SCRIPTURE IN RABBINIC LITERATURE

mountain that he is to climb — ‘upon one of the mountains of which I shall tell
you’ (Gen 22:2). Similarly, too, in Ezek 3:22 ‘Arise, go forthinto the valley, and
there ] will speak to you' andin Jonah3:2*. . . to proclaim to it the message that
1 tell you'. The importance of this rule is that it revenls a general biblical style,
not restricted to any particular book or collection (such as the Pentateuch), that
is characteristic of God's way of revelation.
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- Chapter Sixteen

Use, Authority and Exegesis of Mikra in
.~ the Samaritan Tradition

£

Ruairidh Béid (M.N. Saraf)

General

" Scripture for the Samaritans is the Pentateuch. In this they do not differ

radically from Jews, who regard the rest of Scripture as having come into
existence only because of a general falling away from the teaching of the Tora,
only existing for the purpose of leading people back to the knowledge of the
Tora, being destined to become largely unnccessary in the ideal future, and
being of a decidedly lowet level of revelation.'

The Samaritans prefer not to call thecmselves by the name Samaritans,
DMWY, They consider this to be a modification by outsiders of their real
name, Shimérem, B™NY, ‘Guardians’, which they explain as meaning those
that keep the Tora correctly and guard it.?

Use of the Tora

HOW THE TORA IS KNOWN

The written text of the Tora is not fully informative. The Samaritans agree with
rabbinic Judaism, against the Qumran Covenanteers and against the Karaites,
that there is much not said by the text that could never be derived by exegesis.
"The classic statement of this principle is an untransiated passage in the Kitdb
at-Tubdkh* which deserves to be quoted in full. partly because it is so important
for the understanding of the Samaritan theory of the relationship between the

! “The distinction hetween the Pentateuch and the rest of Scripture (or in other words, the ahwolute
difference between the prophecy of Moses and all other types or instances of revelation) is a
fundamental tenet of Judaism. Copious references (o the anthoritative sources of all periods on this
subject can be found in Kaplan, Handbook, chs. 7-8. On the ending of the need for all or most of the
booksof the Prophets and Kctuvim in the futurc. sce P.T. Mrgilla 1:7 (704, bottom). The opinion is
presented as being unopposed inessence.

2 The Samaritans are Bni Yishrd'el ash-Shdmérem 0WI YRW* M2, The Jews are Bini
Yishri'el ay-Yé&'udem DTINTT SKOW M.

Y For information on the date and authorship of the Samaritan sources in Arahic referred to
throughout this articic, as well as the mss. available, see the introduction to my Principles.
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text of the Tora and the tradition that accompanies it, partlybecause itis such a
contradiction to scholarly assumptions,* and partly because it has been summar-
ised or referred to before ina misleading way and needs to be made available for
independent scrutiny.*

Religious practice (madhhab), by which God is served and by which the
permanent benefits, which appear free of all dross, are gained, can be
learnt in two ways: the knowledge got from the intimation of the text, and
the knowledge got from the testimony of tradition. The second of these is
more effective as a guide. because if you have the second one then both
are afl right. It follows that you need to know the tradition and know the
rules for telling a genuine tradition from a defective one.

Let us look into this last point. Tradition can be defined as what is
available from a number of people who could not possibly have consulted
each other or connived with each other. There are four essential marks of
its genuineness.

The first is that it must have been received from a large number of
people. right back in the time of the Emissary of God, people who were
his contemporaries and received the regulations from him.

The second is that the bearers should be the next generation from them
who would then have been supervised by them and must necessarily have
been given the information about it.

The third is that they must all agree unanimously on it.

The fourth is that it must not be invalidated, either by reason or by the
intimation of the text.

These, then, are the marks of the correctness of tradition, and any
information held by the whole of the bearers of tradition, according to all
these stipulations, must necessarily be conclusive evidence and decisive

' There seems to be what could be called a bit of scholarly folklore to the effect that the Samaritans
derive their halakha by literalistic exegesis because they have no tradition. The most recent ex-
pression of this idea is by Schiffman, Halakhah, 17.

* 1 quote from Rylands Samaritan Ms. 9. 151h-153b; Bibliothéque Nationale, Ms. Arabe 4521,
S6h-57b. Gaster, Sumaritan Eschatology, 59-63. was apparently the first to notice this passage.
Internal evidence shows that he was working with the Hebrew translation, the text now classified as
Rylands Samatitan Ms. 174. His exposition of the passage is uscful. but is marred by his failure to
register the inter-conncction of the ideas in the passage. Halkin, ‘Refation’. 315-16, has mis-
understeod the text just as seriousty. though less obviously. Bricfly, Halkin's attempt at finding an
equivatent to the Moslem concept of sunnah inthis text, which looks convincing in his cyposition, is
vitiated by the facts of the text, which does not use the term sunnah, and which docs not make
tradition the continuation of the chserved practice of Moses. The most serious misunderstanding isin
regard to the reason for the intraduction of the list of criteria for an adequate tradition. The list is of
conrse modelied on the Moslem requirements for a valid sunnah. but the point that the author is
making is that by generally acceped criteria the whole nation of Isracthave atrustworthy tradition of
the whole of the Tora: in other words, both the author and his readers have to use the lerminology
and categorics provided by the environment. (Most attempts at finding Moslem influence on the
Samaritans depend on the same fallacy of confusing the vehicle of expression with the message
cxpressed.)

596

s e o AR o

s S

MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

proof. There is no need to scrutinise any information when the essential
conditions of tradition are in order and the tradition issound: scrutiny is
only necessary in a case of doubt.

The actual number of the bearers of tradition is irrelevant provided the
basic conditions are ir order, and the tradition is sound. A fallacy never
became the truth through numbers and the truth never became a fallacy
through lack of numbers. The nation, and all the experts (‘ugald’), will
accept a person’s declaration, on the strenth of the consensus of the
inhabitants of a single village, that Zayd is the son of Khélid, and on that
basis will sort out the details of the inheritance of an estate, making Zayd
eligible and disqualifying ‘Amr; and they will give a ruling on quite
serious questions, by giving permission for aman to marry certain women
deemed permissible and disqualifying certain other women. Now if these
and other cases can be settled on the basis of the consensus of a single
village, then it must be even more right and correct to take the word of
the whole nation,

There are some actions that you would never have any knowledge
about, and would never know to be all right, without tradition. For
instance, take the actions of midwives on Shabbat and festivals, when
they perform a delivery: the point here is that the midwives, when they
perform a delivery, perform activity that is work, and would not be
permissible for anyone else. Then there is the killing of fish, by leaving
them in air, so that the life leaves them; or the killing of locusts in hot
water.® Then there is the question of how to tell the boundaries separat-
ing the Qiblah from the profane ground surrounding iton all sides. Then
there is the accuracy of the text of the Tora, written down with twenty-
two letters, which they witnessed on the Day of Descent.” There are
plenty of cther examples, but there is no room for them in this brief
account,

The reason that we know all these details and know thcy must be right
is the tradition received from the nation, who trace it right back to the
time of the six hundred thousand that heardthe Speechof God, and were
alive at the same time as his Prophet, Mcses the son of Amram, and
received from him. The emissary gives the testimony for tradition and the
intimation of the text in the General Speech,® where the tradition is given
precedence over the intimation of the text. The verse in question is ‘My
doctrine will pour like rain, my utterance will run down like dew’ [Deut
32:2]. He intended these two expressions as a metaphor to teach the

* Fish and locusts must be killed by an Israclite, and this is done by putting them in an clement
oppositc to their natural onc. In this respect the Samaritans partly agree with the Karaites and the
Qumran scct against 1abbinic Judaim.

* The day of the giving of the Tora.

¢ Deut32.
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nation that necessity demands the tradition, just the same as the need for
the intimation of the text.

[There follows another example of the correctness and unity of the
tradition, the example of the knowledge of the calculation of the calendar
by the High Priest, which is the only fully satisfactory calendar].

There can be no doubt that the Samaritans have a theory of a tradition that is
essential for the understanding of the text of Scripture. The question then is, to
what extent this theory agrees with the rabbinic Jewish view.

The Samaritans know and understandthe rabbinic theory of a Written and Oral
Tora, and reject the rabbinic concept of Oral Tora explicitlyand unequivocally,
whenever the matter comes under discussion.® The theoretical difference be-
tween the rabbinic and Samaritan concepts of tradition is that the Samaritans
are not willing to give the tradition the same status as the text. The tradition is

the source of knowledge of the intention of the text, but itis not revealed. it is .

not at the same level of existence as the text. In practice, the Samaritans derive
just as much from tradition as the Rabbis do: much more can be learnt from
tradition than from reading the text. The tradition gives the necessary addition-
al help needed to understand the text, but most of the timeits function is to tell
what the text does not even mention '’ Nevertheless, the information given by
the tradition is always ultimately the expression of the intention of the text: the
text mentions the existence of a certain area of halakha, and the tradition, by
giving the details that are not even hinted at in the text (at least from the point of
view of the human mind). only tells us what the text would be saying to us if we
could read it on its own level of existence. The tradition does not tell usanything
that is not in the text. Everything is in the text, which is a reflection or
manifestation of the nature of Creation." Only Moses hasever understood the
text fully:? ordinary people need 1o be told what it means, and this is the
function of the traditional knowledge.

* Forinstance, in the comment of the Commentary on the Tora (Kashif al-Ghaydhib) on Exod 13:9,
first noticed by Geiger, Die gesetzlichen Differsnzen, 318. The passage isin Ms. Pctermann I:bof the
Prussian State Library, 221a.

w© Beid. Principles. Conclusions, 345.

1" The theary on the origin of the Tora that follows could be derived from Marka's major work, the
Mimar Marqd (third century c.e.) but the length of this work, and its dctail, makes
it hard to use as a reference without a previous general familiarity. Besides which. there is no
completely satisfactory translatin or edition. For practical reasons | therefore give references to the
hymns by Marka which are aciually often more cexplicit because of their conciseness. The only
trustworthy edition and translation is by Ben-Hayvim. Literary and Oral Tradition 3b.214-62. Marka
was a younger contemporary of Baba Rabba, which putshimin the third century. See nate 33. On the
Tora and creation. compare Marka, Hymn 14, Tines 7-8: “Its creator is a consuming fire; it was given
from out of the Fire'.

Y Hymn 14, lines 130-133; “The gate was opencd and Moses went in, and took the Ten Words, and
knew how the Universe came about’.
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The traditional knowledge ultimately comes from Moses. The source of the
Tora is the manifestation of the source of Creation.” A description of Creation
was fixed in the two tablets.! Moses took the tablets, which only he could
understand in all their implications, and turned them into the five books of the
Tora.""This text was still at alevel of existence higher than normal objects,'® or
the ordinary level of the human mind, so that only Moses could realise or grasp
how much it said. Some aspects were clothed in the garb of ordinary words to
the extent of being intelligible (at least at one level)to anyone: but other aspects
were not intelligitle to anyone except Moses, who had to put their content into
form at the level of information that could be grasped by the human mind, so
that people woutd know howto act according to the Tora in allmatters, whether
or not any given piece of information could be seen by ordinary people in the
Tora."” The Tora. as the manifestation of the Creative Power, is clearly at a
higher level than the information at the level of the human mind that Moses set
before Israel so that they would know in practicc what was tequired of them.
The tradition, as the transmitted explanatory teaching of Mases, is clearly not
equal in status or authority to the book of the Tora."

DIRECT ACCESS TO THE TORA

It would be very misleading to make these comments without adding the other
side of the picture, which is that Moses is not, as is often maintained. an
intermediary between Israel and the Tora, or between Israel and God. This is
made quite clear in the passage from the Tubdkh quoted above. The Samaritans

B Hymna 14, lines 87-89: ‘It is said that the King in the Heaven of Heavens care down, though he did
not (actually) move’. On the relationship between the various levets of manifestation of the Tora. as
the mode! of existence or creation, see Séd, ‘Mémar samaritain’.

% Hymn 14, lines 25-26: ‘These wete the Ten Words, and fromthem Creation was filled”. Hymn 14,
lines 45-36: ‘It is the book of the Standing King, written by the finger of the Living God'. (The
reference here is to the two tablets, not the five books.) Hymn 15, lines 10-15: ‘It is written by the
finger of consuming fire, according to the mind of the Divinity. With fasting and praycrs it was
received by Moses from out of the flames of fire, from the outstretched arm by which the universe is
supported’. (The reference is to the complete scroll of the Tora.)

* Hymn 15. lines 38-43: ‘Woe on him that does not carry out its commandments. It is the Book of
the Torathat Moses the Prophet wrote at the order of his I.ord.and put inside (variant ‘next to’) the
Ark, so that the repentant could read it’. Hymn 14, lines 37-42: “The sced of holincss that Moses
brought was sown on the two stones. These were ten specifications (or: details), and from them all
the foundations were laid, and from them Moses wrote five books, frem which all fsract s
nourished’.

% Hymn 24, lines 29-30: ‘Itis the great, pure. and holy boak . which came down from the Heaven of
Heavens'. (The reference is to the written Sefer Tora.)

" Hymn 15, lines 35-36: “The Prophet that was found trustworthy forever taght us evervthing that
is written in it'. Abu 1-Hasan clear'y implics this by hic insistence that the tiadition starts with the
people who were present at the giving of the Tora and who weie also the contemporarics of Moses
See the quote from the Kitdb at-Tubdkh, above.

" The tradition is explicitly given a completely subsidiary function in the same passage from the
Tubdkh.
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

agree with the Jewish tradition that the introduction to the Ten Command-
ments and the first Commandment (which for Jews are the first two Command-
ments) were heard directly by all six hundred thousand Israelites. They heard
them mi-pi ha-Gevura (B.T. Makkot 23b-24a), an expression normaily used to
indicate the unique level of the prophecy of Moses, or the level from which the
whole Tora was given to Moses. What appears to be the Samaritan Aramaic
equivalent of the same expression (bdfimme adrébiite NN TNHI) occurs in
the same context in the following passage from Marka (Hymn 16, lines 81-85):
‘He (God) was speaking to them by the mouth of his (or the) mastery: You shall
have no god (or gods) except for me, for 1 am the Standing One'. The first half
of this formula is clearly the First Commandment. The second half is an aflusion
to the introductory formula of the Ten Commandments (i.e. the Fiist Com-
mandment by the Jewish reckoning.” Because they heard them without any
intermediary, all Israel have direct access to the Tora, not just to the book, but
to the unfailing depths of meaning in it. ‘He (God) spoke with all Israel, a
speech that can’t be repeated (i.e. can't be put in words)’ (Marka, Hymn 16,
lines 165-66). ‘Each mouth that has the power of speech reads what gives lifeto
the reader, and his soul is nourished without food. Thus it happened :0 Moses
the Prophet’ (Marka, Hymn 14, lines 99-102). ‘The storehouse that nourishes
all that are nourished by it, light and wisdom to those that seek it; the store-
house that enriches every one that desires it' (Marka, Hymn 15, lines 28-31).
This possession of the Tora by all Israel is quite compatible with the need to be
explicitly instructed in it by Moses: compare the following lines, 35-16, of this
hymn (quoted in note 17): and compare the juxtaposition of the two ideas that
all 1srael were witnesses of the descent of the Tora. and that Israels’ traditional
explanation of the Tora goes back to the time of Moses, in the quote from the
Kitab at-Tubdkh, above.

We now see why the tradition can never over-ride the written Tora. If
information can be taken directly from the Tora, then it must be at a higher level
than information that has been set out by Moses. Nothing can have the same
status as the Tora. The tradition & not. as rabbinic Jews have it, another
manifestation of Tora, but only a help for understanding the Tora.”

® Compare the Samaritan pivyut The Song of the Precepts. (ed. Haran)., 10 (= p. 183) for an

alternative version of the Samaritan tradition.
* Acumed as fundamental by Abu 1-Hasan, above.
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The Samaritans are not literalists (in fact, they reproach the Jews with being
literalists).” Certainly, all halakha and all doctrine must come from the Tora

v./hi‘ch for them is the text alone, but the text is not a human book and is no;
limited like a human book, so it would be futile to try to derive all knowledge
from it by logical analysis. The finite does not comprehend the unlimited. It
followsthat much that is known is not obvious or derivable from the book, as we
have seen; and it also follows that the understanding of the bock must always be
tempered by tradition, lest logic go astray. The three sources of knowledge are
the _wording of the text, reason, and tradition,”? but the three items are not
equivalent in nature; the relationship is that reason and fradition help in
understanding thetext, and at the same time, reason and tradition are guided by
the textin developing new knowledge, new insights and new solutions.?* In this
way, the written text of Scripture is always the source of new information

wnthou.t any danger of literalism, and without any danger of finding the in:
form:i\tlon in the text to be inadequate. The comments on Samaritan written and
unwn.tten halakha in B.T. Hullin 4a are to be interpreted accordingly, as
referm.!g‘ to a Samaritan Oral Tora side by side with the Written Tora. 'i”he
obscurities in the passage and its context are due to the difference between
Samaritan and Jewish theory.

THE TRANSMISSION OF KNOWLEDGE OF TORA

'I‘h.e.tra.dition is not a fixed body of information which could be reduced to
wntl'ng if enough systematic effort were put into the task. As the bearers of the
tradition are the nation as a whole,* who live by the Tora, which they have
collectively accepted upon themselves at Mt. Sinai and which was in some way
revealed 'to them, it will always be possible for new questionsto be solved and
for new situations to be handled. The Tora is unlimited, so itsapplication must
!)e unlimited, and because its application is according to a living tradition, new
information will appear when necessary. This new information can appear as a
result of the argument of learned experts, or can arise as universal popular

n M.unana bin Sadaqah, Kitdb al-Khildf, in along excursus after chapter 6, on the inadequacies and
fallag‘cs cof Jewish halakhic exegesis, of which the passage edited in B6id. Principles under thé title
Afidrltonal Text from the Khilaf is a part. I quotc from Ms. Oricatal Quarto 523 of the Prussian State
Llhr.ary. p. 145: ‘Because of their reliance on the wording of the passage alone, and theis evelusive
use in rf:gam to each Scriptural law (asl) of the details that are written down, they have no conreption
of details derivable from iay-out [all ather mss. are corrupt at this point] or the rhain) pulpr)‘sr of the
passage or thc-implicahons (of the text)’. The concept shows that what is meant is that the fault with
Jewish exegesis is that it takes passages in isolation, without comparing related passages, and on a
smaller sc.alc it takes the meaning of szparate phrases without looking at their pace in the Sl‘ruclm" of
the cx['msnion, There is another statement of this complaint onp. 141 of the ms. ‘
:" R(’){d, Pntnriph-.r, Kafi, X1. lines 21-32, note; 111, lincs 31-32, note.

ll(s!d. Principles, Additional Passage from the Khildf, line 6
® Béid, Principles, Conclusions, Authority. Scc atso above, nofes 15 and 17,
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practice. In both cases the solution is not arbitrary, but the result of the
application of a traditional understanding of the intention of the Tora, whether
or not formal arguments are used to help reach a decision.

If the bearers of tradition are the nation as a whole, and if the tradition (like
the Tora, but not to the same extent or in the same way) isin part beyond the.
level of verbalisation, if it is living knowledge, then it is possible for different
specific solutions to problems to appear, even if the solutions contradict each
other.? This is not a contradiction or uncertainty within the traditicn, but a
divergence of manifestation at the most mundane level.

1t is. of course, possible to write down the essential facts about an area of
halakha. However, the Samaritans have never produced an equivalent of the
Mishna, and the halakhic texts that they have produced do not pretend to be
complete.” It is likely that the explanation for this phenomenon is that no need
has ever been felt to write down the halakhic tradition in full. 1f the tradition is
borne by the nation as a whole, then unresolvable contradictions between
scholars will not occur, and the situation of necessity, which according to
rabbinic tradition produced the Mishna, has never arisen.”® The ‘Oral Tora’ is
still oral.

The same principle applies to the aggada, at least in the area of doctrine. The
source of knowledge of doctrine is the unlimited written Tora, and it would be
impossible to fix the possibilities once and for all. It is always possible for a
theological writer to develop the message of the text.” (In this respect Jews and
Samaritans are in the same situation.)

In the area of both halakha and doctrine the written text of Scripture imposes
certain constraints. It is not that the text limits development, but it does give a
continuous check on the possibility of the adoption of an erroneous gractice or
concept, when knowledge of the tradition is obscured.®

® B6id. Principles. Marginal Note 2.

® Beid. Principles, Conclusions, Authority; 1d., Conclusions, Variations within the Samaritan
Halachic System: 1d.. Kitdh al-Fard'id, lines 97-106.

P Ieis hard to see how the common comparisons of the Samaritan halathic texts with the Shulhan
*Arukh are artived at. The only code of laws is the Kitdh al-Fard'id, but even itis not really complete
for all details, and anyway, it only survives in fragmentary form. so it could not have been a book
generally studied.

2 A different explanation is given by Crone and Cook, Hagarism, 29 and 179. They suggest that
halakha is less important or central for Samaritans than Jews. The observation is incorrect, as any
acquaintance with Samaritan literature will show. On the other hand, the obscrvation on the less
developed state of Samaritan halakhic literaure is quite correct, and the fact must be cxplained.
On the production of the Mishna asa remedy for unresolvable and excessive disagreements between
scholars which had arisen as a result of the change from transmission of the halakha by thepeopleasa
whole o a system of development by academic study and argument, sce Ginzberg, ‘Significance’
a3 96, and Codification’. 160-61_ commenting on T Hagiga 2:9. (Parallcls in T. SanhedrinT:1: P.T.
Sanhedrin 1:4 (19, middie); B.T. Sanhedrin88b). But sce the remarks of Safrai, ‘Oral Tora', 72-74.
® FThe Arabic perioad is rich in original theological iterature.

¥ See note 23
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In short, all areas of halakha and all doctrines are mentioned in the text, and
the living national tradition applies them and develops them as necessary.

PRONUNCIATION OF THE TEXT AND TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE

Nowhere in the descriptions of the loss of books in the Roman persecutions,™
and nowhere else in any source before the Mediaeval period, do we find any
mention of a written study of Scripture, with the single exception of Marka’s
book, which is not a formal exegetical study. The first evidence for written notes
on halakha is the reference in the preface to the Kitab al-Kafi” to written notes
surviving from the obscure past.

A.n.umbcr of questions raise themselves here. Why does no systematic study
of S?n‘pture in writing survive from before the Mediaeval period? Why is the
surviving literature of the earliest period apparently not concerned with the
direct study of Scripture? What is the reason for the existence of a Greck
translation and an Aramaic translation of the Tora? What were these trans-
lations used for? And mostimportantly, how was formal study carried on in the
absence (perhaps irrelevance) of books? ’

T!\ere is no doubt that systematic-exegetical study of the Tora was widely
carried on in the time of Baba Rabba,® and as this is the earliest period for
which we have any extensive information, we will start there and then sce if we
can extrapolate backwards. The evidence is set out below in full, so that the
probable correciness of the conclusions to be drawn can be gauged by others.
The more important pieces have not been translated before.

" Mainly under Hadrian and Commodus, according to the Chronicies.
2 Quoted below,
» G .

Generally dated in the fourth century ¢.x., but on inadequate evidence. ‘The correct date is
probably lht.: mid third century. On this, sec Crown, ‘Byzantinc Orhit’ (forthcoming: frefer tnadraft
kindly provided by the author).
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The first passage is taken from the description by Abu “I-Fath* of the first '

steps in restoring knowledge and practice after Baba Rabba had taken
control.*

Baba sent and brought all the Experts (‘ulama’) in the Tora (Shart‘ah),
and the priests (kahanah), from every place, except that not many of the
Elders (mashdyikh) and Learned Men (hakdkimah printed text; hukamd’
recension C)* of Israel were to be found . . . He told them: ‘Each of you
go to his place and be scrupulous, diligent, and clever in teaching all
Israel, men, women, and children, the Tora (Sharf‘ah), so that they know
it by heart (li-hifzha) and follow the general commandments (fard'id) and
detailed regulations (zkhdm; recension C adds: whichare in it) perfectly
as your ancestors did and be careful about the correctness of the reading

of the Tora (Té6réh)’.

The next passage is taken from the description by Abu 'l-Fath of Baba Rabba’s
perfected administration.”

(Printed Recension)
Baba Rabba said to the Learned Men (hakdkimah): ‘Reflect and be
clever in all that you do and be careful of mistakes and blunders and pay
attention to the readers of the Tora and the teachers (mu‘allimin)’.

(Recension C)
The Judges (hukkdm) appointed by Baba Rabba would always be exhort-
ed by him: ‘Be extremely pious (‘ala hadd at-td‘ah) and reflect and be
clever in all that you do, and be careful of mistakes and blunders, and
always pay attention to the Tora, because that is the greatest and most
important authority (akbar amr muhimmy), and ‘talk to the teachers

M There are two recensions of the History of Abu "I-Fath: the one edited by Vilmar and referred to
since then. and translated by Steohouse: and another so far unpublished and mostly unstudied. As
Stenhouse divides the mss. of the detter-known version into two groups, I refer to the lesser-known
version as recension C. though in actuality the main division is a two-way one, not a three-way one.
Recension C is far more accurate than the better-known version, hercafter called the prirted text or
printed recension. particularly in any technical discussion. I quote the printed recession from
Vilmar's cdition. corrected against all of Vilmar's mss.. which I have re-collated, and anumber of
other mss. T quote recension C from Ms. Sulzberger 14 of the Jewish Thedlogical Seminary, but its
readings have heen checked against Ms. Oriental 7027 of the British Library and Ms. Barton 7 of
Boston University Uibrary, The text published by Cohen. A Samaritan Chronicle, is cssentially a
Hebrew transiation of a part of recension € of Abu "1-Fath, and as such, is extremely vatuable,
though it needs to be used with care.

M The two recensions are very close in this passage and can be quoted together. Printed recension,
ed. Vilmar, 128, lines 9-15 (Stenhouse, 177-7R). Recension O, Sulzbergerms. 203b-204a Some very
minor variants arc not recorded (Cohen 4:11-13).

% The form hukamd’ is the normal plural of hakfm (= Hebrew hakham, Aramaic hakkim). The
form hakdkimah is a sccondary plural of the same word.

¥ printed text, ed. Vilmar, 132, lines 2-4 (Stenhousc, 182): recension C. Sulzberger ms., 207a
(Cohen 8:1-3). In this case recension C is decidedly superior to the printed text.
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(mu‘allimin) about that in regard to their learning by heart (hifz) of the
reading of the Tora (Sharf'ah) according to the Ten Canons (ustl)
transmitted by tradition from the Seventy Elders of Israel and from the
Priests (a’immah) who lived at the same time as our Master, the Great
Emissary Moses the son of Amram.’

The third passage comes soon after the second, and gives details about the use
of the synagogues mentioned in the intervening section

(Printed Recension)
He built a place for the reading and interpretation (tafsir), and the
hearing of queries, to the south of (qbli) the house of prayer so that
anyone that wanted a query answered could ask the Learned Men (hakd-
kimah) about it and they would inform him correctly.

(Recension C)
He also built a central synagogue (jadmi‘an wisi‘an), which he assigned for
the purpose of the reading and interpretation (tafsir) and the hearing of
questions, znd set it up opposite (muqabil) the house of prayer he had set
up on the lower slopes of Mt. Gerizim, so that anyone that had a query
could come there and put his query to the Learned Men (hukama') and
they would inform him what the position was (‘an md laha).

Even on a first reading of these passages, it is obvious that the teaching and
study of the text of the Tora is closely connected with the correct reading. Letus
examine what is meant by correct reading.

The Ten Canons® of reading mentioned in our second passage (in the
undamaged recension only) are the ten sets of supra-segmental morphemes that
mark the sense divisions, logical inter-connection and sequence of thought,
level of reality (statement, question, exhortation, command. warning, spec-
ula.tion, etc.), and emotional content. The system of markingthese Canons ina
writter text was apparently not fully understood by the authors of the extant
Freatises on the subject. What has been lost is apparently the knowledge of the
intonation that is represented by each sign (perhaps as well as the fine points of
the rhythm). The principle of marking the text by stress, rhythm. and pitch is
still alive, but it is not linked clearly to the written signsj For our present
purpose this is notan obstacle, as we can rely on the lists of meanings of the signs
(.and therefore of the supra-segmental morpheme sets) even ifthe authors of the
lists were a bit uncertain how to link each symbol with the pitch, rhythm, and
stress changes used by them on the basis of tradition. The Ten Canons were
once applied consciously to the text, and at least the list of meanings of the

M Printed text, ed. Vilmar, 132, lines 14-16 (Stenhouse, 183); recension (°, Sulzberger ms... Mi%h
&Cohcn 9:1-2). Once again, recension C is decidedly superior.

® See the excursus by Ben-Hayyim on these Canons and their representation and usc in Literary
and Ora! Tradition 1,53-57.
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Canons is in our hands, if not the intonations themselves. The signs for the
Canons occur sporadically in the oldest Mss. of the Tora, which indicates thatin
earlier times their conscious use was part of the study and knowledge of the text.

Aside from the use of the Ten Canons, we can assume that the modern and
Mediaeval system of fixing the pronurciation of each single word in the Tora®
was also practiced in the time of Baba Rabba. This fixed pronunciation has the
same functions as the Mascra, except that the pronunciation takes precedence
over the spelling and has even influenced the spelling in the past.*!

Correct pronunciation is inextricably linked with correct interpretation in the
Samaritan tradition. Correct pronunciation expresses one’s knowledge of the
etymology and morphology of the word, and one’s correct understanding of the
syntax of the phrase. To speak about correct reading means in practice to speak
about correct pronunciation (the same word is often used for both in the Arabic
sources) and to speak about correct pronunciation is to speak about correct
understanding of the text, including its implications.*

The learning by heart of the Tora referred to by Baba Rabba would then be
the acquisition of the knowledge of the application of the Ten Canons lo every
sense-unit, and the exact pronunciation of every single wotd. This knowledge
would inevitably, given the outlook and assumptions we have described, be
acquired along with instruction in the meaning of the text. Those who had
obtained this knowledge would then be qualified to teach Scripture. though
they would not necessarily be qualified to argue about halakha or doctrine at a

scholarly level.

EXPERTS AND LEARNED MEN

Beyond the level of the ‘Teachers’ is the level of the ‘Experts’ and ‘Learned
Men'. It is not entirely clear whether there is a difference in rank or function
between the ‘Learned Men’ (hukamd) and ‘Experts’ (‘ulamd’) in the usage of
the Chronicles. but on the whole, when speaking of the work of Baba Rabba, it
seems to me that there is a tendency to use the term ‘ulamd’ in the sense of
halakhic and doctrinal study of Scripture at an advanced level, and hukamd’ in
the sense of discussion or decision-making where the argument or trzdition is
more to the fore than the text itself. The ‘Judges’ (hukkdm) would be the
‘Learned Men' or ‘Experts’ acting in a specific capacity. probably, if we can go
by the analogy of Jewish practice, with some extra training.

The institution for the study of the Tora was apparently concerned with the
development of knowledge as well as its transmission. It wasconcerned with the
activity of interpretation (tafsfr), which implies the continued intensive study of

© RPen Havvim, [ iterary and (val Tradition *a, 27-28.

4 Ren Havyim, Literary and Oral Tradition 1,24, On the pointing svstem. sec Ben-Hayyim, 5.4-7.
2 Qee note 40, For examples of the relationship hetween interpretation and pronunciation. se¢
Ren. Havvim. 1iterary and Oral Tradition 1, 22: Halkin, ‘Relation’. 290-91.
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the text, as well as the activity of reading, which is an activity that maintains
knowledge rather than developing it. From the close connection of the two
terms, we can assume that there was a body of established interpretation which
was taught and transmitted as an attachment to each word or phrase.

This method of study closely resembles the procedure of the schools of the
Tannaim, which produced midrashim that systematically attached traditional
halakha and aggada to the text of the Tora, and also recorded the resuits of
intensive study of the text. The Samaritan method of attachment of information
to the text could perhaps have resembled that of the Sifra.* There remains the
question of why no written midrashim of the school of Baba Rabba have come
down to us. From this period we have Marka’s book (which is not 2 midrash),
liturgical compasitions, the Targum, and the sources of the extant Chronicles,
0 obviously texts of midrashim could have been passed on. Part of the answer
to this question is provided by the history of the Tannaic midrashim themselves.
Although these midrashim were readily available to the Tannaim themselves,
the actual books were deposited in the academy in the form of master copies,
which were revised over several generations. The midrashim that we have in
our hands are not these books: they do not survive. What we have are compila-
tions, each compilation being an edited and abridged version of the midrash of
one school, with material from other schools added wherever necessary to
produce a satisfactory complete work. Some of the material in our midrashim
was not known to the Amoraim and much of the material known to the
Amoraim is not in our books. It could be conjectured that Samaritan midrashim
would have been even more vulnerable to loss. because of the smaller numbers
of the Samaritarns, and thatthey could have perished in the unsettled conditions
after the time of Baba Rabba.*

Let us see how much of this structure of fact and inference (and, admittedly,
some speculation) can be applied to the period of the first and second centuries

“ The format of the Sifra is the simplest of all the Tannaic midrashim. particularly in purely halakhic
passages.

“ Onthese aspectsof the history of the Tannaic midrashim, sec Albeck, M1 0 ha-Talmudim, ch. 5,
section 3; Melamed, Pirkei Mavo le-Sifrut ha-Talmud, part 2 chs. 4, 16, 19 There is an altusion to
the establishment of ‘the instruction of the synagogues’ in what would have been the mid eleventh
century {a date that corresponds tothe compasition of the Tubikh and Kafi).in Chronicle Neuhauer,
148-49 (Compare Chronicle Neubaner. 446 and Chranicle Adler for the year S¥7 on the dating )
This issaid to have been the time of the fisst literary use of Agbic by the Samaritans It wonld ~cem
that the disconnected picces and outlines surviving from the obscore past mentionced by the author of
the K4fiin his introduction (see below) must therefore have been written in Hehrew nr Aramaic, and
that their condition was due to heing relics of a period when thestudy of the Torawas fragmented and
disorganised. I suggest that although: the carly Samaritan midrashim perished, their content survi-
ved, both in the form of the disconnccted written picces mentioned above and as traditional
knowledge, and that much of the literature of the Arabic period, including quite late works such as
the comprehensive commentary on the Tora, the Kdshif al-Chavahih. contains such material along
with much later material.
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of the common era. ‘Experts’ and ‘Learned Men’ are mentioned frequently in
the context of the Roman persecutions.* Houses of study (madadris) are also
mentioned.® It is assumed that in normal times most people would know the
Tora.*’ If we combine these facts with the mention of ‘Informed People’ by the
Samareitikon * we can take it that it is highly probable that Baba Rabba’s work
was that of restoration, not reformation, as in fact the tenor of the narrative
about him indicates. Probably, then, the Samaritan ‘Scribes’ mentiored in the
Jewish sources are the ‘Experts’ (‘ulama’) of the Samaritan Chronicles; and we
actually have one passage that puts these Samaritan scribes or experts in the
context of the interpretation of the text of the ‘Tora. This passage is a comment
on Numbers 15:31, occurting both in the Sifrei® and the Babylonian Talmud.*
The form in the Sifrei is probably more original. The text of the Sifrei reads in
this case:

Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: This is how I demonstrated the Samar-
itans’ books to be spurious (BTN MBL NBMY), since they would
sav: The dead do not revive. | said to them: It says: “That soul will be
absolutely cut off; its fault is init". Now the meaningof ‘its faultisin it" is
that it will have to give account on the Day of Judgement.

It seems surprising to have Samaritans denying the concept of a day of judge-
ment and a general resurrection for the purpose, since this is one of the main
items of faith of the Samaritans as we know them. There is also evidence that
the Dositheans believed in an individual resurrection. probably not in bodily
form." Whether some Samaritans denied any life at all after death is hard to tell
from the sources. A denial of resurrection is not the same as a denial of some

# Experts (‘ulamd’): Abu'I-Fath, ed. Vilmar, 120, line 8 (Stenhouse, 165); 118, line 18 (Stenhouse,
163); ‘ulama’, Teachers (mu‘allimin), and hakdkimah (Learned Men): 125, lines 3-4 (in recension C,
Sulzberger ms. 199b, the form is hukamd’ instead of hakdkimah). These examples are only
representative,

% Aby '1-Fath. ed. Vilmar, 118, linc 18 (Stenhouse, 163).

¥ Abu 1-Fath. ed. Vilmar, 122, lines 3-4: ‘No-onc taught his child the Tora, except onc in a
thousand or two in ten thousand. in secrecy’ (Stenhouse, 168, has completely misunderstood this). In
the Arabic Book of Joshua, ch. 48: ‘No-one was able to learn the Tora etc.’.

# Deut 25:7-8. The significance of this term is discussed below. See note 76 for the reference. The
spelling Samareitikon with >ei< representing [i:] corresponds to normat Greek spelling for this
periad. On Samaritan scribes, see note 80.

© Sifrei Num. 112 (p. 122).

© B.T Sanhedrin 90b. )

M First example: Abu °I-Fath, od. Vilmar. 156, lines 14-15. Vilmart's text is corrupt at this point.
Stenhouse. 218 has followed Vilmar's text andnot the mss. The actual text (according tothe mss.} is:
“Thevy said that the dead would rise soon as the children of Dositheos the prophet (of Ged)'; or, with
Ms. Oriental Quarto 471 of the Prussian State Library: “They said that the dead would soon rise,
thanks to Labi (M) and his group. the children of Dositheos the prophetof God'. Secend example:
Abu-Fath. ed. Vilmar, 155, lincs 1-2. Vilmar's text is corrupt again. Stenhouse, 216 admits to being
unable to make sense of Vilmar's text, but does not refer at all 1o the mss. The actual reading of the
mss. is ‘My faith is in you. Lord. and vour servant Dositheos. and his sons and daughters’.
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future life, One could, for example, think of re-incarnation, which can be
demonstrated from the Tora much more easily that resurrection, individual or
collective.” Anyway, some form of disagreementon these lines seems to be the
explanation of the reading of the Venice edition® of the Sifrei of 1546, which
assumes the need to specify that not all Samaritans are meant: ‘This is how |
demonstrated the Samaritans’ books (Samaritans that would say . . .) to be
spurious’. RabbiShimon’s proof is in fact one of the standard Samaritan proofs
for the concept of a day of judgement.™ o

The Samaritans referred to by R. Shimon rejected the argument quoted just
beforehand in the Sifrei, whereby the duplicationof the verbfor re-inforcement
(hikkaret tikkaret) to express the idea of absoluteness or completeness is artifi-
cially interpreted as a duplication of intended meaning, so that it is taken to
mean ‘will be cut off and will be cut off’, that is, will be cut off in this world and
the next, thus proving that there is another world. The rejection of this method
of exegesis is fundamental to all known later Samaritan exegesis, and we have
here a conclusive example of the continuity of the methodology. Later Samar-
itan exegesis, which insists on the concept of the Day of Vengeance and
Recompense, a concept which is essentially the same as one version of the
Jewish concept of the World to Come, continues to reject any special in-
terpretation of the duplication of the verb, and takes the duplication to indicate
absoluteness or completeness. Where they find the reference to resurrection is
precisely where R. Shimon finds it, in the next phrase, ‘its fault isin it’, which is
taken to indicate that even after death the soul still exists, and is liable to the
consequences of its actions. :

We learn from this passage that one of the known Samaritan principles of
exegesis, the refusal to find special meaning in variants of style, is as old as the
time of the Tannaim. We also learn that different Samaritan groups, who
disagreed on their theology, still agreed on the methodology of exegesis.

There remains the problem of the mention of Samaritan books by R. Shimon
ben Elazar. There is a passage similar in form to this one in Sifrei Deut 56 (p.

% Thestandard Jewish proof for re-incarnation is from such verses as Exod 20:5-6, where it does not
say ‘to thousands of generations’, but only ‘to thousands’; if they are not gencrations they can only be
lifetimes; and the visiting of the sinsof the sons on the fathers must have the same meaning. otherwise
there would be a denial of justice.

# The Venice edition of 1546 is the first printed cdition. Its distinctive reading in this place is nota
minority reading. Hotovitz only had four text-witnesses availabie for this passage . Of these, two have
2 secondary reading ot this point. This leaves only one ms. (the reading of which I have transhated
above) and the Venite edition. The rcading of the Venice edition is not recorded in Horovitz's
edition, and 1 have consulted the criginal. This reading would look like a simple dittography if its
significance was not #ppreciated, and would tend to be climinated by scrihes.

' Thisis how the Késhif al-Ghaydhib interprets the verse (Prassian State Library, Ms. Petermann
I:c, 307b). The same interpretation is implicd by the Samaritan Arabic translation and one version of
the Samaritan Targum (the other heing inconclusive). A Jewishreading of the verse on the same lines
seems to lie behind the translation of the Peshitta, and is conflated with the other interpretation by
the Targum Pscudo-Yonatan,
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123) on Deuteronomy 11:30, where the Samaritan Tora is said to have been
faisified, to be spurious (Cf. P.T. Sota 7:3, 21c; B.T. Sota 33b; Sanhedrin 90b;
the phrase is TTMNT NK DND™) In that passage, the referenc_c can bf
explained as being an allusion to the text of the Samaritan Tora, which in this
verse has a variant reading which is explicitly quoted. In the passage from the
Sifrei on Numbers this explanation will not do. The Samaritan Toraagrees with
the Masoretic Text in the verse under discussion, so how can it be said to have
been falsified? Besides, all the implication of the wordingis that the text was not
the issue, but that the text was agreed on and the problem was how to convince
the others of its meaning. There are, then, no obvious books that could have
been falsified. Geiger® suggested reading ‘scribes’ instead of ‘books’, an emen-
dation which in Hebrew is very slight, but this will not do, because one does not
declare people to be spurious, caunterfeit, or forged, which is the ra{\%'e of
meanings of the verb. The verb demands the existing reading of .‘hooks

I suggest that the books referred to are the Samaritan collections -of fixed,
official, scriptural exegesis, similar to the Tannaic midrashim', which were
being built up at the same time.” There is of course the question of h0\.w R.
Shimon could have been so familiar with Samaritan literature . particularly if we
hold to the analogy previously suggested with the Jewish midrashim, which as
books were not readily available. It is likely that the solution lies in the fact that
the controversy being a major one amongst the Samaritans (hems'elves_. one
could hardly fail to hear about it and hear the arguments of both sides if one
came into social contact or physical proximity to a Samaritan community.
Furthermore, the controversy would be one of interest to a Jewish scholar,
having a bearing on a disputation between the Pharisees and the Sadducees,
and once it came to a Jewish scholar’s attention, he would want ta pursue the
matter till he had uncovered the details. We have evidence from eIsewl,cre of
R. Shimon's interest in the arguments of the Samaritans and their practice, an
interest for the sake of controversy, but nevertheless much more than a casuz.d
interest.® Thus his discovery of the standard midrash of one Samaritan group is
not unexpected. What R. Shimon quoted against them Jooks like the standard
midrash of another Samaritan group.

We are now in a position to understand why it is that we have a Qreek
translation of the Tora {or at least, bits of one), and an Aramaic transtation of
the Tora, from the first centuries c €., but no equivalent of the Mishna or'the
Tannaic midrashim. From our description of the probable method of Samaritan

“ Ha-Mikra ve-Targumav, 5 (= Urschrifi, &1). ) .
% The impression given by Jastrow's dictionary (p. 389) is misleading. He assigns a certain
to this passage. and then derives a meaning of the verb from that. . )

“ In which case we should probably take the verb 7 to mean ‘to dedare false’ in ngreement with

its Synac cognate. o ‘ ] )
® There is evidence of R. Shimon's stronginterest in Samaritan idcasin P. 7. AvodaZara 5:4 (444,

middic).
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study of halakha, the Mishna form would be very unlikely to be used.” As for
the midrashim, they have simply perished. The evidence, such as it is, indicates
that the content of the midrashim lived on and became incorporated eventually
in the Arabic literature. Compare the passage from the Kdfi quoted below.

If the books of midrashim, by the nature of their production and use, were
vulnerable to loss, the exact opposite must have applied to the translations of
the Tora. If all doctrine and halakha had to have some attachment to the text, if
all traditional knowledge was regarded as merely a statement of what to know to
understand the text correctly and in detail* then all study must have been linked
to the text (which we have seen to be an attested fact), anda text in the common
language would have been absolutely essential. The Hebrew text would have
been copied as often as a group of people came together to study or be taught,
and would have been the focus of each study group. Attached to this text, not in
physical form in writing, but in the minds of all educated people, and in this
respect that means most people to some extent, was an ever-growing body of
interpretation. The Greek translation gave way to the Aramaic, and the Ara-
maic to the Arabic. (Nowadays most Samaritans would be able to read the Tora
in Hebrew.) The text has been re-copied and constanily studied, and the
accompanying invisible but real tradition has been passed on with it. The
handbooks of faith and practice, and the Scriptural commentaries that were

.composed in the Middle Ages in Arabic, although to some extent the creation

of their authors, and certainly bearing the mark of their personality, are also
largely individual selections from this traditional knowledge. This continuous
new composition is quite zppropriate, since the traditionalknowledge, which is
the knowledge of the meaning of the Tora, must not only be passed on, but also
developed.

Perhaps this is why the Samaritans care so little about identifying the author-
ship of books, and do not seem to care at all atout the distinction between an
original book and a revision or adaptation.®

KNOWLEDGE RESERVED BY THE PRIESTS

There is a body of traditional knowledge, apparently mystical in nature, and
having to do with the meaning of the Tetragrammaton, that is the preserve of
the Priests, and in part, the preserve of the High Priest.”? Obviously such
information does not get written down in books for the general reader. and we
know nothing about it.

® Except that thete were probably collections of laws as halakha le-ma ase for practical judicial
purposes, similar to the Sadduccan Book of Decrees (sec note 130).

® Sec the passage from the Kitdb a(-Tubdkh quoted ahove

# Gaster, ‘Samaritan Literature'5. column 2. Sec also Baid., Principles Introdnetion, 2325 onthe
authorship and recensions of the Kitdh al-I'tigadat.

2 Montgomery, Samaritans, 21314
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Some other parts of the mystical tradition are readily available. 1f we go by
the analogy of the Kabbala, which is to be found everywhere in the prayer-
book, the traditional Bible commentaries, and many discursive works, without
being explicitly labelled as such. we can expect some of the mystical tradition to
be alluded to throughout the liturgy. This is in fact the case. The didactic or
reflective pieces called shiran® in Arabic are quite rich in these ideas. Then
there is the material on Moses, which says a lot about the nature of the Tora if
read perceptively. Marka’s book is only a particularly long prose version of the
shirdn, or a particularly long version of the prose and verse pieces on Moses,
where the real focus is on Moses's function and work, and the purpose behind it.
For this reason a study of Marka really belongs with a study of the titurgy, and
will not be brought in here. However, for our present purpose it will do as a
concentrated example of secret knowledge made public. Much of this material
is concerned with the nature of the Tora and the concept of revelation.

The very specific knowledge handed on from one High Priest to ancther, and
not available to other Priests (or said not to be available to them). has to do
partly with the actual pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton.* The High Priest
is also responsible for the catculationof the Calendar.® Neither of these matters
are directly retated to Scriptural excgesis, and they do not concern us here.

The same comment applies to an area of knowledge that was once the
exclusive preserve of the Priests but was preserved only in books afterthe end of
the Time of Favour and was lost altogether in the Roman persecutions: the
songs for the sacrifices.®

In short. there is no area of Scriptural study or interpretation that is the
exclusive preserve of the Priests. The only apparent exception is thatthere was
once a difference of opinion on whether the Priests had the exclusive right to
make a practical halakhic decision, or decide on the correct pronundiation ofa
word in the Tora. We will now discuss these questions.

THEORETICAL STUDY BY EXPERTS

As would he expected, there have always been expertsin the study and teaching
of the Tora. Who these experts are. and how they went about their work, is not
entirely clear for all periods, and the evidence is to some extent contradictory.
We will start with a discussion of the evidence for the mediaeval period, and try

to work backwards to the first centuries C.E.

& The singular is shir. obviously a borrowing from Hebrew, perhaps by way of Arzmaic.
©  Gaster. Samaritan Eschatelogy, 69.

& See ch. 1 of the Kitah al-Kafi.
®  Arabic Book of Joshua, ch. 47. This was a rcal toss of knowledge of Tora, as this liturgy

theorcticatly went back to the giving of the Tora and must therefore have been part of the tradition of
how to carry out the injunctions of the textin practice. These songs would have been similar in origin

and function 1o the Jewish Psatms.
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The most explicit statement on the subject known to me is in the introduction
to the !(mib a.I-de.i. The introduction is in flowery and prolix rimed prose. The
following mainly gives the gist of the relevant section, but the critical sentences
are translated exactly.”

[E{tperts (‘ulamd’) have looked into the details of the Tora and have

written their findings down in books containing material derived by

investigation (ma‘qii/)*® and material known by tracition (mangul). All

sorts of notes (furd’ agdwil) giving information on the practice and details

‘(:awtt]an wq-ahkdm ) of certain written laws (usil) survive from the obscure
st].

Notes {agdwfl) on some matters which arc obligatory knowledge for
?n}f Israelite have been written up from the outlines (tasdwid) of learned
Jun§pmdents (fugahd’), each of whom was a leading authority (sayyid
wa-.tmdm) in his generation. Some of them were not actually Imam
(Priest) by descent and rank, but were Imdm (authority) by (religious)
s}anding (shayékhah) and function (tarfgeh), and any génuine composi-
tions of theirs have validity.”

{This book, the Kitdb al-Kdfi. has been written up from their state-
ments, which is why it is not always fully systematicin its arrangement.
Those who are competent in such questions will be able to sort out the

- contents and handle the arguments put by each side].

Thete can be no doubt that the position of Legal Expert (‘dlim) and Jurispru-
dent (fagih) can be attained by any competent person, Priest or not. The
problem lies in reconciling this undeniable fact with the assumption in other
places that the Priests have the supreme authority to make decisions.

For the mediaeval period the problem can be solved from a careful reading of
the sources. The first chapter of the Kitdb al-Kifi deals with the function and
§tat‘us of the Imam (Priest). The chapter says nothing about their function as
jurisprudents. The function given to them in regard to the law is to fix the
ca!endar and regulate the festivals, and read the Tora. In addition, the High
Priest has the title of Judge, which significantly is not further defined. Aside
.fror.n this, any Priest must know and practice the Tora, but this is not because it
is his official fuaction to teach the Tora, but rather because the right knowledge
fmd behaviour are necessary prerequisites for such an important position. An
ignorant Pricst is not allowed to officiate.

T:his clarifies the practical situation. The theoretical situation is still not
entircly clear because there is some evidence that the Priests in general, or
per!w?ps the High Priest, are regarded as the ultimate authorities for any
decision on what the law actually is (in Jewish terminology. they are poskim).

. . L

. Noja's transiation is not precise enough for the present purpose.
. Some mss. have mugawwal ‘stated by the text’.

® Noja has cxactly reversed the meaning at this point.
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The clearest statements on this known to me are both in the Kirdb at-Tubdkh,

The first passage is in the introduction to the book, where the author deals with
the question of what happens to the function of Moses after his death. The
answer given is that prophecy is not transmitted or inherited, but neither does it
disappear with the death of Moses: this would be impossible, because it has
permanent validity. It is reserved for the future, for the Day of Judgement,
beyond the mundane level of existence. The work and function of Moses is in
some respects still necessary, so it is taken over by the High Priest, whothen has
two functions. We are not told at all how the High Priest takes over the position
of Moses, and the rest of the chapter only describes what would be expected as
normal priestly functions. The fact that we are not told anything about any
activity in regard to the interpretation of Scripture or the study of the halakha,
where so much detail in regard to other activities is given, indicates that this is
not part of their hereditary function. The solution is probably that ultimate
authority lies with the High Priest, but that in practice this only involves making
a decree or decision to fix the halakha in case of necessity. This interpretation is
confirmed by the description of the function of the Priests in general by the
same author in the passage on the Blessing to Levi (Deut 33:8-11). His main
concern is with their ritual functions, and the following section on theit function
as protectors of the Tora and judges has to be read in this context.™

The phrase ‘Because they have guarded your utterance’ (v.9) refers to
their keeping the whole of the assignment that was expressed from God
in words by the Emissary, and their actively arguing against the oppo-
nents of the religion, as it says: ‘and they guard your covenant’. They are
the ultimate authorities for the regulations and for the clarification of the
details of their real meaning (wa-‘alayhim tantahi al-ahkam wa-tubdn
al-haqd'iq ftha). From them one acquires the legal rulings (fatidwa),
statements of forbiddenness or permissibility, uncleanness and cleanness
(wa-‘anhum titkhadh al-fatdwa wa-'l-hardm wa-'"l-haldl wa-'{-tand’ wa-’(-
(uhr). as it says: “They declare judgements to Jacob, and your Tora to
Israel’ (v. 10). The bit about Jacob refers to the judges (hukkam) of
Priestly lineage. and the bit about Israel refers to the whole of the nation,
whether people occupying special positions or ordinary people, men and
women, upon whom they impose the Tora.

We see that one of the main functions of the Priests is to give fatdwa, that is,
rulings on what the halakha actually is in specific cases of doubt or dispute: the
exact equivalent of the Jewish teshivot. except that the dedision of the Priest has
the authority not only of his learning, but also of his position. The Priest needs
skill and understanding o as to reach his decision. and one can assume that
ignorant Priests will not be asked for decisions. but the authority of the decision
is the authority of the hereditary function of the Priesthood. In this respect they

® The passage has not been transtated before.
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are performing the same function as when they decide whether a particular
person or object in a particular case is clean or unclean. Their function is to
make binding authoritative decisions in particular cases, not to be theoret-
icians, jurisprudents, collectors of traditions, systematic commentators on
Scripture, or authors of handbooks of faith and practice (though any given
Priest may well do this in practice). Nevertheless, by giving authoritative
decisions on matters of faith or practice or Scriptural interpretation in particular
cases, they presumably create a body of case law which becomes a body of
authoritative teaching on these matters.

To what extent the Priests actuaily performed this function in the mediaeval
period is not easy to answer. Neither the Kafi, nor the Tubdkh, nor any other
source known to me, actually use such Pricstly decisions, and there may well be
a discrepancy between theory and practice in this matter.” Our main concern
here, however, is not the mediaeval period, but the first centuries C.E.. and the
situation in the mediaeval period is for the present purpose a guide to what to
look for at earlier periods. Let us take the rather meagre evidence from the
period before Baba Rabba, and then try to seeif any of the information about
Baba Rabba’s work throws light back onto the earlier periods.

Kippenberg " has correctly pointed out that the Samaritan Targum translates
the term shii(drem™ (commonly taken to mean some kind of administrative
officers), as ‘scribes’; and that the term ‘elders™ is translated as ‘wise men’ or
‘earned men’. Now such a translation assumes an identification of adminis-
trative function and the knowledge of Scripture and tradition, which indicates
that these functions do not belong to the Priests by virtue of their position. It
alsoassumes that the knowledge of the meaning of Scripture was mainly passed
down by way of the Seventy Elders, asin fact the text of the Tora™ implies fairly
clearly and as rabbinic Jewish tradition insists. We will see later that there is a
strong Samaritan tradition on these lines.

To my knowledge, there is not a single mention in any Jewish source before
the Middle Ages of Samaritan Priests in any other connection than their priestly
function, i.e. s recipients of tithes and cultic functionaries.

In the one case where the translation of the word zaginem (elders) by-the
Samareitikon is known,™ the word is translated as ‘informed men’ or learned
men’ (synetoij. This is enough to show that the method of the targum in
translating this term (and, presumably, the other term in question) goes hack to
themethod of the Samareitikon, and therefore that the concept of learned men,

" There are in fact collections of pricstly fardwa. ‘legal rulings’, but they are all from the modern
period, when the High Pricsts have a function in practice in deciding the halakha simply by being
educated in the Tora.

™ Garizim und Synagoge, 17576 (See also 180-84.)

The masoretic pronunciation is shotrim.

UMY (the masoretic pronunciation is zekenim).

Num 11:25.

Dcut 25:7-8, in a fragment published by Glauc and Rahlfs, ‘Frapgmente'.
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not necessarily Priests, who interpret the text and traditionof the Tora, is older
than the time of Baba Rabba.” A rather slight confirmation, but nevertheless
clear in the light of the information so far put forward, is that Josephus refers to
the Samaritan administrative council (which could also have been a judicial
body) by the term Boul?,™ a term which in the usage of the time means
specifically Senate in the Roman sense, or a Council of the Greek type, and
would lead the reader away from any thought of the Priesthood. The existence
of a Samaritan Patriarch? is also attested. Now the term Patriarch (the exact
equivalent of the Hebrew term Nasi) is one that in the usage of the time would
not he applied to someone holding a Priestly office. 1t would properly betong to
the President of the Bouléjust mentioned. We also find references to Samaritan
scribes, clearly connected with the interpretation of Scripture, in Jewish sourc-
es. in passages dealing with the time of the Tannaim.%

In the light of this information, we can now put greater reliance on the
information in the Samaritan Chronicles on the study of the text and tradition of
the Tora before the disruptions caused by the Romans, information which
agrees with the evidence put forward so far. A sketch of the evidence will have
to suffice here.™

(a) There are numerous references to the persecution by the Romans of
teachers of the Tora or experts in the Tora, who in some cases are mentioned
without any reference to the Priesthood and in some cases are distinguished
from the Priesthood.

(b) There are references to the destruction of the houses of study by the
Romans, without any indication that these houses of study had any necessary
connection with the Priesthood.® On the other hand, the Priests are consistent-
ly mentioned in connection with the attempt to suppress the synagogue service
and destroy the knowledge of liturgy.

(¢) When the experts and teachers are mentioned in connectior: with the
synagogues, there is not usually a mention of the synagogue service, and the
implication is that the synagogues were also houses of study.

(d) There are plices where the experts or teachers are mentioned along with
the Priests. and there is a distinction in function.

" Compare above, in the first quotation from Abu ‘L-Fath, the reference to mashdyikh and
hakakimah or hukamd’ as an institutionalized function before the activity of Baba Rabba.

™ Joscphus, Anr. 18:88.

™ Kippenberg, Garizim und Synagoge 139. quoting Gen. Rabba 94:7 (p. 1178). The date would be
about 150 c €.

®  Sifrei Dent. S6 (p. 123) on Deut 11:30 (where the interlocutor is R. Elazar ben Yose), P.T. Avoda
Zara 54 (34d. middic). where the interlocutor is R. Shimon ben Elazar Sec note SR,

% AN of what is said here can be verified simply by reading through the relevant scctions of
Abu’l-Fath and the Arabic Rock of Joshua.

8 Sce above, note 46, for the reference.
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() It was expected that the Tora would be taught from father to son, which
implies that it was common property and therefore accessible at an advanced
level to any interested person.®

On the other hand, there is some evidence of a viewpoint that ascribed the
right to teach the Tora to the Priests, and of an attemp! by Baba Rabba to
regulate the conduct of the community that held this opinion, an opinion that
was once widespread. Whether this opinion hac arisen in times of persecution,
and the Priesthood was the most stable and visible public office, or whether itis
an ancient divergent concept of the teaching of Tora, is not stated by the
sources. There is, though, one important piece of indirect evidence that this
divergent viewpoint is ancient. We are told that when Baba Rabba took the
teaching of the Tora out of the hand of the Priesthood, the ordinary Priests
(those not descended from Pinhas) no longer had any reason to maintain their
record of genealogy intact, i.e. back to Levi, and werc content to be known as
Priests because their immediate ancestors were known to be Priests. Now if the
removal of any authoritative function in regard to the Tora could have this
effect, it must have been an innovation, otherwise these records would have
been abandoned long before.

In view of the importance of this issue, 1 give here the translation of the
relevant passage, taken from the history of Abu ’I-Fath ™

Baba Rabba took seven men out of the best of Israel, men of wealth and
learned in the Tora, and honoured them with the title of ‘Learned Men’
(hakdkimah, hukamd). The generality of the Priests (kahanah) were not,
however, called Learned Men. Of these seven Learned Men, three were
Priests (kahanah) and four were ordinary Israelites. Before this, any of
the Priests (kahanah) that was of high authority wascalled in Israel Chief
Priest (Imdm),® but from Baba onwards they came to be called Learned
Men so as to have a title to call them by * The nomination of the Chief
Priests (2’immah) belonged to them and their descendants afterwards.
[Laymen were then put in charge of most of the synagngue service
(except for carrying the Sefer Tora) and in charge of circumcision}.
From that time onwards the lines of descent of the Priests (kahanah)

were lost, and they only traced their descent to their immediate ances-
tors.® None of them cared about the records of the lines of descent, the
reason being that Baba Rabba had only bestowed the title of 1.earned
Men on the Experts (‘ulamad’), whether they were Priests (kahanah) or

B See above, note 47.

% Abu 'I-Fath, ed. Vilmar, 129, line 2, to 130, fine 8 (Stenhousc, 178-80); recension €, 204a-205h.

Minor differences between the two recensions that do not affect the sense are not recorded. The

Hebrew translation (Cohen 5:1-14) has some interesting variants. .

*  So recension C; printed recension Imdm Kabir.

% S0 as 10 have atitle to call them by’ (bi-sabah tawqir manyudda'a minkum ka-dhilika) only in the

printed recension.

7 This is the situation among lews at present.
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ordinary Israelites. The generality of the Priests were not given the title
of either Learned Man or Imdm (Chief Priest or eminent person).
|Baba Rabba then gave these men the authority to make dedsions].

THE SEBUAEANS

There is a record of a group called the Sebuaeans (of whom virtually nothing is
known) who would not accept the authority of Baba Rabba’s appointees as final
authorities, but would allow these appointees to make observations and then
put a particular case to the High Priest of the Sebuaeans for an authoritative
decision. The attitude of this group resembles the theoretical attitude (as
opposed to the actual practice) of the mediaeval sources, which, as we have
seen. is to allow any learned person to set out his interpretation of the text and
tradition. but for the Priests to be the usual experts, and for the High Priest to
make the authoritative ruling on any case, if lesser Priests are unable to

decide.®

The Sebuaeans, however, did not take notice of Baba Rabba and did not
accept the Learned Men (hakékimah) that he appointed. Instead their
Priests (kahanah) would give judgement in their villages, and the seven
Learned Men (hakdkimah) appointed by Baba Rabba would travel
round all the villages and would leave® informants™ there who would find
out if there was any of the Sebuaean Priests there that had made a
mistake in a mitswa (faridah) or Scriptural law (shari‘ah) or detail of
practice (hukm), and would bring the matter before their own Rabis®
‘Priestly Authority’ from their own community (ar-rabis alladhi lahum
min al-‘ashir).

This attitude of the Sebuaeans obviously must have existedbefore Baba Rabba.
Whether it existed before the Roman persecutions is not so obvious. On the
whole. however, the evidence seems to point in that direction.

®  Abu'-Fath, cd. Vilmar, 131 tine 12,10 13 linc 1 (Stenhouse 182): recension C. Sulthergerms.,
206b-207a (Cohen 7:1-6). 1 quote the prinied recension. The only significant diffcrence with
recension C is that the wording a: the start of the passage implies that the reader might not have heard
of the Sehuaeans, which means that it is not possible to speak of them as anumerous group, or as the
majority. against a supposed Dosithcan Baba Rabba, as is often done.

® Stenhouse follows Vilmar's (cxt against the mss. at this point.

@ Sienhouse has failed to recognise an innct-Arabic graphic corruption at this point. The reading
mu‘arrifin is confirmed by recension C.

% The reference is to the Rabfs of the Sebuacans. Stenhouse has confused the words rabis and ra’is
here (as in fact he does throughout his whole translation). On the term rabis, sce Ben-Hayyim,
Literary and Oral Tradition 1.132-33; 2, 380. The Hebrew and Aramaic equivaient is 727 or D737
1 suggest that the term is cognae (o the Hebiew torms (in Jewish usage) TN Y2012 and Y2ON.
The Rabis is usnally the High Pricst. but a distinctive community such as the Schuncans, or an
ordinary community of some size. can have its own Rabls, (On this last point sce the reference to
Chronicle Neubauer by Ben-Hayyim.)
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First, as we have seen, the more extreme attitude of the Priests who found
Baba Rabba’s reforms so traumatic seems to be older than the Roman period,
so presumably an attitude lying between this attitude and Baba Rabba’s would
be at least as old, if the tendency of the times in the Roman period had been in
the direction of increasing priestly authority. This argument, although plausi-
ble, is not conclusive.

Second, the attitude of the Sebuaeans is echoed in the theoretical statements
(as opposed to the actual practice) of the mediaeval sources, and therefore
seems to have been one that was not easy to sweep away. This would indicate
that the attitude had decp historical and theoretical roots. This argument is not
conclusive either, though it adds to the plausitility of the theory.

Third, the Sebuaeans szem to have existed well before the Roman persecu-
tions, so presumably they must have had a distinctive attitude even then.?

Fourth, the Sebuaeans seem to have continued to exist as an identifiahle
group into the Gaonic period.” As Baba Rabba’s reforms had fallen into
abeyance by that time, at least in the matter of the function of the Priesthood,
there must have been something that distinguished them even then from other
Samaritans. This argument would be stronger if we knew for certain that at that
time there were Samaritans that were neither Sebuaean nor Dosithean.* In
view of the fact that the Sebuaeans are only mentioned once in that period, this
is probably the case, but there is no certainty, as they might not have called
themselves by that name.

1t is to be noticed that the Sebuaeans could not have belonged to a separate
sect to Baba Rabba and his officials if their halakha was identical, which it must
have been to make the arrangement described workable. This means that the
only point of disagreement must have been over the question of ultimate
authority on the halakha, as in fact the text fairly clearly implies. If this single
point of disagreement was enough to make them a distinctive group, then it
must have hadmuch deeper roots than an assumption of authority by the priests

% The most plausible way of accounting for the names of the two scholars Sabbaios and Theodosios
mentioned by Josephus as the Samaritan representatives i the debate before King Ptolemy on the
textof the Tora isas names produced by Jewish and Samaritan folklore out of the names of the two
most distinctive Samaritan groups of his time, the Sebuaeans and the Dositheans (Joscphus, Ant.
13:75).

% Halakhot Gedolot, Hilkbot Shihrur ‘Avadim (ed. Hildesheimer 2. 522). This passage identifies
Cuthaeans, Sebuaeans, and Samaritans, and thus supports the suggestion that the Sehuacans were a
distinctive group rather than a separate scct, since a distinction hctween Cuathagans and Samaritansis
only one of terminology. (It must be admitted, though, that the main concern in this passage is
genealogy, not scctarian divisicns.)

% This does seem to have been the case in the time of Baba Rahba: see ahove. note £8. What the
anonymous majority might have called themselves is uncertain. [ suggest a division as follows: The
grezt majority (probably to be identified with the Gorothenians): a subdivision or distinctive
community within this majority, called the Schuacans (and possibly the same as the Mashotheans. if
the etymology of the two names is the same); and a group with its own nrganisation, incompatible
beeause of its catendar and halakha, which fater produced the Dostheans. The name of the
Gotothenians could perhaps be derived from the place-name My
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in a time of turmoil. This argument is probably the strongest of those put
forward here.

Perhaps we can approach this problem from another direction. We have seen
that there is a discrepancy in the mediaeval sources between theory and prac-
tice. Such a situation can be explained as an ancient divergence in the theory of
the relative authority of experts in the Tora (who might or might not be Priests)
and the Priesthood in regard to ultimate decisions on the interpretation of the
Tora. Now in fact there is evidence for such an ancient theoretical divergence.
The expression of this theoretical divergence takes the form of a difference of
opinion about the relative authority of the Seventy Elders as opposed to the
High Priest. Both authorities were constituted by Moses and hoth were given
the Tora to keep. This theoretical divergence is indirectly attested for the
period before Baba Rabba.

One version of the theory is given by Abu ‘I-Fath just after his description of
Baba Rabba’s organisation.”

This administration and organisation was not from the Time of Favour.
Rather, in the Time of Favour there were Seventy Elders who were
honorary agents (mukhtdrin) and experts (‘ulam@’) for the population.
Twelve of these elders were the chiefs of the tribes. One of the twelve was
chief over all of them and was called Leader of the Tribes, and he assisted
the most senior of them in adjudicating. [However the Priesthood was
autonomous in its internal affairs}].

In line with this theory. some sources tell us that the King was appointed by the
High Priest and the tribalelders in concert.” The tribal elders would be bearers
of the type of authority represented by the Seventy Elders.

The other theory expresses itself by having the High Priest choose and
appoint the King on his own and by his own authority.” It also expresses itself
by having Joshua order the King toobey the High Priest.” and by deleting the
reference to the existence or relevance of the Seventy Elders at the end of the

*  Just before the bit ahout the Sebuaeans. Abu ‘I-Fath, ed. Vilmar, p. 131, lines 2-12 (Stenhouse
1R1-R2): recension C, 206a-206b (Cohen 6:6-8). 1 translatc from the mss. of the printed recension,
o Macdonald, Chronicle I1, 101-02: 104 (three instances): 106-07; 108; 108-09.

@ Chronicle Adler, entrics for the years 2844, 2004, 2044, 2994, 3629 (pp. 202-04).

% Arabic Book of Joshua. ch. 39. A previously unknown text, the Arabic sourcc of the text
translated from a Hebrew version by Crown in his doctoral thesis A Critical Re-evaluation of the
Samaritan Sepher Yehoshua (the first of the two texts translated by him in this study). azrees with the
Arabic Book of Joshua. (Jewish Theological Seminary. Ms. Adler 1357, 82-83). The Hebrew version
translated by Crown omits this whole pangraph and is therefore inconclusive for the present
purposc. In the parallel passage. in another Hebrew version (called by Macdonald Chronicle 11), the
injunction for the King to obevthe High Pricst is omitted (Crown, 102: Macdonald, 99). This agrees
with the outlook of this text ekewhere (sec note 99), and the alternative tradition.
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Time of Favour,"when the High Priest Uzzi announces what is starting to
happen.”® ‘

It can be established with a high degree of probability that this divergence in
theory existed before Baba Rabba. In regard to the first theory, we have the
explicit statement of the source quoted by Abu 'I-Fath, which seems to be a part
of his main source on BabaRabba. This theory isunlikely tohave been invented
at the time, since it is precisely the theory that explains whatseems to have been
the actual situation before Baba Rabba, as we have seen. On the other hand,
the Sebuaean practice existed before Baba Rabbka and musthave had a theoret-
ical justification. Such a theory is expressed in the claim of Chronicle Adler
that the High Priest appointed the King, and this scction of the Chronicle, in its
origins, is probably close 1o the period of Baba Rabba.

THE AUTHORITY OF PRIESTS AND EXPERTS

As we have seen there are two divergent views on the level of authority of the
Priests as compared to peaple who are expert in the Tora. This divergency hasa
theoretical foundation, though we do not know whether the theoretical or
practical divergence is older. Both views, and both practices, existed in the
early centuries C.E., probably before the Roman persecutions. For our present
purpose, the main fact is that these two views determired who taught the
interpretation of Scripture and who decided doubtful points. It seems that the
view that the Priests had the ultimate authority was decidedly the minority
view.

The explanation of the origin of this divergence in theory probably lies in
seeing it as an expression of two different responses to conditions outside the
Time of Favour. One of the institutions that ended with the end of the Time of
Favour was that of the Seventy Elders, the direct inheritors of the Seventy
Elders commissioned by Moses. The question naturally arises, as to who
inherits or takes over their function. Logically, one could argue that as the
Elders held their position by virtue of their learning, and represented the whole
nation, individual learned men, or the nation as a whole, could take over their
function, and the evidence for the mediaeval period shows this to have been the
solution in practice at that time. On the other hand, one could argue that the
Priests, as the only institutional group founded by Moses still in existence,
should take over the functions of the Elders. This concept of inheritance of the
Priests (or better, of the High Pricsts) from the Council of Elders is explicitly
attested in the practical and theoretical work on the tradition of pronunciation
of the Tora by Ibrahim al-‘Ayyah."™

® The Seventy Elders arc mentioned in Abu 'I-Fath, cd. Vilmar, 44, lines 5.6 (Stenhouse, S0);
Jewish Theological Seminary, Ms. Adler 1357, 87: Crown's first text, 87; Macdonald 116, They are
omitted in the corresponding passage in the Arabic Book of Joshua, ch. 42

™ Ben-Hayyim, Literary and Oral Tradition 2. 3RO and 382
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We now have a historical explanation of the theory put forward in the
introduction to the Kitdb at-Tubdkh,'™ that after the death of Moses, the High
Priest inherited his function (but not his prophecy). This is a compressed and
rationalised version of the theory that the High Priests took over the function of
the Seventy Elders, who were given their function and position by Moses. This
explains the apparent artificiality and lack of logical consequence of the theory
of a double function of the High Priest. A different rationalisation, one that is
logicaily better. is that both the Elders (presumably as the bearers ofknowledge
of the practice of the Tora. which includes its pronunciation), and the Priests
(presumably as Levites charged with carrying the Ark with its standard Sefer
Tora). both received the pronunciation from Moses directly. This is the theory
of Abu 'I-Fath or one of his sources."

Erom all that has been said in this section, it seems that the solution to the
apparent contradictions in the data on the teaching, study, and use of the Tora,
written and traditional, probably lies in distinguishing between ultimate author-
ity in transmitting the secret doctrines and the Calendar, which belongs to the
Priests; the authority to read the Tora in the synagogue, which belongs to the
Priests; supreme judicial authority or halakhic authority in any particular case,
including the pronunciation of a word in the Tora, which belongs to the Priests
in one tradition and to experts, Priests or not, in another tradition; the authority
to pronounce an opinion on a matter of halakha or doctrine or interpretation of
Scripture, which belongs to any expert, Priest or not; the authority to teach the
text, pronunciation. and understanding of the Tora, which belongs to any
expert: the authority tc accept one halakhic opinion as binding and the rest as
not binding. which belongs to the people as a whole (though of course some
authorities will make their opinion authoritative by their position as recognised
experts, just as happens in English law); and the general knowledge of the
tradition of the Tora, in regard to both halakha and doctrine which belongs to
the people as a whole.

TRAINING

A system of training, taking three full years. probably after a solid general
grounding. is attested for the mediaeval period."™ Thete was a fixed or formal
curriculum, or at least, the recognition of having reached a fixed standard. The
training was not intended for the Priests, or was not exclusive to them. Ove
would assume that the knowledge of the meaning of Scripture for doctrine and
halakha would be a major component of the requirements. Beyond this nothing
is known on the subject.

™ Not translated so far.
1 fn the sccond passage from Abu 'I-Fath quoted above, according to recension C.
W Robertson, Catalogue 1, column 383,
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Method of Exegesis

There has been no systematic study of the methodology of Samaritan exegesis,
of what might be called their middot. Part of the reason for this is probably that
no large sections of connected text having to do with Scriptural exegesis have
been generally accessible.

HERMENEUTIC RULES

There are lists of Samaritan middot."™ The technical meaning of the terms is not
yet tulty clear, but the overall impression is that they belong to a system of
interpreting Scripture on the following assumptions, which are applicd as rules:

The text often does not tell you what you need to know and you nced
traditional knowledge. However. if the text dces speak cn a topic, it always
leads you along if you read with some sensitivity. Reading the text is like
reading any human document. except that the Tora is completely consistent.
The Tora has its own distinctive manner of expression, which must be studied
by systematic perceptive reading, so that the text will be fully intelligible in any
particular place. What the text does not say is a source of information, ie ifina
certain context it could have said something and does rot, the omission is
deliberate and you can draw an inference, subject to certain limitations. Similar
cases have the same regulations, unless you are told otherwise. Terms always
have the same meaning, unless you are told otherwise. What a verse means can
be determined from its context. General headings or concluding statements
make all the cases mentioned in the context share the same rules unless you are
told otherwise. If a verse has two possible interpretations, the onc that ex-
presses a halakhic statement is the one to be accepted: in other words. meaning
is always to be maximised. This can safely be done because the Tora tells you
when your natural understanding of a verse would be wrong. The general
principle is that the Tora never wastes words. On the other hand, repetitions do
not add hidden meanings: the Tora does repeat itsclf at times. This applies to
minor repetitions in a single context; but striking repetitions out of context
carry meaning. If two cases share some of their rules, or if they have the same
general heading, then what is said about the firstapplies to the second, and what
is said about the second applies to the first, unless you arc told otherwise. As the
Tora is completely consistent, widely separated passages in the text may be
meant to illuminate each other. In such cases the two passages will have one of
various types of linkage toshow that they are meant to be read together, atleast
for certain purposes. When you might think thattwo passages should illuminate

™ B6id, Principles, Khilaf. lines 127-28: nahu natq; mafhiim; fahwa: ma'adil: givas; jari 'l-'ddat (this
fast being a separate source of information). Khildf, excursusat the end of th. 6 (sec above note 21),
Prussian State Library, Ms. Oricntal Quarto 523, 145: natq khatah; qivés: fahwa: mafhim; i'tibdr
‘ddarah (This last corresponds tothe last item in the firstlist). The two listsare the same in content, if
ma'qal refers to derivation in general.
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION .

each other and they are really different, you will be told thisby something in the
wording. As well as this, you have to use common sense to tell if two cases are to
be treated similarly or not. A vague o1 non-specific passageis read in the light of
a specific passage, if there is one. Any verse means what is says, that is to say,
extraneous meanings must not be forced upon the text where such meanings are
patently artifical and unnatural, so there is no such thing as an asmakhta
(‘secondary or indirect support’). On the other hand, much that is not said
directly is implied by the choice of wording. Tradition clarifies vague or ambig-
uous expressions. Many an obscurity or ambiguity can be resolved by common
sense and general knowledge of realia.

The essential principle behind these rules' is that the Tara speaks in the style
of a humanly-composed book, and in this principle the Samaritans superficially
seem to agree with Rabbi Yishmael. They do agree in rejecting the type of
exegesis developed by Rabbi Akiva. Where they would disagree with R.
Yishmael in actuality is that they do not accept that there can be special middot,
rules for reading the Tora, that do not apply to a humanly-composed book. To
this last statement, however, there isone fundamental exception that complete-
ly transforms the whole system of Samaritan middot: the Tora is composed and
worded perfectly, and therefore always leads the reader in the right direction, if
it speaks on the subject atall. 1t is perfectly cross-referenced. and itisperfectin
its choice of what to say and what not to say, its use of terms, the order of
material within sections, and the implications of headings and concluding
phrases. This means thatin practice, the Samaritans are able to applytheir rules
of exegesis with a degree of finesse equal to that of the Jewish midrashim, if it is
considered necessary.

The rules for aggada are as for halakha. One practical consequence of this for
the development of Samaritan doctrine is that, just as the halakha isoften only
known by a tradition that gives the details to be applied to a bare statement in
the text. in the same way doctrinal speculation can develop without hindrance
provided thereisa single phrase to attach the essential concept to. For example,
speculation about the Day of Vengeance and Recompense can go on, and ideas
can develop. without any need for Scriptural proof, because there is a phrase
than can be taken to refer to the existence of the initial concept. Thus sterility is

never a danger."™

™ All of these items need to be developedina much more detailed exposition. I hope to bringouta
study on the Samaritan middotand the general theory that produces themina separatestudy. For the
moement. the principles extracted empirically from the texts are presented. To sce them at work, read
through ch. 6 of the Book of Differences (Kitdh al-Khildf). transiated in B6id, Principles, Compare
also Frine iples. Pubakh, tines | 10-117. Note P.T. Avoda Zara 41 1 on the interpretation of Tes
1136, Gemattia is known md used., but apparently only to confirm what is alieady known
700713 The Tewish testriction on Genatria is similar

(Examples in Gaster, The Sanmaritans.
topment ofideas by sncculation and

w6 The best collection of material on doctrine, showing the deve
reflection from an initial scriptural concept. is Gaster, Samaritan Eschatology.
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

No application of the principles of exegesis can ignore common-sense Or
material facts; and observation of facts, and 2 consideration of the conse-
quences of a given line of interpretation, will determine how to apply the
principles of exegesis.'”

Aberrant Attitudes to Scripture

THE DOSITHEANS

The Dositheans are described by our sources' as incompatible with other
Samaritans, and are defined as a separate rite; but what eventually definitively
and completely estranged them was their veneration of the person of Dositheos
himself, who was regarded as actually being able to improve the text of the
Tora, and able, by teaching the real meaning and right interpretation of the
text, to give his followers, his ‘sons and daughters’ and his ‘children’, the
knowledge of Tora needed so as to be resurrected after death.'” Obviously a
sect with this basic belief will be very much concerned, one might say obsessed,
with the study of the text and interpretation of Scripture; but with its insistence
that the text itself had been improved by the prophet Dositheos, and its
apparent belief in the authority of Dositheos to interpret the text by his own
superhuman insight, it falls right outside any tradition of study and interpreta-
tion of Scripture practised by other Samaritans. We must, tharefore. distinguish
between the practice of the majority of the Samaritans, as represented for
example by the anonymous majority in the account of Baba Rabba by Abu
"|-Fath, together with the distinctive but compatible ‘community’ (‘ashir)"" of
the Sebuaeans, on the one hand, and the separate rite (madhhab)'"' of the
Dositheans, on the other hand.

‘We are only given one certain example in oursources of a textual change by
the Dositheans "2 This is the change of the word izzob (311R)" in Exodus
12:22 to gattdr (ANVY)."™ This one example is, however, erough to tell us a fot
about their reasons for changing the text and how it was done. The izzob is a
particular plant, used oncein Egypt immediately before the Exodus to sprinkle
the blood on the door-frames of the Israelites’ houses, and permanently after

= W1 Bsid, Principles, Khildf, lines 122-32.
. ™ Abw ’I-Fath is the main source on the Dosithcans. The text of the printed recension is transtated

by Scanlon in Isser, The Dositheans, 75-82. It scems that Dosithcos took over a movement that
already existed, and made it a distinct sect: see below on the evidence of recensinn C of Abu 'I-Fath.
™ See above, note S1. '

M Abuy 'I-Fath, 132 line 1 (see above),

M Abu 1 Eath, ed. Vilmar, 82 line 4 (Soandon 75 76)

" Al T Fath, ed. Vilmar, 185, lines 15 17 (Scanton. 7

Ir the masorcetic pronunciation, ezov.

In the masoretic pronunciation, sa‘afar.
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

the Exodus during the Passover ceremony, and also for the purpose of sprin-
kling the water containing the ashes of the Red Heifer, so as to purify a person
contaminated by a corpse, of to sprinkle water to purify a person afflicted with
loss of skin pigmentation (Y1¥ s&ru). The identification of the exact plant thus
has practical significance, and the motivation for the Dositheans’ concern with
the plant must be seen in these three continuing uses of i, rather than in an
antiquarian or theoretical concern with what plant might have been referred to
in Exod 12:22 in connection with a unique event.
Now the izzob is identified by unanimous Samaritan and Jewish tradition as
marjoram. (This is the plant uscd by the Samaritans to sprinkle or smear the
blood from the Passover sacrifice.)' The word sdndr refers to exactly the same
plant. Itis well-attested in Jewish usage, and is used in Jewish sources as a more
modern or specific Hebrew name for the izzob. The word has cognates in
Aramaic and Arabic. (In Arabic it tefers to both thyme and marjoram.) We
see. then, that the Dositheans did not change the meaning when they changed
the text in this instance. Why then did they change it? The answer sesms to be
that the word izzob can refer to a number of different plants of related genera,
and only has the very specific meaning of sdttdr, marjoram, in the text of
Scripture in this place by virtue of traditional knowledge."* J ewish and Samar-
itan sources agree on this applicationof tradition to narrow down and define the
meaning of the word. What Dositheos did was to put the information carried by
tradition into the text itself, so that the text itself would declare its meaning
directly. We are not told why he felt the need to make this change, or all the
others. but it can be conjectured with a high degree of probability that it was the
logical resuit of his seeing himself as the equivalent of Moses. If he was
equivalent to Moses, then he could see directly in the text of the Tora all the
information that ordinary people would only be told about by tradition. If his
followers were his sons and daughters, they were to be given saving knowledge
generation after generation after his translation to a higher realm. This saving
knowledge could only be complete insight into the Tora. But how couid they
acquire such insight? By adapting the text itself so that it said to any ordinary
person what it said to Dositheos. by making the text more transparent.'"
This particular alteration must have had great symbolic significance for both
the Dositheans and their opponents. since it is recorded by Abu ’|-Fath as
having been used by the Priest Labi (MY). the great Dosithean martyr, to
announce his conversion to Dositheanism.'** Probably both the term sdtftdr, and
the context it appearedin, were significant. If Dositheos was the second Moses,

1 Jewish tradition identifics this plant as Majorana syriaca = Origanum maru (Leksikon Mikra'i,
article Frov). On the Samaritan practice, se¢ Zohary. Plants of the Bible, 97. Zohary uses th
botanical term Origanum syriacum.
e References as in the previous notes and sce the traditional commentators on Exod 12:22.
Significantty, many Karaite commentators deny that the plant can be identified by tradition.

W Compare John 4:25 and 42, which are utterances attributed to Samaritans.

1 Abu ‘L-Fath, ed. Vilmar, 155-56: Scanlon 79.
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

it se(::ms natural to connect him with the Exodus, but the connection is not very
precise this way, Perhaps the variant "NV zartdr was seen as an anagram of
NV zdrrét, the symbolic name of the Priest that went over to the Dositheans
and re-organised them."? Recension C of Abu ’l-Fath tells us that the original
sect, before the arrival of this Priest, had the same text and pronunciation of the
Tpra as other Samaritans, and had only separated from them because of their
different calendar and incompatible halakha. Rather than multiplying the
pumber of re-organisers with similar backgrounds, it seems reasonable to
identify this Priest with Dositheos. Recension Ctells us that his original name
was 1T (probably = YO zéra ‘seed’, with a deliberate change in the spelling
by his opponents). This name was changed to VY 2drrét. Both recensions
tells us that the mame FIYMY or NV was symbolic of his superior and
urfequalled knowledge.'® The bearer of a title like this has identified himself
with the supernal Tora, which is the source of altknowledge and wisdom, being
the model of Creation. The right or ability to make changes in the text7of the
book pf the Tora would be a natural consequence of this clzim. His claim to be
superior to other Priests would be based on the idea that they were the
guardians of the book, but his knowledge came from the source of the book. He
has then put his name in the actual book in the form of an anagram. in the
context of the Exodus, in the specific context of the means of salvation from
de.ath, and with the implication of the removal ofuncleanness caused by contact

w1th. corpses, and uncleanness caused by leprosy (NVX), which according to
tradition is the consequence of a deep-scated and stubbornly-held wrong out-

look {*sinning’). Labi could hardly have found a more symbolic passage to read.

No wonder theie was a ricot in the synagogue.

Dositheanism is the work of Dositheos, but why Dositheos felt impelled to
declare himself, or why anyone should have taken notice of him, we do not

ne AE.)u ‘|-Fath, ed. Vilmar, 83, Scanlon, 76. Recension C. Sulzherger ms., 139b. The printed
recension has TV, but the form NYAY of recension C is preferable, hoth hecause of the gencral
su.pc.nnmy of the text of recension C, and because the sccondary change of the form of the pame
:’nhm the textual tradition of the book could only have been from the more difficult to the casier
rm.

2 On the concept of the sced, sce note 15. One starts to wonder just how much significance the
name Dositheos (gilt of God) wasgiven by the scctarians. The only abjecticn to all this would be that
the term ‘the Dositheans’ (ad-Dustdn) is uscd by Abu “I-Fath to refer to the scct hefore this Priest
took over. If, however, one readsin context, it scems that the termis a deliberate anachronism <o as
1o have some name for the scct other than ‘that lot. This explanation scemsto be almost inevitable in
lcgan! to the form of the text of the passage in recension C,in which the name ‘Dositheans’ is not
used ulliwcll into the description, where it eventually hecomes too awkward tn refer to the people
under discussion by undefined pronouns. The fact that we are told explicitly that the scct had the
same l.exl as other Samaritans, i.c. the text produced by Dasitheos was still unknown right whf‘t;
fecension C calls them Dositheans, confirms this interpretation. My analysis of the cpiti’:cls zéra :;nd
zdrrfl is confirmed by the analogy of the scctarian icader Sakta, who is associated with the
Dositheans, and whose name is explicitly declared by Abu't-Fath to be symbolic referring to his
booth or shelter. Sakta is the cotrect form: sece B6id, Principles, X111, ' ‘
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MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

know.!! Perhaps the answer lies in a failure of confidence in the tradition,
similar to the one that produced the Qumran sect.'2 |t is probably not an
accident that an extreme example of the production of a self-styled book of
Scripture has turned up at Qumran in the form of the Temple Scroll. What this
text seems to be is a thoroughgoing example of the writing down of what
Scripture ought to say, but does notsay, though the information is supplied by
tradition and exegesis. What is written in the Temple Scroll is therefore what
the Tora actuaily says if you know how to read it."? The Temple Scrall goes far
beyond Dositheos's single emendations, but the principle seems to be the same
or very similar.

For our present purpose, it is enough to know that Dositheanism isat least as
old as the first century c.E.,' that it seems to have had a tremendous impact in
its time, and that it would be unsound to regard the Samaritans in this period as
having a uniform attitude to the study of Scripture that transcended sectarian
boundaries. On the contrary, it seems that there was a radical division in this
respect between the Dositheans and everyone else. Aside from this, it is likely,
from the information we have about the Sebuaeans, that the differences be-
tween the various groups that were not Dosithean were largely administra-
tive." If they did affect the interpretation of Scripture, it was more likely over
the specific interpretaticn of single passages, according to differences in the-
ological ideas (perhaps also single details of halakhic practice), and not over the
principles and methodology of Scriptural interpretation, which, as we have
seen,' seem to have been common to groups that disagreed in their theology.

1 We can at this point remove an obstzcle {rom the path of research. Bowman, Samaritan
Researches, 46-47 argues for a date in the time of John Hyrcanus. His proof is an allegzd quote from
the Kitdb al-Kafi. as follows: ‘When the Temple was destroyed, some people did not sce the need to
make a pilgrimage to the mountain. or to worship there; they said that to worship in a synagogue was
enough’. Bowman gives no reference for this quotation, but it is ciear from allusions to it in
Pilgrimage. 20 and 22, that heis thinking of ch. 17 of the K4fi. The alleged quotation is imaginary.
The nearest cquivalent in thischapter, or anywhere elsc in the hook, is the following: ‘In our time
there are some of the inhabitants of the villages and pinces close to the mountain that do not bother
with the pilgrimage and the formal trip (al-hajj wa-'s-sa'i). and make oat that the formal trip to the
synagogue and seeing the Book and the Priest will do instead of the pilgrimage, a least to some
extent'. (The Arabic text is quoted by Halkin, ‘Polemics’. 57 bottom. and discussed briefly by him in
section 4 of his article). Fuithermore. contrary to what Bowman says in ‘Pilgrimage’ 22, the
discussion is not about sectarianism, but a maighlfnrward halakhic qucslion.

1 Which scems to have ariginated for the purpose of recovering the carrect knowlecge of the Tora.
Sce note 128,

2 yadin, Temple Scroll, 390-92.

¥4 The Christian sources make Dosithcos himself a younger contemporary of Jesus end a disciple of
John the Baptist. See Kippenberg, Garizimund Synagoge. 128-33. This dating is not contradicted by
the arrangement of the materalon the Dositheans by Abu 'I-Fath, or its place besideather material.
There are signs of the use of multiple sources, not always well integrated, in these sections of the
book. The original sect, whatever it was called, must have arisen before the Christian era. Compare
notes 92 and 120,

Bt See note M.

% [n the discussion on the interpretation of Num 15:31, above.
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ANTINOMIANISM

Some later developments of the Dosithean movement, or perhaps independent
movements that were later ascribed to the Dositheans, were antinomian.'” The
study of those movements must await a detailed investigation of the inter-
re!ationship of the movements with each other and with Dositheanism. Till
this is done, any study of these movements is likely to confuse the Samaritan
movements of decidedly aberrant character with the Gnostic movements of
partly Samaritan or Jewish origin.

The great popularity of Dositheanism, along with related movements that
were antinomiarn or were seen by their opponentsas being effectively antinomi-
an, would explain many of the hostile references to the Samaritans in rabbinic
literature.

The existence of such movements would also account for the favourable
reception accorded to Jesus by many Samaritans,and the ready comprehension
of his declaration about himself. The authority over the Tora and command-
ments claimed by Jesus hasno parallel in Judaism or normative Samaritanism,
but is only a step beyond the claims of Dositheos. This is not to say that Jesus
belonged to the Dosithean sect or any related or similar group: on the contrary,
all that we can derive from the evidence availableis a congeniality of outlook of
some Samaritans with the tenets of Christianity.

Relationship to Jewish Theory

We have seen that the Samaritans accept with complete equanimity the fact that
much of the necessary information about the details of the halakha is not
derivable from the text of Scripture. In this they differ radically from the
Qumran sect and the Karaites, who regard, or regarded. the recovery of the
knowledge of halakha, once known by tradition but lost because of certain
events, by means of midrash as a necessary task which at the start of hoth sects
was regarded as urgent (though both sects later came to accept the need for the
passage of time, as practical experience showed that the process was so difficult
and laborious, and the information so hidden and recondite in the text of the
Tora, that many generations would be needed to complete the task.)."™ We
have also seen that the Samaritans do not accept the rabbinic and Pharisaic
theory of two Torot, one written and one oral. They also differ from rabbinic
Judaism by not being all that interested in establishing the connection between
each item of traditional knowledge and the text of the Tora: on the contrary, itis
enou‘gh to have the information and to know from it how tocarry out each item
mentioned, however briefly, in the text, without necessarily being able to

o "

See l:\bu !-Falh,translalcd by Scanlon (in Isser, Dositheans. 80-81) Naot alt the sects listed here
;ere antinomian. On Gnostic developments see Fossum, Name of God.

For what is said here about the theory of Tora of the Qumran scct and the Karaites I am heavily
dependent on Wieder, Judean Sciolls, specially ch. 2. '
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derive the information from the fext itself by any kind of formal exegesis. This
distinctive theory of the function of tradition, along with the equally distinctive
equanimity of outlook, are characteristic of only one Jewish group, the
Sadducees.

SAMARITANS AND SADDUCEES

The Talmud, and the Gemara to Megillat Taanit,'” remark on the ineptness of
Sadducean proofs from Scripture to support their opinions. What does not
seem to have been noticed in the accounts of the Sadducean responscs is that
most of the Sadducean representatives are unable to offer any proof from
Scripture at all, ineptor not, which means they did notnormally derive hatlakha
by exegesis. The Pharisees accuse them of only being zble to offer ‘useless talk’
instead of the ‘perfect Tora’ of the Pharisees. In the context, this means that
they were only able to offer information about the halakha, but were not able to
rely on the union of an oral Tora and a written Tora. In another place, the
Gemara to Megillar Taanir'™® tells us that they had traditional knowledge of
halakha. but that it was not treated by them as equal in status to the text of the
Tora. All of this corresponds exactly to the Samaritan outlook.

The resemblance goes deeper. We are told, in the passage just mentioned,
how they interpreted the text of Scripture to derive items of halakha. In their
method of interpretation, and the theory that is assumed, they agree with the
Samaritans. The explanation is provided by means of three examples, which
have been consistently misunderstood. We are told that the Boethusians took
the expression ‘an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth’ in Exod 21:24 to mean that
the same injury had to be inflicted on the perpetrator. Contrary to popular
belief, rabbinic exegesis interprets this expression the same way. The reason
that monetary compensation can be substituted is that other verses show that
the perpetrator is not to bear the consequences that he is actually liable to:
instead. strict justice is to be suspended by mercy." The Boethusians, we are
told. said that the perpetrator had to be made equal to the injured person.
Contrary to popular opinion, this was actually their way of removing any
physical penalty from the perpetrator. The Samaritans and some Karaites argue
that a physical penalty can never legally be carried out, because no two people
are in exactly the same state of health, physical condition, or age, or have

1= (Gemara to Megillat Taanit 21 (entry for the 27th Marheshwan), transtated by Le Moyne,
Sadducéens, 200: B.T. Bava Batra 115b-116a, translated by Le Moyne, 300: B.T. Menahot 65a.
translated by Le Moyne, 184. The first two passages deal with the Sadducees sensu stricto, and the
third with the Bocthusizns. In all three the main rabbinic spokesman is Rahban Yohanan ben
Zakkai. and in alt three there is a similar pattern and similar statements by the protagonists.

™ GGemara to Megillat Taanit 12 (entey for the Ath Tammuz). tramslated by Le Movne, Sadducéens,
219.20. The reference isto the Sadduccan Rook of Decrees.

1M There is a masterly exposition of this issue by Halevi in his Dorot ha-Rishonim, part 2 or Ic
(depending on the edition used), ch. 17.

630

ok e e

MIKRA IN THE SAMARITAN TRADITION

exactly the same range of normal activities, which means that no physical
penalty could ever be exactly appropriate in any case.™ The Karaite com-
mentators use this legal technicality for the purpose of leniency. On the Samar-
itan side, see the commentary Kdshif al-Ghaydhib'® on Exod 21:24. If I under-
stand the author correctly he raises the possibility that instead of a monetary
fine, or compensation, ro penalty at all may be legal. (The Samaritan com-
mentator quotes directly from the Karaite commentary Keter Tora in some
places in this discussion, but is careful to only quote the arguments on the side
that he agrees with.) We conclude that the Samaritan exegesis of the text, and
the Samaritan halakha, in this instance, agree with the Boethusian excgesis and
halakha.

The third example of Sadducean interpretation is Deut 25:9. The rabbinic
comments on the word T2 try to prove that in this particular instance the
word means ‘in his presence’. The Sadducees, we are told, took the word
literally. It is quite possible that they followed the Samaritan principle that an
expression can have more than one literal meaning, but that in any given case
you can choose one and reject the other by various criteria. The Samaritans
accordingly take ‘in his presence’ as being the literal meaning of the word in this
passage, even if it has a different literal meaning elscwhere. (Compare the
Samaritan Targum with the recensions of the Arabic Version.)

It can be conjectured that a similar explanation applies to the second exam-
ple, Deut 22:17 ‘And they shall spread the garment before the elders of the
city’. The assertion is that the phrase 5w Wb (which would normally
mean ‘they are to spread the garment’) is to be taken literally, presumably in
opposition to the usual rabbinic interpretation of it as a metaphor meaning that
the matter is to be clarified.!* There is no extant Samaritan commentary on the
whole of Deuteronomy, and I do not know of any discussion of this verse in any
Samaritan text. It is perhaps only stating the obvious (though the point seems to
have been generally overlooked) to point out that a oW is a cloak or shawl.
which is not a normal item of bedding and will not get stained with blood, so it s
very difficult to make the literal meaning of the verse refer to any actual
spreading out of a piece of cloth. (Attempts to make the word mean some
specific piece of cloth have been made. notably by the Ramban, but they are
artificial and contrived.) 1t follows that the meaning of ‘clarifying the matter’ is
left as the only possible meaning, and that itis quite reasonable to insist that the
metaphorical meaning isin this case the intended literal meaning; or hetter, to
argue that the word SNW here does not mean ‘cloak’ but rather ‘quality,
nature, circumstances’ (just as its Arabic cognate has both of these scts of

"f Revel's discussion of this issue (‘Karaite Halakah', 56-57) has some vatue, but his conclusions are
vitiated by his failure to sce the significance of the requirement of equality in the Boethusian,
Karaite, and Samaritan argument. and to understand the rationale of the rabbinic exegesis. (In spite
of his reference to Halevi, he has not registered Halevi's main argument).

' In the scction edited by Klumcl, Mischpdtim.

™ Cf. Kasher, above, pp. 554, 578.
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meanings), and that the meaning of ‘clarifying the matter’ is indeed the literal
meaning. I am inclined to think that this is what R. Eliezer ben Yaakov meant
by his comment on the verse, as quoted in the Midrash Tannaim and Sifrei, in
opposition to the usual metaphorical interpretation. 1f this second explanation
is correct, then we have another instance of the use of the rule mentioned
above, that when a wordor phrase can have more than ore literal meaning you
choose the meaning that is more appropriate in the context.

The application of Samaritan theory seems to work consistently for what else
is known of the Sadducacan theory of the interpretation of the Tora. Josephus
tells us that the Sadducees would not accept any practice as valid unless it was
mentioned in Scripture. The comment refers to popular practices instituted by
the Pharisees on the basis of tradition. One thinks of the washing of hands as a
possible example. The Sadducees seem to have been following the Samaritan
principle that any amount at all of details of halakha can be known by tradition
alone, provided there is at least a hare mention of the existence of the whole
area of halakha somewhere in the text."” We know that this was precisely the
objection of the Sadducees to the doctrine of resurrection: that it was not
mentioned even briefly in the text, explicitly or implicitly.'* As we have seen,
the debate between different Samaritan groups over resurrection probably took
the same form.

1t must not be assumed that the agreement in theory and methodology
between the Samaritansand the Sadducees necessarily means agreement in the
actual details of halakha and theology.'” It would be reasonable 1o assume 2
tendency for such agreement to occur, but in any particular case, the Samar-
itans and Sadducees could equally well agree or disagree. Besides which, there
Is extensive disagreement over details within the Samaritan tracition itself,
which is at least equal to the amount of disagreement between different Jewish

groups.'

Bibliography

The number of directly relevant published works is quite limited. Systematic
scientific study of the Samaritan use and exegesis of Scripture starts with
GriGer, Ha-Mikra ve-Targumav (= Urschrift); ‘Theologie und Schrifterkli-
rung’; ‘Gesetzlichen Differenzen’; ‘Neuere Mittheilungen’; and scattered ob-
servations. Geiger's findings on the Samaritans are still valid, whether or not his

" Josephus, Ant. 13:297-98. Once again, the evidence, when read in the light of Samaritan
principles. does not suggest rigidity or literatism at alt on the part of the Sadducces.

1% Gee. e.g., B.T. Sanhedriz 90b.

" Some material on this question was studied by Revel in his *Karaite Halakab', but his work
suffers from inadequate knowledge of Samaritan halakha and a rather uncritical attitude to te
common scholarly assumptions about the Sadducees (see above, note 132).

™ See Boid, Principles, Conclusions, 3089-16. for cxtensive evidence of halakhic disagreement. An
example of 2 major theological disagreement over the question of resurrection was discussed above.
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more general theories are accepted. The longest study on the subject since
Geiger is Lowy's Principles. Unfortunately, most of the examples are not
quoted extensively and the book is quite expressly tendentious. All arguments
are continually brought back to the theme of a supposed Samaritan rigid
literalistic exegesis, combined with arbitrary flights of fancy, which they are
supposed to share with all or most Jewish groups except for Pharisaic-rabbinic
Judaism.

Examples of aggadic exegesis can be found in GASTER’s Samaritan Eschatol-
ogy, or in the Asd(ir (to be read in BEN-HAYYIM's edition or Gaster’s translation).
See also T.H. GASTER, Samaritan Poem. n6Ib, Principles can be used as a
source-book of halakhic exegesis, as well as an expositicn of theory. More
examples are given by Geiger. B61D’s ‘Halakha’, in the forthcoming volume on
the present state of Samaritan studies mentioned below, can be used as a
condensed exposition of some aspects of halakhic exegesis.

Or the nature of the Tora the best published source is Marka, to be read in
HEIDENHEIM's translation (Bibliotheca Samaritana, part 3). A new edition and
translation by BEN-HAYYIM is in preparation.

On the Samaritan expression of the religion of Israel in general, see MAC-
poNaLD's Theology (indispensable, but to be used with great care on account of
the author’s tendency to put incipient Christian ideas into his sources); GASTER,
Samaritan Eschatology and The Samaritans (not to be trusted on details or
facts, but full of valuable insights); HALL, Samaritan Religicn (a good survey of
?he primary sources); FossuM, Name of God (relevant for its background
information, but not its main theme); BROADIE, Samaritan Philosophy. Bow-
MAN's translations in his Samaritan Documents are untrustworthy. A typical
example is discussed in Botp, Principles, p. 227. One might also compare his
translations of the passages on the Dositheans with scANLoN’s (in Isser, Dosi-
theans, 75-82).

The fortnightly periodical Alef-Bet: Hadshot ha-Shomronim is an indispens-
able source of all kinds of information. Further references can be got from
crRowN, Bibliography. A volume of articles on the present state of knowledge of
numerous aspects of Samaritan studies, under the general editorship of Profes-
sor Crown is to be published in Tiibingen.
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