School usually deals with the definition of the pure and the impure. The significance of the term חלל is to empty a sacred place from its pureness, or a sacred man from its holiness. In that sense, the term חלל שם קדשי//אלהים fits well within the social-theological definitions that the Holiness School tries to outline.  [23:  Bryan D. Bibb, Ritual Words and Narrative Worlds in the book of Leviticus, Library of Hebrew Bible/ Old Testament Studies 480 (New York, London, 2009), p. 144, note 16: 'The 'name' is a buffer used to separate the act of profanation from Yahweh itself.']  [24:  Baruch J. Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation. Studies in the Priestly Code (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1999), pp. 25, 163 (Hebrew), emphasizes that the root קד'ש is a repetitive refrain, a stylistic feature and a structural element throughout H. Israel Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence. A Study of Priestly Strata in the Pentateuch, (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1992), p. 57, refers to this combination gained in H, and absent in P. Cf. Jacob Milgrom, Cult and conscience. The Asham and the Priestly Doctrine of Repentance, SJAL 18 (Leiden, Brill, 1976), pp. 86-88.] 

There are several uses of the phrase חלל שם קדשי/אלהים in H. First, it refers to the holiness that is required by the priests, which are the main personnel responsible for the purity of Israel (Lev. 21,6; 22,2). If they do not adhere with precision and meticulousness to the sacrificial laws, they profane Yahweh's name. Not only the priests are required to be careful with the sacrifices, but all of the Israelites (Lev. 22,32).[footnoteRef:25] H extends the concept of holiness, and therefore all Israelites, and not only the priests, may desecrate the name of Yahweh, if they do not obey the law of sacrifices.[footnoteRef:26]  [25:  Following Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, p. 221, the profanation of God's name in H, is not limited to certain transgression or even to one area of ​​sins, but is a by-product of every kind of crime. ]  [26:  The priestly source mainly refers to the impurity of the temple, while the holiness code relates to the entire purity or impurity of the camp in Israel. Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence, pp. 173-174.] 

The Holiness legislation's phrase, חלל שם קדשי//אלהים does not refer only to sacrificial laws, but also to two other kinds of transgressions which are related to the pureness of the name of Yahweh: Moloch worship (Lev. 18,21; 20,3); a false oath in the name of God (Lev. 19,12). In these two cases, the disobedience of the people detracts the holiness of Yahweh, as Bryan Bibb notes: 'These acts profane Yahweh's name because they publically declare that Yahweh has no authority over that's person's actions. These sins show flagrant malice toward Yahweh and his rule in the community'.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  Bibb, Ritual Words and Narrative Worlds, p. 143.] 

In the following discussion, I will refer to the appearance of the term חלל את שם אלוהים in Lev. 18,21, as, in my view, it has a direct relationship to the editing of Amos 2,7b. 
Lev 18 contains two lists of sexual transgressions; each list consists of different layers of itself.[footnoteRef:28] The first list in verses 6-18 relates to incest transgression.[footnoteRef:29] The title of the list in v. 6 is a general prohibition of all sexual relations between blood relatives which are mentioned in the list:[footnoteRef:30]איש איש אל כל שאר בשרו לא תקרבו לגלות ערוה אני יהוה  ('None of you shall come near anyone of his own flesh to uncover nakedness: I am the LORD'). The next sexual list in verses 22-23 relates to different kinds of sexual transgressions: homosexuality (22) and carnal relations with beasts (23). These verses differ from the incest laws, direct the commands to men and women together, and not just to the man who is the head of the family or of the tribe. Therefore, it is logical to suggest that these verses are an epilog addition to the first incest list.[footnoteRef:31] [28:  Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 17-22, AYB 3A (New Haven, Cincinnati, London: Yale University, 2008), pp. 1523-1526, identifies two kinds of transgression in chapter 18: incest prohibition, i.e., the taboo on sexual relations inside the nuclear house, except a married couple; and prohibitions of other sexual behavior. However, he states that vv. 6-23 are one unified list. ]  [29:  Commentators have noticed between different kinds of incest in the list, defining between high or low family kinship. For a review, see Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, pp. 165-166. I agree with Schwartz that the imagination between the cases in vv. 17 to 18 does not allow claiming for a layered paragraph. Martin Noth, Leviticus, OTL (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Fortress, 1974), pp. 134-136, refers to the 7-18 list as the heart of the chapter. He suggests carefully that vv. 17-18, which are dealing with the marriage bond, are a later accretion to vv. 7-16. I find no reason to accept this suggestion. Verses 17-18 refer to incest in the extended circle of the family, and is considered as a sexual prohibition, much like the ban on incest in the small family's circle. Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Leviticus, OTL (Louisville, Kentucky, 1996), p. 248, claims to the dividing of the first list as for vv. 7-17, which are dealing with the closest circle of the head of the family, and for vv. 18-23 as the second list, which is dealing with several different and diverse laws, which are not unified as the first list. Cf. Idan Dershowitz, 'Revealing Nakedness and Concealing Homosexual Intercourse: Legal and Lexical Evolution in Leviticus 18,' Hebrew Bible and Ancient Israel 6,4 (2017), pp. 510-526. For him, vv. 7-17 are structured with, 'A rigid structural framework runs through this sequence, setting it apart from the surrounding injunctions and discourse.']  [30:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 135; Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, p. 163.  ]  [31:  Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, p. 166, defines just v. 23 as an epilog of the first list.] 

The phrase 'and do not profane the name of your God Yahweh', appears at the end of the first incest list, to which I will refer now. 
As stated above, the different types of incest crimes are listed in vv. 7-18. The list considers not just blood relationships, but rather those normally living together in the circle of the head of the family.[footnoteRef:32] Verses 19, which comes right after the incest list, contains other kind of sexual transgression: 'Do not come near a woman during her period of uncleanness' (19). This prohibition comes right after v. 18 because of the connecting link לגלות ערותה, which appears in the incest prohibition in v. 18, as well as during the completely forbidden sexual relations in vv. 7-18.[footnoteRef:33]  V. 20 is not connected to the previous prohibitions not by terminological association but by content association: 'Do “Do not have carnal relations with your friend's wife.' ” This ban extends the circle of incest, and includes not only those within the nuclear family, but also the one who is connected to the family by friendship relations. These two sexual transgressions are not part of the incestuous transgressions and, thus, are located at the end of the list, which probably most likely indicates indicating a secondary addition to the originally incest list. However, as Alexander Rofé notes, it is possible that these additions might have happened belong toat oral tradition the orally stage of transmission: 'the theory regarding the associative arrangement serves as a basis or support for the argument that the bulk of the material was transmitted orally before being written down'.[footnoteRef:34] 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: I think these few words are unnecessary, but it wouldn't affect the article negatively if you decided to leave them in [32:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 135, notices that 'the basis of the whole would then seem to have been a tribal code strictly forbidden all promiscuity within the circle.'  ]  [33:   Association is the most frequent element for connecting different formulations. See, for instance, Alexander Rofé, 'The Arrangement of the Laws in Deuteronomy,' ETL 64 (1988), pp. 265-287 (esp. 266). ]  [34:   Rofé, The Arrangement of the Laws in Deuteronomy, p. 266.  ] 

Verse 21, with the prohibition of Moloch worship, has no affinity to incestuous sexual relationships, and seems to be out of context in the chapter.[footnoteRef:35] However, the word מזרעך ('your “your offspring' offspring” in 21) in the Moloch worship prohibition is a connecting link to the sexual prohibition key word in v. 20 לזרע.[footnoteRef:36] Indeed, v. 21 could be a secondary addition to the incest list, thought this addition could have been happened during the orally transition oral transmission of the text, using the terminological association for the memorization of the text.[footnoteRef:37]	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: repetition	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: You already said this above (bottom of previous page).  I wonder if it's too repetitive. If so, you could remove one or the other	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: What exactly does this phrase mean?  Is it your own phrase or are you getting this from a scholar?  If so, you should give full credit to the scholar by placing these two words in quotations, and consider explaining the precise meaning of the phrase in the footnote [35:  Gerstenberger, Leviticus, p. 253. ]  [36:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 136; Moshe David Cassuto, wyqr,' in Encyclopaedia Biblica II (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1954), p. 885 (Hebrew).]  [37:  By Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, p. 197, the Moloch worshiping prohibition had to be a part of the incest list because of the intention of the list for clarity the sins of the Canaanite. By him, the Moloch worshiping is an important part of the Canaanite behavior, and that is why v. 21a is an authentic part of the list. For the reasons I have made clear above, I do not share this opinion. The reference to the Moloch worshiping seems to be secondary in the incest list.   ] 

It is possible that the addition of the Moloch worshiping crime to the list is due to the effect of Lev. 20.3 on Lev. 18.21. Leviticus 20 consists of similar prohibitions to those that appear in Leviticus 18, however, the form and the arrangement of the laws are different.[footnoteRef:38] While chapter 18 expresses prohibitions in an apodictic form, without regard to the consequences, chapter 20 regards the same prohibitions with their death punishment.[footnoteRef:39] Scholars generally agree that these are two independent lists, which contain the same materials but developed separately.[footnoteRef:40] The same subject matters have been treated differently in two different lists, each of which 'originally possessed its peculiar life'.[footnoteRef:41] I generally accept this argument of two separated lists. However, in my opinion, at some point of the evaluation, formation and composition of the Law of Holiness code/scroll, the lists began to influence one another. Verses 20,2-5, which relate to Moloch worship at length, and which are being set within a suitable context of idolatry (20,6), contains the original prohibition of the Moloch worshiping in the Holiness legislation. This transgression, as being part of the theological worldview of the Holiness school, is defined as a profanation of Yahweh's name (Lev. 20,3). At some point of the composition of H, in order to create harmonization between the two lists, was that the prohibition of Moloch worship in 20,3 to be interpolated into the incest list of 18,6-18/20. That is how the terminology in 18,21b, ולא תחלל את שם אלהיך, that which was originally related, originally, to the Moloch cult prohibition in Lev. 20:3, got affinity to the incest sexual prohibition list as well. The outcome of this process is that the phrase חלל את שם אלהיך, which originally was an outcome related to the of the worshiping of Moloch, could have been understood, after the addition of v. 21b, to an outcome of as a sexual crimes. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: what does this mean?	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: can you re-phrase this? it is unclear what you mean	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: or, perhaps more accurately, it was MEANT TO BE understood (in other words, the editor purposely added the phrase to have readers interpret in this new way [38:  J.E. Hartley, Leviticus, WBC (Dallas, Texas, 1992) p. 332, notices that in Lev 18, the apodictically incest bans appear in one list, while in Lev.20, the kinds of casuistic bans come with an unreasonable order. By Hartley, the recipient of the laws is different. In chapter 18 the recipient is the head of the family, while in chapter 20, the recipients are the heads of the tribe who have the authority to punish those who commits the crimes.]  [39:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 146.]  [40:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 146 highlights the own arrangement and development of each chapter. Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation, pp. 142-143, concludes that each of chapters 18, 20 was a complete and united text by itself. Each of those chapters contains separate literary formulations who were shaped in two parallel traditions. Otto Eisfeldt, The Old Testament. An Introduction, trans. P.R. Ackroyd (Oxford, Oxford University, 1965), p. 144, assumes that the editor had combined two parallel files into H, because of his respect for sacred literary materials. Gerstenberger, Leviticus, pp. 245, 288-293, claims that Lev. 20 used the apodictic laws of Lev. 18, changing them to transgressions with death punishment that is given by God in one layer, or by the community, in the other layer. ]  [41:  Noth, Leviticus, p. 146, adds: 'As far as the law if Holiness in concerned, this only shows that it was a book of laws obviously without much plan, and was brought into being by loosely stringing together existing complexes of precepts.'] 

With this possibility of Having explained the reading of the Holiness legislation H phrase in Lev 18,21 חלל שם אלהים//קדשי in Lev 18,21 as an outcome of the incest sexual transgression of incest, I will return now to the phrase in Amos 2,7b, where. I would argue that the scribe of Amos 2,6-8 was aware of the redacted version of Lev. 18,6-18,21b. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: why use "H" abbreviation at all, if not always?

4. Amos 2.7b
As I have shown above demonstrated, the phrase חלל את שם קדשי , together with the charge ואיש ואביו ילכו את הנערה, is a secondary addition to Amos 2.6-8 that occurred under the influence of the Holiness legislation H terminology.[footnoteRef:42] One might appeal to the stylistic distinctiveness of v. 7b between vv. 6-8.[footnoteRef:43] As there is a tight connection linking link between vv. 6-7a and v. 8, who which deals clearly with the exploitation of the poor people, and relating relates to the community of Israel as a whole, v. 7b brings sexual crime, relating specifically to men and a girl, and ending concluding with the holiness code phraseology that is distinctive of Hphrase. V. 7b might be identified as supplementary because it draws on the Holiness code H phraseology in a creative way, and by that, in doing so, it is creating creates a new text.  [42:  Wollf, Joel and Amos, pp. 133-134.]  [43:  Saul M. Olyan, Jacob L. Wright (eds.), Supplementation and the Study of the Hebrew Bible, Brown Judaic Studies 361 (Providence, Rod Island: Brown University, 2018), p. XVI. They relates to the question of 'how do scholars identify supplements and how do they unravel the growth of a text that has experienced supplementation?'] 

Inside Lev. 18,6-18 Within the incest list of Lev 18,6-18, there are several references that might reflect to the act of a man and his father that 'go “go to the girl',” for example instance, Lev. 18,7: 'Do “Do not uncover the nakedness of your father’s wife; it is the nakedness of your father'.”[footnoteRef:44] Lev. 18,15 could sounds similar to the transgression is Amos 2,7ba: 'Do “Do not uncover the nakedness of your daughter-in-law: she is your son’s wife; you shall not uncover her nakedness'.” In two of those cases, Lev 18,7,15 and in Amos 2,7ba, there is a situation in which a father and his son could have a sexual relationship with the same female.[footnoteRef:45] In the holiness Legislation that woman is clearly part of the family, but in Amos 2.7ba, the relationship of the girl to the family is unknown. However, the late scribe of Amos 2.6-8 interpolated a kind of sexual transgression into the Amosian social transgression under the influence of the sexual prohibitions in the Holiness code. He refined it by using the Holiness legislation H terminology that appears in the same list of Lev. 18, : חלל את שם קדשי. The composer author had been familiar with the incest bans in Lev. 18,6-19, which ended with are concluded by the formula in v. 21, : ולא תחלל את שם אלהיך. He then created an affinity between the Holiness legislation's terminology of the incest transgression to the transgression in Amos 2.7ba.   [44:  Eidevall, Amos, p. 115, mentions the forbidden sexual relationship between a father and his daughter or between a father and his son's wife in H, in comparison to Amos 2.7b. ]  [45:  Weiss, The Book of Amos, p. 54, claims that 'the girl' means 'girls.' According to him, the combination איש ואביו indicates that both the man and his father share this walk to the girls, and not that they both go to the same girl (as LXX indicates). ] 

The interpolation of the phrase into Amos 2.6-8 is an interesting example for the ongoing literary reworking and supplementation (Fortscheibung) of the older oracle collection.[footnoteRef:46] I am aware of the lack of documented empirical textual evidence as give exemplary insight into the editorial process.[footnoteRef:47] However, in most cases of the texts in concerning the Hebrew scripture, Bible, the documented empirical evidence is missing.[footnoteRef:48] Literary or reduction redaction criticism assumes that editorial changes took place at earlier stages.[footnoteRef:49] Although there is no empirical evidence of such changes, there are other indications of linguistic, textual and literary data for the reduction process, such as inconsistencies of content and vocabulary, which provides primary evidence for source criticism.[footnoteRef:50]  [46:  For a detailed discussion of the purpose and aim of the redactor in Amos 2.6-8, see Hudjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, pp. 53-59.  ]  [47:   Jeffrey H. Tigay, Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Fortress, 1985). ]  [48:  Reinhard Müller, Juha Pakkala, and Bas Ter Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing: Growth and Change of Texts in the Hebrew Bible, SBL Resources for Biblical Study SBLRBS 75 (Atlanta, Georgia: SBL, 2014), p. 9: 'It is only in some cases that we have parallels or differing manuscript that give insight into the editorial process. But we can assume that these documented cases attest to merely a fraction to the actual changes that have taken place in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible.' ]  [49:   Müller, Pakkala, and Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing, p. 2.]  [50:  Jeffrey H. Tigay, “The Documentary Hypothesis, Empirical Models and Holistic Interpretation,” in Modernity and Interpretations of Ancient Texts: The Collapse and Remaking of Traditions, ed. Jun Ikeda, IIAS Reports 1102 (Kyoto: International Institute of Advanced Studies, 2012), pp. 125–126; Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, vol. 1, p. 359] 

The reason for H's terminology and content interpolation in Amos 2, 6-8 was in order to harmonized between the crimes of Israel as Amos's defined, to with the kind of crimes of found in the Holiness Code. More specifically, The the goal of the interpolation might was be the addition of sexual exploitation to the Amosian list of social-economic crimes. The scribe, who added responsible for v. 7b to the text, related interpolated to the crime of incest crimes from the Holiness code to as those, which could bring disaster to the nation, as is written in the conclusions of the incest-sexual laws in Lev. 18,28:ולא תקיא הארץ אתכם בטמאכם אתה כאשר קאה את הגוי אשר לפניכם  (“'So let not the land spew you out for defiling it, as it spewed out the nation that came before you'you”). The continues continuation of the prophecy against Israel in Amos 2.10 relates to the land of the Amorites, that which God has given to the Israelites, and the threat of losing the that land because of Israelites crimes (vv. 13-16). The law in Lev. 18,24-30 also relates, as well, to the threat of losing the land because of the crimes of Israel, if they would be the same as the crimes of the Canaanites. The major difference between the prophetic text of Amos to and H the Holiness code, is that Amos primarily makese socialsocio-economical accusations of Amos, while in Lev 18 H deals with  compared to the sexual character crimes of the Holiness code in Lev. 18. As Krats notes: 'The interpretation of the prophetic books already begins within the writings themselves'.[footnoteRef:51] The Amosian accusation was dealing mainly in the socio-economical tension in ancient Israel. The scribe rewritten of rewrote the text made it to expand the field of crimes to which the prophet referred, and adapt them to the field of sexual crimes, which are written in the Holiness code. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: I don't think this sentence is necessary. It doesn't really work here	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: I think this is superfluous / unnecessary	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: You just stated this above.  Too repetitive	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: Seems this would fit better in the Conclusion, if it is necessary at all.  You already make this point clear several times throughout the article [51:  Kratz, The Prophets of Israel, pp. 31-32. ] 

5. Conclusions
Using terminology and content from the holiness legislation raises two possible explanations regarding the composition of Amos 2,6-8. One suggestion is that the Amos's 2,6-8 scribe is a member of the holiness legislation school. Another suggestion is that the scribe is not actually part of the holiness legislation school, but rather is a late composer who created interpolation in the ancient text, in order to harmonize the scripted canonical texts together.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  Guy Darshan, in his inspiring article: 'The Quasi-Priestly Additions in MT 1Kings 6–8 in light of 'Rewritten Bible' Compositions from Qumran,'Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah (Leiden; forthcoming): 'The Former Prophets and Kings in particular underwent diverse textual and creative processes during the Persian and Hellenistic periods.' Darshan gives several examples for those Quasi-Priestly additions: 1Sam. 1,24; 2,12-17; 10,4. However, he relates mainly to 1Kings 6-8. ] 

Was the scribe of Amos 2.6-8 a part of the Holiness school? If that were the case, we would have expected to find more than one interpolation of the Holiness legislation terminology in the book of Amos. The holiness legislation term חלל את שם קדשי appears in the book of Amos in a socio-economic-moral context, rather than in a priestly context of pureness or impureness, as found in the holiness school. In the book of Amos, the holiness legislation term takes on a broader meaning, a fact that reinforces the assumption that the H terminology interpolation in 2.7b is not typically coming from a member of the holiness legislation school. 
Tchavdar S. Hadjiev, in his inspiring research on the composition and redaction of the book of Amos, suggests that Dtr thinking and style inspired the editing of chapter 1-2.[footnoteRef:53] However, he emphasizes that the redactor was not a Deuteronomist himself, but he had knowledge of the Deuteronomistic scriptures, and that those scriptures inspired him.[footnoteRef:54] As for the H-terminology addition in 7b, Hadjiev was satisfied with a short comment dealing with a priestly influence on the scribe's work. Following his short comment, I argue that the growth of Amos 2,6-8, is evidently a result of scribble scribal activity, and that the interpolation of 2,7b did not belong to the Deuteronomistic school, nor to the holiness legislation school. Rather, it occurred under the consequences of the canonization of the Torah, when the Pentateuchal text became authoritative.[footnoteRef:55] The author reflects conveys independent theologically theology creativity  who had his own with a unique position and perception towards the older text, . and aAs Bernard Levinson notes: 'The “The concern of the authors of Deuteronomy was not to explicate older texts but to transform them'them.”.[footnoteRef:56] The late scribe who interpolated the priestly verse into the criticism in Amos 2,6-8 was well acquainted with both the prophetic and the priestly scriptures. The old narrative of Amos 2,6-8 was reworked in the light of H's laws and terminology. Using a short phrase from the canonical Tora source, interpolating it into the prophetic text, the scribe produced a line between the sources, showing that the word of Yahweh is uniform throughout Scripture.[footnoteRef:57] From the holiness legislation, he aspirated the idea of profanation of Yahweh's name, as the most severe transgression, which threatens Israel's future. Then, he adopted this concept into the social-ethical criticism of Amos. In order to produce a uniform message throughout the canon, and between the priestly literature and the prophetic social message, he did not need more than one intervention in the text, which painted Amos's social-economic critique in a theologically-priestly sense. 	Comment by Daniel Sarlo: A few times you use "scribble" but this is not the correct usage in English. Only "scribe" and "scribal" are used to refer to the activity of scribes [53:  Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, p. 59. ]  [54:  Hadjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, p. 59, demonstrates that the redactor view of Edom is much more positive than the Deuteronomist view, and that some of the language style is not typical of Dtr mode of expression. ]  [55:  Hanne Weissenberg, Juha Pakkala, Marko Marttila (eds.), Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period, BZAW 419 (Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 2011), p. 5: 'Our Knowledge is limited as to how the authoritativeness of the texts was defined….' However, 'at the time of canonization, the Tora had received a general and widely accepted statues as an authoritative text.' ]  [56:  Bernard M. Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (New York: Oxford, Oxford University, 1997), p. 15. Levinson's study dealt deals with the hermeneutics of legal innovation in Deuteronomy. See also: John J. Collins, 'Changing Scripture,' in Changes in Scripture, Hanne Weissenberg, Juha Pakkala, Marko Marttila, p. 24; H. Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, M. Marttila, Changes in Scripture, p. 7.]  [57:  Hedjiev, The Composition and Reduction of the Book of Amos, 1; Ronald Ernest Clements, 'Prophet and his editors,' The Bible in Three Dimensions. Essays in Celebration of Forty Years of Biblical Study, JSOTSup 87 (Sheffield: Bloomsbury, 1990), pp. 203-220. Kratz, The Prophets of Israel, p. 32: 'It testifies that the scribers had deep respect for the traditional text. They preserved the text almost completely and extended it. According to the scribe's own understanding, the interpretation if the old text does not add anything new.' ] 

