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Whose IS it‚, anyway?1
John$on Lim Ieng Kok SIingapore

xegetes throughout the centuries have Deen wrestling ith the of the staff

IC Was used in striking the rock in Num 20  O Was it the staff of Aaron OT Wd5 It the

staff of Oses? In this article seek explore this small but significant question

Arguments IC| have been DUt forward In favour of Aaron’s staff nclude the

following: From the fexXxt dre told that O0SES took the staff TOmM before the Lord’

(AIN’ We also know that Aaron’s staff IS mentioned In Num and it IS placed

Dy OSeES before Yahweh in the tent of the Testimony (Num which ater

sprouted, blossomed and produced ripe Imonds Num Furthermore, Moses has

been told by Yahweh DUt back Aaron’s staff before the AITYA warning against
rebellion and also probably for Ose who question the peclial of aron and the

TI of Levi Finally, from C source-critical viewpoint this chapter IS generally accepte
d riestly writing IC| has the Aaronid’s nteres at heart. Hence, all this argument

argumentation poin the ogical conclusion that the reference In Num 20:9

IS Aaron’s staff.

Scholars ike Ehrlich“ also holds the VIEW of the staff belonging Aaron and IS

' wWoul ike thank colleague Andy Lie for reading earl  ler draft of this
and Offering helpful critique

2 Arnold Ehrlich, Randglossen ZUur Hebräischen (Leipzig: Hinrich,
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supported DYy Blum who Says that ‘Moses took Aaron’s taff that Jes before Yahweh

verses 83,9) that IS Kept according Num before the indicate the

rebell  10USNeSS of the people Propp“ Iso opines that ‘iit Was Aaron rod because it Wads$

symbol of fertility that chould alleviate the drought of the ster1  le desert.’

OUg! ese arguments die plausible, ere IS Ole Dig stumbling OC| xegetes have

emend the text In from U:  S Ihus for TODD there IS extual

introduced subsequent the redaction of JE and whereby scribe mig! naturally have

equated this rod ith the rod of OSeES In EXod 7:1-7 AN In elsewhere.”?

Moreover, this emendation has neither sufficient wWwarrant nor SuUupport from an y

textual tradition So thequ S, Why emend hen the text MmMakes ıt stands?

The answelr obvious Since this DaSSsaseC IS considered be A riestiy writing and

that has the Aaronid’s nteres at heart, it could He mended give the impression that

it IS Aaron’s rod

This IS textually unacceptable Hecause such reasoning IS fundamentally aWEe: It

IS ike DETISON/MN attempting make the hole fit the Deg nstead of making the peg fit

the hole At best the reconstruction IS speculative. ence the orce of the argument IS

severely weakened. it IS difficult perceive how the elimination of the surffix WaW from

S and the definite article in the E DrOVEeS that it IS Aaron’s staff that OSses Carriıes.

OSse who argue for the staff of OSes have DUut forward the following rgumen(tSs.

>*Erhard Blum, Studien Zum Kompostition des Pentateuch BZAW 189; New ork
alter de Gruyter, 990), 273-2174

Hynilliam Propp,‘Ihe Rod of aron and the Sin of Oses’, Journal of IDIICcCa
! ıterature 107/ 1988):22 This IS also the VIEeW of amieson, Fausset and
David rOoWwn, enesIis IO Deuteronomy (Vol I London ames Nisbet, 564

°Propp, ‘Ihe Rod of Aaron and the Sin of Moses,’



irst, O0Ses Was ordered Dy Yahweh take nNOL aly staff Dut the taff (NONN NN) n

Num 20:8 and he did Xactiy that.© Ihe Implication eing that it INUust have been taff

that Nas significance Ihe NUÜN staff) that OSses IS instructed take IS the ONe he

used In Egypt Derform the signs In connection ith the plagues.’ oreover, the people
USst have associated it ith Jes Dberforme Dy Yahweh and the ncident at assah,

miracle IC Was ‚Xactiy hat they WOU eXpeCt n the present SI  ation ICO also

that Öit IS natura|l dSsSUuTmle that the rod Was the Salnle that ith IC sOINe of

the DrevVIiOUs Jes In E2ypt, Red Sea and at ephidim The Teason eing that the

NamMle ofaron IS nOL mentioned in his until after the mention of the rod, and that

MoOoses IS sald, have mitten the rock WI his rod’(In0NA) In 1IB

Second, since the here has nothing do with Aaron’s of jegitimacy

NOT OUu the Israelites rebellion from the narrator’s viewpoint), the ofAaron’s staff

IS iIrrelevant and unnecessary.”
Third, Gressmann ’s VIeW IS nNnOL implausible which he suggeStSs that the Dossibility

that the staff In the tabernacle belonged Moses and he maintains that in Numbers

/7:25 the mention of Aaron staff eing DUut Defore the testimonYy W  Vas A ater Ition

since Aaron needed NIS staff exercise HIS duty 10
SC£ Num 20  NO

’See Fxod 723 ; Fxod 4:2-4, 10-20; 14:16-18; 17:5,9
°Charles ohn Icott (ed), An Old Testament Commentary for English Readers

vol. 1; L ondon: Cassell and Company, 536

?The ole pbolin of Num 1 25 IS demonstrate the superilority of the aronic
priesthood Over er Levites and validation of the Aaronid’s role.

'”Hugo Gressmann, Mose und sSerlne elt Eın OmmMentar den ose-Sagen
FRANT Göttingen Vandenhoeck Ruprecht, 191 53 280-281

Contra Horst Seebass who thinks that traditionally it WAas Aaron’s rod Dut O0SeES
subsequehntly took OVer the position of authority that aron OCCupie: See Horst Seebass,
Mose und aron, Sinal und Gottesberg AZET 2; Bonn: Bonvier, 1962), 28-31
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oUu  J the learly that ‘Moses ifted his hand and SIruUC the rock

ith NIs staff’ (In0NA)

Fifth, the translator(s) of the XX of Numbers n few Mmanuscripts have

understood it De Moses’ staff DYy translating Num 20:8 Aaße IV 0a6ß00V SOU.

Finally, although Num 20:1 INdYy simply e reference Moses holding the

staff, the Hebrew gTamMMar could quite easily have made this oln Dy using the eimite

article and omitting the DOssessive suffix. '“ Therefore, 14 N Hest understood

mentioning the rod belonging Moses.'®

An argument that IS sometimes raised against the interpretation that the staff

belongs OSeSs IS that have indication in the Pentateuch that the staff of OSses

IS eVel placed before the 1Lord his objection has been refuted three grounds One,

it IS argument trom ılence. Iwo, take the taff from IfSs Dlace before Yahweh MaYy

e simply reference specific Dlace whnere OSEeSs kept HIS staff hen nOL in se.

ree, hen the text Says that ‘Moses then took the staff from Defore Yahweh’ it IS

reasonable ASsSsUumle that it IS the Sallle taff ith IC| had been employed in
pberformance of 0d’s miracles in the wilderness ‚XO 14:16; 17:9).'“ Finally, this

interpretation galns credibility hen discover that the sta of OSses had been called

HEg the Vaticanus, 4th Century Mmanuscript has the DOSSESSIVE DFrONOUN}N whereas the
has nUÜUNN The argum Ongelos also has the DOSSeSSIVE DFroNOUN hHIS. The

Syriac has 17 = -take 10 yourse
IZMT does this in lie the LXX does in both phrases
'°Katherine o0o0b Sakenfeld, ‘Theological and Redactional roblems in Numbers

20:2-1 In James Butler, et al eds), Understandiıng The Word. ESSays n Honor
of ernhan nderson, (JSO TSup,37; Sheffield JSOT, 985), 14  u

! 4cf ‘And INOTe relevantly, it Was used In Drevious nciden of drawing from
rock ‚XO 1-7), In IC!| it Wa identified the one used strike the ile (eg.

Fxod 7:19-20) See aCO!| Milgrom, Numbers TIhe JPS ora ommentary;
Philadelphia: Ihe Jewish Publication Society, 1989), 16  U1



the taff of God (D’N7NN NUN) in Fxod 4:97270 and P his Indicate that ere

IS something peclal and sacred a  ou the taff of OSses Is it NOLT logical then dSsSUmMme

that it IS the Samnle staff that Was kept In peclal blace (before the Lord We also nOTte

that OSeSs has nOL ken the staff In his hand the Victory OVer malek Exodus

7:9) From Verse In the present chapter, the staff has been Dlaced before GOd, e In

the anctuary, nNnexXt the Ark of the Testimony.
Some sSsCNOlars have suggested the DOssibility that there Was only ONne staff and it IS

sometimes called the taff of Aaron Exod FPFZ) well the staff of Moses Num
20:1 JThis IS the VIeW of Oats Who Says that In the tradition, the rod belongs Doth

OSes and aron and (EeXTIS lıke Fxod Z are references ‘to the samle rod rather

than different One$ employe: Dy the different figures.’'”The problem with this

suggestion IS that It IS difficult be sUTe that those {exX{s reier CoOommon ownership of

the staff. OoOreover such asssertion IS OpDen SeriOuUs challenge.
In OUr judgement, the arguments for Aaron’s staff Cannot De led OUt completely.

oug!] the arguments for Aaron staff and the suggestion of the nterchangeabili of

both sta dIiIe attractive, they are NOL ultimately compelling NOT decisive. Our ineluctable

conclusion IS that hen weig!] the arguments evenhandedly, the cumulat:i  Ive 'Oorce of

the evidence suggests that the staff of Moses has case. !®

‘°George Coats, Moses: Heroic Man, Man of God (]JSO TSup,5/7;Sheffield:
JSOT, 67/

!C ommentators who identify the staff Moses’ are inter alla eil and
Delitzsch, IDIICa. Commentary the Old Testament (vol Z ames Martin;
InDur! ark, Snaith, Numbers’, in Matthew aC| and
Rowley eds), Peake Commentary Ihe (England: Van Ostran einho

and de Vaulx, ! es Nombres (Paris Gabalda et Cie,
Those Wwho dentify Aaron’s staff inter alia George uchanan Gray, NCa

And Exegetical Commentary On Numbers (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark,
); Timothy shley, The oo0k of Numbers (Grand pids, Michigan: Wm
Eerdmans, 993); Philip Budd, Numbers (WBC,; Waco, eXas: ord Books,
and Gordon enham, Numbers An Introduction and Commentary (Leicester,
England: Intervarsity, 981 D


