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INTRODUCTION.
Chapter I,

1 "

In 5 this ?hesia,ii 1§ not without c gled feelings
of trepi ion ahd uncertainty, I aff BT the magnitude
of the task and fearful of the risk of making unnecessary and far-
afield digressions. At many points the temptaticn has been allur-
ing to treat of particular subjecfs disproportionately and of wane
dering from the sraight and direct aketchagg;o by;gaya of super=
flucus and over-much explanation, I would rather™err on the side
Of brevity in a work of eo large and cowpreheneive & nature than
exhoust the patienceof my reader with needlezss end incrdinate ex=-
pcetdion n° specific details, At the first glance the title opens
up a vast field for study., Many problems come to view which are
little égqe than astounding. It would be both curmberscrme and un-
deserve %o pretend to attempt solutions of all of them. Further-
more, itMas been seductive to wander afield into expodticons of de-
tails while irnteresting in themselves, -#8® are unimpanrtart for our
theme,

With this idea in mind I hawe €ndeavored so to frame accurate-
ly the titfle, that it may both define ang likewise contain the limit
of this thesis, No little thought has Befindevoted <o the Feuns mj‘,..
aation »< this titley " The Relationshn c¢f the Holinees Code to'the
Deuterpnomic Code,™ Bear that in mind. The idea contained in the
wotrd ™ Relationship® is much broader than in the term " Comperiscn,®
The Codes may be related temporarily by which is meant, that a
treatment of the subject may have as its aim the ascertcinment of
the proper position of each with regard to time. Then, toco, the
relationehip as we take it, may mssume the form of dependence, i, e..
one code may entirely or partly rely on the oiher for its material
or for ite form and aim and manifest ewvidnces of this influence,
Thie dependence may also te negative, that is, the one lawbnok may
consciously and purposely ignore the other, may purposely avoid
the detum contained in the other, However else one mey view it,
this avoidance of the use of style and édnients shows & 4erendence
2 dependence which the athor desires to conceal, In the course of
thiz inquiry, 1 purpnee to determine whether the two codes discloee
any such relationship, ae& is conveyed in tre idea of dependence, )
give a ny indication of any such reliance.ﬂrnﬂagm“f-,cww-ﬁﬁm 1»&@-&&

As 1 proceedes in my investigaticn, soc many probleres arose
that it became imperative that some sort of limitaticns should be
set to my work, No end of suggested questions cropped out which
made il necessary for me to circdmscribe my task. In the first
place, it reered wellnigh following after no completely esatisfac=
tory results to iry to disccver and tc recorstruct the original
introductior to the Holiness Code,, even if the theory of the
existence of such wesgadopted, C!;. verywhere in the Pentateuch
critices have found the opening passagefthe body of laves contained
in Lev., 17=26, It early becarme manifest that to take up the study
of this subject would itself entajl no irconsideratle trcaiment end
would be drawins out tkis work to nec direct benefit to the basic
thesis, And so I decide* hapvily tgwgﬁére the discussior of this
question. Likewise in regard to the Antroductior to D. so varied
wers the opinions that obtained that no satisfactory theory semed
plausible and tenatle. (2). The opinicns of the oricinal Qi
eviduilon varied with the number of ite eritics. B8inre the question
of the original introcduction of D, raises extreme difficulties and
if treated would lead ue far afield intc a discussicn which would
be of nn d%igﬁt value to the purpose of our theme,I thought it none

'0ther than ~to atiempt and®include an exvosition of this
difficult subject encompassed as it is with such grave difficulties,

(Y Cite—ariowrpaorencs aeaiEred by —rmrivre—erttierre—intao-
(2) !bllI:usentienies its originality in toto, Driveraccepts it

ﬁenerally. and twe'n the two, the oninions vary.
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While I am unable to locate the original introduction of W, it apwe
pears accordingly not entirely necessary to treat of intiroduction
to the Deuteronomic Code Since the examination would add

to our proposition, T deemed it unnecessary to include a discussion:
of this perplexing subject,

This leads us again to a furiher explanation and definition of
our Title, Some Gerrman criticg distinguidi between the so-called
Deuterpriopmic and Deuteronomisti¢’ literature, By their distinction
they differentiate tetween the origiggl writings of the school which
they include under the former title and all the accretions which the
school later added, which they style by late term, Under the second
they irclude such as the lat{er parte of the Deuteronomic intro=-
duction; as D, passages of shua and secondary portions at the
end of the present book of Deuteronomy, We wish te call the atten-
tion of our readers to this distinction and to nzve them bear in
mind that we are presently only concerned with ljiterature comprised
in the earlier work, It hardly appears necessary tc reveat the ex-
plansfions of why we make these limitatiors and it is likewise need=-
lese to call attention again to the fact that to treat of this lat-
ter literature wonld involve us in me“inconceivavle discuseicne and
urnecessary problems. Our work on the one hand, therefore direatly
pertzins to a study of the Deuteronomic Code,

Thile érawing limits to my work, I ar likewise compelled by
veril of taxing the patience of my rraders, to make certain general
assuMptions. There are questions vhich are too commorly ac-epted
for us to retrace the progrese of reasoning by which they were so
wisely adopted, One surh postulate arpliee to the independence of
the H, Code*

One vho has perused the book of Leviticue, can not help but
notice that in chaptere 17=26, he is in a field of thought different
and di;tinct from that contained in the remzinder of,the bookd Sincg
ElostWran (1877) even the most conservative crtiics ﬂave recognized
in thie group of laws (Lev.,17-26) an irdepercent code. We shall as=-
sume the existerce of this code and not enter into a considerdion of
the overvhelming and convincing reasone for considerinz ite irde=- ;
pendence, fcice it, if ve refer our readers to a perusal of these < fmnk
chapters, The subjective estirmate they will derive will convincingly
satisfy thdr mindgson this score, They will be persuaded of its
distinctiveness their own reading. Likewise we shall request our
recrders tc accept the genera ly adopted hypothesie ¢ the exezetes,
tat the Biblical &nd histcricll version of the discovery of the

took of Law ( 22) refers to the finding of Deuteronomy (1) . So
uliversal is the“agreement on this theory amon; the Biblical scrolars
that nothing that we say could add aught to the cogercy of the

argurents which have convinced them, Therefore to detail them again
would be indul rence 11l spent and to repeat them would noat contribute
to the basic points and aims of our thesis, Thue, throughout the
course of this theeis, I shall te obliged to pass over the proofs of
varioue= postulatfgmse which Biblical scierce has speakin- gererally,
now succeeded in establishing,

In these introductory rermarks, there findly reraine for me to
bring under.your notice the geneval order of arrangement which I
shall subsequently pursue. The foreign Biblical critics are wont

(3) BaMdissin etc, g 5 7 e
: 3 I,,,uza,,muudm_{m@dﬂpwm it
%g é:}ﬁ"h;ﬁf1::L¢~an.zla wubmﬂhnhﬁﬁmﬂﬁldzﬁjiﬁhhﬁn‘au Prranss Bl uﬂu.muﬂru*
e, a o Ll dw#-“&ﬂnh?uwr:bluli uhntnnfnm‘dd+kuu~ubuus3}3=t1h-
wﬁ,uwimdu&m%n na-:.'a.ml-l-ly»rim-'-.us.
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to make a distinction between she formulary and substantial ctiticism .
By the former,they represent all criticiems of the text cutsides
of the contente of the passages itself, Such discuesions as that
which revolved about linguistic: pacul!arities: diction, kinds of
legislation and methodr c¢f formulation ete, Under the second desig-
nation they include all criticism involved in the inquiry into the
contents - This distinction constitutee the general division of the
subsequent thesis, All discussion of a formulary n&lire will genew=
rally be dealt with in the first half, Wwhile the comparative ine=
veatigation of the contents of the codes will includ "the latter
half., In this general inquiry therefore it is to be observed that
a study of the superficial aspects,sc to spea as well as the es=
sential features _of the code tc be pursued  yith the aim of ar=-
riving at a %their relationship, tw Odpondace., O StiCay G

1 'Ifl‘"fl ‘ ’1\-{&\ h“{'lu‘llL'



Chapter II,
Synopais of the Codes.

After we read these two codes and rewiew their con-
tents with the object of comparing them, we cammot
help but note their marked disparity. It appears
remarkable that in the narrow confines of such small
literary products, so pronounced distinctiveness is
ostensible., W¢ are struck by the notable individual-
ity peeuliar each., And we cannot fail to recognize
ourselves in these two law books to be in two diverse
spheres of thonght. For not only in the conspicuous
and underlying ideas and motives, are we attracted by
their dissimilarity but even if we make comparison of
such subordinate features as order and arrangements of
the laws, we note some significant facts. It ;F;, é‘.‘:a» A epud)
out saying in passing that such a colparison here
be none other than superficial, However, we feel that
to begin our work h nﬂcmgm and crude collating
at the outs we - two purposes.Jor not
only will wé be roughly making a eomparison and draw-
ing parallels between the outline and sketch of the .
plan of these two codes, but we will also be mapping olde panatrBhsas.
out our field of investigation, concretely laying our
the material with which we shall work, Of course, it
m'st not be forgotten that the lines can here only be
general and the results more or less vague.
It does not take long to perceive that the pe-
culiar spirit which pervades these codes, is here and
there marred by interpolations #f pass and  inserg-
ion of idgas which al#most offhand canno 1p" from
recogniz as not indigdgeneous in the original body
of the two law books, Subsequently we shall enter more
fully n a discussion of these sentences and sect-
ions* For the present we mst regognize that all which i it
1s ex the law books is not”all”that emdsted s dwe "“r’-l

o>+we shall dmmw. Much which wee .lrtnam
originally peduldas to H en lost, In the course
of 1t”s history the various”editors expunged some laws

for reasons which we do not at all times understand
and sometimes replaced them by others and not infre-
quently made accretions to the texts which was handed o
down to them. For instance, Wellhausen and Baentsh (1) junrust
propese that in the priestly passages which presently
and largely comprise Leviticus 24, originally H had w, Aus tley
hecp some similar law on the same subject and they be-
lieve that some priestly editor intentionally replac- ol
ed the older by his own which was more whih condmadt
his own general ideas. BSiddlarly this same reliactor
or someone belonging to his school, amplified the text
in Leviticus 23 and 25. Moreover certain passages
which we can to a certain extent trace,were dislocated
from the main body of the law and found their place in
other unsuitable parts of the Pentateuch., Notable among
these passages whéh have l_:ign uprooted and transplanted

7 elsewhere are Num, XIX 39-43 and Leviticus XI which we

* shall more fully discuss later. From this it may righé-
1y he inferred that H has nét survived to us intact.
To & less degree the same applies to D. In this law
book,too,passages have beem disjoined from their con-
text and set down elsewvhere only to interrupt thevjog-
ical sequence. On the ot hand certain sections ap-
pear strange and umsual and seemed to be in-
serted, to wit, D.XIV:3-20, It therefore follows
that we do not possess the entire law books as they
originally existed and what is more to the point here
we do not possess the laws in their original order or
framewobk.

1. vwsuk by Cornill. Intro 133-134,




While acknowledging these defects in the arrange-
ments of the codes the attempt to recomstruct the original
plan has not been entirely without satisfactory results.
For while attempting this task of recovering and restor-
ing the original as nearly as possible which can be at best,
it must be confeesed,more or less conjectual,reasons and
postulates which in zhe course of this 1nqu:|.‘y will be ad-
vanc vhich may arouse doubt are to be accepted I
beg readers with the special request that they hold
their questioning in check and assent to these assertions
until we shall be able to treat of these questionable points
rore later, It stands to reason that many a state-
mnt% suspicions here advanced in proof if clar-
ified now, would disproportionately enlarge this chapter.

To avoid hlng invblved in the intricacies and complex-
ities by diversions into roundahout and too enlarged dis-
cussion we request you to accept what we state and-—awedt Wo-
furtherproof,

While we can reconstruct the original of these
texts somewhat satisfactorily,as alluded to before,the re-
organized or restored parts winl again emphasize what we
have previoudly claimed. These more or leas close bhooks
manifest a distinot and peculiar spirit as well as a dis=-
tinct and peculiar synopsis. They show that the original
editor did not in a haphhzard and careless fashion throw
the laws he compiled into a heterogeneous conglomeration.
But no matter how equate the reconstric ny ap=
pear or how arbitraiy it may seem, we find’] original-
ly these books were arra orderly, And what is more
significant according to plan, Now the question arises
do the order and arrangement of those two collections of
laws as reformed prove that the one was influenced by the
other in this matter of arrangement? We can the better
discuss this guestion only after we have given the recon-
atructed outlines as we think them to have originally ex-
isted. To replattamdiito be explicit ,passages which we
assign as original or éditorial in the ocutline to follow
may excite skepticism. We bid our readers to be patient.
¥We shallldiscuss the originality of these sections or sen-
tences in thed lat®er part of our thesis whene we she®l
make a comparison of the contents in detail,

The reconstructed outline of Holiness code is as follows:

Ch. XVII. Law of sacrifice
Vas, 3=7. All slaughtering shall be sacrificial

To prevent idolatry RH
Ves. 8-9, All sacrifice to JBEVH H
Ves. 10. Abstinence from blood eating H
Ves,11-14, Blood is life RH

Blood has atoning power RH
stu.lﬁ-lo. Mild prohibition of eating ( nbas + 39"‘5)) g'F)
Ch. XVIII,

Vss. 3-5. Prohibition of heathen practices RH
Ves. 6-18. Prohibition of Incestuous Marriages H
Ves,12-23, ¥ " Unnatural Vices. H
Vs8.24a30. Paranetic conclusion
/-2

Ch. XIX,XXIV 17-22, xxvy 1-2;/fparanetic Introd:ﬁi#m RH&H
Ves. 3-4, 11-19 Miscellaneous collection of arf ethical

o and cultural nature H
Vs. 23-29-31-32, Xv 39-43 H

Vss, 33-35-38-37. Paranetic Conclusion., wH



Ch. XX,
Vss,. 2-21, Parenetic amplifications of the prohibition
against Inc~stuous Marriages and unnatural

vices, RH
Vas.22-24, Parenetic conclusion, RH
Chap. XI.1-48 xy 43-45 Ruén
(1 @ 25-26. Prohibition of unclean foods P
ch. XXI-XXIX Holiness of Priests
Ves., 1-9, Holiness of Priests in matter of con-
tact. H&RH
Vss, 10-15 Holiness of High Priest in matter of
contact H
Vss, 18-23 Holiness of Priests in matter of
Physical Nature H&RHA
Xx1x 22 b-16 Rights of Priests in matter of foods H&RH
x1x 5-8,18b-30 Holiness with regard to sacrifices RH+H
Vas, 31-33 Parenetic Conclusion RH
1
xxrrY, 108b-14, Feast of the Matzah fepd
15-21 Feast of the Omer '“"EJ:
39=43 " ® " Booth R
xxv, Z28b-7 Sabbatical Year - ﬁ*ﬁ' P
8-19 Jubilee il P
20-22 Sabbatical " P
23-24 Landin Sabbatical year s o
35-38 Law against usury 1
39-6G8 Humanity to Hebrew Slaves
xxvy 3-39 Parenetic Conelusion

The Reconstructed Outline of D is as follows:
x'n' 13-28 xvr 21-22 XVII 1-7
Law #f Single Sanctuary, Laws against

29 19 Idolnte:..
XI1 Law nst apostas
X1V 1-211131 Law :giult hep:thelin customs
22-29 Law of Tithe
xv 1-11 " ® gahbatical year-‘ome latter :lnterpolat.:lon)
12-18 " " JManumission '
19-23 b * First Born
xvy 1-9 " * passah {some latter ingerpolation)
9-12 * " Veeks
13=-17 . " Booths
18-29 General Law on Officials
xvix 8-13 Judges
xvirx 1-8 Priests
- Prophets
XIX 1-3-ﬁ-13 um‘i’iiao and murder
14 Encroachment of property )
15=-21 False witness - (e » .
xx 1-14 Law of war
19-20 Protection of Fruit Trees
xx1 1 xxv 16 Miscellaneous laws- (except sore passgges which
XXVI 1-15 -'-i‘uwf jCWj'G MT":’*“‘ (a:'e me:ted " w
XXVIII Farirtie Comelisaion Cw " . )

In these synopses of the laws of the two codes I have made
no attempt to separate all the original, editorial and la-
ter elements. For the present I have merely tried to note
those passages or paragraphs which are largely original.




In the outline of the Holiness code, particularly cer-
tain sections have been greatly amplified by the priest-
1y writer and two chapters have heen greatly enlarged by
the same editors., Where the section was entilrely priest-
1y I have omitted reference to’it. Where the priestly
editor annotated and elaborated on original llaw, I have
simply referred to the original kernel of the law defer-
ring a detail analysis of the text, for a luiier connect-
ion,Regarding the original and redactional material, I
have only tried to differentiate the two in aat the above
ontline where the latter observations and appeals merely druoppurdid
o4 appended, When, however, the Holhessredactor inextricably
bound his own up with the original material, Itxwitkixha
amkedxtxtxinxEarcxXEEyxExxyaxatxaundx a separatioy of
the textual elements will be made later. It will be noted
that in Lev. XIX I have cla or grouped togcml- a_num-
ber of separate laws like H 7-23, ~43 1-2
I and cersain ones from chapter XX, I have nolt tried to lay
them out in a definite plan. It is also to e observed
that certain passages have Teen taken from this ch:ster add
placed elscwhere in the book as notably XIX 5-8 added
it to XXII 29-30, Only I must somevhat anticipate my con-
clusions by asserting that when these passages are careful-
1y arranged in this chapter they will clearly manifest a
systematic ordering. The miscellaneous collection of laws
will appear at first glance as heterogeneous and disorder-
1y exhibit in reality evidences of an originallv method-
ical arrangement. Pa#ton in his investigations which shows
that this chapter in it& original form was arranged in
groups of five and ten laws following the plan of the
decalogue. Bertholet separates the laws of this chap-
ter on the hasis of the singular and plural address and
observes that those laws which are couched in the former
have close affinities with Deuteronomy and Covenant Codes
while those of the latter are closely parallel.to the
Ten @ommandments. While recognizing that Bentholet is
less strained and t part is peculiarly attractive it
must be acknowledged the hypothesis of it%4 history and
developement on which he bases it or which he derives this
interesting fact, seems too arbitrary particularly when
applied to these three interval chapters (XVIII-XX),
Reverting again to Paton's views, let me recall that thoulh
his at tim:s appears strained, as a whole, his hypothesis
has much to commend it. These laws in XIX do poipt to an
original grouping. In fact the whole @ode does. When you
omit fromtthis chapter those pngsages which are priestly
as XIX 20-22 or transplant XIX 9=9 to it's original set-
ting it will become noticeable that the laws that remain
show signs of sets of Pentads and decads so called. And
what is yet more interesting is that these groups are
ound together by a similar underlying idea,
Tor example, let me refer my readers to H XIX 18-1& 1¢
will be noted that these laws on the same subject are def-
inital; limited to five igg conclude with the same phrase
like the subsequent five.= On the basis of this fact or
theory, that the laws of same thought were grouped to-
gether, we have tried to replace those which appcar out
of place where they most likely originally were. Through-
ost this chapter, infact throughout this book, ever and
again this grouping is disdlosed and invariably with the
same concluding expression. "I am J H V H.," Assuming
then that this was the original framework of the laws,
would itbe presupposing too much to claim that the whole
code as it “.%p originally obtained was arranged accordipg
to thisplan. In other words if the individdal groups re-
veal such excellent order and logical arrangement, 16 1
too much to suff@e that originally the entire code dis-
plays a €arefully thought out and carefully wrought out
scheme, I believe that we are in a position"redintegrate
i&ésly well the code as 1t existed when it came from the

‘of the original author. In the Deuteronomic code, we

% CWW o MAM S ﬁ‘;:& oy i) “;F‘;t‘.u‘s 23 d ndeele bas Lriaw 1“-“‘1"“"‘{‘&!;
: zﬁj @m,&:ﬁh‘unkmu;:ZJq“mpg,u¢u(qqg




meet with an guthor whe is more exhortat ve, We cannot
hedp but recognize from the first that he is dilating on |
older material, that he urging loyalty to the law rather Th&
framing an entirely *wsisr new one., Do not misunderstand
me. I do not mean to assert that he did not alter the law,
But it strikes me roreibll when I peruse this code that the
author is more occupied with the task of preaching the law
tvan of giving the law, With one such as Deuteron st,
it would appear that he was untmue to his vocation,“to
deny !in coherence and logic in his arrangements of the
laws.~ For in fact he too is orderly and careful in his
arrangement, For it appcars to be a very corollary of his
profession for him to be logical in his preseéntation.
Evidence of this early order is not marred or disguised in
the chapter treating of apostasy (XIII) or in the laws
governing various officials. While we cannot help bt fedl
that D in it's original form exhibits the ground work of
a well arranged plan, as a whole it seems a well nigh hope-
less task to recov-r the definitely clear asl topical frame
of the miscellaneous laws in the D XXI-XXV. Ve recognize
that there is some Who are skeptical as to the originality
r of this entire sectlion but we shall accept these laws o1~
iginal and discuss our reasons for doing so in the next
chapter. We therefore presume that originally this code
was drawn according to a plan, but we are only able to »
certain extent to reconstruct it as it stood at first.
It might he assumed, because of the extraordinary space
we have given to this dubject, that some doubt exists in
the minds of the critics on this point. All agree at
least on this that whatever may be said about the dis-
order that now reigns, that when these laws as compiled
they presented a unified whole. It must not be denied
however that some disagreement does obtain as to what
constituted the original order. A certain critic start-
1n¥ from the premise that D was laid out according to a
definite plan, proposed the interesting but Far fetched
and unproven theory that the scheme followed was that of
the decalogue,l I shall pass omithis theory with but
the mention. For it appears remote from the facts., All
I seek to do by alluding to this surmise is to indicate
that all Bible st:dents even those with most outlandish
postulates make a start with the assumption that the
codes as they at first were co stituted followed a @efinite
and logical outline,

In the outlines which are included in this chanter of the
two codes we have tried to establish as far as is possible
the original order of the laws. It is of interest there-
fore that we make a compirisop of these plans and seek to
ascertain if the one showed any dependence, dependence in
the matter of the arrangements of the codes. It is to be
noted that both codes close with a parenekie conclusion
urging obedience to thevforegoing laws on promise of bless~
ings or by threats of curges. If these were the only codes
that we possess we cruld " help but feel that the latter fok-
lowed the former in the precedent of concluding the laws
with such a strong appeal. But neither established auch a
precedent. The covenant code which is acknowledged by
rost critice as antedating both brings itSs cnllection of
laws to an end with a similir appeal though considerably
briefer and more direct. yoreover we find that the an=-
clent ende of Hammurabic '‘3'dating back to distant antiqui-
ty, bacl: beyond all these three, likewise ends with a sim-
ar exhorta to e
1+ z ql:lot tue e Dt. . :;E i;mm
2, Bafdissin EinleAtfing 108 to the contrary.cf Fiiidameen P90 note
3, Punkko Dt. P, 45 quoting Wineckler Law of Hammmurabi S-46 ff.
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From these facts we may be warranted in inferring that all
law codes prior to the Priestly concluded with similar ap-
peals, Ve may therefore conjecture that originally it
was the custom or habit for law givers to append thctheir
law codices a sermon begging for observance f'or the fore-
going statutes, Since it appears as an established usage
to conclude the law codes with an urgent appeal to obed-
ience that the redactor of the Holiness code followed this
usage rather than imitate Demteronomic law book. We are
further confirmed in this conviction whan we rore closely
stully the two chapters as we shall do later on. For we
shall there find in the matter of contents they are both
far removed from each other. It is not our purpose in
this chapter to confuse our readers here by making a com-
parison of the contents of the codes, but in referring

to the next point we may be obliged to call attention to
the material of the opening chapters of the two codes,

An oft repeated statement made by Biblical scholars is
that. the ng chapters of bbth vodes treat. of the laws
on sacrifice! For the moment, and for argume¢nt's sake,
let us assume then that their assertion is correct.

We are confronted with a similar declaration that the cov-
enant code has as the theme of it's initial laws the self
same, or similar material and so we would be justified in
claiming on this assumption that both D & H f'olloweéd the
plan established by the earliest Hebrew legisilation than
thet one imitnated the other. But the matter does not rest
bere. If we scrutinize the contents of these opening chap
ters, it will become evident that both are not concerned
with the same subject rmatter. In the Holiness code, the
ledactor appears to be interested inpreventing idolaters
practices and enjoins that all animal sladghter should be
of sacrificial nature that the sacrifice should be offered
the J HV H, On the other hand, compare these laws with
that contained in Deuteronomy XII. Here the Deuteronomic
editor has as his sole aim not the regulating of sacri-
fices, but the establishing and instituting of a central
shrine where sacrifices are to be offered. And that as
the paramount end single thought of the author,every cur-
rent rite ard custom and law, then are to be so altered as
to be adjusted to this aim. Is #% not fair to suppose
that an editor so absoebed in this central thene should
lay it down as a premise in his opening chapter and fol=-
low it up with laws which he has modified to conform to
this main theme?t!-

L

In the remainder of the two codes the ontline displays
even rreater dissimilarity. We woftld not expect that
the two codes would parallel each other in detail but
even generally the correspondence is not noticeable.
In the Holiness code the law over the festivals precedes
the one prescribed in the mode and manner of the obser-
vance of the Sabbatical year, In the Deutercmomic, this
order is the reverse., D 15-16. It must be conceded how=-
ever that in the laws of the Festivals, they both pursue
the sameé seruencc. But mince this is a natural an’ tem-
poral seqyuence, it is inconceivable of what other order
they ;ﬁﬁggd have followed. 1In that section of the Holiness
code (21-72) which deals with holiness of the priests and
sacrifices, it is obvious that perfect order obtains,
Lach subject is completely treated. Each law follows in
i a complete scheme. This all goes to show that the re-
dactor carefully arranged his laws under the general head-
ing of holiness of the holy objec{s and persons.
In D there is not this same plan,!;wa which appertain to
the priests are detailed under the hcading of state of-
ficials XVIII 1-19 while those which concern the holiness

M e \l.l. L\-LL.J\, L .‘.\ "l'\ fmulk g [N YYUI V% ’G.\_‘l § XA MMMB
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of sacrifices are clearly miAsplaced in the present con-
text and most 1ikely folloved chapter XII. Regarding
the laws of the Lev, XIX which somewhat parallel the
laws in miscellaneous section of D (21-25), We are

in no position to make any schetches or comparisons

of these two collections for the reason that in the lat-
ter section, no clear and definite plan is at present
dwcernible Mecome more evident as we proceed
that the of these two codes manifest grow-

ing disparitiy awi-even—wé-aii-losth-te—somoode—bhde Gvwd
swidert-atPfforanas, wve rust grait in the matter of ground
plans that bhoth were independent,

In conclusion, let me repeat briefly hy way of summary
the principal points of our foregoing discussion. The
fwo law books as we now have them present a more or less
disarranged whole, Yet here and there evidences come to
the surfaces of clearly planned groups. This is no mere
accident, for the dvidences are convincing that these
groups which so often present logical internal order and
Elan, point in turn to a whole code which ato. Tiwe us &

istory presented a carefully worked out plan. Evidences
even of this perfect order in the code as a whole, are
not lacking. And sSince this was the case, we are in a
fair position to recorstruct ther: as they existed when
they originally came from the hand of the redactor,

0f course, at certain points, mere conjecture or unfound-
surmise has to suffice in this reconstitution, efiter-me
herve—roeonilnusiod- thesevodes—aedasl e can. Ve have
tried to note in thistreconstructed plansthat nothing wes- \»
in evidence to point to a dependence in the outlines.
Even where these were seeningly common features, the facts
disprove any dependence. And so, we feel that we wonld not
he far wrong if we clzimed that as far as ground plans.
were concerned, neither code shows any imdesdependence.
“The lack of agreement in the order either in whole or in
part, er—dn between the two codes, or in smaller rort.ions, )
argues for the independence of these law books."

1. Moore *-‘Lev., EB, Col. 2789,



Chapter III.

Unity of Codes.

We do not propose in this chapter to enter into a detnned,.ﬂl-
enssion of the originality of the various questionable senten=-
ces and scattered and doubtful paragraphs of the two codes.

It is obvious that such an attempt here would 1ead to conside
erable confusion. By the nature of such disjointed criticism,
diffuseness would naturally result. It mi@st not therefore be
inferred that the title refers to such minute analysis.

Such detailed textual investimation will be reserved for that
section where we will condider in detail the parallel passages
of the lawhooks. Our present task now is to undertake a so-
lution of the general questions emhraced under the general def-
initions of the subject-heading of this section. As we proceed
it will become clear that mn{ Ecneral problems which require
elucidation and ex»nlication will gradually unfold \I:hemsmlv'em,-a'3
willhave to be met and studied and it will be found that the
naturc of the questions inveédved,fall witkin the broad limits
of this title.

The codes as we Ro“e“ them show -i‘gn- of a develop-
ment through which they have passed. Neifher of these codes
survive to us intact as they were at first promulgated. w
is contained in them which is both out of harmony with thedspir-
it and cont nts ecfisthessessssd=dendency of thg lawbooks. While
in the socalled original material itself we perceive that
it did not spring fullborn and full grown, from the mind of any
one author, t represents EE product of tedious and laborious
efforts of ‘gentrations of '« The two codegg which in their
present form are morc or less overweighted wit congruous ma=-
terial and are the resultants of long process of growth, only
concern us at one period in their development. 1In other words,
these codes have passed through var 'ous stages, F¥e shall omit,
from our consideration all that latter added material which was
subsequently appended or inserted after the promulgation of the
two codes or after they assumed their distinct cemplebdan, $o~J
@ds far as we know the socalled llolincss Code was never public-
ly proclaimed to the people. In its finished form, perhaps, it &d
existed as a literary treasure of the school which originated it.
As a separate copy, it is doubtful ii‘it ever hecame the co mon
property of the neral public, as d Book of Josiah. This la-
ter volume as weﬁk assumed, was publicly read to the people
and by them accepted. ‘ow oufiaim here in this work is to dis-
cover and determine any relationship, if any obtains, between
these coles as constituted at that stage.

It is now a generally accepted fact among Biblical
students, needless to say which we shall accept, that these
codes were grecatly amplified by subsequent editors who were more
or less under the influence of the dde and principles of the
school which gave birth to the codes. In the case of the llo-
liness Code the pricstly editor or—eddders whigh litcrally ap-
propriated this law book incorporated it as own or the
greater pm'g‘lg[‘ it, astueddy—tampered-wiih the horponsd-maisnial
appending to original, disharmgnjous passages, in some cages sup-
pfgntinggthe original' with mﬁ otnp:lncoﬁgn’mus iég‘ﬁiﬁﬂc or 13
other, altering the original i» the spirit of his own. It is
a fairly simple task in most instances to recognize and separate
these later hands, In fact, so easily accomplished is it  com-
paratively speaking that one cannot help from acknowledging the
distinctdme individuality of the original as well as that of the
later redactor. Therefore after separating these later accre-
tions (a1l which is recognized aatﬁ% from the hand of these
later ‘editors)we style Priecs  these additions are in
spirit of the priestly codes that which rerains, after this sep-
aration we term, the Holiness Code.

Thas far, the D.f.“ eronomic code has a sirilar devel-

opment. The only difference ,.consiste in the fact that the
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priestly editors who amplified the Holiness code lived in the in-
tellectual and spiritual atmosphere of a different school which
is more or less easily distinguishable from the product which
they annotated, while the subsequent redactors of the Bo of
Josiah were only students who worked later in a more advanced
&pinit of the original. While it is a simple matter to separ-
ate secondary portions from the original, in the lioliness Code
because of the difference which these editors embody, in the
case of the Deuteromic code it is more difficult to distinguish
between the secondary afd primary material because these sub-
sequent editors only adumbrate the more develope eas and prin-
ciples of the original sohool-:aﬁ only body forthfshades of the
originals, T priestly edito epresented different ideas @
the original ( while the later redactors of the Deuteromic

(D2 D3) whom we term deuteronomistic shadowed forth mere aspects
of the original. After we have separate@ from the codes that . ¢
which was added by these subsequent editors, that which is left
of thy two codes, so called originals,we shall cndeavor to com-
pare to ascertain any relatiomship. After we have de-
leted from the Holiness code that material which show the earm
marks of the priestly editor, there lays bare a code which by
its very marked Jistinctivevess early attiracted the attention

of the Riblical students,
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on proving bhe antiquity of the central tabernacle, on emphasing
the primitive organization of the priesthood, on fixing definite-
1y all dating and ritual and in general, on uprooting the spon-
taneity of the original woprship. Many more are the detailed cha--
acteristics of this write f the nore developed school. VWhen og
the other hand it is borne in mind that the lloliness writers

are formulating laws which reflected conditions the very opposite
or in wogk cases Jyiore primitive thin these of priestly, it be-
comes no greatiy difficult task to sort out these two strata.

e shall not malze so bold to claim that that which re-
mains after separating Priestly elements presents an ahsolute
unity. As some nne has rightly said,tst it indicates more the
unity of a school than of an individual., (HBD Sub Lev.).

Yhile we may theorize as to the original unity of the code, JE, ookl
feel ourselves on firmer ground when wo r merely to the we-

mﬁe an earlier unity.
We cannot help but feel that in the study of the code, we are
but closely examnining the head of the stream of development that
later culminated in the Priestly code.l Many inchoate ideas find
their first expression here which appear - ore fully advanced in
the subsequent code. This to our mind accounts lfor the question
of why the Priestly e 'itors anplified and preserved this parent
original, This must not he construed as contrary to what I said
previously, Despite the striking disparity between the codes,
spiritually and substantianlly, there is a kinship between Il & P
In a subseqaent chapter, we shall have occasion to point out the
distinctive linquistic peculiarities.of H, Let me here briefly
review the spiritual traits of this lawbook, Throughout the H)
laws appear in a formative stage. They are pointed and snappy,
The central idea and aim underlies the laws is to further and
developy e noly community. The motive Holiness is iterated and
reiterated with monotonous regulnrity. "In al', the same stress
is laid upon thc sépreme deity of J,” The need of lloliness and
the danger of contamination by the @anaanites., (HBDB). Whi'e the
institution of priesthood begins to assume a fixity, the laws of
the festival observances still show that same indefinite and

vi=bhoeowopebes . For=wet
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£3®id characterd. Greatuspace 1s given to thpse injunctions
which make for holiness physical while the ethical are compress-
ed in two chapters, This central motive pervades the whole which
gives it, its distinctive character.

In this code, we recoznize at once thnt rore than one
hand has heen at work. At times the unity is marred, while agaiyp
the text appears overbalanced with apparently too much discur-
sive appeals. XVII 10-14, XXII 31-33. At the outset we are
struck by the fact that rhile the laws of theoriginal code are
concise, short and brief, the parenetig sectiong¥*disproportion-
ately overdrawn. The_suggesiion-that Rhis bhrevity on the one
hamd in the law section and)this diffuseness, on the other in
the parenetic portions, can scarcely the handof the wau
same author. This internal difference points rather to the di-
versity of authorship. When we however look more closely at
these aéstions socalled appeals, (we recognize even within them
certain discrepancies) and we notice that, also, at times, dif-
ferent literary viewpoints are in evidence. ind now and then,
elements of possibly two or three different writers make their
appearance. These facts which cannot help but attract our at-
tention When we study the original text minutely, lcad us to
realize that the code as such is far from being the worl of one
anthor or composed at one time. But rather this lawbook is the
product of a development with st of different dates. "In
the entire group it is natural to“recognize the product of con-
tinuous editorial activity working upop elemcnts of various, ore
igin and ‘ate." (CHCH 271) without“ﬁﬂch searching we eaﬁ“ﬁelp
but recognixe t'at the distinctive Regal portions of the book
are the moreprimitive wirile the parenetic sections werc added
by t'e redactors who gathered tggether these various lawsg and
who anpended their exhortatio tg;ézlio becauyse ap-
pealsyfor the obedience to these laws wereThécessary’as they
must vggﬁgﬁg.:igornusly observed, Possihly too and here we
can only » Since these laws were not heeded,the editors
rust have feared that they might pa ut irely fron o&her |
attention and memory of madﬁhdd nofzgggéﬁg%ﬂﬁ‘then and augment=
ed them with impressive urgent apreals to ohedience. The origin-
al legal portionsof this hook were probably first edited with
the mere brief appeal, "I am the Lord thy God.® That to these
earlier compilers the mere sanction of God's name was sufficient
warrant for their observance, 1In the parenetic sections, on
other hand the editors exhaust their store of exhortations in
urging obedience to these laws, Different motives are advanced
as reasons for the observance of these laws. In onepassage,
these redactors hi#nt that long 1ife is in store for those who
carry out these laws, In others, those who obey the laws can
avoid be "vomited" from the land., And so on, appeal after ap=-
peal is urged and threat after threat is given with bt one
end in view to make thc people live according to these laws and
bring about a holy comunity. Note therefore the distinct view-
point of these writers. %earlier, the<e appeals anpear
unnecessary. Merely the that thcose laws are divine

is sufficient reasons for thcir obedience. In the later re-
dactors, we feel that th 'se editors are plead-
ing with thetpeople, perhans grown indifferent, nustering all
the arguments they can, picturing 111 the hideous dangers they
can imagine, with one aim of making thepeople obey these laws.
Now these ﬁ#::acterisb}cs of the earlier and later elements shall
subserve as scs and marks for ew distinguishing the original
from the editorial., The forpger we shall designate by the ab-
breviation H' the latter by i, Before passing on, let me again
call“pewr attertion that our study is only concerned on ihe,one
hand with t%e writings of these two groups of writerqf“ So often
have vwe made reference to the unity nf this_code that we perhaps
may have lef't the impression that, througft,; the text is entire-
ly harmonious. We desire here to qualify this apprehension,
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editors permitted (two almost identical,group of laws) to, re-

main in this work. It is needless to mention that thisr
has served as a source of much speculation and has stir

the rano; of the crities to advanced numeréuscexplanations to
account for this repetition. These laws are not the onlv ones
which are repeated. Several others appear twice in the narrow
limits of this small codel. XVII 10-14 XIX 26a XIX 4a XXVI 1a)
(XIX 5-8, 9-10 etc. XIX 91 & 20 6 & 27). These lat®ws repeti-
tions ve shall endeavor to explain later in our thesis, Like-
wise minor differerces in formulation make their appearance and
while they o not disturh the unity of the contents, do arouse
suspicion as to their originpdddes, XIX 23 XXITITI 10 XXV 26

XVII 15,16. But to omit them would seriously affect the text
and so we are disposed to concur in the opinjion of many critics
that this diverse framing is to he explained by the diversity of
the original sources, from which the editors drew, in assembling
their legal material, "The indications suffice to establish the
probatility that 17-26 comprises materials bound topgether by

- cormon ideas and phraseology representing an earlier stage of

codification than Pg. A brief inspection suffices to prove
that the contents have_heen broyght togeth . diverse
sources." (CHCH 270).A It is i‘gculiar faﬁ{‘%ﬁf‘%he prohifleow
of sexual and marital impurities should have been so
scrumilously reproduced. To anyone who is in anyway familiar
with the text of t law book, little doubt exists as to which
of the two is the « In lfact, to my knowledge no
particular exegete denies that Lev. XVIII is the earlier. Even
a casual reading can leave no other impression. These prohibi-
tions are framed more in the spirit of the remainder of the code,
while the laws of Lev. XX seem to have come more under the hand
of the rwor-. A ewmrhou of these two chapters bring cleas
1§ befor attention peculiar traits of the original and the
editorial. The remarkable correspondence af diction between Chap=-
ter XX and the preceding has induced many % critics to include

this chapter as an ineéegral part of thecor m
PP T s ees T e Jisde s SRy to me bt A
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théschapter is rather the work of a redactor As was pointed
out previously, this sectior ¢ontains no new legislation but
traverses the ground zone: over in the 17-19 and 21, Any com-
mentary will give these legislative parallels. But a 'note=-
worthy difference prevails, by which traditional exegesis accounts
for its reason de'etre. The fact th this section, while it
contains no new law, does strangely append to most of laws o/

# Penalty. FHut thélconservative explanation is not

= pasiiemier
convincing., For if the author merely transcribed these laws,

in order to add punishment for their violation why did he not
insert the penaltieswto the original, Messewer 1t is strange
if this were his purpose in repeating these laws for five of them
have -no penalties at all. It hardly seems possible thathe would
be so scrupulous about rewriting these laws so as to ghr en,
the violator with punishment and then in five 8f them to omit
the penalty altogether, (XVIII 19a 19b 25a 25b) particularly
as these 1wws seem the moxré important. lurthermore, seven of
these laws have no more ftrhasn the indefinite a punishment than the
divine "cutting off.” These enactments seem to require human
penalties. 1In the majority of the other cases, the penalties
are equally as uncertain, no prescription is given as to the man-
ner these laws are to be executed or by whom. This is important
omission of thepurpose if the author in reproducing these laws
was merely to add the punishment. Amd equally as significant,
is the ahsence of every discrimination of penglties harmo
with the gradations o?the' offenses. #m How Mw
the punishment is the instance that in vs. 6
he threatens with divine visitation the same offense which in
1, Paton, llchraica 1894, 111-21,
2. PeWtholet Graf etc.
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vs., 2¢ he threatems with stoning. Theizhdtunihb could be mul-
1 tiplied to demonstrate that the chapter is "not a code of san-
tions to the foregoing but rather a parallel to it." "It simp-
1y gives in another form the legislation which has just been
traversed and enlarges it with a variety of motives for obedience.”
(Paton) loreover in Lev. XVIII the striking thing is the per-
fect order which obtains. The laws are logically ordered and
cach subdivision exhausts the narticular subject before it pass-
es"to the next ., mssler. In chapter XX, on the other hand, con-
flusion reigns supreme. This chapter gives the impression of a
chaotis jumble of laws without any attempt nt arrangement. The
question naturally arises, could the same author have written
both?

We have had occasion in the above to mention the ldm-
gwieddc peculiarity of chapter XVIII, The author of this sec-
tion wastes no words. Heis as concise as it is possible to be.
In Lev. XX, the author is profise Smbhe=wsexgBchimwaends. b wu wuwulwol,
He seems more intent on urging obcdience than in giving the laws.
(Nete particularly vs. 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 12, 2-6) Th-se in-
stances of redundancy noint to the style of an author who cannot
pessibly be the same who wrote the legal sections of XVII and XIX.
A close comparison will further show that though t"e correspond-
ences are overwhelming, thefe are some very notable and striking
differences of digtign. It will be noted that in the foregoing
chapters all laws@are to all intents and purposes couched in
the almost self-same language, tlearly showing the limited vo-
cabulary that the author has at his command. On the other hand
the editor of Lev. XX hRas a much more copious diction, using
words angeprases which do not recur even in the Hexateuch again.
Not only,ih his style but even in his choice of words, do we re-
cornize a different hand., Graf, early perceiving this dirference,
te#ied to cxplain it on the grounds that the same author who wrote
XVIII and XTX later inserted Lev, XX. Il the sell-same editor
had composed both, why did he abandon the most cormendable and
logical method of his early days for one most unsystematic.

WVhy too, did he want to repeat a complete lepgislation with one
at best in fragmentary form. For this reason it scers impos-
sible to concur in Graf's hypothesis.

Wellhausen and Baentsch agree that while XX disagrees
somewhat with XVIII and XIX, it was derived by the redactor of
the whole code from a source independent of the f'oregoing. By
this theory, they strive to explain the correspondences as well
as disagreements of these several sections. This hypothesis
does explain the dotbling of XVIII and XX while it fails to ex~
plain the close conncction between assumed kernel and its assumed
doublet, Weide-rH T VItrmiess=ssomupionetvie , Why is 1t that
this section Lev. XX contains not one law which is not fgund else
where in VIII-XIX, Baentsch weakens his theorty with am limp
aasuﬁniéap'that the redactor of XX inserted deficiencies of XX
whic ound elsewhere and omitted that which is only found in
the doublet. And again the similarity of diction seems to be
against the hynothesis of striet literary independence. lor the
exarination of the legdi section will show how great and numerous
the Ringuistic similarities in comparison with the socalled"set-
ting". Wellhausen too takes notice of this similarity and is at
a loss to explain it satisfactorily. These linguistic and phra-
seologisal affinities make us belicve that XVIII and XX are not
independent of one another in their literary origin. Rather we
feel convinced that as XX contains no legislation not found else-
where in H it is due to the fact that its author had the original
XVIII and XIX before him and simply worked over riven material.

The purposeé of the author was not for "theoretical
completeness” but emphasis of certzin laws'! which fact explains

his usage of repcating only 2 part of preceding laws.

1. DPaton llebraica,
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: And since he aimed not af reproducing the coi'e but at exhorti

; his readers to obedience, it is quite usual and natural that his

: style should be redundant. It therefore seems well-founded that
the same hand which added the framework tb the original legisla-
tion of N repeated these laws in this chapter, making sure to
add the penaltie nd all other cxpletive matcrial. In the dis-
tinction we have®™lrawn betwcen the original and redactional with-
in this chapter, we have at the same time outlined the peculiar-
ities of both strata and on the basis of thcse peculiar literary
traits we shall. ided in separating the remainder. ' -

DutThis Wanalysis is not e-tirely free of M;%’T‘ﬁ"’
ohrbeelos as we shall in-

dicate in the course of ol ing unfoldment., ¥Neds—remanlable
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pirveinad.
The concur in the theory

that the present ‘ollness code represents the product of a group
of redactors who gathered their raterial which they amplified
fr older sources, They differ quite pronouncedly in the nanner
ulg:n which these compilers derived their datum. Dillnzn advanced
n most Tanciful theory which aprears he later abandoned. He pro-
posed that the original Holiness code contains the long lost leg-
islation of J in combination with some other legislation and
wlrich was corbined and elaborated upon by a redactor. lie ad~-
vances the supposition that an original source somevwhat related
at least in time to C which he designates hy Sinai-Gesetz was
overworked by twe cditors Pg and J and their work existed in
separate editions until RH came along, united them twsing the
eédition o' J as the basin and omitting all of the J original
vhich he had inserted from Pg. He makes hold to propose that
chapter XVII and XXIV contain original J edition edited hy i'g.
(By this strange and complex hypothesis, he endeavored to ex-
rlain bhe various doublets which mas trc ugg}y of' the code. As
2 Kuenen hes explained, that while it ¥icommende it, its eese
1Pg‘i piLaas4en and 1nclk of proof compel us to turn from it. XNo peeed
that J%used any such sonrce as §5,) It is conmforting to know that
Dillman subsequently gave uq ggis theory for tl:ic one whieh seems
to be more in the bhounds of n. By this later hypothesis
he proposed that an original H lesislation was Tound by g and
bound with it.l Tt is to be noted, and this is what concerns us,
that there was an original H lepislation amplified and framed in
spirit of RH,
Two other theories which are more rnticing which we
wish to discuss. Daentsch's view of the origin of lloliness
code is eunally as interesting and °s I'ficult to disprove.
¥hile it has much to commend it, it is only of importance to us
in so far as it too demonstrates that in the development of this
code it was compiled and edited by R!'. The RH here, however, is
clearly n't one author of our time but clearly many editors of
different ge  ~rations. Between §°1-591 mmd PH made a collection
of previously existing laws Eéving them a parenetiec framevork and
the historical background of wandering in wilderness. ihis ear-
liest collection survives in XVITII-XX, XXIII XXTV XXV XXVI 1-2.
Some years later;~later than bLzelkial==I1H2 made a co'lecticn of pemt/
other 1'ws which had previously existed, that dealt with Priecsts
and sacrifices which are contained in XXI and XXII. Ouite at
the close of the exile, an cxile anxious that the restered com-
munity should be repgulated aright united the wurl- of the pre-
vicus redactors, rrelixed chapter XVII and Tinding a suitahle &““mfdut
address annotated it and concluded the vhole with 1t. While this
theory satisfactorily accounts for certain discrepancics, as the
primitiveness of XXIII and XXV and the co parative lateress of
YXI and XXII it still raises problems which to me appear insél-
uble, In the first place, if different geberationd hi® veen at

{QEEalR.ihzﬂ legislation ‘s Be proposes, with as great a break
« For a further explanation of this thcory sce Tolzinger I'iBTedtung
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3 in their social ard religiqus life as occu at the destruct- :
ion and deportation, b4 o unexplained ﬁ.#
4‘L¢bun1ty ol the whole and t'e manifold affinities of these various
supposcd strata. The one thing that struck the early critics
when they discovered this code was the naified spirit which per-
vaod he whole lavbook. Is it possible that this unity would
have’ go pronounced, so maried anrnd noticeable if one gencration
who 1lived before the exile had composed one part, while another
an! later group of editeors had suffered to live under decidedly
changed conditions had compiled another? If'the same :I.ml:I.v:l.dl\m.;ﬂ.'l't
wal had wkitten th sectionS had experienced thi eat nation-
al overthrow he,cduld not have helped but manifes changed spis
it? Uow rmuch truer is this with different individuals living a

® generation apart under such decidedly n)tered conditicns. The
striking fact that maies itselfl evident to one who reads this
lawbook is the thread of unity vhich runs through the hook es-
pecially in those¢ redactional sections. Moreover the notable
similarity ard manifest correspondence between RH portions of
the code and the parenetic conclusion "the resemblance to Lev.

. XXVI 3-45 instyle and conception to XVII-XXV rendersit possible
that the code of which we possess the conclusion in first named
Ch Wi}ar'e partiallyor wholly perceived in the preceding.”

(Ruenen llex. 87-8). can leave no doubt that this chanter is not
Bhe worl: of an independent author who was ignorant of' the exis-
tence of this code. Throughout the reading of this chapter, one
cannot get away from the impression that the author vwho wrote
this exhortaticon had uprermost in his rind the rreceding legis-
lation, "In all a cormon phraseolo-y is used, identical expres-
sions frequently occur the same stress is bald upon the supreme
duty of 'J', the need of holiness and the danger of contamination
of the Canaanites" (F Balters]y DB Sub. Lev.) To clairm that the
NA2 found this unrelated chapter ard interpolated it and added it
to the code is to say the least that he was extre'ely fortunate
to have found a chapter so closely related to the whole. The
chances are that if the editor had reso ted to this practice to
sc¢cure a conclusion from an inderemdent source, the difference
between the oldest section particularly and tl'e peroration should
have been overvhelming. No, the same RH who appended these ex-
hortations compiled this wonderful appeal for obedience for the
lloliness laws, '

The other hypothesés which need explication before we
pass on, is clearly allied to the foregoing. Instead of sorting
out entire chapters and determining théir dates relative to each
other, Bertholet disfiminates twelve distinct passages in the
code proper and indefinitely dates therm with relation to each
cther. Though here and there his explaration elicidates the pas-
sages,in the most cases, his theory sce:s so arbitrary and with-
out any ep—morm of separation. Similar to the majority of
the exegetes, although he recognizes that the passages have heen
col!lected and amplified by a redactor. He fails to distinguish
and to point out the chief characteristies of the cditor. 1In
his theory, his analysis of the red ctional insertions is hazy
and indistinet. Moreover as was indicated in a foregoine chape
ter, if his suggestioms are appealing,
he falls short of explaining the duplication in the code as in-
stapced in Ch XVIITI and XX which explanation seems dnconvincing.

Now While the various theories of the development of
the lloliness code vary in matter of details it is significant
for us to rememher, that the code as we possess 1t, 1s composed
of original and material, on which interestinz enough,
practically all the critics agree. The only important points of
disagreermﬁgkappears to be in the process and of zrowth hy w-b
the present,caie into its own. As to the sum of their efforts,
they largely arrive at the same conclusion,
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In the discussion of the original code, there remains for
us to animadvert briefly upon a problem which is raised in the
study of this lawboo!: which we can hardly pass over. Every stu-
dent of Penteteuch has long recongized that there are passages
here an? there which bear the earmarks of the Holiness (ode,

Some of the criticsﬁ eheartedly nssicned to the original
H cndqq;very paragrap has the slightest linguistic reser-
blance, Lor this reason, it is not at all surprising that so
great diversity of opinion exists on this matter. While one
would discover elements of N0 here, another would find the hand
of Holiness code elsewhere. In my study of their views, it ap-
tears without doubt that this ﬁeat difference is solely due to
he fact that some exegetes aséign to Il all passages which have
the rrespondences 4 Some have sought on the jaeis of 7,
the% of the existence of an introduction® to reeen
taew— struct by endeavoring to discover passages in various places
which exhibit correspondences, no matter how simple and slight.
Of course even the assertion orstatement of the existence of such
preliminary address is open to dispute, thenm how uncertain, futide
and uselgss is the attempt to locate the original of such an intro- /
.~ duction.® TFor instance the scant and meager phrase "I am JﬂVﬂTrév‘°
auiﬂﬁ suffices for some Riblical scholars to ascribe the paragraph in
which it occure to the original cod.: regardless of whether oth-
er peculiarities are present or not. (Addis XI 177-8 correctly
notes that passagesgsy others as Ex. VI 0-8 XII 12b XXIX 38-46
XXXI 13 Nu, III 12, 13, X 8-10 we mect only with the Divine I,
In Ex. VI 6-8 XXIX 38-46 XXXI 13 the turn of the expression
"ye shall know" "that I am JHVH" reminds morc of Ez. than of H,
In Nu, IIX 12-13 mention of Levites certainly indicates another
source, Nu, X 8-10 has affinities with ii and also differences.
Holzinger raints out that these assignments point to different
schools égﬁéfﬂheir variations.) This should guide us in the mat-
ter of determiring o8 the original outside of the prgsent body
of the lawbook, Unless the passage contaigs allf aracter-
istics* of the Holiness code, where the several igdicdtions
conbine and where the context points to borrowin we feel that
it wonld be ssuming too much to include the selection Te the
original code, With the Héliness code as the norm, those pas-
sages which have been alloved to it must completely tally with
the standard or be no longer considered. Only two such passages
ha¥e€the clogest resemblances to the original. Practically all
the eritic agree them. The threads that bind them are
manifold both linguistically and spiritually.

The firslof iuch wisplaced passages 1is the one which has
long heen recoznized® as belonging to H7Is to be jonnd in Numbers
XV 37-41. The common phrase, I am JHVH, appears in this section
amd serves as the motive for obedience. Then again the idea of
Holiness predominates throughout this section as it does through-
out the code. The linguistic affinities are noteworthy. The
phrases "ye shall be holy" "In order that he ray remember and do
my cormandments®™ "after whom ye go awhoring” "to be to you for
a God" reappear in the Holiness cole, and clearly indicate that
the hand which wrote this secction also framed and 'orpulated the
law section in XVIIZ’= XXVI. Moreover, this Number's passage is
clearly out of place in its present positéon. It has no sub-
stantial connection with the preceding and it is clearly out
of harmony with the following. This affinity with the Holiness
code and this incongruity with the present context leakes no

avher tmpeaseden but that it originally was incorporated in the

1. oDriver L,0.T. Ex. VI 6-8 XII 12, f%il 13-14a Lev. X 9%9a-10 e
2. CH. CH. 273.

3., Kuenen. Hex. 278. f)

4, Moore (Ency. Bib, Col. 2787 )rightly points omt that the resem=-
blances on the subject or formulation of laws to toroth incor-
porated in H may indicate a relati® to the source of H but ds

not evidence that these laws were ever included in that collection.
5. Nu, XV:i37-43 Lev. XI: Baentsach, Kuewen, Paton, etc.

6. EB# Paton JBL 16:66. h\\w&w 123
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code which we now term the Holiness. We can merely surmise
with more or less wmcertainty as to the manner in which this
paragraph was misplaced, and disloented. In all probability a
scribe in transcribing the code, unceremoniously let it fall
out of the original and inserted it in its present location
(as Lev. XXIV 15-22). It isof interest to know that practical-
ly all critiecs of standing concur_ in this view that this law
on the fringes is an original oneland they only differ as to the
c:ntexi in which it is to he replaced. ilc we are on this sec~-
tion, it may not be o la a ttention to the fact
that a clear dintinutWﬁ%{%asen of the previous
characteristics.as—peinted
Though we shall not here analyze this section into its compon-
ent elements, we 'bay call attention to this differentiation v rbf
that to show bBhat even this section was dislodge from its for-
mer context only after the code had been redacted.

In an original passage in Lev, XX$#welfind one sug-
gestive reference to the dietary laws contained in Lev. XI.
Like the previous dislocated passa this sectign is likewiseruquqha“
out of place. Its affinities with the original too manifest.
In fact, if there had been no such section extant we would have
had to guess the existence of some such passage. Its dominant
note is holiness, 1Its language has striking resemblance with i
and the spiritual contacts are numerous. Such a law 4is in kcep-
ing with spirit of the orizinal, which 1s designed to make for
the physical holiness of the Hebrews. These two sections are the
only ones which we have deemed ch'ractcristic snough to admit
in the original code. The other sections adduced, belong to P1,
thatis, an older stratum than P2 and the 1it:rary connexion be-
tween them and H are no closer than that of Pg and H.

In the foregoing analysis of the principal problems
of the unity of the loliness, it was our chief purposc to out-
line the general principles and to endeavor to give a concise
solution of the general questions ~nd to explain in general
way the perplexing difficulties, such as the seeming elemcnts
vrich malke for the disunity of the code, and merely to touch
vpon some of the problems we shall more fully discuss subseqment-
ly. Ve have attempted to explain the underlying ideas of the
vorious strata; amd older source lying at the bottom of the pres-
ent code and the other which 18 in the hand of RH who overworked
the original and annotated it with parenetic exhortations- and to
include in this code those original selections which without
doubt originally were embraced within it. Our aim in devoting
so rmuch space to this subject is not only to 1imit tn: scope
of our vwork but likewise to define the problem mo-e Refinitely.
As far as the llolincss code isconcerned, we shall sv!rnnrin-vwmqﬁdnl
TR e e e T T e A A ST S el e |
with the matcrialfcode as we understand wes originally comprised
under the titles of H and RII,

So certain questions in the Deuteronomic code will have
to be disposed of before we can approach the problem which is
our ultimate field. Just as in the study 6f the previous code
certain questions have been Pproposed which affect the originality
of the D, and certain passages which scem seriously fo disturb
its unity, we c'n do no other than to discuss these problems and
to outline our view as to the original solidarity of code.

The paramount problem which seems to ahsorb the at-
tention of the latter day crities when they analyze the text of -
D lawhook is one which 1s raised by the frequent internlay of the
singular and plural fSorm of address. It appears that Cornill
was the earliest td note this peculiarity and when other con-
textual facts bore out his contention, he wouldiconsider as a
latter interpolations those hhich are addressed in the plural.

He was inclined to regard those passages with the singular ad-
dress as the basic and original element of the code. It is real-
ly remarkable what 1nsi§5p he digglgyad in discerning this pe-
1. Baentsbh XI and Nu. XV 37-41 Driver SBOT Addis ii I??-d.
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culiar linguistic fact of D and the passages which he consider-
ed ®irsmd as alien to the text are ones mostly which on other
grounds and for other reasons have by other critics been omitted.
It is to he noted, however, that the noteworthy fharacteristie

i bout his labors, quite dissimilar to his later disciples, is the
conservatism and caution which he manifests. In fact, if strikes
me that he does »o more in advancing this his theory thaw putt
forth suggestions. He feels a reluctance, it appears boldly to
propound this view. Wibirsdincunspsebbswpin=ourPertativhelepe

To what extremes these his swuggestions letﬂ in the  hands
of other critics is too well known to thilse who are conversantwi
the criticism of Deuteronomy. Starting in fact with his hypoth-
esis, these critics have adopted it as their starting point and
guide and each have advanced and always into different conclusions.
Such diversity of deductions and decisions, so called isproof
positive of the inadequacy of their basic guiding rule. The very
fact that the same compass docs not point to same pole is evidence
that either the instrument is faulty or the reading is unreliable.,

i If the same intitial thesis leads to djfferent conclusions indi-
cates that either the critics are not fgollowing carefully their
) guiding principle or the princtple its€lf is raﬂia. Staerk, Stem-
ernagle, and Mitchell as the prominent exponents ©f this principle
:Eggﬁgsg pursuing the, same methods and following the same rule
eachd conclusions, lor a full discussion o' these
theories we will refer our readers to their various literary works
for to go into them here would lead usfar beyond the limits we
have assigned to our present work. idea that the code is.
a composition of practically two elements that may be indicated
by the singular amd plural address. The former being the primary
and original to which the secondary was added and inserted.
Mitchell and Starck it appear, followed out this view slavishly
and compounded an original code which differ radically with each
other, To me it appears that Mitchell very fastidiously con-
formed to this principle and anvone wlo would be guided by it as
he has, could reach no other conclusions than the one he had.
On the other "and, Steurnagle begins with XXI 10-XXV
10 and separates laws of humane tendency ani believes that these
laws fall into natural sequence and are thoroughly ordered.
In that which rerains, he scems to distinguish the survivals of
still smaller codes and groups together the laws which mention
"Elders" in one composition, and thosc which deal with war into
anobher, and those which characterize certain obnoxious offenses
as " 72aVIn int. a third compilation, He a‘temyps to show that
these three groups originally existed sgparately and were sub=-
sequently combined, Ille styles the tri groups A, and the so
called llumanity-group B and then he finds in XII-XX certain laws
alli~rd with A and ! in style. He then notes that in reality
D XII=-XXVI comprises A and B and various glosses and additions
made by an editor who united D with J and E documents. Ile then
notes that those collections which he termed A are connected
with the plural while other with the singular.

Moreover Sternagle inquires mi-utely into these small=-
er codes (A) and professes to show that thc code called the
"I'lders" was in turn compilcd out of preexisting laws collect-
ions. Such as (1):of enact@ents in which pecple arc a'?ressed
in sirgular 2n? person (2) of laws of Fiily 1life without the
direct address of either thowor you. (3) of prohibitions against
imnoralitz (4) a~d »y additions of the editor {20 composed the
socalled "elders" section., With this however loes not rest
but continues to jollovr his imdgination to the extent that he
exprlains that the rention of Elders in a law with the formulae
Mg " navaris due to the editor of the elder group. Accordingﬂ
his hypothesis it is to be observed that rore than a dozen hands
are to be traced in thie cede. While it is not incredible that
' dozen persans may have worked on thi lawhool it is nevertpcless
next t» impossible to prove the exactness of such di---y%urmuaﬂwi
dzpa-m.fn-
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While a theory may not be recommended by its simplicity the
comnlexity of this reconstructed development rather militates
against 1its acceptance. "Well mav we doubt the possibility
of tracing these various elements in a decument which 1like
XII-XXV is written in one spirit and in astyle which is well=-
nigh uniform."”

Fuarthernore if this view of the development of present
N be assumed as correct it still leaves much to he desired in
the explanation of the present complexity of present text.

If D existed originally in so many little separate codes, why
this jumble and uncoordinated collection in the section of 't.
XXT=-XXV. While we may not expect that the editors should arrange
these laws in accordance with our modern idea of logical order,
there is no reason to suppose that they lacked entirely any
sehse of natural sequence. Then these explanations fail to ac~-
cnunt for this miscellaneous arrangement of laws. TFor would it
not have been a natural thing for them t: have lept these codes
distinct, why mix them up in so unrecognizable a mass as exists
in XXI-XXV.

A minute study of Sternagle's $heory will disclose a
close connection between it and the previously mentioned crit-
ies. While the aforementloned exegetes followed ont in detail
the separation of the text on hasis of the singular and plural
the latter merely got his suggestion for his fantastic spec-
ulation from the attempt at such linguistic analysis. It is oums
opinion that such separations al the source has not proven sat-
isfactory to a reconstruction of the Josiah text. For one thing,
snch analysis tales 1ittl" account of the cont-nts of these pas-
sages. Merely t'e most supcrficial examination suffices to dis-
sect the t xt, while passages Whic» seem related in matter of
contents, are separated merely on the basis of the number em-
ployed, It assumes that the text as we possess it remain in-
tact. It presupposecs thet this text which has suffered trans-
cription times without neumber by scribes without end has heen
transmitted to us in the ex:c! form in which 1t was Tirst framed.
This assumption is disproven far the reason that the Iiebrew text
is not accurate as the Septuagint and Samaritan texts will show.
And the differences in number between the present original and
tre translations which are remarkably numerous show how unre-
1ibble that theory is as a sole criteriun for the discrimination
of the strata.,l Moreover, Jeremiah® a contemporary of the early
Deuteronomic literature and whose writings contain many striking
linpuistic parallels with the code employs the singzular and plu-
ral forms of address indiscriminately and sometimes scemingly
without any adequate reasons. By this reference we do not mean

-tp intimate that it was usage of that time to indulge in this
sort of literary composition, for other authors cspeciaily the
Psalms intcrmingle these different numbers. But merely to shov
that even with us, these numbers we sometimes inadvertently
interchanged and that one author is mere likely to employ both
than that two authors used different ones solely. In thec case
of D, the plural passages seem to indic:te in the majority of
cases rather the insertions of one redactor th'n that of another
source and this editor when he did make use of other sources did
not alter the form of address to malke them comply to his accus-
tomed style. Furthermore it may he of interest merely to touch
upon Puukko's3 ohjectiems tec this way of separating th primary
and secondary elements. When a pasamge which Ster deems
ought to helo g to one group while the form of address point
to another, the critic does not hesitate, rather oversteps the
hounds of reason to change it. Such efforts are not without
interest but are too purely hypothetical to require anymore no-
tice still 1less to command gemeral assent and clearly prove ho:
uncettain and dubious and precarious is the principle by which
they separate these various elements.

In XV 4 and XV 11 seem to contradict each other and yet both are
in sig ular, In XVI 8 which _has the appearance of being dn ad-
1. © EH 165 N.

2. GeA.Smith, CHCH 165 N

3. 239 (consult further)




dition is in the singular. Finally there are ecases where singu-
lars and plural form are inextricably interwoven, each being in-
dispensable to the sense,or where the plural occurs, the passages
are admitted t-» he authentie.

As we have no'iced in the forcgoing that while the code scems
bound into a unified whole by the uniform spirit and almost mon-
otonous style, as well as the semblance of a ordered sequence,
yot as has been noticed, a great part of present elements which
- to say the least, perplex the students of this law book. Here
and there the order of laws leave somethins to be desired and
occasionally the suspicion of later interpolations is provoked,.
In the passage, chapters XXI-XXV, show character varying from
the rest of lawbook, not merely threrein that here Jus civilis

is treated hut esmpecially in formal aspect.

Kuenen (quoted by Holzinger) seems in€¢ljned to delete these pas-
sages in this section which appear as v-ﬂiﬁ%iﬁus farmthe natural
order. While we are disposed to agree with this Lutch scholar
that the code is more or less a whole, we must talke exception

to his principle of separating the varuous elements of this mis=
cellaneous portion for thc reason that w st not place a too
hizh estimate on the natural sequence of%laws. Puulkiol on ac-
count. of these divergencies fram the predominant charact-r of
this code considers these f¥ve chapters as later insertions and
as not original in the Josiah lawhoolk. While we must recognize
these discrepancies and feel that the chapters are not entirely
necessary to the aim of the code as indicated in previous chap-
ters and as adding nothing to the motive for which supposedly
they were written, we are far fr m aclknowledging that the origziml
anthor was so cautious and eritical in the composition of this
lawhoolk, It is one thinz to claim thnt these chanters do not
add anything to the fundamental principle of the code, It is
nuite another thing to claim that they contradict this basic
purpese, which they 47 not. If they should have, we would he
Justified in apreeinz with Puukko. Since horever they could
have well been inclurded in the code and yet would nbt have in-
terfered in the purpose of the aunthor. With Puukke these laws
may be as old or even older than legislation of thc concentra-
tion of the sanctuary, he maintains, with some doubt it apn» ars,
that they were gradually introddced into the code whieh accords
ing to him originally comprised merely XII-XX-XXVI, These dis-
organized 1aws appear distinct in character from the ordered
section, They are disordered while other part has better arrange-
ment. We cannot emphasize too strongly that this nahscnce of log-
ical sequence cannot he ugged (s argument against its original-
ity. As for its distinctive spirit, it is acknowledged that many
of these lars are the contemporaries or antecedents of what he
terms the Josiah code. ¥e do not see how anything is gained to
say that then these laws were interpolated gradually into the
socalled cde, Since therse laws are not discordant with the
spirit of sther chapters, ewven though they may he distinct.
There is no reason to assume then thai they were inserted pera
haps disorderly in the original code by original redactor than
to say that though antedating in somc cases L's they were in-
corporated hy later editors, This view s oms consistent and I
mightsay all the oore convincing since so many critics® have
found that while there are differences, they were not such as

to malke this scction incongruous with the earlier code.

While we assume that the lawbool XII,—XXVI and XXVIII
is a single whole, we are not unconscious of the fact that alien
material has been inscrted which mars the unity of the code.

To start as so many of the critics have done with the view that
that p:ssa«e which is inconsistent with the all pervading spir-

it of the whole code is of later origin gives some ]ustisicatiﬂn
to the extreme conclusion of the anbovementioned critic. Dertholet
(Deut.) has folloved a more conservative course and one which

commends itsell bE the fact that it does take into condderation
. m i

2, uencn Nex, 107 Driver L.0,T, Berth. Deut.
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ever though to a small degree the ‘opinions and principles of
those who distinguish the text on bases of singular and plu-
ral form of address. He assumes and rightly it scems, that the
code is a whole and s we possess it, identical with the one
which shaped the reformation of the Josiah. Yhile there are in-
ternolations, these are distinguishable not on the principle
of form language or style but by definite and most thoroughly '
sound principles. Thése passages pr laws which are (1) out of s sl
the older prophets or (2) or older law collections as C, J & E, |
or (3) which follow prerise advanced by D or (4) which we are
according to rule and in ke@g&nﬂith the descriptions and pre-
scrintions of" 2 Kg XXIITI are“consldered as helonging to the or-
iginal D. all that does not confo to these rules r?- is
unori giﬂal.WE any u.uAF.L \Mhu\uc-i ati wluely epco Jaisdle U, nitganed e p Foeal,
Though we shall not exani each passage separately here
in the light of these principles, but reserve thal detailed an=-
alysis for subsequent chapters, we feel that we were obliged to
discuss these various principl-s which have been advanced to
explain the complexity and difficulties of the original text
ard ontline the principles we shall employ in discriminating
the or ginal ceode.
Thas in mapping out the extent of the ground and ma-
terial of these two codes we propose to study, we are more defl-
initely approaching the ultimate problem. \hile in H, we attemp-
ted to distinguish the principles hy which we separate the orig-
in'1 "at™the redactional, in ), all we hawe proposed to do is to
ascertain and arrive at the original Josiah code. FThus—we—sitrri
foidow-dettritte-metvetp?es And the corrcctness of any textual
discrimination will depend on the jccguracy of thede Wrinciples
than on the separate analysis of %ssa@.
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Chapter IV.
Relative dates #f the two codes.

Questions of almost Unsolvable difficulties arise when we
seek to establish the exact and definite dates of these
two codes. So varied have heen the proposed solutions
that no definite and positive statement can be made as
to the precise time of their composition. 36 far as our
task is concerned however, an approximate determination
of their ages will be sifficient and a relative tem-
poral perspective, satisfactory. In other words to know
which of the codes 1s the younger and the approximate
period which separates these compositions, is all that
seems to be necessary. To ascertain their relative date
to each other constitutes our aim in this chapter and is
sufficient for our thems. .

Without any deli%erate design to deceive but merely
to procure suthority and sanction for their respective codes
both editors or compilers ascribe their respective prod-
utgs to the ancient Hebrew lawgiver Moses. The redactor
ofsholineus code dates his work to the early leadership .
of Son of Amram especially at the time of the Selsmddc Swaslie
theopany. He desires to establish the ression that
his code was composed at the time when Israelite wond-
ered about the Mountain whereon they had received the
decalogue. The redactor of the Deuteronomic Code while
claiming for its authorship the same author, yet sets it
at the time when the Isrpelites were wandering in the Plains
of Moab and ‘s the last of Moses and therefore as a
sort of recapitulation of all his previous preductions,

It would be bootless to review the points which
clearly upset this literary conceit. The intermal ev-
idence is so overwhelmingly opposed to this traditionm
that to rehash it would be uselessly drawing "a series
of arguments and repeating facts which are all too well
known, The opiniog is almost universal that these codes
could not have been written by the so-called Ancient
lawgiver,

since this is the case, we miist turn from the
traditional view of the date of their production to
the codes themselves. Both reflect a settled 1ife and
view the nomadic vanderings of thei:kgggestors as ex-
periences long since passed. They S0 many ev-
idences of a life much later than Moses that to go over
the indications would be attempting a gratuitous task.
At what period therefore shall we set the time of these
codee? Te_can the better deterrmine their relative tem-
poral posikion to each another if we first can set an
exact date of one of them, and that as a fimed point
to determine the time of the other with relation to it.

The approximate time of the composition of the
Ueuteronomic code is §enerally agreed upon., The maj-
ority of the critics 9f England and Ge concur in
the view that this code of the so-called Fifth Book of
Moses was first publicly promulgated in the eighteenth
year of the reign of Josiah.

As we have in previous chapter started with the assump-
tion that the account in 2Kg 23 refers to the discovery
of Deuteronomy we shall pass over this theory by refer-
ring our readers to any critical commentary for a full
expodition of the reasons. "Nor in Enzland and Germany
has the § nt of scholars been cha _geriously.”
(Addis 11:2) Whether by accident or o:sﬁgigbia, it was
discovered in the Temple little concerns us here.
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In the year 621,this book, found in the Temple was read to
the people,! As to how long it lay in the Temple,before
its discovery or the number of years it had heen compiled
before it was revealed, is a question about which there is
much disagreement that while serious,is not irrecongilible.
Some trace it back as far Pmak as Manasseh, when its com-
pilers endeavored to combat the idolatrous practices of
his times, Others look for it in the reign of his succes-
sor while still others are of the opinion that it '.5
aniuot of the group who pretended to have found it.

o matter how many years before JBsiah, it existed, the
fact remains and suffices for our pose that it was adop-
ted as an authoritative work by Eing. It is quite cer-
tain from_its contents, despite the individual opinion of
Sternberg;’ that it ®ould not have been written many years
before Josiah., A very distinct indication of the age in
which D was written is found in the allusion to the for-
eign religion which it attempts to combat. (D 17:3).

The reference to the Au;yrinn cult which is frsguenily
b ophe 7th contury Jer.
SIS Rt T 2B VRICIB SLIV™F Ind fot mentioned by any
earlier writer clearly reflect a view of the religious
conditions obtaining at the time of these three kings.
Evidences might be neddlessly multiplied which tend to
show that the laws apply to a condition of affairs prev-
alent at the time included in the reigns of Josiah and
his two predecessors, I'or one thing its language is
closely allied and related to that of the contemporaries
of this zealous king. Its legislation was more appli-
cable to the time and conditions of Josiah than to those
of the generations preceding. A relatively late date has
been inferred from laws against the érectién.of stelas
and sacred poles (HA%&+ AIYX) by the altars of 8ed

(§ B0T). The prophet of the 8th century assail the
idols of "J"., The polemics against ( PA¥D + pOwWX)
begins with Jer, (sBn7 f. It remains therefore for
our purpose at lcast that this date may well subserve

as a fixed and estahlished point.
This established date, which is so universally accepted
as a time of its promulgation can serve as a point by
which ¥e can ascertain the temporal relationship of the
other literaly product.

Like D smme of the laws of Il indicate and point
to a high antiquity. Similar to the editors of D, who
derive some of his prémitive material from the earliest
Hebrew Codes, the editor of 1l made use of earlier sources,
incorporated some 1-53 which reflect very primitive con-
ditions. These laws“maturally appear to antedate in or-
igin and applicahleness the laws of D. The gencral com-
bination of these various laws in XIX 19 shows that to
onr author the origina] meaning of these particular lavws
had disappeared. "The date of ' (H) himself must not
be confounded with that of his sources.," 2 On the other
hand, possibly, there are laws in Holiness Corpus which

se ontemporaneous wi osterior to D,
1. Kittel 6.
3. Baund Fired.iml.

%. Pathon -11, XIX 19'%109,1-1; appear older than laws of Dﬂg&-«z

. Hexateuch 287. ‘ ¥ )
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Any sort of analysis will bear interest that there are lass
in H which evidently designed to regulate conditions of
different periods. It is next to impossible therefore to
i determine the individual dates of thcse separate legis-
1ative ts &~ For the question has to do not with
the ape but with the date of the redaction of she
entire Holiness Code, (EB, Col.2789). In order to deter-
mine the date of the H code cspecially with relatien to
D it is necessary to distinguish between thelegal and re-
. dacticnal sections.l It is evident that the rost recent
and latest reference in the iprtotnry sections corpiled
as they are by the editor may be correctly presumed to be
the time of composition of the code. Inother words, as
the redactional comments in the legal sections represent
directly the work of those who compiled the code, it may
be presuppos;d :hat anyﬂnllusio: a; to t?e time 1nlth:t
hortoto addition represents the dnte of the ¢ et .
of the :gdes unless the: reference is so late aagzg be°¥2"”JHF')
Moreover, some of the laws which the editoms incorporat-
ed in this code are directly practicable to conditions
only for his day are either too advanced for earlier times
or not at all regulative.of conditions remote or removed
from his. Therefore while the redactional notes are whol-
1y convincing, some of the laws themselves which are in-
congruous with earlier times and suitable only for later
dates come to our assistance in setting the time of com-
position of the code. In bhort, the timeof the compos-
ition of the code must be sought mostly in the pareneta
ic of the book, not however exlusively. For the legal
section is too not without, ipterest in such an invest-
igation, as the most recen terial is of aid to us.
It goes without saying the most recent reference unless
it is too advarced for the legal material which it am-
plifies therefore represents the earliest time at shich
the author could have composed his volume.

Throughout the lawbook, single brie§ laws here
and there are clearly drawn to regulate most primitive
conditions. Injunctions as XIX 9-10 directing the ag-
riculturists to leave the gleanings of his harvest for
the poor clearly reflect conditions obviously older than
conditions lighted up in the greater part of the law sec-
tions of Deuteronomy. The various direct commandements

4 | or prohibitions to male no incision and similar ones,

* | while repeated in D are manifectly designed to inhibit
customs Which are as ancient as the Israelites irmigra-
tion into Canaan., Similar ancient laws might be called
upon to preve how inconclusive is the reasoning to at-
tempt to determine the date of the whole code from thenm.
These brief laws can give no definite clew to the def-
inite time of the composition of the code, but merely
point to a practice of the compilcr who drew on divers
scurces for his legal material. And while these short
and curt laws indic:te nothing as to the time of the
code, it is equally in vain to search for the time of the
codes in the whole lagal sections of chapters XXIII and
XXV. No one doubts the high antigquity of these cultural
prescriptions. In fact the impression one derives which
I might saégéeiiﬂrreot that these lavs point to conditions
much less than those of the timeof the Josiah
code, The lack of definiteness and the spontaneity in
the observance, conclusively confute any attempt to as-

he time of composition of the code fr them
. oco The repetitions a uplicates s cient-
1y prove diversity of source and diversity of source in-
volves diversity of age. A distinction arises between
ugrﬂfteria!s of which it is composed and hortatory

Balleh Yretses Ao Qurch Sasid inbuch = e fabafotiy
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It is obviously clear beyond dispute, that the compilers
were employing legal sources mach older than theirown
time.

¥hen however we turn from these highly primitive
portions to other sections of the law book we are con-
fronted with material which are unmistakably of later
composition, The detailed and definite prohibitions
against unchastity (H 18) set forth a later developement
than a few general laws on the same subject in D (XXIII:l)
The minute particular and classified inhibitions against
sexual impurities prove that these laws are more advanced
and hence later than the comprehensive laws of the Josiah
code, They show that as conditions change new circém-
stances arose which necessitated new Wegulations. The
assumption is gemeral that the general prescriptions of
the D are of older composition for the reasomn that cir=-
cumstances had not yet arisen to call forth detailed reg=-
ulation as was the case in H. This greater particular-
ism in Holiness Code proves its yoinger composition.
And yet this indefinite dating is about as near as we
can arrive at the time of the compositions of the code
from this chapter.

One of the remarkable phenomenon of this code
1= reflected in the indefinite character of the festi-
val observance on the one hand and the definite and
fixed regulation of the priesthood on the other. This
disparity naturally points to a diversity of sources as
well as to a difference in time of drigin of these two
sections. The indecisive laws on the holy occasions as
we have seen point to an origin which 1s pre-Deuteronomic
period. How doesthe other section §H 21-22) stand in re-
gard to D? Indications in D point to the heginnings of
a fixed form of the priest caste. While at the same time -
this priestly society had notobtained a fixed order.
On theother hand, the priesthood in Holiness Code is cent-~
ered about the single sanctuary. Definite regulations are
prescribed guarding their holiness. The most striking
fact however, discernible is the appcarance of a single
priest acting as 'ead of the priéest class, He has not
yeached the position as high priest as described in the
priestly code but the laws here point to an institution
which was a halfway station in hhe ' 3
to the fixed institution in P.C. 1. Stricter laws of
holiness circumscribe the "priest who is greater than his
brothers® with that of the ordinary priest but yet not
as rigorous as prescribed in priestly code. He 1s "one
among hi= brothers™ with somewhat more defined rules
guarding his conduct than that which was applicable to the
other priests. Now it is evident that this institution
is certainly a later development than of D. While Josiah
law book makes no mention of the so called high priest,
in H one finds that the beginning of an institution which
played a great role later in Israel. Its”the natural or-
der of things for the laws legislating and describing more
stereotyped priestly caste to be deemed as later compila-
tion than the legislation in D which point to indefinite
orginization of the priesthood which 1s certainly of old-
er origin.

T. W, points clearly to a highter antiquity than P.C. Itt
is generally accepted without argument that the insti=-
tution in H has not reached that fixity which is so ev-
ident in P.C. The absepce of mention of sin or guilt of-
ferings in H likcwise ﬂ¥iuh. 3 Lo prove its priority over
P.C. where these sacrifices are notably prominent.Addis
11:173.




While the reformer in D plans to organize the priesthood
upon some definite basis about the central sanctuary, the
while making provisions for the local priests lhe shows
that the organizatfion of the priesthood is undergoing
a transformation, a transformation ghich the laws of
HEpkiness code no longer semmingly cognizanit of but
instead reflectd an already well founded priestly order
centered about the single sanctuary. The absence of any
mention of the Levites in H 1s significant. These refer-
ences should lead us to place the Holiness code at least
a generation after D, It is clearly evident that any
earlier dating wo ‘1d have brought to the fore in this code
the dissatisfaction and fricfion which resulted immediate-
lz from the program of the uweform of 621, However at best
this is but conjectural and not entirely assurid, At mosé
we may deduce from laws on the priesthood in the two codes
the fact the legislatien of D is the older because that of
I reflects a more advanced order ami hence is llater.

The outstanding and signifidcant aim of i{he Deuter-
onomist is the reform of Israelisish cult, His method
in attaining this religious improvement is largely con-
taiped in the centralization of the worship and the es-
tablishuzr%upf a single sanctuary. This noteworthy con-
tribution to the religjous history of Israel to all in-
tents and p'wrposes shaped the subsequent development of
llebrew religion. In the Priestly code a miich later le-
gal codex, practically, the single sanctuary is an as-
sured and accomplished fact. Between these two we find the
reform of Deuteronomy gradually working its way into a fef
inite ani fixed institution. As referred ‘o above, the
chapters dealing with the priesthood (Lev. 21-22) pre-
suppose a single temple. The intimation is that the high
priesthood resided in this sanctuary. The priestly or-
der centered around the solitary place of worship. In
the opening chapter of the Holiness Code we again come
upon a reference to this single sanctuary (17-4). Some
doubt exists as to whether the original H sub stratum
contained any allusion to this central shrine. Some main-
tain that the word ( ,2Yn) (in vs. 4) "residence of”
on which the supposition is based is an igterpolation of
the redactor while others are of the opinion that this
work is an element of the older source.,? The wvery factw
that the legiulat:lonin chapters XXI and XXIIX :lllTlZlBB the
existence of a single sanctMary,l The legislation and not
the paremnetic portions seems not to leave any doubt
that the "dwelling place™ is an integral part of the
original sentence, The very fact that this word ( >vn
definitely refers to and signifies 2 single sanctuary
conclusively proves that this legislation is the work of
an editor who lived at a time posterior to D. For the
reform of Josiah initiated and instituted a decidedly
new institution 2 or reform which made it ripe
for the loliness law giver to incoperate this reform in

P 1 L L LB
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4, Addis 11 338. "We may with [ittel Baudissin, W.R.
Smith, Driver suppése that the law before its in-
corporation into H contained no mention of central
shrine.” Moore (EB 2780) seems inclined to consider
insertion as a worl: of a later priestly editor who
attempted to harmonize this passage with the spirit
of P.C.




While we are certain that this law is posterior to D we
are in position even to set the date more definitely from
this panuaga. The following law in this chapter makes it
mandatory that all sladghter be sacrificial a law rore
stringent than Josiah legislation, which makes an excep=-
tion in favor of those who live at great distance from
central shrine, In H, this exception is abrogated in fa-
vor of a law that makes all who would slay an animal bring
it to J V H, Now it is quite evident that D made this ex-
ception on account of the difficulties sme would encount-
er whose dwelling was remote from Jerusalem., It is quite
obvious that the houndaries of the country were far more
extended and that worshippers were residing a great dis-
tance from the central shrine which madeit a matter of
irmpossibility for a person who wished to slaughter an
animal for him to bring it a great distance to thke capital.
It stands to reason that an exception had to be made in
his favor. And D modified this general law to exclude
him from its operation, In H we find that the older law
which D modified, repeated. That aside from esitablish-
ing anew the central sanctuary, he also cormanded that all
animals forslaughter be broucht to J H ¥ H, The question
consequently arises whether H purposely sought to abrogate
the law of D. The answer naturally suggests itself that
the problem of distancs which D desired to overcome no
longer existed. In other words, as has so freguently been
suggested the community was so reduced that the Jews

were now grouped around the Temple. It must not be in-
ferred from the foregoing however that H was dependent

on D for this formulation.of this law, Subsequently we
shall discuss more fully tlie contacts and disparaties of
these two laws. It is qifée possible and most likely

that this law was framed at a time when the Jewish com-
munity in Palestine was so attenuated and resided in close
proxirity to the Temple. When could this condition have
existed after the Deuteronomic reform? At what period
after Josiah could such a 1>w be practically applicable?
To my mind, two pcriods seem most suitable for such leg-
islation, [JE r after the first deportation;Horst (65 Sq.
quoted by ! n Hex, 283) places this work shortly be-
fore the exile., In this, he fails to do justice to their
contents or to distinguish between what was ne¢essarily
involved in the form selected by the writer and what we
may infer as to his own date from the inderlying assump-
tion on which he goes. "(Euenen 283 places date in the
latter part of exile, he acknowledges that Wursters
theory of the date of the code as immcdiately after the
return as seductive.” Addis finds Wursters view difficult
to reconcile with Le¥w. XXVI (Baeutsch, Holzinge:.-) The for-
mer date is out of the gquestion for the reason that the
code itself presents certdin intimations which point to a
later date and hence the cnde is a later composition, The
references to the exile clearly indicate that the prople
are practically suffering from its hardships or has just
experienced the exile in its compketeness. The allusions
in the parenetic sections of chapter XVIII clearly bring
under our notice the fact that the exile was a reality,
that they have Regun to examine the causes for their per-
sonal sufferings. It is bheyond dispute that such reasoning
comcs rather as'a result of the experience than in antic-

ipation of it. .

2. B Baeutsch Ex, Lev., p.p 380 Addis 11 3346,
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"We are bronght far into the Persian period wher the above
comands were at least not quite unpracticable for the
reason that st that time the Jews l1lived together in a com-
paratively small group around Jerusalem." (Baeutsch
quoted CICH). From these sentences it is evident that thypy
have heen victims of the deportations. They have literal-
1y Been "vomited" out of their land. These statements are
more.glinpaen of actual affairs. And enable us all the
more definitely to set the timc of composition of the whole.
It goes without saying these allusfons could not have
been comtoud before the exile and certainly must have
been weitten either' during or immediately a‘teriam
when the vividness of their experience was still dominant
in their minds. The manifold contacts of the concluding
exhortations of the Holiness code with the writings of the
priest-prophet of theexile Ezekial are nought else than
commanding. In fact so num'rdou are the parallels that
some critics have proposed that the author of this chapter
is none other than this prophet, And the similarities are
indeed striking. Thre sirilarity of style, vocabulary and

) phraseology is very remarkable. Ezekial and P' have 22
expressions in com'on which occur nowhere else in OT and
13 more which occur nowhere else in Pentateuch. " (KEuenen
276). DBut while linguistically and substantially these

{ resemblances are noteworthy, notable differences are
present, Some of the idioms frequent in H do not occur
in Ez, as AR SE I L IE: " 1°7 Ez, does not use the
expressions ' 1« weyby (Kuenen 276).
Substantially as well, various divergencics are more con-
tributory to the view that the prophet and law giver are
nét identical. Ez. (44) makes mention of the subordinate
priests (Levites) while A is silent thereon. In the proph-
etic work, the festivals have fixed date, H still knows of
no such unspontaneous institutions. (Keunen 285). Further
minor differences prove the more or less #mdifference of
the two authors. The srongest disparity is Ezekial's
description of the spiritual head of the community as
the prince ( «'WJ) while at the same time the Holiness
Code definitely points to the first signs of the organ-
ization and institution as the High Priest. Neither
knows of the existence of the other. It is moreover
nlain that differend names by which the two designate
the heads of their commnity convey &iffcrent insti-
tutions. In obhher wordsthese different names show dif-
ferent institutions and do not describe the same institu-
tions. u1iid the one evélve from the other? I do not be-
lieve that there is any critic who will openly espouse
the view mnqualifiedly that they are thas related. Gray
to the contrary J Q R 6:181 maintains a similatity of
these institutions possible. (Ewenen is ef—the—opinion
trhat—H—m—de-use-—of 2310 sopxing sepd—ind—ahieh—in—Tro—way
oLt as— b et a Rt A R RAULG L ——te e 4)
which-Frr—ceme—4o-reyaliy.) lather they are inclined to
think them separate and distinet. This fact among others
shows that Ezekial could not have written this chapter or

- edited the code. The relationship betwecen the two is
somehhat s=k&Wede closer thaw exists between ob. and Jere-
miah. They happened to he written and composed 2t the sameg
time and possibly within same religious circle which accounts
for the closeness of the -two in language an! thonght,
The similarities are outweighed by the dissimilarities.l

Whilecthe similarities are striking the iissimilarities are

more convincing. -
1. ADB sub, Lev. "1t is probably that H was a product
after?ze'ial toward the end of Bxile". Addis ITI 182-3.




(toldaka 71 comes to the result and decide& for the pri-
ority of H with Klosterman, Driver Smend (27) that H
is ypunger than Ez, especilally H 26 written apparently in
Baby ‘aptivity and“plain imitation of Ezekial. The
griority of H is indeed frustrated by the fact that ed-
tor of Lev. 28, 3-45 had a longer captivity back of him
than Ez. 7The conclusion hardly permits a fixed #ate,
It 1s against close of exile and in beginni g of restora-
tion, (Holz, 446). It is evident tﬁat these resemblan-
ces prove that H is a product of the age of Ezekial.
"Holiness Code™ arose in the second half od Bay. captivity
presumably shortly before its close; and there is not a
single valid objection to this date. Keunen 276. (While
the differenges show conclusively that il is the work of
his school.)® While it is impossible to speal positive-
ly on a question of such difficplty, it is conceded by
t;c gritics who lean to theory that H is prior toll.
and those who favor an opposite theory the time between the
two srnduetions cannot be separated by many jears.
Bu‘l e (Hist. 205) observes that Ezekial's vision passed
over into practical law Dbook which was a tendency towards
the complete isolation of Israel and avoidance of every
pollution.
The hortstory conclusion of Holiness Lode presents to my
mind proof posidtive of the time of composition of the
code, The exile scems to overshadow the whole chapter.
One cannot get away from the fact that thc: writer is ex-
periencing this national disaster in all its intensity.
The descripiion of the stark desolation and bare devast-
ation pigtured in all i:s ghastliness is a vivid and true
account of the conditions which then obtained. The pare-
netic reference in opening chapter XVII 5-7 to the wor-
ship of the Sierim hint at conditions of national deso-
lation and perhaps may point to the devastation wrought by
Assyrian War.l The preponderant threats over the promised
blessings instance the reality of the suffering which the
nation is cndurini, showing thatthe preacher quickly pass-
ed over the Blessings to the curses in order to explain
the present plight of the nation. The impression derived
from the perusal of thils chapter leaves one with the idea
that the author has had a long exile behind him,6
¥hile he wmay not have privision to see its end, he is de-
scribing a condition long existent. This truth enables us
to place this code in the latter years of the exile and
after Lzekial.
i'he years which separate the two codes and the intervening
and substantial changes in political and social conditions

account for the remarkable 1 istedifference in the
two codes,

oSdeatIMIT—therearibii-Ray-5osomblaions , and-they—ape—te
be—expieined—by—the-caplioyient—ef—eriginal sourcee—thal by

« Therefore for -ur
purpose, it is sufficient that we place the time of the
redaction of the cofdggafter Ez. in the Exile and that
plases it about two generations approximately after Deut-
eromiec Heform.
1. Baentsch 389 WNS 7S B598 Jinns.

6. Kaenen Hexatuch 287,
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chapter V,
The Linguistic Relationship of the Two Codes,

In the foregoing discussions I have: endeavored to show
that from a general viewpoint, it wae impossible to sus-
tain the opinion that the codes vere in any way dependent.
far, it has seemed strange that lawbooks composed
and compiled at times so near to each other display such
paucity of evidence of any such relationship. searcedy
a century separates the compilation of these law codes
and. yet"ehds'“surprising withal, that greater similarity
is not in apprrent evidence.for it would be expected that
the times and spirit which had undergone so little change
between their eumpzz&&%onl would have found expression in
some correspondenc these books. The ahsence of ma
expected correnponﬂeﬁces becomes all the more evident in
this present examination of the language 8f these codes.
The striking linquistic similargties of the lawbgpks of
Deuteromy with the prophetic work of Jeremiah or, cbntemp-
orary products or the Holiness Code with the LBook of Eze-
kial, produced apparently by independent authors are about
the same time are notably manifest. "But when the styles
of two (D & H) are compared minutely, numerous differ-

ences, at ce reveal thmmselves, s shall be noted im- . s
mediately, - d-ﬂ‘w,. SR AL
= It 1is therefore noth-

ing less than natural ém these two 1l:w codes that some
usual correspondences dc appear, And yet, as I shall prove,
thene.ﬁgp codes, as entire strangers to each other,are lack-
ing in linguistic correspondence in whigh one would ex-
pect closer relationshipy ce they were beimg pro-
duced at times’near to each other.

In this section in whi¢h I propose to make a stuqr
» of the relationship of the lawbooks by a comparison of
their larguage and to ve.the independence of these
codes by an absence ofgigrrespondenee in the language
I feel it necessary to rescrv@ a discussion of the hor-
tatory conclusions for a subsequent, separate greatment.
All that T shall claim here will not apply to theese fi-
nal serrons for I shall take up an examination of them
in a separate chapter where I can study them more min-
utely as independent units,. The problems whidh these
chapters call up are so intricate and manifold that to
discuss them would lead me far afield and divert
me from goal at which T aim. Comprising, a2s they do,
the parenetic portions of the codes, they represent
more or less different afid distinct strata of these
cndes which are rore or less independent of legal parts
of codes pense. And since the conclusions whrich we ar-
rive at, here are in no way compromised hy omission of a
diaﬁﬁ, ion of these hortatory chapters hene, I feel that
to pnzgﬁn-. this discussion of them will entail no special
inconvenience.

One of the hest means, and onc most wsusually
conceded Ssvfdetermining the relationship of literature
is to be found in the pecudiar and distinctive use of
language. It is so generally accepted that a descrip-
tion of this scientific usage need not herec dctain us,
that the dependence of one author upon anotrer is first
and rnost markedly dispiayed in the repetition of pecu-
1iar dictiocn and idioms. No matter how studied an at-
tenpt the one who is influenced, m:y make to pnt his
readers off his track, he is bound to employ some tamme fwru.

of e-pressi or distin% Woh appeared in the

text of him whom he 3&° . o evident 1is this, 4

that, the rrle has been adopted by literary critics as eheﬁM'“ﬂ“ﬂ:“
' "8f ascertaining any dependence.

1. Dr, Dt. 85,
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And the opposite is,qqually true. The absence of such
phraseological connection bears almost overwhelming ev-
idence that the editors were more or lcss ignorant of the
contents of the liter products Wumm

However I have t¥ted to indicate theat it is entire-
1y impossible for two editors using the same language
to avoid some repetitidn of all wordg and phrases. It
stands to reason that the abhsence of common words and
phrases in the two codes would seem to intimate that the
editors deli¥erately atiempted to conceal their reliamce.
Imshort, there words ammyd expression which the authors
could not do ﬁo&, omnépresent and ordinary dictioms
which are cormon in all literature,

Excluding those words and idioms which are
employed in the hortatory conclusions, the corbined vo-
cabulary of .the two codes donceed five hundred
ad twenty f#ive words. This more or less includes
the root wofds and also counts only once those stems
and derivatiWis frequently repeated. It m#st e said that y
this enumeration can be only approximate as an exact and whewlin awl
accurate tartulation is not entirely possible befause
in one or the other, only derivations appear which would
make it imcomplete only to 1list the stem. Likewise as
a number of different forms and types of @erivatives,
ar sent, to he complete we would have to include all
or% Therefore this enumaration comprises stems and ""ﬂ""""ﬁ&
various types of root derivatives.

Now of 'all these words so listed, it 1s of interest
to note that ohly bout one third are common to both codes.
To be exact merelvy one hundred xty-four words or
expressions appear in these two, « This 1ist in-
cludes those most cormon ard or&nary words of the language
and thote without which ‘t is impossible for the author
to express hirself., To me, it seems nothing mone=dhen
remarkable ¥hat there are sc few correspondences. It
seemed that with practically much the same legal material
more or less worked up in legléslation that so few ex-
pressions add phrases are cormon o both codes propor-
tionately speaking.s Since these phraseological paral-
l1els are scant in proportion to the entire vocabulary
it must be assumed tEkt those which are used wére those

which were unavoidable Om '!-"‘"“(1
While it is impossible to 1list here all those
words which are common to both codes, T shall select

some¢ of those which are frequently repeated in both
codes, that is, those which appear more than once. It
#i11 be noted in this 1list that those Which are most fre-
quently used in one code are frequent in the other and that
the majority of this 1ist of cormon parallelsbelongsto
those which ar¢ repeated more than once. The importance
of bhkis Ffact uced fsmae—bhds, leads mc to conclude that
these words or phrases are such as are most cormon in the
language. The frequently repeated exnressions chosen
more or less at random cormmon to both codes are:
' 2177 repeated numerous tires in botl codes.
L]
ne D ggig,%@xﬁc. # X1X,7 XXV55,35,36 etc.
= = (repeat several times in both codes.
grn H XXIIIpq D XVIyg 15,
n as noun and vert S}ten uscd.
2mna D used adjective while H uses verb.
'’p used scveral times in both codes
-uzx: used frequently in D seldom in H

INT.

lJ’b

(22 nps used frequently in both codes in sense of"marry"

(oo wov K3 used several times in D
i}} s .. 8 38 -
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wi) used frequently.
L

gnoed w in D, twice in H.
ynh
common in both codes
2y 73

n D -[:nm:‘:} frequently used in both codes.

rar in various forms repeated again and again,
1A oK ambR YA nwxr |2Afrequently used but
= v s A common words for which sunstitutes seem im-
. possible, ®
N, DX sk 2o no
These words taken at ramdom from thc list which I com-
piled, as most frequently used in the two codes clearly
show that these simple words, and not as peculiar turns
of expression or idioms, are, as or=
dinary and most cormon in any lingunge apd in all the
literature, In this connection, remains 1ist a few
which are infrequently us Hzﬁe two dodes and which
are rare.
p'®53> D XXIIg_q3y H XIXyg9 "This single passage is
not sufficient to préve a dependence"

W0 K5 D XXIII g ;7 Appearing once in both codes but
applied to strapger in H and to escaped in D,
Laxn ¢y rousna also Sin Ex. also but appearing once in
both codes. 44| 5 ++93' "vA H XXIIow D XV -y
Is it not remarkable that in theueEZIo c gs that 2o§§III Hxite.
o many laws which have so smeh which is parallel in
should present so few affinities in language?
These foregoing linquistic affinities from the vocabu-
lary eiter are words frequently used and as such had to
b usedjor as rare expressions which are repeated but
not in the same connection. Rather than prove any de-
pendence, these parallels cither hecause of their or-
dinariness or because of their different connection
tend rather to preve just the opposite, tend rather to
disprove any dependence at all. Let ns assume for ar-
gument's sake that these codes were cntirely dependent,
that editor of Holiness Code relied entirely for his
material on the earlier existing Deuteronomic lawbook-
‘uﬂﬂ-ﬁ we ask, have repeated so few words or expressons
and those he did employ wémn in other connections nrwtt-s
those which are most gencral in all literature? !
Could he ,if he had wanted to, more deliWerately ceme Kadl
CGwceealed tﬁ?ﬂr dependence? In fact, these Tacts seem
to indicate that the editor of the later rode could
scarcely have known of the De omic code without ex-
rressing this knowledge in thé language he employed.

. And if these inferences and deductions which
we offer from the enumeration appear not entirely cén-
vineing, it surcly s.ems more satisfac’ory to adopt
the explanation that thrse correspondences would be niore
likely der, from corwmon original sources on which both
codes wereldepcndent than from one avother. It stands
to reason that since so few of the words and expressions
used are cormon to hoth codes, especially since the 1it-
erary material is so welated that some other theory
than that the codes are dependenrt would he needed to
exppain this parallel. In other words, the various
other possible hypotheses are more -<atisfactory than
the one we seek to dispreve namely that these paral'els

are d 0 e, ror as a matter of fact one can- ;

not if we assume tha n author wot

re‘r:ltin the legal mnter':'l of nother cug‘g, uld not, L« g'ﬂa““‘ﬂ“’r
have avolded the use of than one

1. cornil Intwe. - y ) Y am_
@ H (22ip-10) e Mﬁm Intiotews prusat (i3 Md.lwp‘r A T weorae wstalas ki



:m:“'::n;eﬂzonﬂm ang—as eommen in other litera-
ure, c recognize as en
these two codes. o kirely dnfepeniow: of
It may tre likewise obserefved in 8

of thesc words which are repeated only oncep:: ::ght:nmtu
that with the exception of the word 2'R53 are to be
found in obher literary productions. "In laws touching
cormion ground (whether with H or P) identical terms oc-
oot A b X1Ig IOy ¥ XIV -
gither f " 8 But these <7 Yad

orm part of a quotationer‘are technical expres-
siors. They are not recurrent in D and do not therefore
constitute any Ni'l phraseological similarity between
the ¢wo. writings.” prom this fact it may be inferred
that those rare words which appear once in the two
codes do not prove anv depen'ence because these wommwm{“_

It will be ppted that in ;

the foregoing that T have divided theé vocalrulary of the
two codes into two groups so as to facilitate a discus-
sion of the problems which arise therefrom. In the
ahove, the endeavor has been made to prove from these
words shich gre cormon to both codes that there is no
reason to 1nler dependence, The greater bulk of the
wo nd e:pressions however appear in énly one or other
code ,and peculiar to one or other co’ifier. And thege ow mawy
words, which are equally cormon in the literature of the
Bibla"ﬁe risingly avoided in:both codes. The thoughts
and purpos?c¢s, best revealed not in rare and infrequent
words and idioms but in those phrases which recur almost
monotonously in each code and a repetition of one or
more of these constamtly recu ring phrases would more
certainly prove dependence than the camual repetition of
ordinary or rare words. For instance, each dode when
superficially read strikes one by the frequent repeti-
tion of pet words and phrases. In Deuteronomy, the oft
repeated phrases occur afd recur so repeatedly bhat they
seon tax ones patience, It goes with saying that these
frequently recurring expressions ﬂﬂoﬂ the truest
insight into the editor's mind and hiSprrsonality. If
there is anything thatis distinctly his own and which he
wishes to impress on the minds of the reader, it is cer-
tainly those ideas which he repeats over and over again.
It follors of coursc that which he brings again and again
to the readers attention, and that which he reiterates
is nearest to his heart and most nearly his own personal
coniribution. If there ig anything whidsh is distinctly
his, it is &hat which tbo&oﬂw thinks so necessary to
call up so frequently. Now in each code, there mre cer-
tain vords ad expres-ions which are used ,MAW
And these expressions are distindly and peculiarly co
ributionsD and Il respectively. In D fgi“instance the .
pet expressions used frequertly are L34 ., .+ ana* "wR VP2

NI AT q1anian; ov ’:ras’. Vg mar nhy X032} -7-1-‘ shes;
_,.I-'!HU]. baa ¥} ’.‘I"‘ 1’0‘.; an¥'i ]iﬂ".ﬂ T.d-, q"": A 1A AR

ww2v Tnaz; pavb b 7l S abn ?én 'r-"’ L P R BT
' wug b k18 §aepR IR SRR A5 yrwn |'A T Aun Jn'n :
pigr ba bo1n K5 (Bir, JL:I“'ZQ 19, ;.;;_J

T;-u noasen;

bytda (f£ 13, M Aftan Pudetiack)

In this 1ist of phrases which the editor of I uses over add

nyver again, sometimes as frequently as ten or rmore times,

not one of them is at any time repeated in the entire

Holiness Code, Now let us assume that tre editor of H .
relied for his material on the earlicr code and emplomed Az s T
pbSssBetents of D in framing and editing his work. Ts it !
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pesssdle that he could hare egcaped the use of some of
these expressions even unconsciously? While he may have
used certain isolated words or casual phrases, it stands
to reason that he could not have, rewrittem D without
repeating at least one of these idions. If he had re-
produced one, only once it would have been ¢entirely :
suggestive of hi dependence. But to have ignored them sdindd,
almest peads one to infer that not only did he not use D
but he dvidently did not even know of the code in ques-
tion., The fact is especially true in the case of open-
ing laws of H where it seems that the purpose of RH was
to centralize the worship in the sanctuary at Jerusalem
aféer the destruction, was hand in glove with the gent-
ral aim of D. %th such a prefedent before him and with
such an a inconceivaBle how he could have de=-
Jiverately avo:l.ded the use of the pet language of D,
Someone has seen a connection between the noun bl':lt"
used in H XVII4 and the familiar D phrase g¢ |>v

hirts at the possible derivation of this word from his
pet expression, Nowif thewe were other evidence more
convineing of dependence of H on D, this derivative
might be called up in substentation of such surmise.

But as the main prop of such a theory only goes to show
how untenable is siuch a view., For this word s 1 vn
rroba‘hly existed l.l corrected ir original text in time

of JE Nu XVIog and which goes to prove that the vord
wvas mot derive 4231 editor of H from D, expression but was
a phrase which was in in the times even before D.
Moreover this expression s quite common both in Psalms
and Ez. and the frequency with which it appears only
proves that word was in use at all times expecially

at time of Ezekial. What &s even more of l.ngort.mee.
that if H had coined this expression from avored
clause he €ould not have avoided thre repeated use of it in
hisown code, but weuld have on vardous occ $ions {for the
occasions prescnted themselves frequently) especially

in chapters XXI and XXII sade use of it. &5Such proof
called ux show hov hard pressed the authors of such
suppesition are forematerial to support it. To repeat,
what is of far rmore §ignificance and certairly none the
less surprising is the fact that Holiness redactors

who lived at a time so mear to the ppommilgation of D

and at a time could have compiled a code which entirely
disregarded words and phrases that were certainly in
such general vogue as is proven by their reproduction

in the prophetic book of Jeremiah, While it is not with-
in tllae prnzqgiit Itb:.s th!;::ls, ':: -:ems !Q:m:l“'l"“
problem is t se cable
ignorance, towed L awviid A-!"l-s .,,‘:-.m,

Not"unlike the Deuteronomic code the Holiness law-
book is too not wanting in the use of pesulidr and of't-
recurring expressions and phrases. As mentioned above,
not one of these so-called pet idioms of H can be said
to exhibit any relationshipl.).That is to say, these
phrases sho¥ no identity nor any variation from these
frequently used in D, It woul’ follow that if there bad
been any dependence that the author of H might not have
reproduced the oric~inal expressions of D, he might have
on the other hand, so altered them to repeat them in ger-

variations of the earlier se
. y Number I.C.C. -
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No such practice however is at all present. For instance,
a familiar phrase used by H nearly fifty times in the
short compass of his book is #* 4%, Not only this
expression is lacking in D bt the words for "I" differ in
the work of the two authors. In D with one exception,
the editor uses :'s5.A while in H the shorter form is al-
ways used. The short persnyal pronoun is frequent be-
side the longer one in JE.X) showirg thereby that YToth
were about equally common in usage. Why D' shoulld scru-
pulously use only the one and H punctiliously avoid and
substitgﬁe another for the one which | employ:d is proof
positive,that the latter could not have depended on the
earlier. In fact would ve not have reason to inquire if
Il ever -awh.
It will be observed in the folloking compilation of char-
acteristic phrases of Il that not“ing 1ike them appears in
the lawbook of D. aet
Téqee, DowTpn 29 My cay Ty, sy 1RT Y 20
p33 29 And. 116 20 00 T e
a¥ NI ITp 28 e
pluybt Tmwb 18, 105 10y o, 22, g -_"';\:Ln
:’;’?P””"" 18, 2, 23,2015 209 4= 2214 '
T e :J‘"L _J: o w3
of particular interest in this enumeration of phrases is
that these expressions, characteristic of the hook are
bunched together in certain sections than appear in every
chapter. In other words it will be noted that these Ssemm W4l
of' expressions appear frequently not in every chapter of
the lawbook but malkes its repeated appe-rance only in cer-
tain selections of the code. Cert.in of them only appear
frequent}y in those chapters like XXI and XXII, while
others in XVIII and XX, No% what is the conclusion to
be drawn (rom this observation? It is this. It is evident
and granted that the sources of these chapters were dif-
ferent. That the sectim XXI and XXII was derived from a
different original than that subsequent group of chapter.
It has been noted however that the charicteristie phrases
of I have no resemblance or relationship with those of D,
bt are rather distinet from D. It follows of course
therelfore that t“ese peculilar expressions of H are cer-
tainly more nearly related to and probably derived from
the sources on which 11 editors drevw which are clearlv not
the legal data of D. In other words, we have ewery rea-
son to assuri€e and believe that some other source than D
co-prised the origi-al material frow which I drew his Q
legal material substance, and certainly no proof te think {
that D was in any way connected with this code nér any
part there#f, 1In short, Il did draw upon certain sources
as the internal evidence in H is overwhelmingly convin- “

cing but there is no reason to inger tha‘ t“ese sources
are in D but every reason to beli€ve that they were en-
tirely different,

In the language of H, there is another reason why it
could not have been drawn from D, The various aramaisms
socalled evidently indicate the independence of thc code
for they point to te early influence of that language

on tl'e Hebrew and doubtlessly appeared for the first time
only in bhis code and not in origiral sources of 1, The
aramalsms are: \

avard (s \'1"'5”’913 (Beathatet). 3

7992 Voabak hnaw afli Grivie fud Tk U4
In lranaic, verb of the - - u -eclass fornm one class,
this is probarly the case in the llebrew Imperfect 1n

XVITT, in imitation of aramaic foris
1. Trown Briggs Driver, ctlonary sub. '-J

Jn 4T




In the word 74. ~ lbaramaizing form in Hiphil and Hophal

are with 0 in initial syllable, (Ges.188).

-1U i.'

is

another aramaic from from the aramiic-wmd X701 meaning

shame.

These instances of Aramaic influence demonstrate the
freedom and laxity of the author and lack of that fas-
tidiousness which weuld have deterred BJim from the repe-
tition of famili:r phrases or words if he had utilized
D material in the composition of his own text. In other
words, if he had shown more care in use of his language
we would be more inclined to hold that he was rore guard-
ed agiuinst the use of words and phrases of anothcr author.
But the absence of the finesse shows rather he wonld not
have hesitated to imitate another editor if he had used
his work ws a guide.

In the vocabulary of the two authors we find that
D uses aynroximately 225 words and idioms which do not
appear again in H, while the latter enploys about 125
which are peculiar to his code, Lany of th se words zre
repeated frequently in each respective code showing that
many of thesc words aie corron to the language while yet
seeringly unknown to both authors.

These words used by D picked out of the 1ist which
I compiled but not found in H.aw:
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In thesc words it will be noted that itis indeed sur-
nrising how the author of H could have avoided the use

of so many common words. If H had used D ,could “e have ¥%
ignored these words in his own compilation? On the

other hand, H uses words which show that he hal an en=-
tirely different and briefer diction. Whatever his sources
were, Bhey certainly embraced a language entirsly

at variance with D and the freruent repetition of certain
words and expressions convince one of the fact that he was
animated by ideas not found in D. His vocabulary pecu-
liar to him follows:
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of H in these lists

of" dictions 1s the peculilar use of certain synomyms.
It is passesy strange that these two hooks should, it
seems, consistently avoid the same words. For instance,

in the compilation which shall sobn follow, it is to be
noted that in the employment of synonymous words, words
of identical meaning, D will malc use of one while H the
other, Even if the redactor had purposely wanted to

- shov the independence of his work, he could not have more
deliharately succeeded than in the employment of differ-

- ent words with th: same meaning.
concealed his tracks.

He could not have better
Rather a ‘ore logical and natural

~ deduction is the one that this varied use of synongms
is rather to be rxplained by the fact that each codi-

fier was unfamiliar with the other's words. It is im-
possibhle to derive any other inference from this following

inconmplete list.
D
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If we presuppose that the Holiness :ode drew
its material from the earlier Deuteronomic Oode, would T chfe
ke have deli*erately chosen a @ifferent word with an
identical meaning when he wanted to express the same idea?
“ven i1f the inMluence of " on his work hsd been but
slight, would the redactor have not shown ceen this
in the use of the same synonym. To my way of thinking
he could not fail to employ the same —ords even if he had
wanted, The rore significant fact is that so0 many of
these synonyms are in gvidence. He might have chosen
one or two.liThe variations in the use of these syno-
nyms are so numerous that it 1is preponderant argument
against any influence.

The marked independence and individuality
of the two codes id further evidenced in the unusual
number of rare words which are seldon or never repeat-
ed in any other literaryproduction of the Eible. There
are prescnt in both codes quite a number of words which
are not only not found in coded but are ahsent
from most of the literdture of the 0.T. The vary rarity
o these wor’s in D could not have escaped the attention
of i if he had relied on D for his material. And what
is more significant is the emplovment of words and
nhrases by li which themselves are rare in this ancient
llchrew Litcrature. This markof obvious indenendence
on the part o” Il is accentuated when the larger number
of rare words are noted especially in so bricff works
of D and H. The q;slgxt matter of both do not differ
radically from each a it would be expected t“atthe
phraseology and diction would not show such  glaring
instances wf» independence. And yet both codes manifest
their independence by the predominant number of rare
words in the language.

List of*Words in D. Soca)ll~d Hapax Legomenaid
Syt a b A e ek
17 nbuw “ n :

I T
|

1. It is of interest to note that both words are used.
But in D 27 is more repeatedly used while H uses
the other more frequently,
- gy used in D in sense of people and also in this
sense in 7 but the latter dode also introduces another ,
variant meaning in the sense of family in Ch. XXI-HII.@BOT)
3. Holzenger, Iml, Section sub. Heiligkeits gesetz.
@ WAS. (ualip. 273 UK 7-58 03 Kedomus Jolle dunfog—t
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fany of the<e considerations tell against the influence
of D on H. When it is borne in mind that thc fesem-
blances, common t0 bpth codes are so infrequent and few
an d the evidences|, so many amd present, there is
but one conclusion to be drawn and that is that D from
a linguistic viewpoint exeried very little influence on ii.
Not by any stretch of the imdgination is it possible to
suppose that 1 drew his material from that of D as to be
infereed from the similarity in diction and phraseology.
One can— ot help from noticing the peculiar types
of laws of Il and D, In fact the tone of the authors
differ., It anpears that D adopts the address of the
preacher, "Warm hearty impressive one."! exhorting his
hearers to an obedience to the laws. It secms that he
is riore concgrneﬂ in exhortation than in presentation
of the laws, Or course, the sccond section of his laws
contains but a reproduction of the laws in which the hand
of the redactor is less in evidence. On the other hamd,
the rcdactor is wrapped up in the view primarily of bring-
ing 6o the attention of his readers the necessity of car-
rying them »ut, 1In H the laws are reproduced from some
earlier sources with some;possible varations with ap-
pendapges of exhortations ¥ obedience whith seems en-
_ tirely secondary.® Naturally this ma'mer of anproach
4 is noticeable in the formulation of t“e laws. D is ver-
bose H is laconic. In thosie passages which may be termed
distinetive of the redactors two types of framing aprears
characeristic of D in the fformulating of his laws is to
bhegin each group of the same subject with a negative
or to introduce a nev subjcct with a negative prohibitinna“
followindg it up with positive cormands. On the other
hand, H's met:od of rramingxgis laws is to lay down a
general principle XIX -7 XXII 3.925 .23
which he follows up w %ﬁlz'ﬁeei}'iz 1nst§ﬁé2§§ .Ev'd.. forticulsne,
1. Bertholet D, . 4
2. CH, CH. p 499 "The method of Dr., was to rewrite
nearly every ordinance they touched.”
"It is compiler and later editors who have expanded with
the endorsement 'I & J'.*
3. Bertholet D. XL.
4. Paton XVIIT:E¥¥., XVI:EVEI.
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In the study of these two codes, a close observation
will convince one that such different formulations
militate distinctly against any view of their depenilence.
For the author could not have failed to manifest this
influence without showing it in the arrangement of the
material and his freedom from the restraint of imitation.
In the analysis of the types of laYs, investicated by
various critiecs, certain glaring divergences are in ev-
idence. These types have heen denominated hypothetically
bi the terms emplo{ed generally by the varkous authors.
ese distinctions® are quite apparent in the investigation
of the<e laws, It will be noticed the preponderance of
certain kinds of laws in one code while in the other
the predominance of other t:pes. The "words™ p'7271
whlch‘begiu“%ihh "thou" or "thou shalt not" or impera-
tive u is to be ohserved t"at those which open with
"thou", D has 35 while H has only 9. The negative,D
has 22 while H has 36 while the former H only has 2,
of the socalled "commandments™ 17ER, whieh opens
with "Ye shall or Ye -- not shall” or Iuperative, D
has 9 in affirmative while Il has 11, in negative D has 6
H has 24; whilc in the imperative Il alonc has 2, The
so stylcd Digr"le that" or rarticipial or third person,
"lic shall or shall not", thére 1s!less uriformity. In
the first D b:&inn ten laws with, "he that", while I
has only the participial beginning v has 28 while
H has only 13. While the third person opening D has 14
and H has 14, The "Judgements" uown is defined
with such opening clauses as "hen a man™ D has 8, H
none, "when thou"™ D has 12, "When ye"™ Il has 8,
Laws opening with main clauses D has none but H begins
f laws with one with'>¢ X, and 3 with '>¢'x w'x, The
laws having the opening clauses subordinate ones, D
hegins 2 laws with 27X "if then" while with plain Zx D
has 7 and H 3. In the subsequent detailed analysis and
comparison, I shall =ure“£911y dwell on these legislative
furmulat.ions.ﬂg;‘ rse, a similar forrulation of the
same material laveis epea to manifedd dedued- iusgp™
d-ane—ard possfﬁly »e a view of depentence. It is less
likely that author drew on the earli ode if the type
of law is same different material, Bince their types
nr lawn were patents for all the oodea. But infgeneral
{ general summary &s this tahbulation which follows
ggs, 1tis noticeable how D uses one type most freqment-
1, while H will use arother, Now on the comparison to
he carried out  later, we shall study these 3ypes as they
are applied tot legal material. For is“not -ost
telling against any view of dependence if the same 1laws

are framed in a different mold; whide—tt—ds—expiaimbie

. Of importance, here how-
ever, is the one outstinding fact that certain natterns N
are }‘requcntly employed by D while others are <
repeatedly by H. For instance, D used 35 positive U’ ”1’
while 1l uses onlv 9, U used 22 negative while Il uses 36.
In the Di¥» D nses 6 negative a~d H 24, Note the inde-
rendence displayed in the use of wuvo2ow#n, D uses 6 of one
kind and 12 of another while 1 has nonec of these but 8
of still another kind. And so through this whole tabu-
lation except in the 7 “Pand 7 77 there is to be noted
that there are two tppes of laws used aimost equally as
many times in both codes. But their resemblance is re-
dncible to the fact that these 2 types are preduninant in
other codes as well, and so must have bcen the t of the

Z. 0 '\ ,-{ (3




laws J.Lch the original from which both derived their
special laws, This close linguistic analysis, however,
not mearly impresses one with the individuality and free-
dom and independence of the rorks of these redactors
as does a casual perusal of both. The style of these
editors differ radically but tris “ifference is easily
discernible with a superficial reading of the codes.
pertholet (XXV)has said that D is a sermon, Ii is not so
smooth and easddy flowing but yet entirely ordered and
svstematically arranged after certain corrections. Some
otie has characterized the style 8f Deuteronomy as an im-
pressive volume and harmonv of A vast. organ, while that
of I was 1ike the chiming o various bells. Implying
by this comparison that the whole of D blends in a per-
fect unity while that of Il 1s made up of elements which
are units in themselves buk not necessarily disconnected.
In short, ./ as well as 1l presentd @ peculiar and easily
recognizable styley which manifests distinetive person-
alities and individialities entirely independent. There-
fore more than this foregeoing and minute investigation, a
general impression gained from reading the literatdres in
their entirety leaves no other than that H is entirely
J distinctive of D. But more important than these individ-
val dissimilarities peculiar to the codes and the few
affinities, i6 ti:e cumulative evidence. 0 matter how
many close #esemblances in the language between the
codes, there is now getting away from the fact that some
are bound to appear b caise of the paucity of the language
preserved to us in the sacred writ, The significant
fact, however, to he noted is not thes affinities but
that there are so many evidences of dissimilarities which [
as a whole hear convincing proof against any theory of ‘
derendence. It 1s not out of place in this stully of the
linguistic aspect of the question to note in passing
certain genera' stylistic characteristics of the editi- |
tors of the two codes. Infrequent and rare variations in '
the style is ‘ot important as it do~s not reflect the
character of the pcersonality Which alone can influence.
In other words, the individuality of the author is hest .
expressed and shadowed "orth in his compositions in cer- |
tain repcated characteristics than in a variation from the |
zeneral composition here and there, D, for igstance, 8
"{ far lcss a law book than codified seron directed
to the religious and ethical conduct."l less because
nf" its many theoretical laws but Cor its preaching tone.2
Now this fact borne in mind largely explains certain pe- [
culiarities in style, In fact, this fact is such because
of these characteristics. It is written in running and
narrative manner with hardly breaks between the wariouns
legal sections. This Clowing and unfaltering is largdly ity plaws
&g’ bo the habit of the author of strijﬂng verb after
verb, most usually in the same tense and person and number.
Thds in ch XXVIj;_4 no less than six verbs follow each other
in this swiftly flowing narrative. .ihus throughout the
anthor is not parsimonious in his use of verbs XIXys_ o3
X1 AXq_0 =_10 XXI
Inx%!zkedlcgﬁérggt tolgﬁig E&gﬁral trait of D it is of
interest to note how entirely difl~rent the editor of 1 is
y in such parenetic section as that which brings up the

{

conclusion of the chapter XVIII. There is no stringing ~ '
on of verbs on a thread of the same tense and number and
person,

1. Daudissin 110,
2, lolzinger 295,
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Another characteristic of D which #o00 is linked up with t'is
general healthly and homelitic tone of his, is that of employ-
ing an infinitive in lieu of am imperative. In these chapters
of H (XVIII and XIX) which are supposed to be amplifications
nf the decalogue, we look in vain for such an emphatic infin-
itive. If these chapters and elaborations of ghe¢ ten command=-
mants, it doesiggggzﬁggéd;he elaboratsr would have failed to
employ subh a Hir ormztion as bhat wh’'ch opens the
fourth commandement. But neither in these chapters nor in the
remaindér of the book i~ there such an infinitive. On the
other hand, D uses it several times gvidently because it ex-
presscs withdsgggger emphasis that which he desires than he
could with an’ impérative. Dt. XVI 1 Dt, XXIV 9, XV-2,
D likewise employs infinitive with a finiee verb to emphasize
:}F statement with such repeated frequency that we miss it when

‘de4, H &3me employs this combination but ramely. In
D it is well nigh a rule while in H 1s almost exceptional D
XXI-XTIX, XIV-XXII etc., H only in a few instances as XIX 17-18,

This D practice of intensifying his meaning is further-
more exemplified in his habit of duplicating words. Tims for
instance, in Dt. XVI-XP he brings out his stress in repeating
the words justice. osimilarly but to a less pronounced con-
dition are the repetitions or expressions in these following
sections. Dt. XXV 13, XVIII 1-8 1 (1). Sinmilarly the use
of cognate accusative in D with purpose possibl y of accentuas
tion is most unusually frequent. By this seemingly purpose#
less redundance he endeavors forcibly to bring home his mean-
ing. This practice, while frequent in other codes and not
uncormon 2 in H, is unusually recurrent in D. Thus in Dt.
XXV 1-3 D XVIII 10, XXI 10-14, XIX 14, XIX 15, XVI 18,
XXIII 220, XXIV 10, XIII 13. The energy and forcibleness of i
his character is futther brought to the fore in his free em- ‘
rloying of the intensive infinitive in union with the finite [
verb. This fact wouldl Be éntirely unnoticeable were it not
that its use 1s rare in the Holiness Code with which we are
malzing a comparison,
Certain petty forms of expressions, and peculdiar
pet and favorite formations too chiracterize the Style of D, f
For instance D is very fond of the feminine verbal nouns,l L
as 1° n2mx X9 . This fact in itself 1s of 1little value
were it not for the fact that H rarely if ever, uses such !l
nouns, U likewise has such phrascs asni>n l=rn1ft=which i
do not at all anpear in H., Moreover those linguistic usages
as in Dt. XVII 6, SXIT 8 . »a »uvis ~*  which are l
certainly not existent as fa®¢ as H is concerned,
D has the habit of using a finite verb with an in-

finitive in the capacity of an auxiliary se frequently that ‘
it is impossible here to 1ist all the passages. Now this turn
of expression does occur in il but is extremely ra-e. H XIX 9-10
In D most every law contains some such formation. D XVIII 18-22
XXV 11-12, XXV 1-3, XIX 15-21 XIX 1-7, XX 1-2 XX 19-20 XVI 9-13
such expressions as =375 ' 4yab a2y, (8 Yot ey s TS
In this tabulation of phraseological terms of expression, pe-
culiarities of style etc. there remains to call at¢tention to
the usage of changing from one construction which has already
hegn to one of a different kind(XVII 2 XXIV,) and known as
anncoluthun.uhile this practice is rare, it appcars several

times in D but hever in H. 4 ﬁ?ﬂ& rnJm;Iu
Now tl'e significant fact in this tabulatioﬂ, hich 1s
by no means complete, 1§ not that there are soke formations

which are cormon to both codes and while frequent in one anq

rare in the other, rifewe sy mn Wl Foat 4 n

1. G¢s 416 to the contrary.
2, H XXV 39 XIX 23-25 XIX 9-10 XXI 19 Bewlolet XXVI.

G 51ugs 2830 oppen. LT sy e
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The importance lies in this that the styles of the authors

are at variance yith each other. These ealmwon features are

cormon in D a superficial, are some of the main s$ylistic

traits of the D editor. Now if H had in any vay employed the

early code in the assembling of his materials he could not have

escaped the use of some of these main characteristics in his

style, , It 1s all the 'iore noteworthy that not one hs—edd—of %ufﬁt‘«.
$hor: néé met again reproduced in the loter work. To have

‘been influenced by D would have meant that il would have used

these peculiar terms of expressions

h‘ﬂ‘m e wll 0?0 wwddd thent -1({_4L;n\~!5u, .l\J :'\',I,'L
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g is oo'1™ evitent t' ot the editer was vritin~ his apntal
vit™ ¢ irage  © his law wor': Lufore his mind. Doth 1lin-
nistieally and sobhstontiolly this hortatory section is bound
to the pevious leoal section. 'Ywile erities may disagree s
to treoriginnl constyturney of this chanter, most™ are of the
one ind that the co’e had sore suel eonclusion as now caps itf.
o strildine: is the eo Iudins elanter off t*clloliness cofdle that
0 t-ention of erities! vere first attrocted therehy to the
existenee and indenendersce o' thi code, Vitlh the colophon
= the vreveolis narenctic scetion dirceted the mind of the
cxens®tes L the presence of this eo’e and rmany otfher ristin-
=1 s'ing Cacts soln *ore out their first vier. This Tact in
itaelf ‘s proo” wedeleelse tlnt t7i0 eonelusion eonld not Te
cepncfed Cror the rerninrdédr os it dis ituell one of the distin-
ctive Cecatures an? mroofs of its in'ererde ce. I do not hr=
lieve that theve is mny critic who has raintained tvat this
cianter foes not Comr the conslusion ol the eotec. Thev are
n*? preed that the cole when it was {'ivally edited by th
rednetor containg? the parenftic scrion. U until nov we he
critic & roee denic” that sue suclt chanter as thisg 110
wg (or- tl'c conelusion of tle eo’e. ' vile I have Tweoen dn-
‘envoring to arrme [ tite ori inmal scheme o' the code, hawe
rrvanely ondtted mentlion of theoriginality of this ehv fex,
.aentselr’ hos o -anee! the ascinaiives theory tlat this chone-
tor ordgipnlly existed as a semnrste ¢ 0 of an Inicwen ent
mmthoe 2~ thnt the ¢ “itor of 1ni;-!"m].n_1.ci it =o as to 1ale
it eomiforn to the spirit and I+nounze of hi cofe. ceulrl-
ing to his theory, the editor anpended this cexhortotion {o his
1+v Bhepk rakin~ it formable by insertin- these virses 160, 17 (7?)
Tk, Nny, BN=4N,  In other vords the contention of Iaentsch
is £t this sewrrion bt an irdepen’ent existence. Tans eoposed
vithott cognizance of the precedins lesal sceti mue.  Innum-
crakle thrends conn ot 25 @ ith those marts ol tre Coreroine
raters wRkbh are aserilie” 10 RH. “hie e is every rens ' n to
helleve that ig i=s by the same anthor who corpiles the luw-
Lookal I and attached to the Torath in wiviel he incormorate:!
i ehapracteristic motives. The differcernece in sitnction vieh
Jaeptsceh urges as the stron—est aroment Cor attribating 746
o “ifrerent anthor is easily exaggerated(in 17-77 {he ente
Lrenee dnto Cannan is 3t3l11 future=.VTII1 2,04, (10 20 L0 "N=d
¥iilat in 208 it 15 oy aceorrldshe” Pact) It ts nore just to
spy "ot Y0 asitvatieog is not consistently maintained,
(. *5a7)s Mg neod Tt reax” this ehiavier to abhgoepryve that Lhe
ntive o the antlor is obe icnce o an! fis statntes.
1t Teeomes evident the rore T 1140 one hoeo ¢s with 1his
horily that t'e original author eof this chapepr had in wind
e carticular 1ans either those of o mare it bergae i
con & 1t oophasin op Pollorin: fol's ways and cow ‘meEnta, con
1cave no other impre:ssion thn that e ba? Hefore hin some
I¢rielatitn not in general but in particulsr a co'e 1like the
me ve have under eonsiceratism. e are one peruses this
conclusion, the rore convineced he hecomes thet thic e or
col:! not he o he ily on the ohedicnce to Iaw in the abstract.
thoush 17 e verses vhiel Iaentseh imintains eve inicrvolioted
Ly heenuse {7 oy hartionize the erapter with the re ainder
ul’ his ¢pde, they nre sue' that even if thev ac reroved, the
¥, - ertholet, Tuenen, *llran Driver llolzinmer UAD
1« “Tlosterran, Hayser,
N Ime tseh Snh ehipter V1.

-




48

the serron would still fit as the app: al Cor obcdience to this
code. In other vords, even il these very verses are omitted
one coild not escape the view that tl'is chanter originally
anncaled for obedienceto a particular body of legislation.
This fact becones more manifest as onc studics tris scrmon.

if this—eonviction is correct and we feel nssured so, then

it stan’s to reason that t'e editor rmst have been impelled to
write this eermon for this code and not for any other. "The
connection on the vhole is exceedingly good and it is agmainst
corron sensc to assume that a writer rust always have main-
tained the closest logical sequence of ideas and avoided tle
least digression or superfluity. The many strong resemblances
between the eoncluding exhortation and code prove their originl
"rurtliermore the relationship of this chapter to H is clear
that here the land and agricnlture have the same fundamental
rieaning ror religion."™ Bertholet 93-94,

The eonparison of XXVI 2e45 and hortatory portion= ef 17=-25
reveals mmerous deserblances of thought and language- Thus:
HXVE-3 XVIII 4-30 XXIII 23 XVIII 4,26 IIX 37 XX 8,22 XIII 3
AV 8.

SXVI 4 - XXV 9,7

AXVI Gm==XXV 15,10

AXVI 12--XT 45 IXIT 2,2 XXV 38, XX 26

VI Q===XIX 4,31, XX 6

NAVI 10=-=XXV 22

AXVI 11--XVIT 4

LAVI 103=--XIX 738

AXVI 17--XVII 10 XX 3,6

NXVI 20=-=XTIT 10

LIVI 15-=-XVIIT 4,26 XIX 37, XX 22 Combination

It is trune that the distinc ive expression "to vonmit out its
inlabitants which occurs in XVIIXY 25,28 0 22 docs »ot recur in
Vi

It rtaét not be inferred however that the editor wns obliged

to repeat it or that because it is not fourmd in the final

ch~ ter th t this sermon is the work of another agpthor. 1" ile
thiis expression recurs thrice in the hortatory portion of I,

it in Fact only appears in one scctionm 6 the code, and does
not agoin appear in the other parts, "That further in the
threat of vomiting them out (even if the concept is not used)
is also carried out" (Dertholet 93-94), lloreover another

fact 4s that the vhew "oint and tone of this chanter is that T
of t"e rerainddr ol the hortatory insertions of li. The ﬂu)“""
e is just as prominent in this scr:on as it is in the rest

of the co’e. The correspondence of plural number in il passages
in the code and Lev, XA¥I is too suzmestive indicating the
sinilarity of authorship.
lloreover, Bhe nany resenblances of this chanter with

the ~xiliec prophet Exeliial "ave led some to infor that the
latter was the author of this exhoiation, And yet while that
contefition has long been given up it cannot be denied that the
mmricrous prrallels are the resultant of an influence of the
prophet on the editor of XXVI., One thing is certain that the
tvo could hot have been vritten at a time too far apart.
The spirit anl 1lansuage of both are so strikingly similar
that the theory is actually sustained that they rmst have Theen
at least contermporancous.? If then the contention of Baentsch
were true, this sermon could not have antedated the prophei

by many years. If it had existed as an independent composition

it rust have been composed in the cxile add certainly in the
'] i JGG-

AUUAAS
e Addils II 387.




¥

soiritual atwosphere of the eircle in vi-ieh Tze'-inal a*d the

asetnetor of Ii vroved. 1In othervords, thco m:n.nt 1 wish tg maize
iz this, that the cditor of Wil woul” nof. have neelecd toMf"‘
eenbade TENEges TR 0 sc1mion o' vor: of anédther who was hinoelf
¢ eontermorary an’ wobably o wember of the same schooldwMd ma oo " reL
"I{¢ is onite natural that 2 code written in the time of the
nrahh «ts and ren tesenting at 1cast in some legree their spirit
”.oul:1- en’  ith promises a~l threats alter th? provhetic man-
nop"+ Tt is rcasonable to assune t70f UL who head an exeellent
onportunity for a disnlay of his homeleticeal “acultry, was too
the same anthor of VI and that whil: he av heve used the
amrressd 1‘]-‘71 this serpmon not Tonn? r_x&;r\'-.':'--e‘-e in B or Iil it

7 nat to expzet thot ho woul”"hotnd only to rencat

iz thonght, “m‘ expressions whieh e il use” mrevionsly, par-
tieul=rly sinee¢ the ner idens advineed in the conelndinsg ech n-
te 's <o not :how antamonismz Wor contrapieties =ith the re-
Toctemal scction of I.While it a»p ars matural Tor o 1nw-
ziver or o corpiler 57 laws to firaw on carlier source: for

his moterial it secers +0 Te ayninst corron s@e to n2ssiune
t-at the redactor was so lne’-ing in orgginnlity ns ta ¢lainm
that T avproprinted an entire hortztory sermcon for his »ur-
no e8, It is (vident fro a rodoet ral n"*t;'r..., that the
editor hinmsel™ 410 not Inek in abildty and the closest study
1-wls one with no other imnression than thit Tn hivrel” ecor-
o=l it an a hortatory conelusion to th+ colleection I hir=

- n T ¢ s gar o
17 eor H:ilt: nnd ﬂnmtttcd: : .ﬁﬂe L do 2te Bos "
55 T"or the exhortati cm in e, one can ony that Lhis

iy

c
[FF]

cnie ne originally constructe contained a coneln’ine serron
1i'e 4ho one thot we'have dis c'l-;acﬂ o one vho e ren the
i3 b 'I"(‘:'t“ :*u::cn;_u_}.t‘1 in JTI Iings JOTIT 17 af ihe enrly aceentance
ne ey Y pode,. The peonle were so oveormwed nd fledtod

it
¥ 4o i rst readidg tat to one Torddiliar with tho origina)
test no other passaze but this cho-ter I ZVIIT in Lhis cole
o'l hnve so influenced then.,

Yor the historiecal descriptidon of {he discoviry o
t'e onint emle given in the hist rieal hook=, nortrays Toy
the wneonle were porturbed when they ho:v"’_ the 107 hoo™ which
wis Tiscevered, porturhed hecruse of the sorious conser wenees
o their non-ohegfience so gl“:]!h]c.,ly and drpreassively dravn
in the finad elvoter. This Mistorical tradition e wlnnive 1:.'
attests apide from other proofs, thoat the wiginal of the an
u 't Tave contain~d the very inpressgve asneal, dis elnater
roresver is thoreshly euterono—ic heeanse the corneetion -
tween it o3 the regt of the eode is s0 moo? that none sa-~ hut
vory Cew have Jenis’ that t™i: seroan famee’ $he covelrsion
o the origiral colc "' they who do,ree sni€e that it 1n -«
o iiet of the Seh00Tly sh—eie Odded ot lovg temm Offi Fy compioetio.

It i ‘!'\‘l".'"f‘f and u nistokable that thoese co’cs
nelndéd ~ith hort tory el siters whiet™®in 'mﬂi by the re=
:::‘-m#[‘( ne i‘,‘m 1 serpone hocever have it

]

oo e fT el and
"l reed, ity e’itars havo elaborted apon these homoletiend

nealss  Fhese nod re:ains ar us as ve arve only eoncerned
it t7 ¢ grisimal egmnosition Lo ':'!C“"‘HC as Tar s wo ean
25 wR Promy the INiad ol L

L Which e ¢ itors ¥ho c:;:-'nﬂlr:d
wL amotated t£he eondes, In sh ot whef we aropose hore Lo
mTertnie is fio istertnin asm nesrly as we can hat rtsof
these ~lasters constitutes the original o £#1v hoolm as they
ere first compile” =297 econml-ted. (It sta's to reascn that
e st delinit owmr atierpt to 2197 ont thc relationshin he-
tveen these edens of these ehenters to o elose inouiry and
axain tion off the original nart of these chapters) All crities
asrce that s'ese ehvviers ags thev now st9d 2re renlete with
Titieng Py odit rs at different tires.,
I¢ heerrms immedisttely cvident gt

t. Lthe roment one

ronTs 4. NEVIII Seet in -t'-*. e ent U opri 3t camnot be attrihe-
ute? 40 the orisinal mainl¥ ?:r'c‘-n"c' it 1).11'0‘1' considers the
1. YWiais TIE 0037«



wnesibility of scemring the blossings at 21l ns it assunes
=it fhe l-w‘eiti not ™ observed. (2), Its unity is not
intret, being mared T; Inter accretions (3) and the c“*wtcr
contains elear signs Insertions. te entire lat!er sect
Vus 17-88 (4) as rcnorzllv agreerd, helongs to o later hand, t
is pluain thet 45-16 at one stage of its history ri:rted the
en? off the chapters (0) Verses 47="7 (4) "9=58 presu posing
te Teztrnction of Jernsalem an? the dispersion of +7¢ remmant
1 the seonle, the conseauence of neslceting "t'e words.. J-
—e-e in this hool:™ (Vs 38 : 51) varrant {he conviction that
tho= e 1oter ditions, (58) Toreover the wariahkle ¢hences
ol mumer;(5) VABR.  and the individna? variations hear
nroof of 36 Iateness. (7) Terse 58T conta ns o scetion
v ic!l: whieh is malnhly acditionnl heoeanse of the hl-ndin~ of
sovaral literary ztvies, Vhatever else -y he rmintaine” in
recerd fo the arisinality o the commlete chapier, it cannot
Ve denied that tho vigunoint of the author ol tlesc [imnd
verses is one of merin_in exile and smrely coull not have cor=-
mrised o part of the scrmon whieh fron the Tirst concluded thise
roie, The lanpuage thronshout this scetion is nmdctalably
aver firavn and the thought wiieh runs throuzh this long Hase
"".;':-:3 is withont douht c.’-n?'ls.':., Jivi i the “upreesion all the
that sonwe otherpoerssn than the one vho vrote the onena
ing verses rust have composced fhvr. Ag an iv=staiece o this con-
"uﬁ:nn of' thougl't and consennently an” poartienl rly this 'i-
roity of anthorship is the ﬂefcvtn‘*wq of* the exile ~n' then
“ispension over the ea th”and the deportation to DL, 221 A
‘ter 211 is said and Aone, even tle rost conservative of
eritics snapect that these verses coul?! not ori-~inally have
farved 2 part of this original exhort:tion, The 7ifferent
iztorical allusions rerely Aeflect div rrent tines and ex-
neprienees off their sonarite anvot-térs,
= that v ich royndns, it iz viore ver vers plain ¢ 1 its
opici 7 unity 1s 5till inpaired by cert:in o!‘her self=evilent
1111 untiscuised interruptions. Verses 26-27 orve cle~rly in-
»tions. They ohastruct the sccuence of I sermion hein
ontirely too verhbosce, and redundint, too prosaic and ronctitive.
IT these verses “re nitted from this chanter the thought of
t*e scetien "lovs smoothly, 'hile if these inscrtions are re-
t "necd, the train of thnu"“t sces to he halted, ~eld un hy
T

re
T

1

leas which have becn more concisely and hetter expressed
B 1R
« [ornill 50
*e Tolzinger 271
‘. llertholet 87, Stewrnasle Tayser quoted by lolni-mer, °77
ml-ke, Lournill.
“e 1 1387 Tiertholet 35.
7. Holzinger 277.
e '88, 13=40-530 hetray a corpiler vhose viewnoint is tha
off on~ £adliar vith Toreisn hon’"re,.c"1'nlct. vs B
=ention e nanc noints to a relatively lat » Iate. DBerth -
lot Ad ‘ne. Addis IT 102, Vs 62 ehane of nmmber in this
vorse is sna. ‘eious- s 54 sces to Imow of seattoring
0" disprised cews over the world, Bertholet.”s G vritten
in the tiw of exile, Ierthaletl,
e U'nlzming i
"o Mmoo 200,

-
.
-
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alservhere,” Versze 42 nresunnoscs the exile? vVerse 22 is bt
an elabor-tion of the mrevionsly expressed idea in s 25
verse 23 anpears to be interp lated from Jer. YII 33 AVI 4
1N 7 NIV 201 verses XX¥EE 27 are a variation of V 1
1iling the thousghi tere contained nosE 'lnntely. Verses
' even outdo the »reviously inserted verses 270 giving
TTL annearance as of the intervolatord haa forzotten some=
thing and acci'entally »ut it in here. Verses 16-27 are glos-
nes olainly dependent on Jeremiah IN 15, VI 17, XVITI 6 XIX 8
ANIV 4 7 "which threaten the denortation o the “Zinss and neo-
ale” (1L 1052), I ha-e not ment ome’ certain nther verses
in this section and hove given no specific reasons for their
exz¢litsion from this chanter hecause wiant I have s2id ol some
anplies to theM, They arce verses which are inextrieably !oun?
un with these. which I huve rule? outf already on various other
omnds, I I delete them, I apm alan loun' toa cxelnde the
other anes which I " ~ve purnosely Caildto specify.
In tho rerainder, are to bhe lfound certain half verses

whieh e ptent as insertions, wided for certain reasons by an

un’ovn hand.  Terse 2h dis entirely mmnecessary. ond since it
T2s no correshon ence iy the parallel scetion on_curses clear-
1y mro-es that original it had no pl ce here.” Verse ¢ is

suner{luons mi disturhs tirc secuence. Verse 10 is the work
o an efitordial hand (Of A1 BIX 12)8 Yerse 20h 15 not originel
hiere Thecnuse of the <eremiac \nrd j +bhym Verse o265b is an
insc-tion talzen frov cereriah®  yith these omi=~ions, the se-
rnenee of that whieh rermins flows without interraption vhile
its wnity and logieal enherenee arce sustained throuzh Tter
reading tTis conelusion chapter vith these rerses onitted

it heeones manifest why £ e peonle vere apgitated #¥en they
first heard these threatenineg words,

ll(‘['(‘-l‘(‘." mass on to a consideration ol the oriminal
conmtitution of the ennelndinT ehawter of thre lioliness e¢o e,
Tt o Awell for 2 moment on a theory whieh hos heen »ivanced

n' anplied in the Aisseetion of this ehater by Valetsan Cnl-
Irn and’ Mlko,- In this ehanter they discover three se- - rote
el vwents of developrent, Their contention is th t thre nri"iwnllﬁqﬂgb
<o tontoined in its original dnd priritive Torme rerely those
cuirt ond prraliel poirs of blessings and eurses ot the npening
of' the ehointer. At 2 later tine thaL which we have mractically

redained as oririnnl, after omitting those passacses whieh we
bave Jdeaned insertions, comt's {ro- a sccondary hand ““ho rerely
veorlifies the thonghis cont 'ned in the initinl vseses of the
ctanter. Tiaot whieh we hgve 10Tt out these erities contend
tas added and inseried Ty ? [iterary editor, This is their

_Deory hriefly but not ‘ecisely or thoroushly accyrnteies.

Tev prently redngce tie or minal of this sermon to o lew

?efiei at. the opeding of' ti:xc charte snd it anpears that they
¢ 11w a more or less arhitrary & of' orritting everything
T. Curnill 5%,
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which does parallel or correspond in the opening verses
of tle chapter, In the first place, our kmovledge of
the Deuteronomic writer through his homelétic touches
and elaborations throughout the code warr“s the view that
he was anything but sueh a schematist. It is not likely
that in the final peroration where he would have free scope
to exmress his homiletical faculty timt just here;, ,he would
employ a most curt, concise and trenchant style woh consnic=
uous brevity. If he did not hesitate to nould and elabor-
ate upon and expand the ancient and orzinal legislation
which had for him the sanction of a with such discursive
anplifications, 1s it wrobable thatUin this.final chanter
he vould he content to urge ohedience merely several sen-
tences fitted in an unimpressive slelcton of promises and
threats, It is not in keenring with our knowledge of this
anthor for us to helieve that e wonrld have heen content
with sueh a hollow and uniform series of blessinzs and cur=-
508,

It is rmoreover equally true that while he may have
been glven to difluseness, he was not all as
to his ideas, The code he has edited the
confusion which reipgns supreme in the present miscellaneous
section, 7The system, he must have or ginally Tollowed
vhieh is in such evidence tlough the first part of the “,
acrnuaints us with a man who had a will-ordered mind. There
is o denying that he composed these prrallel blessings
and curses and their arrangenent shorts a well ordered
schene., But ngprely to congest this sermon into these piral-
lcls as the ordginal would he to ma ® him entirely too
schematic, unnaturally formal and would detract Trom the
Teauty and unity which certainly are in eviience as we h:ve
trie” to recomstruect it. Ior after onmitting those editor-
ial intervolations that which remains discloses to us a well
worl-ed out, orderly and masterly sermon and one which is
nost 1like to one which the ampthor of’ the code would and
rust have written. There are sequence a d impressivencss.
}

¥ The final chapter of the lioliness cole has not,escaped
additions or inscrtions. Trere prevails » Bencral consen=-
sus of opinion among the various critics that certain prssages
ai¢ not originally helong to the original composition.

ind whilst they may agree as to the unoriginality of these
sentences, thev are for from anyv agreement as to the anthor-
ship of these internclations. They seem to recognize their
incompatibhility in the general wholc, yvet they are unable to
concur in an opinion as to the anthorshin of this extraneous
raterial. For in=tance, Paentsch Ias 2;!cd that this chap-
ter was originally » produet of 2 stranseldand unlmon nu=-
thor who ¢ ~posed it without any reard to the Coregoing
co’lecetion of laws., Then RE discovE®re? it ard anpenled it
to this law bool: annotating it nd inter-olating it so as

to mae it conform in to the general scheme of the whole.

On the Tasis of this theory, This Liblical critic is cor=-
7elled to assign these inscrtions to the reds tor of the
codes téd him or the same school to which e porscnally
belonged, vho cdited the larbook and whose hand touched up
gliis mermon binding it thereby by these inter-olations to
the 11w corpus.

In the sernion proper (LXVI 3=45) ve canno' fail to
rec ~nize the haml of a later priestly redactor whose lan-
guage and thoughts do not at all sccord with the tone of
the serron s a whole. Verse I is plainly a doublet of
YOrse 7. Tt is manifestly a later inscriion which vhen
1e 'lle 2787




omitted greatly improves the context. Verse 10, atout which
there seems to exist sume doubt, appears to he a piece en=
tirely in accord with the tenor and language of the re-
maindér of this chapter. Notwithstanding its conformity

to the general sp rit of' the sernon, in its present position,
it is certainly out of place a d int rrupts the ao!’ence.
ifovever if 4t 1s transposed so as to he ma’e to To lgw
irmediately on VB 5, it doubtles=1ly would bhetter fit
eontext which it would greatly improve. The suspicion
concerning this verse is entirely dve to fact that it was
risplaced. Verses 24-5 are considered b mo:nt ckitics

as insertionsy There is no doubt that that these verscs
are out of harmony, in fact, interrupt the d%ught of this
chapter. T7There is hovever, a Jisagreement as to whether
this passage is the vor’ of RH off RP. It bears clo-e re-
serhlance to a late passage in IT chronicles (XXXVI 21)
and its tone inclines me to helieve that 1teéf the worl:

the

entirely of the pricestly editor, Tor the definition of the
Sahhath which is presupposed in the ecarlier Worlk is Lere
exnlicitdg and indicates rather the hand of that editor

vho was familiar with the strict observance of the Sabbath.
¥x. 097 is 2 renctition and hence questionabhle. It appears
pocitively redundant and superfluous, adding » thought
which has not only been menti-nod before bhut convevs the
inpression of being more or less an after thought. ''ss 30-44
are conceded to he suspicious by even so conservative a chit-
ic as ‘priver (SEOT). Practically all are of one - in’ that
th's scetion is a later addition and is entirely in@omnsis-
tent with its contents., Verse 130 is eertainly a 1late gloss,
rerinding one of Uz (IV 17 XXIV 22 XXX 10) and takes up
“rvin the thought contained in verse 26,1 irtliernore the
idea herein expressecd contr cts the funda ¢ tal ethieal
nrineiple conveyed in Ezeklal™ apd the kindred writer as

Iy of indiviadgal resnonsibility. Verscs 40-49 are elum-
sily vritten and written in the narr-tive ddress of tc “nd
person whieh is not that of the remeindeg of the co’e.

"A certain aviarardwness in sorme sentences towards the eod-of
thi ebapter sugmest that the originel exhortntion has T-2en
exn ~ded by a latgr writer." (SBOT Driver) Versesn 40-45 are
well worled over. Verse 45 ig a doublet to 42 and 41 is

=t 21l events 2 1loter a’dition”" Verse 47 creatcs the im=
pression of heins a later nsronthetical ad ition., Verse

41b 42f are stongly colored by anachronisms (which joined
onto Tingi amd Patriarchical Nistory arc conflcesedly lat r
clements’ ) The main objeetions to these versee $s the
presuntion that beeause ol the peoples non-ohedience to the
foregoing lav book, the curses bo vividly portrayed will ke
visited upon them and beeause of tlhe ex liecit promise no-
vhere else hnted at, that they will ¢ restored. Sueh
honeful predicetio' s nullily the effect of the exhortat om 3
Tris inplied contradiction may be exnlaine? on the assumﬂ‘nr-‘ﬁ‘“"r
s that the ncople were already experiencing the worst

off the threats and that some other editor a-pended these ver-
ses in order to igspire hope in the henrts of his sufferings
cormmatriots, It stands to reason that same anthor coul? nit
liave vritten te preceding serrnion denouncing the exiles

with -unisbment Tor their disobelience and in the same bhreath
I. ':B (i,-ql'
?+ Daentsch 472,

. IDaentsch, liertholet, !onre, Dillman,
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retract his mmishnent and hol? out to his anfortunate

and miserable c nfreres the expectation »I" a national
recstablishment. Moreover their restoration is contingent on
their conession of guilt and sunposedly change of heart.
*'ov no writer but one reared in and saturated vith the spir-
itual atmosphere of the priestly school could have added
these =zentiments. The emphasis on the Torm of repentence
rather than on the inward penitence clrarly points to him
who has so frequently stresse? these ceremonials of religion.
As we have noWcleared these sermons of this foreign ma-
terial, we have uncovered the originals as mearly as it is
possible to determine, Ve now fac the inmedinte taslc of
examining these two exhortatlons substantially and 1lin-
ruisticallv with the view of ascertaining their relation-
ship. DBefore we enter into this investigation, ho-ever

it would he well that we note the marked individuality of
these sermnons, 'os¢ of the students of thrse products of
liebrew Lores ard Lav have cnlled attention to the proncunced
distinctiveness of these hogletical composisions. They

are hoth striking works of originality. Whilst the ain

and theme of the authors are identical, their nanner of
approach, thegr rethod of pleading is distinguishable and
listinet. T"e diversity of langunage, the rarity of some of
tleir exrressions, the peculiar dietion, and the zreat
variation in their wocabulary as we wat shnll cermonstrate,
vill be apparent. TIn these two serrons after they are strip-
ned of all interrolations and additions, with the elimination
of 21l disturbing elements and all incongruous material,
their indiviuality is brought to the fore nost prominently
by their diction., D employs 141 words or roots and Il 156
exmressions. The many repetitions are counted only once

ffor the emmerations mean that there are in these chapters
that many different words or roots of these, only 47 vords
cre corvion to hoth sermops. This wouls he a comparatively
large nunmber were it not for the fact that these corres-
pondences are the 1est cormon words used in tle lanpuage,

and are nostly used in different connections.
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In this Hiﬁﬁhﬁhere are a few words which ve have omitted in
order hereeowly Eaginﬁicat those words vhich are coron to
both sermons to note those vhieh are cormon in
hoth codes, It is evident after o glance over this enmur=
cration that very few of these vords have any synonyms

in Vebrew and as such constitute the basie vocalulary of

the language. It s manifest, too, that no author conld do
without these expression, so necessary are they in all cor-
nocitions, These vords are used so repeated in the nRible,
that according to Drown, Irig s afd river Lexicon, #hed
very few of the passages in which they are employed are cited.
These ords whieh we have liste@ as corrron to hoth serrons,
are cormon and ordinary wvords in tke lanrmage. 'Yhat hovever

is of rore ajgnﬁiiggnce for the point we wish to ma*e is that
0 f D28y + NS, (RH) Fccine Bama, prasaun. 13727 MY . 3 Rlas recine - Psi%,,




many of' these words are used in different contexts, As an in-
stance in point of what we aim to indicate 1s in the use of

the expressions which we have conveniently 1ljsted ugder the
vords M»edand HPWw, These two words are in two dif-
ferent phrases in both codes. In D, these two words are com=-
bined as infinitives into a chiduse Y»*> mievbyhich are easily
recognized as peeuliar to this code. On the other hand Ii

joins them as finite verbs into the expresssiom» v Meenyhich
stan’s as distinctive of the Holiness Redactor. Or again

the —ords a"iland 79 are mostlypcombined in D's sermon and
repeated more than fomr times in s chapter, sipgnifying

the offspring of cattle, In H, these words, are never combined,
“ruit is here taken to mean literally as that which the tree
yields (vs.4) and ®?Waxas the domestic cattle which rould be
Cestroyed by the wild beasts turned loose by God (vs.22).
These examples suflfice to illustrate what we have attempted

to point out that these words which are listed as cormon to
both codes are really used in each code in a differernt con=-
neetion, There is accordingly no reason to assume from the
fact that because ahout one Tourt!h of the vords which we ha
enumerated is cormon to both codes, there is a Sai#e proof %

dependences
Morecover, it may not he nor untimely to il-
Instirate with a few nore of these comron words that the vast

majority of them are used differently in each code. The word
yoxr is used in the Hal in D in connection with the ingath-
ering of the harvest (38) while in I, in the Hiphil forration,
to descerifed t''e asserbling of the oia 'p‘g nd the breast-
vorim of the eity. In D, 5.?(1,15?5 s @ voice of a mov-
inz lear™ [§X)In D 77describes the mannér in vhich the enery
will take the offensive (7-25) and the way the Israclites
will he routed, while in Il it really delineates picturesquely
the desolation of the roads with their abhsence of children
and cattle (22), In D V¥¥®is used as an adjective while 0
employs it in the Torm of a verb na¢weiT, These citations
contrasting their 7ifferent usages, are taken at random from
the compilation abpve, in order tec estahlish the point that
though listed:mg the same stem, are however employed in
different ¢-nncetions. Therefore, rather than nrove any Jepen-
‘ence, these different us-s ¢éend to in’icate the indenen’ence
n® each serwon,

The 1ist which is given above does not contain all the
words which are common to hoth chanters. Those words vw' ich we
I ‘ve rescryt? from the Borecoing emmeration, are not the com-
non o ed@ in the language but are to be termed the rare and
infrequent ones, They are unusual vords in the 0.7. and are
cermon only to t'ese two ch'pters, The fact t at, beinz wn-
usuanl in-the’fible, they are repcated ir both of these chip=-
ters has led some to conclude tlhat some conscious relation-
ship exists between these two exhortations to acconnt for them.
Lut such an inference is dntenable because in the first nlace,
these expressions while common to bhoth of these ser ons, are
not such as to be classed as conspicuous by virtue of their
nher nor ontstandinz by yirtue of the fact that they are
interlinked with the destrigtive and peculiar style of the
sditers. These words, which we have so styled them as rare,
nuriber not more than a halfl a dozen. Then too, these words
arc used hykonce in these two chapters, proving that that they
were not bhound up with the oxhortatiwm and parenctic style
ol e thler author, If we ewwea assume that one editor hrd been
influenced by the other, he would not have becen more inmpress=-

7 hy these scarce cxpressions than by the oft-repeated and
distinctive nhrases of which he maintained a signilficant si-
lence.

These word el

;1‘“_:3?\(:;:03'1'%"4 penms, Svi2 40 qau

“he expression nnvp ronuvwhich only amears in these two chap-

ters is difricult to explain. If some potable charpeteristics
of D had appeared in Il,pn theory of their re ntgunsf-fp il,ltf't‘



be plausible, But as it is, those distinectly ) vords and phrases
ave absent in H. It avpears accordingly all the 'ore untenable
to hold to a theory of depcndence on the basis of just this
similarity, These discases (22) aieQlouped together in D
(LNVIII 22) but are also immedintely Tolloved by other syn-
onyms, or words of simil-r peanings. If they had stood alone
an? stood out in this scction, it might have Teen possible to
infer from that fact that i vas influenced by L. DBat appear-
ine as thev do in,cohjunction with other vords eqyfally as im-
wortant and escraptive of th arses, it seems more reas-
onahle to explain this »-ralle hat thseetwo words must have
“ormed o stocl: phrgse vhich were repeated by aclh other without
any lmovledge of other. “

“he sape applies to the apparent similarity in o ZXVIII
2% and H XOVI 19, It willbe noted if closely exanined that
these two sentences differ som what., [ uses the ordinary
vord 2P¢NAyhile H uses the poetdke {rmationdV¥na, These
minor dissimilarity, hovever is also accentnated by the Jevia=-
tion in the two exhortations, In D, "thy ileavens will be
bronze, thy earth, iron. Uhile H speaks of the leavens as
iron and the earth as bronve. |ven with these small differ-
ences, we cannot get away Trom the impression that this marled
similarity is striking especially since this thought is no-
vheres similarly expressed in the ©.T. In the light, hov-
~er, of the entire paragraph in D ~here it is also mentioned
thot the licavens shall rain dudt: it is stranre and unexplain-
Tle that if I had drawn on D, 3
he did not also repeat the succeding versc. "A literarg con-
Tition of dependence inferred frorm these parallels is not a t
111 tenable"l Tor it is evident that if he la’ borrowed this
thousht frorm I there is 1o rcason why he should not have also
repeater the following one. MNoreover the minor varintions
rater nroint to the employrent of a ropular saying which was on
tre lips of everyhody about the time when these serrons were
crrpesed,

In the voenbulary off 140 words, U uses 74 which do
not recur in i, OF these vwords, it will he roted irmcdi:tely
t'at they coprise mary ex ressions which are characeeristic
o' this vwriter. Il has a larger diction, 16, of which over
105 d not reappear in the earlier sermon. 7%he vwords which U
uses requently that do not reappear in II, we shall note herc.
it is tvese ords which best reflect the spirit and norsomality
of the anthor, vwhich would have shown themselves in any worl:
that that wvas in any way dependent on them for its thought
or language, .ven if the author had wvanted tu, he conld not
tave aveided these v rds entirely and deliferately, as he did,
Therefore in this list it is that we Tind »roof for or con-
tention that I was not farilinr with I,
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Lefore we cnter intc an onalysis of the foregoing Jist, it

may he in place here that we enmumerate the vords and expressions
which 1 employs that do not appear in the earlier sermon.

Bw lictine them here, we can the hetter comparc bhoth and male
o deductions, They are:-
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Qn vords after which is placed a rlus sign, are not ound
nrain in the 9., o and those aftoer which a pultiplication sign

re not fonnd azain in penteteuch,)

. snrvey of these two 1l4sts of woPlr’s peculia* to eac! ghapter
will impress one by the marked individuality of the two ser=-
monizers, The Trenqnency of certaidk distinctive words and
certain peculiar turns ¥ expressions peculiarly wvorded and s
nhrased in eaeh rather points to cach other's ignorance of tle
other. If ‘e note carefully the compilation, and Tor the rdment
leave ont of consideration of those exwressions in the list
which are only nsed onee, it will he noticeable that those
words whieh are used several times (the muber alter the “oris
indicate the times whieh they appear) are entirely ignored in
the other respective code. It certainly stands o reason that
no authorgcoulsd have relied on the vorl: of another and at the
sanme timté betrayed this dependence hy reprating at 1oast some

o? those words which are recur several timcs and which wa VY%
Tonld term as typie~l of the amthor. As it is, thle repcstitions
in hoth sermons are wholly confined to these cxpressions what
kEtkxxeExans few therc are, vwhich are hut once in the o*h r
sermon, That socalled characteristic dictioy which &s tfpical of
the other writer is conspicuously absent in the opposite's
composition. llovever strildng the reappearance off an un-
unsual phrase here a'« there may be, the impression of inde-
pendence derived (rom Peeld (he marked absence of the typiecal
diction of' each author in the world of te other cannot he
overcote, And the onl- conclusdon which scers possible from
o study of this ‘anguage is that lI ZXXVI was entirely unaware
of" the other, U AXVIII. b



“renver additional proof is Turnished, degpite these occa=
sional linguistic pargllels, that I was ungamiliar with D is
in the sceringly “eliferate use of certain synonyms. It scems
certain that no author could have talen the tine or trouble
-urposely to conceal his trac s by using one word while the

iworl: on whieh he was supposed to rely, was employln nother
pupression, which to all intents and purposes ¢ the
same 1eaning and yet throughont maintain this deliperate ig-
norance and concealment ~ithout somctime betraying it. It
avpears rather than explain sue a phenomenon by such a Torced
cxplanation, that it would he rore in ‘he keeping with common
vense to aintain that this dirferent use of sznonyms is th
be accounted for on the sounder theory that théy were hoth

in ignorance of each other., lMoreover, equally as potent and
significant is the noticeable fact that while an occadional
and divergent use of a few synonyns would he ongy accidental,
the numerous 1list which is herewith appended demonstrates

thie preponderance of our conclusion that ! was in total ig-
sorance of D. Yo other inference is possible Trom such o
~reat cmmeration s this:=-
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In this compilation, 4t is to be furter noted that in hoth
Ian? D, a mmuher o these vords are used over and over amain
ut are ignored in the other sermon and instead a substitute
vord is employed. LUor instance, s ch cxure sions asypex ™9, "aw s,

W 4+ pbo v reenr agidn an? again in O's final exhértatien
tut ard never fourrl inll and if the 1tter hacd been even re-
untely cognizant of this serion, he gould not avoided the use
0" smme of them for their repetition camnld not heln but nalke
son¢ sort of an impression on him. Therefore their very ab=-
scnee fron Il leaves no other alternative hut thai he was un-
aware o this rork. '

« orcover additional veipght is addel t our conlention ol thbe

their inlependence, hy a comparison 8f the peculiar and charac-
. teristic turns of exnressions and socalled scg phrases ol ench
chn.%cr. These exnirensions are pecnliar to, articular chanters

1%ehtirely ignored in the ¢ rrespondin: one. More than the
nse orr non=use of certain vords is the indepenidence of these

enerate anthors whieh is illustrated, Vhen ¢ author is houmd
to one set and 1odesof exjression and repeats over and over
tmadin and the other is so wedded to another serics ansd-menner

of expressions, hoth distinet and no ercssing, it is only
‘evident that there no attestations ol dependence.




in ', f'or instance, this mode of construction appears:- 117X
i7a, 1853 =y, 47IAx Y TMes 1y
i, on the other hand, uses these types of phrases:

pape 1 T

1 yavb '3 ‘““'f*‘ .
-l""" [ bra e !
ER N1
an -1y OXx (
‘areover 1l has great fondness for construet clauses as:
poby nO® wdrs |W4, mnb awn a2 oPd, 29N NDIR 1
"he point of view of each author is quite distinct. Vhile
hoth address the people at large, the nation as it was then in
existence, they wrote Crom different standpoints. D is writien
in the sccond,person singylar while God is smoken of in the
t. i pcrsonfl&aﬂy thé other hanﬂlis written in the second
person plural, and 1 is the specaker. In the former, loscs
is presupposed as the spealzer vhile in the Iatter, God is ad-
dressing the Israclites with the "Jivine I, peremporily pro-
claiming this exhortation.
cust as in the use of language, so in the ideas and their
presentation are certain correspondences and rata” le diver-
=enees, In Pact, the variations in the frameworlk and thoughts
e 1ore patent than even in their expressions, An outline
of their contents ~ill rore elcarly reveal thosc marked dif-
fferences hetween these two sermons, the dissimilarities in the
nethod of forrulation and the striking div rsity of aims of the
two authors. A »lan of these hortatory conclusions will dis-
close the marlked and distinetive individuality of each author.
I 29 in otitline with the omission @f later gdditions is di-
vided in two parts, grouped unde ocalled visions of bless-
inzs n@! curses» The Cirst section unfolds the hlessings
“7iegh *i11 result from ohediénce to the voice of Sod. i.c.
The »eople will he blessed above n11 nations, in all
nnertalzings
1, in city and fielq,
2, in nrodnction and population and cattle=-raisine.
3. in agriculturc.
“noeifically, God will bless his people with Pros ority.
70 will bring defeat on Israel's enemies.
ipeeitically, lie will give him victory in battle
Fod will estahlish Israel as a holy reople to
Himsell and mal:e them numerous and give them
plenty ,in cattle and land nroduection.
Dy giving themn rain in proper scasons.
Apeecilfically~ that they might have plenty to lend and no need
to horrovw.
Thus he shall give ther suncriority over all
peoples and and they shall be ahove everyonc.
‘he second section largely parallelling the above, disdloses
the enrses whieh will overtale the people if they do not
hearien ta the voice of God.
The first paragraph of this sccond section i+ exactly =mkhk
antithetical of the openinz subdivision of the liirst emnloy-
ing the ildentical ex'ressions with the excertion of merely
substitnting the word "cursed” for "hlessed.”
Then follovs n fuller and ' ore complete description
ol the cursecs,
God will send all kinris of “isturbances on their
labor and a pestilence until it destroys them.
God will pursue them with plagues, blizhts and
droughts until He annihilates ther.

The Heavens will refuse rain bringing such a
long spell of &ryness that they will be de-
stroyed.




God wi’l Dbring defeat to them.

The sced they nlant the locust will devour.
The olive proves add vineyards will not yield
them angt for works will eat them and olives will
drop off though plentirul.
All fruit trees and farm nroducts will he inherit-
ed by the insect.
The stranger will be superior to them and they shall
he inferior Tecause they hartdl to borrow and had nothing
to lend until they be destroyed.
They shall he as an exanple for others.
In a2 series of curses, their conditions all brought on by their
7isohedience will reduce them to destruction.
1. Various visitations and a pestilence will destroy
theni.
2, Udvers disease, drought and blight cause their
death.
3. Unending aRidity will encompass their destruction.
4. !ilitary defeat will be administered to them.
5« Inarvest failure will deal them destruction.
3. Slavery and poverty will pursue them until deatb.
This ehain of calamities or curses wi'l follow in the wake
of' disohe 'icnce each potent enough and each conducive to their
amihilation, .
Like the concluding sermon of U, the fénal chapter of Il too is
<ivided in to two —encral divisions. The Tirst scction con=-
tains the various bhlessings which acerue to the people if they
wallk in God's laws and hearlken to his precepts.
11'e agricultural and vinicultiral yield will be so
nlentiful that meh will be left from the old »roduction
alfter the new harvest is in,
The plenty will amply satisfy their nceds.
God w give ther necace and security.
Peace from (1) the wild animnls
(2) the mword thru victory.
fiod will lool: upon them favorahly and not abhor them and
(1) maxe them mmerious and Cruitful.
(2) establish his covenant and his pres-
ence with them.
(3) establish his sanctuary in thein ridst.
God will he their God and they shall he liis people."
Goc vho frecd them from Egypt will breal their yolie of the
alien tyranny and lead them erectly.
The sccopd spction s¢gmilar to the corresponding sermon in 1) is
ruch voﬂgfbnt and more detailed than in the first part and is
talen up with the wvarious ﬂﬂverse conlitions which will follovw
in event of a revulsion to Zod's law,
if fhey rejoet @od's law then,
1) lie will visit upon them various
diseases and wealen them
(2) They shall plant and sov in vain
(3) For the encnmy will devour it fpre-
sumably because they will be too
impotent to withstand then.)
(4) Then the enery will defeat them
and subdue then and pursue them.
I they persist in their disobedience, then sevcnfold ore
unisiment will be meted out th them.
(1) He shall destroy thqt which through

their labors, they take nride in.
§2) By bringing upon tho carth a blasting
drourht.

(3) Further efforts will be wosted he-
cause the carth shall not he abhle to
yield its production.
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ir t.hm-‘?gt act perversely then still sevenfold more punish-
+ent will he meted out then.
(1) Then Sod will releasc the wild beasts amainst them
who (a) shall rob them of their children
() shall Kill their cattle, thus,
(I) decimatin~ then
(II) ralkinz desolate their roads.
if 2espite these adversities, thev persist in their perverse-
ness, then sevenfold more punishment will befall them.
(1) Then God will send a awnst them the avenging
sword
(?) And they shall gather in the cities and
(1) disease will breal: out and compel their
urrenler
(2) and scarcity of food will leaee little
to satisly then.
I they still persist in their perversity then God will go with
then perversely and seven Told punisiment vwill he rmeted out to
the::,
(1) And because of hunger they shall eat their own
chiliren.
(?) And God will destroy their cities and derélish
their sanctuaries.
(3) And God will scatter them and _the sword shall still
mursue them, frishtoning th that slightest
noise will mal ~ them tn shudder.
(1) They shalldisappear arong ble nations, in the
1and of" their emenies.
"efore enterins into a comparison of the contents of these
tvo sermons it is of interest to note the relationship of thesc
hasiec plans or methods of Cormhilations. !xecentfor the two
~eneral divisions, rade n the hasis of hlessints an’ eurses,
little clsc of sfmilarity in these frames is apparent. oOF
course as ‘e have alrealdy noticed the second scctions of hoth
ser-ons are more lengthy and detailed than the first parts of
te hlessing in both chapters. DBut this ohservation is trace-
*1le tofthe frame of mind of the nmthor at the time or the
comditions which prevailed ahont him. They seen to realize
that fear of the consequences of their disohedience will he a
~ore potent deterr nt bhan the blandishments of° the nromises
‘orr the ohservance of the divine decrees, r the sad nlight
in w'ish the people found themselwes were overdrawn in the
second sectinn, as an object lesson resulting from t'eir non-
abservance of the laws of God.
Aside from thos  reserblances in the matters of form=
ul tion, no other lileness hetween outlincs is present, 0=
talle dir'ferences hovever, are in evi“ence. In the first place,
not'ing correspondinz to the strongz and impressive exclamations
at the oapeninz in each section of D 28 offTers itself in the .
fina apter of 11 26, There is no denying that sueh hudetlirer
and m ~ sentences callght the ear of the aunditors and
held them spell=bound. The hortatory serrmon in D represents
as the ahove worked ont outline in'ieates » series of paral=-
181 pictures, wither deseribing the han-iness o' couses for hap-
miness vwhieh will aceruc to the peonle if they heedfTod's 1aw
or nisery which will ensue if they turn a deaf car to “od's
cdecrees, These descriptions are presented in a scories of nie-
tures vhich in the case of eac curse, will ultimately lead
to total destrnection. In 1, the ontlinel! is totally ~ifferemt.
llere the Dhlessings are developed. This horever is not sc pro-
nounced as in the section detailing the threats. In this vart
of" the sermon a nrogpegsion of curses eacl severer than the
mreceding, each exhi%‘? a groving eeverity and rigour
atvarecing in consequences Bf the continned stubhornness of the
neople to obey Gode This sermon compr a propgression of
rictures each rore harsh and austere in proportion to the
neoprles perversity. In the matter of outline therefore there
3 _mercseriblance, Pach is worled ina different plan, each plan
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a reflection of theorigin:lity of its author. The disposition
is different Dt. 28 has an antithetic series of blessings and
curses to which there is no counterpart in Ii. Lev 28 is
clinactic (14417, 18-20,21f etc.)

In the matter 6 contents, the differences are no less stri-
ing., T"e blessings which U holds up to the people are pros-

p rity victory and eminence and superiority. Those which H
danrles helore the eyes of his apdlence are plenty, peace

pnd the divine presence. Thes it is noticeable that the only
reserhlances in the two opening sections of the two sermons,
are the prosperity and vidclory vhich ! pronises as a reward for
fulfillment of the law and plenty and peace which H guarantees
as o reconpence for obedience, In the case of prosperity
vhieh U predicates, is quite a different thing.frop that plen-
ty which I holds up., The prorise is a blessiﬁ!’ 1 their la=-
hors vhether in ecity or ficld, in population, farring and cat-
tle raising, in haslet or knead-trovgh, will be crovned vith
realiz&sation of their hopes. In 1, their expectations will

Le more than anply fulfilled. Such sulfieiency will be rore
tlinn satisfaction of their wants amd needs. In !'y the bhless-
ings will rest upon municipal as well as agricultural and pas-
toral, vhile that which I! fancied was wholly agricultural.
Corcover the abundance wh'ich ! promised will so emrich the na=-
tion, that they will be so independent that it will be a lend-
ing an® not a borrowing nation. In Il on the other hand, the
plenty will be for their own satisfaction not to be converted
into dollars or cents but to arply satisfy their appetites,

and give them a sensc of physical sccurity. In the next point
when one would expect a slight reserblance, on a closed inves-
tizetion, it will be revealed that here too, 2 distinct diver-
gence is in evidence. D promiscs th'e nation o victory. The
enemies which shall start any n ggressive offensive agninst
Israel will core out against ther, in an orderly fashion and
will be routed and will Tlee in all directions., Victoery pure
and sinple is promised, H holds before the: peace, neace fCrom
the wild heasts and from the eneiies who shall fall by the
svord, D furthernore promiscs his nation econoric independence
and a position arong and above the nations. H, on the other
band holds bef re them the hanpiness which will aboun? as a re-
siult of the reestablistment of the sanctuary a»d resi‘ence of
“od in their -idst. In this there is an a'ditional &if-
ference. 0O's pride is centered in the natienal grandeur and
preerinence of his people, for they shall "e ahove all the
nations and'at the head and not the tail% H's interest seens
in the religious wellbheing of his people vwhose reward [or their
ohservance shall consist in having Sod's sanctunary and his
shelinah to abide among them. As a result, he shall breal their
Torcipgn yole and as freed-ren they shall walk upgright and no
longer hoved down under the yoke of oppression, the bless-
ing sections there existd no signs of any dependence. In the
sccliions on curses there are many dilfercnces but a few corre-=-
nondences which we have already discussed. DI theeatens them wib
discase, pestilence #rought, “*cfeat,blight n” erop failures,
slavery and poverty if they do not heed Gol's wdice., 11 threat-
ens them with defeat resulting Trom impotence thru disease

nd all their 1labors shall fall to the eneny, destruction

0 thedir Jabors throush dronght, “estruction of their cattle
and ehildren with wild heasts, reduction through the swvord,
Testruction through deportation. As has heen pointed out
rreviously, each curse which !! descrifes will lcad to destruct-
ion., Iaeh punishment, Which 1l delineates is milder than the
foliowing one, and only the last will brins about total des-
truection, The general viewpoints of the two sernons hovever
are istinet. Disobedience in D will be visited by a curse,
reducing irmediately to destrunction. Disehedicnce in U will

Ye vigited "y a chastisement ( 707), (the word curse is necver
erployed), alvays ea rying vwith it the idea of lorgiveness.

In @ the curse is windictive, In Il it is disciplinal. This
l:tter is brought out as the more severe punishtments are in-



voled as the people heocorie 1ore perverse, In Ui, this idea
of %oll's recanting is not present, For their failure to
liced God's v ice, 2]l these curses will overtake them.
Sreeirieally hovever, there are differences. In D, disease and
nestilence will lead to death, In Il disease will reduce them to
i potence so that, that which they raise will fall to thedir
focs in consequence of their defeat. Drouzht will starve ther
to death according to the curse of ), In H on the other hand,
their Iabors will be spent in vain for 4he dryness will pre-
vent, the yleld of tree and ground. In U, the enemies will rout
therr causing thes Lo flee in an disorderly manner. In I, the
averzing sword of the covenant will herd ther in the citics
vhere famine and discase shall so wealen them heleagured
that they shall surrender to the enemy. "The God of the an-
thor ir this passage is the offended God of the covenant for
just as yon break covenant so I shall tale vengeance on
you, DPs. XVIII 26f" (Daentsch).
iIn D, through failures, the people will be so impoeverished
that they will become extinct. In H, their cities will bhe
destroyed, and sanctuary demolished anl they shall be scattered
aneng the nations only in course of time to disappear. It is
interesting in this conncetion to noie that theldeseription
o7 the crop failures nllows the of that characteristic qreupsf
T exvressionsing 30 137, with notlhing corresponding to it in 1.
Aeide from these notahle differences, I spealks of the curses
of *1light, slavery, national poverty and national inferiority
vithout any parallel punishment in II. Vhile the lioliness code
Jecerihes the penalty which shall he inflicted thrun wil® an-
imals which is omitted in the previous sernon. In thode crrres-
rondences woreover, the entire presenrtation is at variance as
ti»se deseriptions akove noted, conclusively reveal. In i,
Israel shall he defeated by God who will assist ir makine the
defeat a routs 'n II, 7y the disease which God shall sen? Is-
racl will be so weakened that that they shall he @efeated at
the hands of their cnemy who shall take possession of their
crops. Then again, they shall be compelled to surrender tec the
cneny heeagse of a famine and pestilenece which Sod will send
in their : idst when they are asscimbled in their cities. Then
amain, the Jrought will, in D, be so @mpressive that they will
he degtroyed., Vgile in H, tre drooght will " las€ bhat in which
they set their hopes and destroy that Tor which ther la-
Lored and to whieh they looked forward to. These instances
need not be multiplied to sho that the viewpoints o the au-
thiors are distincty’and that albeit there are tws minor cor-
respomdences, the differences are gq,overvhelring that is seems
siretehing the jmportances of thesellinguistic parallels to
contend that on hasés of them the to sermons are depenlent.
"¢ many and great differences can he exnlained only in the
light of the theory o indencncence.

Before concluding this discussion, there yet remains
an investization into the figures of speech which these ser-
rmons use and a ¢ rmarison of them. These Jifferent mebaphors
vhich are employed will only add a’ditiomal proof to our
contention that the authors of these tw sernons were entire-
v ignorant. of each tther.

i :2§E fipurative language of U in this ehanter is as TollowsY
bosg )

s blessings and curses usingz together with them the
expressions "overtalke" or "corrand" vs 2,45,15,8,
(2) Blessed be thou in thy baskets ard Imeadinec-troughs. 5,17
(2) The enemy shall xo out against thee in one way and flece
in seven, 7,25,
) G.d shall open his good treasures, the ilcavens. 17
) “hey shall be as a head and not as a tail., 13.
i) “estilence shall eleave unto thee. 21,
) ‘eavens shall be breonze and carth iron. 22
) TLord shall give Aust as »ain of the carth, dust from =2
.

lleavens, 24, . : o el -
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we Pimurative cxpressions which ii employs are as Fpnllows:

) Sword shall not pass through land vs. 6

) chall turn my Tace toward thee. 9.

1) 9hall wallk with thee. 12,

1) Shall breal the yole and I shall lead thee ercetly 13.

=) 'a-e your lleavens as iron and carth as bronze 19,

3) If ye walk with me contrarily

) "onqunce o covenant, avenging sword 25.

) "en q“all Take their bread in one oven and measure it out 2§
) “he noise of a moving leaf will pursue you 235,

ith the cxception of one fipure, thepee is o si ilarity in
these retaphors, This resemblance has bheen explained ahove,
1t ras Yeen shown that it is more likely that this near sim-
ilarity is due teo something else than Jdependence.

This lacl of dependence is proven by the great diversity.

e different description of the defeat at the hand of the en-
eny, the metarherienl deseristion of the enemy as the sword,
the Tifferent descrintion of the drought all nrove the maried
individuality and distinet originality of these sermons. If
ve were to nssume that ' was dependent om D, it is next to
impossible to explain these great 4ifTe reﬂces. P'or ir he
Larpg-ed ons figure of speech, the aquestion naturally arises

\ stonped there. Why did he go to U fTor one simile a~d

oriﬁinnte these other figures f speech. It is clear that their
ninis 4id not lack in that imagination and fancy that in o de-
serintion of a drought !f repeated a simile which D had already
emmloyed. To swi up then, neither phraseoligieally™ nor sub-
~tantinlly, does l's sermon show any signs o” dencnience.

Lot both display an independence and orizginality manilested

in - I:ing up the same themewhich expose o evi'ences of re-
liance, Though D XXVIIT and Lev. XXVI have some resemhlances
and then not én its general tenor as in particular tukns of
tThou-ht and expression. "Iut these coincifences are not

suech a nature as to inply literary dependence. The .ota]
%ﬂﬂ?@ ssion is distinely one of originality on hoth sides

T)a
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Chapter vn'.

Laws bearing on Personal and Family Ralptions.

Sn this chapter is our purpose to determine the relationship
of these codes an examination of thsmlaws which bear upon
the personal and family life. Up until the present, our task
has been concerned more or less with the formulary aspects of
the codes and our conclusion has therefore been e less gen-
eral except in the previous chapter. Save for t ry inte
the parenetic concluding chapters of the lawbooks the fore=-
goingz section; the preceding discussionsand investigatiomsre-
lated to a study of the gencral features of the g¢wo codes. Ve
shall noWattempt to ascertain the sort of relationship that ob=
tains by an examination of the laws themselves.

In this comparative study of ‘the legal material lpl'i“)_-ra two
lawbooks, therefore, in order to simplify the task, it nec=
essary to classify the laws of each code so as the better to col=
pare and examine them in detail. The entire legislatiwe material
of the two codes will be grouped under the follodking 4 ral
headings, f£1) Laws bearing on persons and Families, 52) Laws
aiming at Humanity and Justige. (3) Laws designed to pro-ote
Cleanliness and prevent Abominations. (4) Sacred Laws dealing
with (a) Times. (b) Sacred Persons. (c) Sacred Places. (d) Sa-
cred things. Py
It is hardly necessary to state that many, laws will be forced un-

y

der s of these headings when according to their contents they
could b stretch of the imagination be included under these
general subjects. Our task is however not to clacsify the laws
but to group them in some system so that they may he discussed
with seme facility and in some scheme. These topics thercfore
will furnish the subjects for the subsequent four ch:pters as

well as suggests the contents of the discussions.

In this irmediate section, the subject which will ..-M"l
ccupy ouf attention mest will be a study and a comparisén: and an-
alysis of the laws of the two codes which pertain to personal and
Family affairs. In the laws under this title, we have ranged them
together approximately into seventeen subtopics. To demonstrate
the completeness and fullness of the D legislation, it is only
necessary to notice that this code has fourteen laws regulating
the personal and family concerns of ‘the comunity, that is in-
cluded under 14 sub-headings while H contains rcrely tem ~eneral
ones, Moreover there are but 6 laws cormon to both codes deak-
ing with and concerned with somewhat similar subject matter.
The following synopsis will demonstrate this fact:-
1., Reverence for parents, D H XIX 1-3a, 32d.
2, Undutifulness D XXI 18-21 H XX 9,

3. Marriace restrictions XXII 30 H XVIII 6-18, XXI 7-13
H XX 11,14,17,19,21.

4. Levifkate Marriage XXV 5-10

5., Female Captive XX1I 10-14

6. Divorce XXIV 1-4.

XXTI 22-27 H XVITII 21 XX 10,

7. Adultery
XXII 28 H XIX 20-22 (P)

8. Seduction

PO OO0 O0OD pDUouooooo o

9. Slander XXII 13-21
10. Unnatural lusts XXIIX 18b (N XVIIX Mq,22
(8 AX 18,15,

11, Prostitution XXIII 18 H XIX 29 XX 190,

12, Indecent assault XXV 11

13. Dress of sexes XXV B

14, Battlements of louses XXII 8

15. B3¥ind and Deaf XIX 14

16. Gleanings { XXIIT 24 {B XIX 9-10 XXIII 22
XXIV 19-22

17, Unlawful mixtures D XXII 9-11 I XIX 19b.

One hardly needs to be told that the hand of the D editor is in
greater evidence in first eight or nine chapters of the D codex
(12-20) than 1in the of the miscellaneous laws (21-25). In
fact, this striking disparity between these two sections of this
code has not passed unnoticed and has led some
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critiosl to the theory that the second section represents a la-
ter insertion in the body of the code. Be that as it may,the fact
remains, that the spirit and language of D editor are more in prom-
inence in first part than in the miscellaneouns section and it
therefore follovws that in the first part, one should the bctter
look for the distinctive aim, fhoughts add phraseclogy of the
Deuteronomic writer., The spirit, the purpose and motifcare best
to be had in the frequently repeated D expressions of the D code
which mainly occur in the °ﬂ..“" section, than in the laws which
vere taken over bodily with change and embodied in the law-
book. In short, that %hich is most distinctively D is to be found
in opening chapters of the code, On the other hand, the legisla-

tion in that motley collection of laws Which thout ary or-
derly syster, may wvell have been appropriated, another source
Lt

or other sources by edtihgr D

The sighifiecant thing is that trese laws are not distinctly amié
specific D laws, That is, he did not origlmteoﬁ@he nor did he
with some few exceptions alter their compositidii,”” Therefore the
point which we wish to register here is this, that in the class-
irieation which we—haxe given ahove, it is to be observed that the
parallels, that is, the law®,which pcntain somewhat identigal -~
jcct matter are lavs which on the_part of D are to be fou :f this
miscellaneous gection. In other words, there is mot¥law in H
under this head which is parallelled in that socalled distinctly
and characteristic D section of 12-20, That is to say, as far

as the laws falling under this title are concerned, it is to be
ohserved that that section which is most permeated with D spir-

it and tone has no substantial correspondences in H. It is ny
opinion therefore which we shall verify as we proceed, that the
corresponding laws of D and H are to be ascrijed not to dependence
of one on the other but to the use of some common sources. With
this view in mind let us now.enter into a discussion of the legal
parallels. :

Under the above synopses, the first tople which is
treated by both codes, stylel parallels is comprised under the
heading of unddtifulness, D XXI 18-21 and H XX 9, Thé&s D passage
we recognize as forming -ﬁ original part of the Josiah code.
Heretofore we have proven that th#se laws (XXI-XXV) which com-
prise the miscellaneous section of the code formed to a large
extent an original element of this lawhook., We shall therefore
here assume as proven that these laws as a whole and not without
exceptions were original, This passage XXI 18-21 with the ex-
ception of vw. 20b is entirely original. This half ¥erse adds
nothing to the text, and is oug of harmony with its contents,
and gives the impression of Being tacked on to the sentence.
Moreover, this half sentence~ is in imitaticn of Pro¥. XXIII 21
and in all probabllity was taken over from this latter pnqsage%o-"’"‘-
and appended originally as a gloss to vs. 20a,

ere is no:reason why thelaw of undutifulness in
D should not be,original.
The law touching upon similar subject-matter in the
Holiness code is one from the parenetic writerof chapter XX 0O,
It is clear as we have pointed out in e previous connection
that this chapter to which this sentence helongs is unmistakablyaw

aad amplification and elaboration by the Hpliness redactir.
The editor is far more intent the law.s
than interested. in repeating it. It is a proven fact that the

editor practically repeats an older law and all, for the sake of
emphasias, While ofithis lawXX 9 we have not the original copy
we can to a certain extent determine what constituted this or-
iginal. The original law which was borrowed and expanded by the
editor is contained in the first half of the verse3 exclusive of
1. Bakiko, .

2. Bentholet DL. PP 67.

3. It is obvious that the word “D is added by the editor.
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the penalty 9a. The law of D as"orlginnlly %t stood, therefore
deals with a son who is refractory disobedient and recalcitrant,
and who persists in his disobedience even after he has been chas-
tised for it. The parents who must bring him to cours must
licly say to the elders that this their son, is incorrigible.
Then the citizens stone him to death that they "might uproot the
evil from their ridst and all Israel shall hear and fear.® The
law of H originally read "any man who shall curse his father and
mother"” to which RH added, "he shall surely die, his father and
mother he cursed, his blood shall he on him.” The first thing
which strikes one oncreading these laws is that they both are in
different formulation. The law in D is framed in the style of
a judgment, (designated so by Briggs, Higher criticism pp 244-87
also cited in CH. DH., 501-2-3) of the socalled earlier form,.
The one in N is in the formmlation of a later form. It
is at once noticeable that there ia not the slightes¢ similarity
in the forrulation of these two laws.

There is a slight linguistic resemblance between theds
There are four words commbn to bot! passages, 1.c. w's ,ex,)'3n,6 M8,
which are however used in strikingly different connections.
The expression: Y% 'R is a typical opening clause of Holiness
Code and B here uses the phrase pg)’ M0 which appears frequently
in H XX, These two expressions are never used in D, So while
these words in their simple forms may he found in both, the pe-
culiar modes of expressions are peculiar only to one. The expres=-
sion |n%) V'3 R is common to both of these laws. Hovever in oth-
er lawg passages of H when the occasion for thic expression arises
the word mother precedes the word father. (H XIX 9, XXI 2),
llovever this is the only correspéndence between these laws in mas
ter of language and is noteworthy because H elsewhere reverses
this expression. There are striking differences however. “The
The expressions which D employs, as such noticeable and recog-
nizableN V™ YO B 1'0%, 1weN, 1mige YW, 1YY 3DT, Da.
etc. H's oe Rii's expressgions are bb2, 13 109 . Now this dis-
parity is mari:ed because D uses expressions the synorym of which
Hemmloys, D D49 H papi1* B . This is of interest beeause
this word used by D pd?, is only used here in the code and no
where else in D, On the other hand, H in this chapter XX uses
this word twice (XX 2,27) but does not use it here in this law
parallelling amd corresponding to this one in D. Since A did use
the vord, it shows he had no aversion to its use. While on the
other hand he did not use it here in this passage proves that he
evidentlgn not influenced by the language of D XXI 18-21 in
framing 9.

As regards the contents of these two laws, there is no
less notable diversity. This law of D is addressed to the people
at large. The law in H is addressed to the individual who is
liable to violate it, p.The 1law in D is directed to compel the
ohedience of one wh ents could not control. If this so
still jpersists in his disobedience even after he is repro
he ig stoned to death by the city elders. On tle other hanc
in HMpne deliberately curses his parents, he is to be killed out-
right. The common feature is that the penalty is identical -ﬂ‘r‘"
cept that U prescribes the manner ofexecution. H merely and
briefly lays down the punishment, without stating how it is to be
carried out, adding however that his blood guiltiness shall be
only on him, There is this fundamental diffcrence. [ treats of
the offense of disobedience and !To.rrigibility. H prohibits the
child from cursin- hisparents. D* likewise, perhaps feeling the
severity of this penalg§y, justifies it by holding it up as a de-
terrent to others. In the hook of thc covenant (Ex XXI 17) we
find a law identical with the onein RH XX 9 except that the for-
rulation is not entirely similar. The otvious conclusion from
these facts is that the differences are so significant and the
resemblances so aééidental that H is in closer relationship with ot
© than D. While i does not describe the method of exgeution or jut
gtte the one who shall carry it sut, it is supposed —_that B
1. However severe this law pppears, it is a mitigation of the esr-

lier ones Cf Dr Dt. XXIV 7 Addis IX:115. (2). Dr. Dt. 247
Steurnagle Ad Loc.
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1ike C meant that the parents should carry out the punishment.

If this surmise be correct, then the power and authority of the
parents were unlimited in H and C, while D, it is supposed was

for delimiting this power of parents. In this sense therefore,

it cannot be said that H was in any way dependent on D dince

the former is absolutely igrorant of this limitation of the par-
cnts' authority if such be the case.

“The next subject treated in parallel laws in both codes is listed
under the title of marriage restrictions. D 23:12H XVIIT 6-18

XX 11,14,17,19,21 XXI 7 &_13. It is recognized by rost critics!
that the law in D (XXIII)3 formed an original part of the Josiah
code. Except for those who rule out t'e entire miscellancous
section of Deuteronomy (chapter XXI-XXV), all eritics hold th

the originality cf this passage XXIIX:1, The series of laws in

H (XVIII g6-18) dealing with marriage restrictions are all pRigimal wo
%0 thig code. Some have questioned vs. 8 on account of its use of
plural and would assign it to the redactor of the chapter.

But while this theory, if accepted would not seriously affect our
oonclusiong it must-be said in answer reto that th nge of

number and person sfe®common features 648 XIX whic *recog-
nizcd as origimal. Moreover gi this law in 6 is a 1 one,
it 1s such a one one tmld‘&?oﬁ as opening this grouy,

cause it was the of the editor to introdice each decad with puck.

1 general superlcriétion and to follow it up
with detailed laws'® As we have shown above, the lavs in ch. XX
corresponding to those in XVIII, are the work of the editor who
has £rawn his material from the latter chapter, and amplified it
in order to lay stress on these laws., Lev., XXI 7a & 13 formed
vh douht originsl laws of the codg. 7b is clearly an addition
by, the hand of the redactor, (RH)¥ becaunse it assigng a reason
to,and is done up in the style of this editorial hand. Thus
against one law in D on this subject, we have a number of them in
H all designed to make for holiness of the people and simed to
restrain them frox heathenish practices. (XXIII 1). The law in
D XXIII 1 is in the mold of a statute O0'@nof the earlier form.
Those of H XVIII are formulated in style of either (vs. 6) Mpn
later forms or (vs, 7-18) or words "( 0'9a7) or those of H XX
are either as (vs. 11,14,17,20,21)" NPN later forms or as
(vs. 19) "words" or thoseof H XXI (as 7 or 13) are framed as so-
called DYP N earlier form. It is thus chservable that the ma-
jority of these 1 awg are ina different formulation in H than inD
It is to he remarked that the only analagous form is that found
in D XXIII:1 and H XXY 7 & 13, and they are framed in the legal
style of then'?N stsded the earlier form. That it is to be noted olar
t=s, these laws which differ the rmost in subject matter,only ones
which have thgd formulation. g J

It expected that H would have some words in
common with D in &ke laws on identical subject matter as marriage
restrictions, The expression used b{ Dnbat v b 1s repeated without
end in H, (XVIII & XX), Lilewise D's shortened expression na =
for marriage and '3l n¢R are found frequently in the ccorresponding
sections of H, It is to bte observed however that D employs a
clause which does not reappear in H, neitler ig the#sectionson
marriage restrictions nof, in any other chapters. VYespite Stuer-
nagle's contention (P 84), that these words are a eu 1su£.~ s
paraphrase of th: H expression I'A§ NIy it seems to the faw
reversed as I shall presently show -D ¥ tirely Wnfamil-
iar with'll. It is only necessary 1n
law of D (XXIII) with the entire section of H -XX to com-
pare thiW\lternnmic legislation with the cprresnonding
one of Il note the linguistic relatRonship.
1. Driver, Berth, Addis, Ad Loc. EKeunen Hex 248f.
2. Baentsch 373 Moore Eb gl 27824,
3. XXIII 1 is paragraphed in the Bnglish version as the last

verse of the previous chapter-

4. Paton XVI ; 45:to chapter.

5. Paton XVII 153-4, [IB. Moore 2785 Driver SBOT etc.
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The identical law: of D XXIIT:2& is to be found in H XVIII 8
and XX 11, ﬂ_ first thing which strikes one when a compar=-
ison of thesk llaws is made is that they are not framed alike.
H XVIII B has the address of second person singular, while that
of/ XX 11 has address of 3rd singular, albeit it is in the frame
of .mgn (laterform), while that of D is in 3rd singular al=-
though in legal style of O'PTN ., Now this disparity o€ “Tor-
mulation is significant in that perhaps the material of one could
not have w 8, the model for the other if in plan of frame
work they « Secondlv if we assume that the
laws of II XVIII are older than D and probably formed the source
" ,vit seems strlnge"'
that_in language there is such difference. The dispardte expres=
rlon’ for marriage is quite striking. D uses 7' x5, H employs
a1y wn x4 a variation and®notable one which D uses, is
s nbd? X5 .0n account of this difference in wording, D could not
heve used H as a patent but in all proba‘bi:il‘malea a source com=-
mon to both which explains the similaritie differences. Now
it 1s an accepted fact, as we have shown previously, that the par-
enetic framework of H is of later date than D, aWé have also prov-
en that H XX is a distinctliproduct of RH. Let us therefore make
a corparison of the parallel law of H XX 11 with D XXTIIj}\ and
determine if RH in chapter XX used D for we have shown Bhat from
he standpoint of phraseology D XXIII 1 was ignorant of H XVIII 8
éhat is H (1 The only correspondences in language between these
vo laws are the very common words ya® nex+ nbd . A close ex-
amination of this chapter H XX_and this sentence (XX 11) partic-
ularly reveals the fact that tﬁe author derived his legal ma-
terial from the duplicate chapter XVIII and its peculiar diction
is traceable not to D XXIII 1 but to XVIII 8, Furthermore the
dif“erence in phraseology between these H laws illustrates on the
part of RH his independence. He uses in H XX 11,18,12,13, XVIII
20 fhe expression sz id3v*which is absent in D XXIII 1, Moreover
this phrase differs from the usual D's expression who employs
phe”substitute expression py a>w* (D XXII 22,23),
This distinction in this verbal usage that is, H usingpx 3>w*while
D uses another expression and then a tariatio? ?f that expression
too shows that RH was unfamiliar with D XX111{1). Moreover, RN
adds to his law these expressions which are typical of H i
on 3w gndmy an'™, Tt is scarcely prssible then that RH
would have used D XXYIT 1 as his patent and at same de=
liberately employed w different expressionsto conve idea,
F usingf9y 734 DR 3 abd, These authors were entirely too con-
servative and too devoted to the text to tamper with it and talke
such liberties with it 0w dsely sw & and hon do allin T aiided asg spfascit Masn.)
The difference in 8, between D and H on the sub-
ject of marriage likewise bears evidence that there was
equally that independence on both sides. Correspondence of con-
tents with only one law on this subject between both codes im-
presses one with the fact that either D did not know of H's
full development of the subject or H needed not D XXIII 1 to work
out elahorately his restrictions on marriages. The suppos 'tion
that D XXIXII 1 refers to H XVIII as representative of the whole
scries is unwarranted because if this had been the intention of
D, he surely would have expressed it by mea of some generally
wordled reference to the entire A compilation,;© From a formulis-
tic and phraseological viewpoint, there is no connection at all
between D XXIII 1 and H X¥III, If this latter chapter, or the
kernel of it had formed a source for D XXITI, it is entirely in-
explicable? why the Deuteronomic editor ignored all the other
laws which H deemdd of equal importance. And in selecting this

gne. he merely took over the contents of onc law, wordigg and
« Xuenen Hex =

2, Driver Dt. 258,

3., Kuenen Hex 287. . )

4, Driver Dt, Ad Loc., scesalso Per sifnificance of wora ‘]JJihihh
may mean marriage and have nothing to do with MY .
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framing it differently and repeating it in duplicate. As Driverl
has pointed out, independent of H XVIII D prohibits marriage
with a step-mother because the practice was prevalent at his time.
Yow the only marri restriction which H provides for is marriage
with the wife of a father, raiteratin; the law in two d&frerent
statutes, !rohihiting marriage with a'father's wife"and "revealing
the father's garment™(llisproperty).

While D devotes merely one law to marriage restriction
probably aiming to eradicate a prevalent abuse, H has developed
an entire series of restrictions, perhaps pupposing to maintain
or develop a holy comminity whose moral sanctions and standards
had heen broken down by the natiomal calamity which the nation
suffered. Some have seen in these many detailed and finely worldd
out prohibitions a reflection of conditions which the laws in-
tended to correct. If this be the case, it is evident that D
XXIT¥1 comld not have known of H XVIII and this chapter evolved
independent of any earlier source out of conditions and_ circum=-
stances which then obtained. The increasing stringency® and finer
feelings in these restrictions ratherpoint to a post Deuteronomic
period as the time of oEiwin of these laws. Thus in XVIII, mar-
riage is forhidden with (1). Mother (2). Another wife of father
(3). Full or Balf sistér; (4). Grand daughter. (8). Paternal
aunt. (8). Maternal aunt, (7). Ndete. (8). Daughter-in~iaw.
(9). sister-in-law, (10), Mother-in-law, or step-daughter.
(11). Step-grand daughter. (12). Wife's sister during lifetime
of wife.
It is to he noted in passing that this list of restrictions fails
4o provide for rarriage of uncle with niece. This omission may
have been 1ntentignu1 80 that by igmoring it tacitly ®s counten-
ance: such unions.” It will be noticed in the outline of this chap~
ter that the author follows a definite principle of arrangement.
IUp to vs, 11 the lawgiver exhausts the relati nship of the im-
mediate family of the first degree. In section 15-18 he treats’
of relationship through parents and children and this is kinship
of 2nd class, Surely for this systematic arra nt, this fol-
lowing of aprinciple of grouping the author of R is »ot indebted
to D, And 1t is to be observed in this collection that that only
1w which is common to both codes, is in il urvgyiut.er nlter and
it does not seem at all probably that 1l would borrow just this one
from D especially since he has so many other lavs of equal im-
portance which he originated or derived from another source.
Moreover, 4 XX 11, 14,17 XIX-XXT which as we have pointed out be-
fore, is but an editorial amplification of H XVIII,that is I XX,
w:-edly of a later ‘ate than D, In the first place, let me

these RH lavs:
(11). A man who shall lie with his father's wife, both shall
die, their blood shall be on them.
{14), A man who shall marry a woman and her rother, wickedness
it 1s, they shall burn him and them with Ffire.
(17). A man who shall med marry his sister, it is a hateful thing
they shall be cut off from among their people, for he has revealed
his sister's nakedness, he shall bear his ;uilt.
(19), Naledness of thy mother's or father's sister thou shalt
ngt reveal for he uncovereth his near kin, they shall bear their
sin,
(20). A man who lieth with his aunt, they shall bear their sin,
they shall die éhildless.
{(21)., A man who shall marry his brother's wife, it is impure,
they shall be childless.
The grame of these laws of RH is fessmiedsd similarld@ to that of
D XXITI 1, In this respect however RH XX is not depcndent on D.

In the matter of language, it has been shown that D and !i are at
1s D Dt. B58 Steurnagle B4,

2. Daentsch Lev. & Nu. 392,
3. Daentsch Levs Nu, 392,
4. Paton 16:45 JBR.



great variance and present less resemhlances here than between D
XXTII 1 and T XVIIX. Itis to be noticed too that cach of these
1ws of RH carr$ea penalty though these penalties may diﬂ'er.xygt

e : . D XX111
specifies no pemalty. So in this respect too there is no evidence
of dependence, [urthermore it is to he observed that except for
vs. 11, each crime prohibited is characterized by the redactor

by ep:l.f.hets disclosing the lawgivers' reversion thus by 10n, a1y 39T
These parenthetical insertiens appear as clear igterpolations

hy the editor and add nothing hut the displcasure Which these
subjects ariuse in the redactor, As we have already shown the
1egal material of H XX is derived from Il XVIII it is not in this
portion of the laws therefore that -mast look for any dependen-
ce on D, Rather in the parenetic %EEEﬂiﬁgk of these laws we must
seel: Tor any evidence of depemdence. Since the redactional fea-
tures saocalled of these lavs are these penaltles and these com-
ments, 1t is in them especinlly that we rust look for any sipgns

of influcnce of D on H. These expressions of revulsion NwIOT I
are not found anyshere in D and therefore do not findzﬁrigin there.
Moreover, the punishments here mentioned do not occur in D.

Yowhere does D speak oOf pr9™ 13, muN 7 A M A mbe M 1y XU

In D XIII 17 notwithstanding the fact the author uses the expres-
sion vA3 99w 1t is horvever not applied as punishment to indiv-
iduals but to the burning of the property of an apostate city.
Therefore iy these distinctive features of the redactor, D and H
are far apart, disclosimg no evidences of similrity.

linaily, H provides for other restrictions, forbiddi-g
peiests to marry certain classes and 1imiting the high priest
to even more narrow circles of selection. Since ) ma:es no such
restrictions for marital relationships of the priests’, it is ob-
vi us that for material and contents, Il is entirely independent
of D. In H XXI 7 the priests shall not marry a harlot or profaned
woman or a woman divorced from her husband, 7Tn ! XXI 13 the high
priest shall ~arry only a woman in her #irginity. Obviously these
heightening restrictions on marriages of the various priests show
the gradual crystdlization of the oral lawvs into fixed form "and
evidence of n progressiwf strengthening of the old custom into
detailed legislation."l 1In these laws H employs certain words
which are not used at all in D. Thus expressioms 1ikesww pwla; a8sn
and the peculiar usage of I3 S (B XXT 13).

Both codes use the same word pp*for marriage but it is expected
since they have no freedom of choice in t' e matter. In language
and formulation, these laws of H are notably different from D. In
contents H has no parallel in D. The hortatory half sentence

4 XIX 7b is clearly from the hand of the redactor. D in no place
uses V7 P speaking of Israel or individual, as a substantive.
InpD @(Il AXVIII 9 he mentions a holy people but never with“dis-
tinct word. This expression in H XXI 7b 1s a peculiar RH expres-
sion. It is evident however, that this phrase did not originate
withD. Ril's emphasis on holiness and the constant recurrence

of this concept in H and RH manifest the distinction struck by
these editors,

Another law analagous in both codes prohibits the offense
of adultery D XXII 22-27 H XVIII 20 XX 10, The law in Deunteron-
omy XXIT 22-27 is considered by most critics? as original, as con-
stituting an integral element in the Josianic code. The after-
thought in sentence 26b however is clearly not an original part
of this law.? It obviously represents a glossary corment probab-
ly vritten on the édge of the page in explanation of the law, by
a scribe ad was later inserted in its present context. Despite
Ewald's opinion that H XVIII 2 is unappropriate in its connect-
ion, it seems rather impossible to think of this prohibition out-
side of this chapter which is devoted altogether to prohipitions
against sexunl impurities. It aprears in a tural ace'’ between
1. CIICH 429 N,

2. D uses the words in a concrete sense. cf. B.B.D. Lexicon sb, orbaz
3. Dbriver, Addis, Bentholet.

4. Benth t. -
WAy T2 (5). Paton 16:48.



the laws against incestuous practices and those against unnatural
vices. This seems all the more confArmed since in no other place
is there a law against adultery and, partirularly, since every
other commandment of the decalozue is repeated in I XVIII and XIX,
It would appear to me that it would have to be supplied i this
chapter contained no such prohibition against adulgery. The pro-
hibition H XX 10, except for a phrase which strikes one as a
nistaken and unintentional transcription of a sribe, is recognizdd
2s a redactional version of the law in XVIII 20. This phrase
TRWXTTW'A 1s unorigzinal because it is confusing and disturb-
inz.! Except for this interpolation which distinctly mars the
context the hand which rewrote this law is that of Ri. The dis-
parity between the Deuteronomic prohibitions XXII 22-27 against
adnltery and the laws in Holiness code, EVIII 20 and XX 10 is
at once quite marked. Naturally since the subject matter which
is dealt with in both sets of laws is identical, it is remarkable
the diversity of expression in which these laws are differently
worded., From the point of view of contents, there can be little
difference between these laws. From the standpoint of language
and formulation, these prohibitions bear no resemblance at all
to one another., The prohibitions in D XXII 22-27 are framed in
the legal mold of Jwdgments (earlier forms). The injunstion in
1 XVIII 2C is comched in the form of p'>17 "words" (negative)
while the one in H XX 10 is in the forrulation of the mMpn
(later form), This last type is"distinct type of Pt and later
sections of H. From this angle of legal formulation, none of
these laws are similar.
Phraseolofjica'ly these laws are just as dissimil~r.
The only words which are common to the’laws of D and H and RH
are YU 137 Hux « Yhile the stems of these words are
present in both codes, their.is¢ and derivations are notably
different. Thus, D uses the expressionisz aba "¥X which 1s not
found once in H nor any derivative Of the root? Ssa
A synonymous expression which H uses instead does not appear in D
is Py pUX , Furthermore the offense of adultery is ex-
pressed in D by these words UY 13 ¥ while Il has a totally dif=-
ferent phrase, and an expression which does not occur in D,
T3 qP3A3Y |An Now it 1s significant that in these brief laws,
no two words are alike., H betrays therefore no evidence of his
denendence on D in his imitation of D's language. 1In the other
law of H that is a RH1 we also find other linguistilc differences.
Thus Ril XX 10 speaks of a wife in the wordd”> »¥x, and the oflense
f%a ., In describing the two offenders, D uses the long and
extended form T9'3M my Ad>0N ¢'27 while H employs the derivatives

MO XII %xJ , Moreover, in the punishment to he meted out
to the pair, D expresses it, by these words ©O"'+v ba 13w while
RH XX 10 enjoins M miwe , It seems: strange that in

the scope of such short prohibitions, that so many different and
synonymous expressions could be found to express the same thing

and prohibit the same offense. D employs a number of expressions
in this law which are not found agaipy in H either in these paral-
lel laws or elsewhere, thus:,,y J'X¥ 3w h 337 2I¥a NspoO

Mv Ren =wux AT 5¥Y dLIXL vigm™ VY

From a linguistic aspect therefore, H or RH are clearly indepen-
dent of D.

From the viewpoint of ceontents these laws show equally
the same independence.

D prohibits intercourse between a man and aimarried
woman, on bhe penalty of death for hoth, thus to uproot the evil
from Israel. D also prohibits intercourse between a man and a

betrothed girl.
If the evil-doing occurs in city where girl conld gain

assistance 1§ she is coerced, they shall stone hoth at

it te until they die.
. aebtsc . .

2, In H XXI 4 5yais perhaps a typographical error for >xx a3,
Paton 17:151, Eentholet 73. S,B.0.T. Ad Loc.




If the act of immorality occurs in country, only man
suffers death, since girl could not gain protection.
H XVIIT 20 forbids the "giving of thy seed" to the wife of thy
neighbor to be defiled therehy. RH forbids adultery with wife
of neighbor, adulterer and adulteress shall both die. In the
first place, if H was dependent on D for his Tegal material or
cven had been influenced hy him in framing his lawbook, he could
not have avoided the allusion to,this distinctiem between the
married and betrothed woman lruf"iegialnted for both. As it is, he
says nothing of the latter, He only directs his law to the wife.
In D, the betrothed girl is considered as married. In H, this
ahsence of reference to the betrothed, shows that H, Which re-
veals a greater stringency, could not have ignored a prohibition
against such adultery if he had used D as a reference hook for the
cotspilation of hisown code. Now this_1leads us to a closer com-
parison 8f these various laws. D prohibits intercourse with a
mirried or betrothed woman while H prohibits adultery. D apec-
ifies death as the penalty for both in case of married person
and the betrothed person when the offense is commitéed in the
city and of the man onky when the crime is perpetrated in the
country. Of course it is presumed that violence bas been em-
ployed, H XVIII 20 specifies no penalty, forbidding it on the
ground that it defiles, H XX 10 enjoins death presumablyl by
stoping lilee D. The reason assigned for the carrying out of
the severe penalty according to D is "to uproot the evil" (which
is a D expression not fourd in H), H's reference to adultery as
a defilement is in keepingwith the spirit of H and original in
this code, If the expression '?¥? MU in XXII 24 mcans the same
as in RH XX 10 then the latter inclndes both the married and the
betrothed and the penalty of death is meted out to both the woman
and man irrespective of where the crime is committed. In this
case, then, RH is framing his law withont the excention of D
XXII 25-27 and categorically demand the death penalty for all who
violate the prohibition. Except for the hare propibition itself,
couched in different forms and worde# differentl the contents
of these laws are at great variance and clearly display indepen-
dence. Both codes contain prohibitions against prostitution.
D XXIIXII9, 18 H XIX 29 XXTI 9. There is no reason to suspect
the ori~inality of these two verses of D XXIII 18-19., It is to be
expected that an author who was so unfjelenting and impladably
hateful of all heathenisms and impure customs and practises should
have included #&nlaw such as this one in his code. The only sus=-
picious thing is that he did not stress it more and give it more
prominence. Steurnagle's (P86) contention that verse 19 is super-
fluous because of the change of person a™d unnecessary after
verse 18 and also mostly on account of the wordsay) n is entirely
too arbitrary and untenahle to ‘elay us with refutation. This
variation in the address is probably duc to the diversity of
sources from which the two sentences were probably derived.
Though they differ in their mode of address, there is no reason
to question their originality.3 a1 critius‘l recognize the orig-
inality of H XIX 20a, thatis, this first half of the verse, as
an ohvious part of the code while the second half 1is E!.mn.rily
an editérial comment of the compiler of this code (ﬂlg because
it is in the style and spirit of the same author who assigns
reas ns and gives motives to the law, It is also to be noted in
these laws of this chapter, especially that they are pointed and
brief, not at all profuse but very concise. Some of them how=-
cver have heen amplirigd by an editorial hand. While H XXI 9

is evidently m:lsslaeed it_is however in the language and spirit
2! river Dr. .
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of the Holiness code and constitutes an integral part of the law-
ook. In the first place, the subseqment groups of laws relating
to the High Priest (XXI 10-15) closes with a precept similar in
spirit to this law (H XXI 9) and proves accordingly that some
similar law as the one which now stands here must have been or-
1ginally Yheluded regulating the ordinary priest, especially
since no less was expected of the ordinary laity (XIX 29), The
law up to the penalty is therefore original and the penalty is
probably an editorial addition in the spirit of XX 14 "since it
is not strictly relevant to thf sub ject under consideration®
"the Holiness of the Priests."

The fortmlation of these various enactments against
prostitution reveal that same independence, disclosing the same
disregard of each other as has been already demonstrated. The
two laws in D are differently framed probably hecause the com-
piler drew th from different smaller codices, The first one
in D (XXIII 18) is the be classed under the type designated as
the 0’2 ™ (earlier form) because it is written in the third

'sing. The other Deuteronomic law relating to prostitution, is

to be grouped under the legal frame called "words", g*~3" and is
addressed in the 2nd sing. The laws in the Holiness code are, too,
differently formulated. The one in H XIX 29 is couched in the
type of "words" 0'93% and is addressed in 2nd sing. The other
one XXI 9 is written in 3rd singular form and is so framed as to
e classed under the type, 0°'¥%% vy Judgments (later forms).
Y¥ow in these formulations, it is necessary to observe that D XXIIX
10 and 0 XIX 20 are similarly fromed and therefore classified alike.
This would or might be significant were it not for the fact as
we shall later show, that the danguage and contents are entirely
different. It stands to reasontherefore that D or H could not
merely have taken over just the mould in which he set his law,
concerning himself not in the least with the lancuage or the con-
tents, and as far as we are concerned absolutely ignérinz them.
D emplonys but one word in his two laws which recurs
in [l and then only in a different formation. D uses the noun
NyTand I the verbs, niard 2ta apural, The different words used
to express practically the same thought clearly estahlishes the
fact that these laws were framed entirely irrespective of each
other. Thus D uses such words in these brief laws which not on-
ly do not appear in these corresponding laws of H but even in the
remaindér of the lawbook as well. The vords are [4R ,PUTD ey
a3 YPm M, * A1, Moreover this same author uses & phrase
a combination of two words which appear separately in Il but never
similarly combined pnwvy pd (XIIII 19 XaIT 24), H likewise
uses certain expressions which do not appe:r in the parallel laws
of D. A3 ew¥x  Miyras V3 (pever in D in the peculiar
sense as here Lrom;ht. out) on* (RH) =m0 wxa (RU). In the
use of language, certainly neithrer 1w shows any dependence.

As to the contents of these two seéts of laws, there
aprears only Some slight similarity. All of them forbid temple
prostitution. It is generally conceded that this law both in
T XIX 29 & XXTI 9 have reference to cultural prostitution in the
service of the temple.* This self-dévotion to the Temple is cat-
egorically prohibited, 1In D, ve have the technical names by which
such devotees are designated. The female is spolken of as pwa 7 and

74 and the male which are forbidden in H AVIIT 22 is called
~7?and probably loathsomely as 253 thus to show their re=-
vulsion at the practise.” It is of interest to note that these
names are entirely igrored in H. It is not likely that an authoe
1, 5ee Paton 173555 Tor proper place of this verse & LB Moore.
2, Steurnagle 843.
1. Berth. Lev, 93. Berth, Dt. 73-4,
4. Daentsch 400. Paton JBL 17:1556, 18:75,
f. DRerth. 713.4,
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could have been familiar with D and not have used these designations
when prohibiting these practices. D, both prohibits religious mms-
prostitution as well as forbids the donating in fulfillment of
vows that which these men and women earn in such practices. H on
the other hand makes no reference to these vows nor any allu-
sions to t.hislneam of subscribing to the Temple, which are clear-
1y canaantish™., We know however elsewhere in what disdain he
held such rites and it seems strange for him to have excluded
such a prohibition from his code even if he had not heen familiar
with the one in D. H, likewise forbids the daughter of the priest
from entering upon such religious heathenish devotion. Why wounld
it have been necessary for him to single out the person of priest-
ly family if he had known of a general proribition? It is of in-
terest that all the laws seem to be addressed to the parents whose
honor and good repute is made jeopardized by such conduct. In
4 XXI 9 it is slacifienlly stagjed that such dishonor reflects
on the holiness®™ of the Priest” while RH adds that she rmst be
burnt to death for her vice. This is distinctly and peculiap-
ly a law of W which is entirely unkrown to D. Moreover in
XIX 29 the law is addressed to the parent forbidding him to de-
file his daughter hy making of her a temple prostitute. It prob-
ahly meant that he will be held reapomi!lc for her conduct and
the law perhaps implies that the parents” should nht permit her
to prostitute herself. Then RH adds that "the land may not go
wvhoring and be full of wickedness". The only cormon element
therefore im this“the prohibition against prostitution,assuming
that the sort of prostitution meant is identical, whick is dif-
ferently formulated and phrased with various modifications and
variations in each separatg connection. "There is ro grace of
dependence on either side.~ The second half of XXIII 9b where the
author describes such gifts and vows as ahorinations of God is
entirely ignored in H. In a later connection we shall have oc-
casion to speak of the ideas of abominations in thc two codes.
" uses the word frequently and if he had heen Tamiliar with L,
he could not have failed to express his di similarly at
suc' practice. As it is, his silence her w¢ his ignorance
of this law. In this connection, there ye?. remains to compare
the half verse in D XXITI 1Sh with the prohibitions (in 11 XVIIX
22, 89 XX 13 & 15) against unnatural vices. We have already shown
that the D pass is original. There is no reason to suspect
the orfginaljty Of H XVIII 22-23, Th;ﬁ{ses helong to this chap-
ter and in sswe place just where they weré. It is evident that
vs, 22h is the worlk af redactor and L, Bb are equally com=-
ments from his hand. XX 13 & 15 are done over in the lancuage
and spirit of RH. The law in B XXIIY 18t is in the type of the

d'?7W . The laws in Il XVIITI 22 & 23 are to be classified
as "words" and XX 13 & 15 as 2?0 later form. The language is
enually as different. There is not a word cormon to both sets
of laws., D uses the word: “1? forbidding sodomy in thc Tem-
ple and speaking of the Sodomite as 253 and the wages of whose
unholy labors as M3¥'an ., 1l employs the words "wr
(7ot found in D lawbook) ang expression OYX P Ima 4 (not
found in D) ard words »» 273 (not found outside oﬁ n) an
(not. found outside of 11), There is nothing in common between
these enactments meither in the types of laws W@r in the language
used,

In contents, the differences are just as pronounced.

Tith D, it suffices that he ¢ ndegns and prohibits the Sodomite
from among the sons of Israel, H’ forbids the practice of Sodomy

Supposedly in the service of religona and other unnatural vices.
- I'r Yel" l'.

i. Kuenen Hex 2468.

3« Dertholet Lev, 83 adofon

4. T'e priests are forbidden to makhy & MTor a =‘u"1:11114{',,‘1.-.c:m—
taining the allusion to the religious prostitute who frequent-
ed the sanctuary as the »¥17

7 Shentien™$3E.1978): penendfde oROPB,10530CEs £2) Bagntsch 204,




D bans the wages of the Sodomite as an abomination. 1[I forbids
unnatural vices between males and females and animals for they
(the vices) are’3¥'Aand 37 . D has no law disallowing
vices between animals and males and fermales., D has no penalty
for such offenses. H or rather RA prescribes death penalty in
case of Sodomy for they merit deathy and in case of aninal and
male, the man is to be executed and animal killed; and in case
animal and female, the woman is to be executci-d and animal must
dic, D discountenances the dodomite while Hl jinterdicts Peder-
astic which ik describes. These notablg and significant dif-
ferences bhetween 0 and H in lanpguage, formulation and contents,
prove their independence of each other.

The prohibitions a~ainst unlawful mixtures which are
corron to both codes, follow logically after the laws which have
bhcen discussed above. The enactments in D XAII 6§ & 9-12 are rec-
ornized by most cri are constituent and origzinal elements of
the ancient Josial code. There is no reason to doubt their or-
iginality except on the ground that the entire miscellaneous
section of which these versesare a part, 1s suspected.

The coreesponding legal passage in Ii XIX 19 seems older® than the
D laws (XXII 9-12), The opening phrase vs 19 aa is an hortatory
conclusion of the preceding pentad and is by the same hand as XIX
5, 24-30, Welhausen regards these lars as an ancient g!oss in
this legislation "but dhe form is strictly that of H."

The types of laws ermployed in the formulation of these
enactments are with one exception identical. The law in XXIT 5
vhich 1s in a different formulation than the others, is to be
grouped among the 0°'?N (earlier form). All bhe others are
similarly frared. They are to be classcd as "words" T'Y37,

They (MXII 9-11 & XIX 9aBb) are in the 2 person sing. address
rhile the law ipn XXII 5 is in 3rd person sing. It is not without
interest therefore that these laws are lormulated alike.

The linguistic resemblanc s are notably conspicuous.
Thelavs prohibiting unlawful mixtures are novhere else present'u-'p:h“ﬂ
cxcept"{hese tvo codes. There is none extant earlier than these
two law hooks. The expressions comron to bhoth sets of laws are
interesting. There are two words which appear only in these two
laws and nowhereielse in the OT 4°'%*%3 rew, Then the expres=
sions Mayih, 3 ta <L gpe present in both laws, There is
no denying that the resertlances are not devoid of interest.
Certain notable disparities are apparent however. U employs cer-
tain expression which are not found in H's laws against unlawful
mixtures and some not occurring in the entire code. Thus the ex-
nressions WY D Yy n e, rne 233 ‘5> Y, UIp P AL WIPS |2
(in the sense as here used), These words used by I) do not reap-
pear at all in #. On the other hard, i uses certain expression
which are not found in D's law, such as Y37, \oreover there
are synomymgus words whose -eanings are the same, yet one of ST
codes uses phrase ——while D uses #., uses - "0y MY, g
n™%¥y 357 =90 ,.In these codes there are no expressions except
in XXIT 5b which appears elseghere in D code as that may he term-
d characteristic of his style ard permeated with his spirit.
Ewen this half verse has bheen observed by Steurnagle has heen as-
signed #ith all laws whick contain these words do another source
which is distinguished by #hem. If his theory is correct, it seems
that ewen these words themsclves may not he originally D expres-
sions but are chapacteristic of the source from which they were
derived. Tt can iardly he denied then that these laws have bcen
tal’en in toto from some earlier source.

Is 1!, this source? _>ome critics have considered the law
in the Holiness code as older* than the law in D.

In contents, also, .there is some notable argreements.

In D XXII 5 & 0-11, it is for»idden (a). to exchange garmcnts of

sexes, (for tle practice is an abomination) (b) to plant two linds

of fruit_in vineyard, !cl to Ritch together two '"inds of animals

1. Fullness of prokibition °n il suggest a time of natural de-
cadence when moral sanction broken down. CHCIHl 430,

£. Paton 16:63-5, Baentsch 375. Bertholet 83ff.
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(d] to wear weaving ot two kinds of stuff wool and flax, Three

of these prohibitions are also in XIX 19 with some variations
which "are framed in a general way and to #o with general things."
In XIX 19 it is forbiddlen, n; to interbreed cattle (2) tc sow 2
kinds of seed in the field (3) to wear a garment of two kinds of
stuff. It is to he observed that in these lavs that there are

two which are wellnigh identical in substance and intent and one
partly so.

D forbids the planting of two kinds of fruit in the vineyard. H
disallors the planting of two kinds of seeds in the field. 8im-
ilarly D & H forbids the wearing of T.iv3y, e differences
hovever in these two laws are in the addition %twu words in D
which are meant to define the meaning of TAWYW, These devia-
tions are significant. They show in the first place, that D's

law was vritten at the time when the word T°Y%¢ had lost its
mneaning among the people and it was necessary to define it, In
the second place, D's mse 8f V7> for 771 v signifies a re-
striction of the pﬂﬁdMQtion while H has generalized his law anmd
so appears the earlier.” Furthermore, the remaining law in H has
1 slight affinity with the somewhat similar one in D (XXII 10).

H forbids the umnatural interbreeding of animals while D forbids
the hitching of ox and ass togethgr. Is there any connection be-
tween these two laws. Steurnagle is of the opinion that D is
intensifying the law of H by changing the word ¥'27PfordIns this
readinz in the substitntion that not only is one not allowed to
beget_such mixtures but rot even to bring them together in their
work.” This view of Steurnakie however is founded upon the sup-
rosition that D was familiar with H and that he deliberately had

a copy of this law of H XIX 19 before him which he altered to make
it more strict and severe, Kucnen (257) shovs that these agree-
ments not only do not reveal dependence but the differences wiich
are striking disclose independence. Furbhermore in I XXITI 9b we
have a penalty attached to the law against those who violate the
spirit and letter of this prohibition. The Israelite shall not
rlant two kinds of fruit in vineyard lest the entire seed which

he plants as well as produce be tabooed. This penalty is not mem=-
tioned in H but it may naturally be implied or inferred. Further-
more the D adds another law against the interchange of garments
of the sexes for the practise, probably indulged in for heathen
purposes$ is abominable. Paton (16:65) proposes that H original-
1y contained some similar 1l-w, analageus to XXIT 5 because there
is corrcspondence to every éther lax. However it may he, the
theory at best is untenable. The motivg of the laws in H ,is dis-
tinct and well carried out. The object” of theee laws is see to
it that things should be maintained in that natural distinctive-
ness‘ehich was given hy God in their creation, because then, they
went out good and perfect from Hi8 Hand. The aim is to "prevent
the prigeiple of being interféred with by man.” In the examination,
consequently of the two series of laws, there is no doubt that
those in I XIX 19 more nearly reflect this purpose. D XXII 10 &
XXITI 5 can hardly be said to have as their object the same as those
in the Holiness code. These deviations from this primcirle have
another purpose. D XXII § 1s designed to prevent a heathenish
practise which is in vogue evsn in the 8ast today, a practise
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and peculiar Deuteron.mic expressirms. Moremr, D's laws are
not in the typical D's language and spirit to lead one,to be-
lieve that he originated them. It therefore seems hle that
both D and H derived their material from a source which is ear-
jier than theirs and which id not'extant.

: The two codes have also laws relating to the gleanings
of the llarvest. In D XXIV 19-22, we have a lax¥ whose origimality
is pot to be doubted. There is Mo reason to .u-ptct its place in
the original _Jggiah code, and most of the critics® recognized its
originality. laws some!*t similar to the above, wiiah ap-
pear to have been misplaced) found in XXIII 25-6. These laws
too are original, There is no reason to believe otherwise ff the
originality of the entire miscellaneous section 1s accepted.

As has been mentioned previously, H hasa law or rather 2 similar
lavs on the same subject. In H XIX 9-10 amd XXIIX 22, we £ind

tvo wellnigh identical laws. The question naturally arises, which
of the two isordginal? Paton holds that originally the law in

P XIX 9-10 stood where the present law im XXIIY 22 now stands as

a sort of transition betwcen the two laws @n the two harvest
festivals. Of course the primary reason for his view is that he
is need of these laws in XIX 9-10 to complete and fillin his pentad.
llovever, XXIII 22 appears in an altered and abbreviato“ouﬁtiun
since the ponger form in XIX 9-10 seems the better and’original

as it more auittb}!)conrom to the harvest if we assume that it
helongs in XXIIT. The law XIX 9-10 is not in its entirety an
product untouched by the han?! of RH. Vs 9aa was early recognized
as from the hand of the editor on account; #T the use of the plu-
ral:second person, whibhh is different in the law itself, The

same applies to 10b2 The law has been enlarged hy the hgmilete
vhose hand appears so conspicuously in H XX and in tte Reginning
and end of XVIII.

The hand of this RH redactor has changed the frame and
mold of ancient law in XIX 9 & 10. If the first part of the verse
0, which is composed in the second person plural is omitted, that
Which remains resembles the style of laws that are classed as 0’037
"words", They are written in the 2nd person singular. If how=-
ever,the additions of the redactor is included, the law is sim-
ilar to the "Jugdment.” The corresponding enactments in the law-
book of D (XXIV 19-22) (XXIII 25-28) are all composed in the so-
called type of Judgments. (earlierform), in the second person
singular, There is however, this further difference between the
formilztion of these laws, that whilc each of the lawe in D open
with the introductory word™ °*>) the law in H begins with an in-
finitive prefixed by a preposition.

The affinities id language between these laws are high-
ly interesting. There are certain expressions which are common
to hoth serics of laws which are present elsewhere in the OT. o
Thus hoth D & H use these like expressions as, 70 - 3p Y377, Moy
Yiv -Ibw> =ab. These common words are markedly counterbalanced
'y certain other words and expressions of D's laws which are not of
allpresent in H XIX 9-10 or elservhere in H. Thus the unusual
vords UAN A (in this m'n'g only in D) 850 (only in D), 30
(Yot in M XIX 0-10).mop>, p>Wp nbbn VY n (do not appear in H at
all), On the other hand, H employs certain words and expres-
sions wkich do not reappear in D, thus, PR (not in D) @5 VN

V= > (appear only in Ii). In connection ‘ith these Il
expressions, it is4be remcmbered that these words are a parf of
the older element of the law and not present in the editordal cidlmsd
corments., With relation to the redactiomal addition, a striking
difference is noticeable. Thus D which is assuredly older than RH
expresses himself in the words, 7293° | 325 n*n~ tun X5 pinth 243

17" Aesw boa Ry uses the expression DDR ATy 395 sas
This B expression: is repeated three times in these bpilef laws,
and the last half of D XXIV 19 reiterates a typical and charac-
teristic D phrase. Now it 1s obvious that RH could not have
aubstitutedégiu corment for this half sentence if he was imita-

tingh's huf™@ifference rather shows that e was entirely un-
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lfamiliar vith D. The law in H XIX 9-1C is more nearly related
to the older sourcel than that of D, Its phraseology reflects
a nore primitive condition. The difference in language between
D and Il is more suggestive of independence than the reaemblnnoog,
of dependence. The words which are comon to the two laws re-
cur elsewhere in the 0.T. The words which are found only 4in
ither law, do not reappear in the entire other code. These
affinities point to a common source. The differences and dis-

eements in language point against their dependence.

In contents, we also Tind some agreements and some dis=-
gimilarities. D XXIV 19-22 enjoins, that the gleanings which are
forgotten be left for strangers, orplan and widow in order that
fiod may hless all the handworl:j; and the olives that fall off of
themselves, be left to the strangers, widow and orpﬁnn; that the
grapes he left to the same. "For remember that ye were slaves
in Egypt therefore I ¢ rrand thee to do this thing." D XXIII
25-3 enjoins t-at all the grapes may be eaten but not talken away
and all the corn which one can carry in his hand may be taken
put no sickle pass over it, H XIX 9-10 cormands not to harvest
complitely the corners of the field and the Tallings of the har-
vest "25' to gatagr and the fallings of the vine not to
but to peor and Stranger to leave them. it is to be observed
that only the first and third correspond to the lawg in II. Dut
the ¢ rrespondences between D XXIV 19 and H XIX 9 ot exact in
details. Thus D advises against returning and picking up the
sheaf Which is accidentally dropped while H cormands that the
harvest he not thoroughly garnered. Thus H provides with will
and design for the poor while D proposes that whichis by accident
left be given to those in nced. The other similar correspondence
is the law that the grape which falls off ol itself be left to the
needy. Both laws essentially agree. Linguistically, of couwrse
the differcnces qig notable. The second law is but an extention
of the principle the #live garden. Then again, D and H dif-
fer as to the recipients of this harvest. 1 specifies the stran-
rer and poor while D spealms of the stranger, orphan and widow,

D gives as his reason for fulfillment of this cormanderent,

that God will bless those whg carry out the law inall their hand-
ivork, and rakes his appeal en the memory of thenhistorisal ex-
perience that all were slaves in Egypt. Furthermore other lavs
which are alike are the ones in XXIII 25-26 which are to guard

tte ovner and at same timeprovide for the poor. It is only re-
motely related to H, It however falls under this same principle.
It certainly cannot he traced to Il and the latter cannot be ascrib-
ed to D, The only 2 laws therefore which remlly correspond arc

the two XXIV 19 & 21 and Il XIX 9=10. In language they differ pee-
ceptihly. In contents, the first of bhoth sets disagree moreor

less significantly while the others are substantially identical derms oGl
but not linguistically.

Thus far, we bave made a comparigon of these laws, whose
cobtents justif'ied us to reckon under the heading of this chap-
ter, which are uncommorly analagous in substance. The fol'owing
laws which are to bhe trea in parallel, have but thc most meagre
and slightest affinitid&l" 'As we have tried to determine the de-
nendence of the tvo codes in those laws which present certain
reserblances and have placed one gainst the other as parallels,
we shall now search for evidences of this relationship in the laws
which either bear the most inappreciable similarities or contain
no correspondence at all. Thns in " XXV 5-10 some have discover-
od a connection and resemblance with H XVIIXI 16 XX 21, The form-
nlation of these laws are entirely diverse. The law in D XXV
5=10 is Tramed ns a judgment (earlier form) in a long drawn out
narrative style as if 1llustratins~ an actual expericnce or con-
erete instance. It is couched in both 3rd person sinsular anmd
plural. Whilec the law in H XVIII 16 is in style of "words"yma™
Seéc nd person singular, The other one in Il XX 20 is in frame of
1. Tor origin of the customs see Bertholet Lev. 68-7. Berth. Ut. 76
2. EKuenen Hex. 2Bgii "The two writers have formulated the two

precepts indepedfly.” , i ¥
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PIP0 (1ater form) and written with the 3rd person singular
address. There 1s nothing in comon in the Formulation of these
1avs to lead one even renotely to conclude or infer bhat one
anthor was moved to imitate the product of the other in formula-
tinz his own enactment.

The language used in these three lavs are just as dif-

ferent ad far apart. There i3 no word corrion to both D and H
laws evcept such insignificant one as w'x, Therec are, hovever,
v ry conspicuous differences. Ior instance D uses)PRRY 1% AUR
(il .('VIII 16 XX 21) D uses the full form for marriagesw:xb! nnps
while 1l merely uaes NP’+n%4 Ay L Moreover D) uses certain ex-
pressions which are not found in Il at all, "Voa nAn, yO/, O°a2T

.nﬁ.aiﬁﬂ.:bv43(’; H or rather RH also uses certain words which
arc not found in D neither in D XV 5-10 nor elsewhere.f9), g'r " »
It i* not possible ros a writer to compos- two laws as far re-
moved from each other to employ as many different expressions and
as rany terms.

n contonts, the laws in D and T scem to he in luishbew
conflict & N and RH both forbid the marria~e of a man with his
brother's wife and Rl expresscs his des#eéstation and adverseness
to such violations with special epithets and threatens them with
childlessness. D'sml® makes it a law that a brother shall mar-
y his brother's wife if he die childless. He may refuse and 1f
he does, he is to suffer a public indigzgity. This Bevirate mar-
riage law is limited to the case (1) where deceased male left no
male issue, (2) where there are two brothers dvelling in same fam-
ily est§te, (3) where surviving brother d4:id not estahlish his line
either. This disa:reement has called forth various attempts at
W rmonization. Dillman has sunposed that the laws in I represent
the general prineiple or rule while that llaw in D provides thf
exeeption. Driver seems inclined to accept this explonation.
Another atterpt to harmonize this difference is expressed in the
view that the law in H XVIII 18 RH XX 21 has nothing at all to
do with the Levivate ' marriage, "n»d this !l precept rests on the
sunposition that the brother is still alive.” This explanation
is not possible for the reason that if this law meant this, it
would surely have said so. Moreover the redactional law in XX
21 by the addition of §'9Y, seems to imply that it proliybits
just that whiech U proposes to futther, to establish the name of
the iiecensed hrother. The objection to the first explanation,
that ) represents an exception to the §eneral rule of H, is that
if sich were the case, D would allude To the rule and the excep=-
tion to 1t is never mentioned in il. "To me it seems obvious
that ) could not have heen acquainted with H"® a-a that the pro-
hinition of marriage with the brother's wife in these lattor
tissages is a corrolary of the priestly theory o' cleanness,
dil‘e&t.ed against the ancient usage, the torah, which sanctioned
1t.""™% ‘loreover in H XXII 17 the law cormands that the childless
vidoved danghter of priest return to her father's house, ahowzng
that the anthor knew nothing of this exception in D XXV 5-10.
Furthermore the law in D was not meant as an excention to the
general law but as a narrowing codification of an ancient custom?
Tn earlier times, the custom made it obligatory on the hrother
to fulle fill his obligation, D modefied this ancient usage and left
dt morely to the honor of the Levivate.’ The lack of allusion as
ell as the use of geculiar and distinet termonolozy prove that
either author was familiar with and not to mention depenlent an
the other for his material.

« -river Dt, 280-1 SDOT
« llolzinger 414.
« Stennar~le 91. Dertholet Dt. 77-3.
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Adlis II 3468. Kuenen Hex 268. a

On the other hand see EB. Sub.'Law and Jgstice by I Benziger.
!orlthv relationship the these law to injgeritance sce Steur-
hagle 21,

©BERENSIRE PEv. o 08116,
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ine next laws which have thmﬁ%tous correspondence are
Dt. XXIV 1-4 and XXI 7 & 14. we enter into a compar-
ison of these enactments, at the outset let me state that in
themthere is not present the slightest evidence of dependence.
These laws are combined in treatment merely because they both
prohihit marriage with a divorced woman. This is the thin thread
which runs through them both, and constitutes the sole ni‘finityiuhﬁ'-
Certain differences however which malke their appearances show that
the anthors of these laws could not have heen aware of each othef's
pro’uction., The originality of the laws in il XXI 7 & 14, has been
already proven, 1Tha section in D XXIV 1-4 is recognized as an
integral product™ of this Jost;g code. There is certainly no rea-
son to question its originality~ or to deny it its place in this
early code.
Concerning the Tormulation of these laws, a mere glance
will suffice to prove their disparitv. 7Tre prohibitions in H
XXI 7 & 14 are couched in the legal form of thet‘!q,(oarlier
form) while that law in D i4s an mtirelv differenceé structure,
desiznated Judgment (earlier Torm). The language is no less un-
common. In Tact there is no one word which is present in both
Inwvs, But remarkable peculiarities in language whie™ point against
ar: depdndence. Thus D uses the synonymous expressions, pn¥%33 2 Mdnph
4ux) 13 M’  to signi”y "marriage" while H simpléey employs® the
word (M @Y . Moreover D uses the word '#an dIASwv t.2 Wl“:ﬂ
divorce while Il entircly ignores this word and employs®e¥n w9
In fact, this latter word in time comes to be the technical ex-
pression for a divorce. These dilTerent expressions do not re-
:mpear in the correspondinz code which go to prove that vwhile
both law books alluded and reférred to a law on divorce, it is
evident Trom their different description that the 1law to which
they refer was not the same. D likevise uses certain express-
ions in this law which not only do not reaprear in the corres-
ponding laws of i but not in the entire lawbook of II. They are*
T2 NIVY (XXTIIT 15 24) '¥X3 A A¥PN, 383 70T 92 UK
no M%nun 79X 8. The expression in'D XXIv 4w M7 MK Kwnaxs 14
similar in thought to the parenetic addition in XIX 29h,.YI*7 AJrm Ab
The land is personified as the one 1iable to suffer
as result man's sin. But only in the matter of contents is
there any @esemblance. The logiecal explanations to be drawn
hovever, is that this thought was widespread in the minds of the
lebrews which accounts for the fact that both authors incorpor-
ated as corments to their legialation.

The sole shred of resemblance in these rsssges is the
prohibition of marridage wibth a divorcee. 1In 1, priesat or a
"priest greather than_his_brothers” is lorbidden to marry a di-
vorced woman . such as a b:rlot. These spec-
ific proRibitions are unknown in D which does not aim to regulate
the personal life of thc priest, The judcment in D disallows a
man to remarry a woman whom he _divorded and who was married anew
anl divoreced again or widowed.’ Such a remarriacse is esteemed an
ahorination before fod. This special prohibition is nat found in
 while it was tn be expected that since it was so abominable in
the sight of TGed, the lloliness author would have included it it
would seem,;in his own collection jmst hecause he was so intent on
nromoting £he sanctity of the community. The objects of the two
laws are not identical. The laws in Il are designed to guard
t'e holiness of the priest by forbidding contact with unholy per-
s'ns. The prohi™ ition® 1in D probably aimed a¥ preventing a friv-
olous and 1lizht —inded divorce on the part of the hmsband and per=-

haps intended Lo t the woman against a husband who would be
inclined to act so on the spur of the moment.
1. Driver Dt. Bertholet Dt. Addis Stuer, Assigns to Sg. stratum.

2. XXIV 4b, This is séarcely secondary. Against Stuernagle Berth Dt74

3. The word 391in XXI 4 is corrupt. See Bertholet Tev Ad Loc.

4. PwIN3is sometimes used with A3edXbut only in 1.P.Ez. See B.B.D.
Lexicon sub., pwivd Dr. Dt. 271.

5. 1 repeats sin~le w My x|
el ;l'l"rs a?l&%e. many times but never7a7 A 17Yand D
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E:cwf a simple prohibition nrinst. marriace with a divorcee,
the s no resemblance either inUcontents noy aims of these law

gections. In language, formulation and contents therefore the
only relathonship which can be inferred from these laws is per=-
haps that they both have a lav ok divorce in view which however
has not survived. Certainly no dependence in these laws is at
all in evidence.

If the verses prescribing the pcnalty for seduction in H
XIX 20-22 were oricinal, the two codes would have a similar pro-
hibition against this offense. 4s it is, some of the critics are
disposed to view the first verse of this H section as perhaps the
worl: of the early author. There is however no reason to accept
that opinion. Practically all the critics unqualifiedly concede
that versehlIX 21-22 can not belong to any other than P*. This
is proven, in the first place, by the mention of the guilt of-
fering w:'- E‘is entirely gnknown to H. Then again, the expres-
sion is not that of H but P, Moreover the phrases
pe» 29> and 5 nbvaare pecunliarly priestly phrases. Then too
the chanre of person §3rd singular clearly bears testimony
to the alien character of these versesin this chapter. There is
hovever no reason to distinguish between the first and second
tvo verses., All these verses didsplay the diction of P, It is
impessible to accept the view that verse 20 is original since
verse 20 has the closest relationto 21-22 which follows and none
to those which precedes. It is more plausible to agree that verse
20 belongs rather with ves. 2 1 and 22 than alone . or=—iblhpgy—5hi,
Furthermore, this verse shows the style of P. Thus the words 59w
inst., 7®X and 3T M3V 150 (cf. Lev. XV 18 Nux V 13) prove
that Rp is author_of all of these owbire verses.“ The law against
seduction in D XXII 29 is reco-nized as an original e t of
the code, There is no reason to decide otherwise. 1Itj logically
Poidiewe the preceding passages Which have been shown to be orig-
inal in the code. Therefore as a natural sequence to the fore-
going it is likewise to be accepted as a constituent elementof
the code. Thus far we have treated only of those laws which con=
tain some approximate correspondences in both ecodes. It is to
be expected that a greater treatmemt be devoted to them since in
such resemhlances is to be sought most and surest evidence of
dependence. For that which remains, we shall only beiefly dis-
cuss those laws which in contents at least have no porrespondences
in the other codes. It is unsafe to draw any conclusions from
suich omissions. It is not within our present knowledge to know
whether these codes at any time had complete parallels. Paton has
argued not without cogent and convincing reason that that which
ve have in N largely comprised the code as it was first edited .
even thaugh it has been Ereatly disarranged, that it contained o,
ten decades. Notwithbstanding {his theory, it does seem somet
that this code is not entirely compcte. It is equally uncertain
wvhether D has survived to us with all which was first included in
it, and so it is uncertain at best whethcr we can reconstruct it.
For this reason, any theory built upon or any assumption derived
from the fact that there is arsent that perfect correspondence,
and that there are so manv parallel omissions in the one or the
other is at best frail and feeble, The argument fromsilence is 6"5“"“7""
manifestly poor and wealk.

Whether H contained some law similar in contents to the
One which I inserted (XIX 20-22) or not, is not within our iken.
It 1s possible that 11 may have. It is more than probable that
it did not have. Therefore D alone had a prokibition against
Scduction of an unbetrothed maidep.

1. Rertholet Lev. 62, EB, Moore} Kuenen 277; Addis XX 341;
Dr. LOT, 52; Baentsch 399,

“?. Daton JBL 18:63.



Tris prohibition D XXIT 28-29 is formulated in the atyle of the
socalled earlier Judgment and this particular legal type is not
found in the entire Holiness code. Brigps styled this kind of
lezal form the Judgment, the earlier form for the simple rea-
son that it does not occur or occurs rarely in law codes later
than D, This particular type here is found again after the
Deuteronomic code.

Linguistically hhere are many striking differences between
this special law and the Holiness Code. The words A¥Wewhich oc-
gur tvice in this law of two verses and many times in D does not
appear anyrhere in H. As has heen pointed out before, D here
uses the expression DY 3>wtwice while H (in chapter XX) »®Na> v
yoreover such peculiar words and phrases in this law do not re-
cur at all in H, as ¥3x PwIX x5, ex nAN(XXI 14 XXIT 29 Pdmaarvs,

an5¢ (in sense of divorece), Now H always uses

tifferent words, practically meaning the same, to express the same
idea, Thus in H XXI 3 AP AN wusd dan b sux DRI AUR(XXT 13)

As we have proven bef'ore, this law in D XXII 28-29
has no correspondgénge one in H, The law presumably intimates
that the offense was committed against the madden's wishes and
pover. A man who coerces an unbetrothed mide? rmst pay the fath-
er 50 pleces of silver, in the way of a do-pry’ amd she shall he-
enmc his wife, never to be divorced. In no passage in H, do we
have a reference to this usage of paying the father a dowéry.
The many opportunities in which Y had to mention or allude to
the dowgry (XXI 13) and the fact that he did not mav perhaps in-
dicate that he was opposed to this custorm. It is manifest that
this law was founded upon and derived from the ecarlier lam Ex.
XXII 15, It is possinhle that this offense was regarded as an
injury to property, affectineg the family and bhecause of that,
falling strictly wit in the confines of civil jurisdiction,
could not be included in a code vhose every intent was to make
for the holiness of the #individual., It may bc snome guch reason
as this which accounts for the omission of such acprohibition in
Il vhich ve woull superficially expect to see incluled.

Another law which has no counterpart of* parallel in the
‘loliness code is the one which descriyes the procedure of the
hu-rand who accuses his wifefnot ee bevh“virzin. (XXII 13-21),
T+is law,1ike the prrevious one discussed, forms an integral nart
of the original code. DUespite Steumnagle's opinion, there is
certainly no reason to suspect the orizinality of vs, 20a. It
appears arhitrary to delete this half sentence while to r-tain
it rounds out the full verse in the language and spirit of the
Dentercnimist. Most of the crities therefore conde’c the orig-
inality o these 12ws .2 Mgreover this law is framed in the same
t-pe as the previous one discussed, a snec type which does
not appear in the "~liness enie,SJudgment f€arlier type.

In termonologX, there is a notatvle differ~nece hetw~en
this special piece of legislation and the !lioliness cole as a
vhole. A few reser-blances are to be noted hut these words which
anpear in both codes are enployed in different connections. Thus
hoth D and ! use®¥ay So'(in parenetic conclusion to 1) ?73* #7127,
These corTon words are usual in the lanzuaze. D on the other hald
uses expressions which 4o not reappear in i, as, amie? 3% xa
(i uses XVIIT 6,14 3°2), 5 0 vpmrsiby 39 gv, 'evn 1w,y
(% uscs 4n XXVI “0%), aba3.(i! expresses his disgust by other
words, as?®T TOm ete), Nwa It does seenm strange that an au-
"“or could have been fa~ili r with another's product an! yet

voided the use of words and exnresssions, ps ¢ 1 in the lan-
Zuize 1s these, The only naturaliconclusion that the Holiness
FEFXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX
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The law compels a hmsband to pay the father of his wife a hundred
nicces of silver if he maligns her by falsely accusing her of
unchastity prior to her marriage. The Father-in-law proves the
falsity of this slander to the elders ol the city who are to
fine him and forever deny him the right to divorce her.
If the accusaiion proves true however, then they are to stone
her before her father's home. The nearest resemblance to this
lav in t'c Holiness code is the direct and peremptory command
against being a talc bearer. (Il XIX 16), As we shall discuss
this law later, it will merely suffice to dismiss it with the
clear-cut statement and assertion that there is ne evidence or
~igns of dependence between them on either side. Illere the law
is specific. There, general. Here it refers to a specific ac-
cusation, there to tale bearing in general. lere a fine and pen-
alty is atfached to one whospreads such false allegations. There,
sim:ly 2 prohibition. Linguistically there is not even the slighrt-
est correspondence. A severe punishment however, is meted out
to her if the allegation is proven correct and she turns out to
be no virgin., She is to be stoned in front of her father's house.
Acco ing to B (XXI 9) only a priest's daughters was 1liable to
death penalty because of unchastity. There is herca disharmony.
In il, any woman who marries after cormitting fornication is to
te put to death, 1In H, only the %au;htrer of a priest is subject
to this penalty for such conduct. Is it not evident that the
author of ! could not have vritten this law and heen cognizant
of U XXII 20-21, without specifically referring to this general
spplication and draw attention"his limiting 1t. The implication
in H is that only the priest's daughter shwiilid be liable for
deat! in consequence of such misconduct and that the davghters
of laymen' are "ot so repponsible. D on the other hand, is un-
faniliar vith this specific provision taking in the score of its
pénalty all who committed an irmoral practise before marriage,
that is, marrying the man and concealing her previous irmoral-
ity. It is clear from the law in I! that the author makes rore
rirzorous an! severe the conduct of those who are set apart for
priestly functions and while unbecoming conduct is particularly
penalized in the case of laymen, it certainly is as regards to
priest's daughter, who is expected to adhere to a moral standard
and ende more strict than that applicetle to non-priest. If
there had been such a law with such a severe penalty attached as
that in ¥ in the original code in H, there woul’ surely be neo
need for this specific law in XXI 9, It would have been under-
stood. The imnlication therefore is that Ji XXI 9 was entirely
unfaniliar vith D XII 20-21,

§til1l another law in D) which has no parallel in B is
the one which regulates marriages with a female captive (XXI 10-
14), VWhile this passage may have been tr ed ard perhaps
criginally followed the previous chnpterm which deals
vith general subject of war, there is no reason to suspect its
orgginality, or nuestion its place in the original codc. Most of
the critics® recognized its originality. This lavw is framed in
the style of a Judgment, none similar in forp@ilation is found
in the lloliness code. This section is jnarked “y peculiarities
of termonclogy which is to be accounted for by the fact that it
¥as ‘rawg from a source without un’ergoing any radical modifi-
cations.” There are several words coimon to this passage add
the entire lawbook of H but their uses are different se thus
proving against any possible inference of dependcnce ther.
anda qop YA a s (XXVI 25).

On the othor hand, ! uses certain words and expr

sions which do not rcour in H as,HKA=n9, 2¥N 1'a bX (padi e
@M% ION aney |99% pip’ B’ D> aessd(not in N in this sense) Wi an
- Linguistically there is nothing akin in these two codes,
Wdping from this passage which show any relationship to the Ho-
liness code other than théir independence,

It is rot surprising therefore that we do not find a

—
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3. n,.“g §:l“4?.L“' & Justice.

(2) Driver 245, Bertholet 64,



perallel to this law XXT 10-34 in H, D permits a soldier to
choose a female captive in war for his wife but she must olip
ker hair and pare her nails and remove the garments of her cap=-
tivity and mourn a month for her parents. Then becomes his
e. Ille shall not then be ahle to sell her but divorce her
'*ﬁ cannot lord it over her, It is not the humanity of this
law here which strikes us., It is the strange fact that D which
a1ims at separating Israel from other peoples and to make him a
holy people, should sanction this marriace. It shows that the
0ld cust.u!: oceasionally is more powerful than the will of the
lawgiver.® While we have no prohibition against intermarriage
in tre Holiness code, it is more or less implied and such a law
as this one would manifestly bhe ut of place in ll. Therefore 1t
is not surpriming that we have no law 1| this in H, but it is
surprising that we have a law at all 1ike this in D. The de-
scription of the procedure by whieh she becomes the wife of her
captor is clearly ad variance vith the laws in H XIX 27-28.
It 1s evident that these rites are prescribed to aid the captive
to express her grief and to mourn for the parents but symboli-
cally to indieaﬁe that her past is a matter to be forgotten and
of the byg' mes.” These regulations arc easily distinguishesible
as descriptions of momrning rites which are diat.inctly and ex-
rlicitly forbidden in H. In H, XIX 27-29, the author prohibits
these usages categorically ard unqualifiedly. He clearly does
not have in mind any exception as 1is here prescribed. These
heathen rites, it is, which come under his ban, ard which to D
evidently appears as a legitimate means for mourning. If H XIX
26 had in view these prescriptions in D which he is forbidding,
it is no more than to bec expected then that he would have made
s#»pe allusion to these particular regulations and he would have
prohibited these rites in someWwhat the same language in which
D enjoins them, Between these laws, D XXI 10-14 and i XIX 28
there is not one word in common. This latter inhibition we shall
subsequently discuss but a casual reference to the language will
disclose that Il could not have becen aware of this law in D and
at sape time used different language to prohibit these heathen
practicei,. Thus D (12) employs the word VXY ax 7nbaand H uses
gIWXY Ax2 Bpp x4, Such diversity in lmmguage reveals the igw
norance of H of the book of Deuteronomy. Such variance in language
and such contrarity in thought between these laws points against
the possibility of li's dependence on D.
Another law which has not the merest corrcsponlence in H
® is the prohibition against acts of irmodesty in woman., XXV 11-
12). This odd piece of legislation has a slight reserblance to
an earlier law in Ex XXI 22, It is manifestly original in thea
code for therc is no, reason not to assign it to the earliest
stratum of the code.? This law is framed in the style of the
earlier Judgment of Which paréicularly none in H. Linguist-
icrlly there are only a few contacts hetween this law and the
vhole lawbooK of H, 1.e. da72 {with this special meaning not
found in 11) @'Tnn, Then too, D uscs certain vords while
i employs their synonyms, as D, Y92 .9Frn H pPrn D 7,92
Il merely <°*. Furthermore D uses certuiln expressions which do
not reappear at all in the code of H 1.e. ¥ 1% (7A" brgnd vvean.
(not found again in 0T). Y¥? « This llaw 4s peculiar in many
vays. It is the only case in D which prescrihes mutilation of
A person. In this respect, the merest and most distant resem-
blance to this law is found in the I XXIV 19. There is not the
8lirhtesé connection between them and the relationship here in-
dicated is very farfetched. *
. Bertholet 68, > ver Dt. 245,
3, Cf further the prohibitions of mourning rites in H XXI 1-15.
4. Berth, Dt. 78.




#*This law is moreover peculiar to D probably a judgment upon a

special case which 1is given as the norm for decisions in sim-

{lar cases and thercby furnish an interesting example of ‘hw

the principle of law developed."! Furthermore the rigor in this

law appears out of place in this code which strains every effort

at being mild and humane !ud which exercises its severity only

against cases of idolatry.” This law would surcly be out of place

in the lawhook of H and it is not surprising that no similar one

is to be found t"ere., Indeed if H Imown D and used it as

its source book, bhe author could have escaped repeating in

some form this enactment which prescribed an offense that entail-

ed so severe a punishment and therefore ¢i#idently covers up and

conceals such sentiments of revulsion. a
Another similar law, recognized as original” without a

parallel in the Holiness code, is the one prescribing precautions

to be takenin the building of parapets on the roof of houses.

(XXII 8). This law too, framed in at.yleegr a judgment, with no

similar type in the Jjloliness code. These*expressions are not

found in the entire lawbook of Holiness code, W3N UM, Dpsde

(only here in OT) 734, Sv1 59° ., To show the independence of

the two codes, it is needful only to note the peculiar and dif-

ferert phrasingof the same thought. D here uses the expression
33 D*pY O'v»RL RH repeats a different phrase I 1*B7T.

Any accident occasio e, Jack of proper precaution taken
by t]»e_@er person, him and apon
hin is, blood ;u:l.’l.timss. yeh an indire ense has no
counterpart in Il. Sweh Arlaw however could not have been

included in this code for it was not necessary to the moral well-
being of the community and individual.

There remains hcfore concluding this chapter merely
to ddscuss a few laws which appear in the Holiness code that have
no paralle! in the Deuteronomic, The first of these commandments
are listed first in the outline at the opening of this chapter
under the heading of irreverence for parents and elders. The ooam-
mandeent, €or that is the formulation of the law, is halfl verse
3as which is recognized as original in H by all Bivle students.
A1T concede its place in the code.* Different to D, it places

gx before of 2x Cf also XXIT 15. 18T N as applied here
to parents is not found again in D in this sare connection while
thevord itself does appear. These peculiarities of atyle point
to 1 source, since different terms of expressions are used in D,
different to the one which the latter cocde followed. A similar
law substantially is the one found in Il XIX 32, While some crit-
irs are disposed to assign the verses 19 32 as additions of RP,
"there is no reason to follow them as this passage exhibit the
forri of H and°@% ancient in tone sg that¥is more natural to re-
gard them as transposed fragments.” The first half of the verse
is clearly the work of H1 while 32b belongs to RHY? To gether wibh
these is to be considered XIX 14, which is conceg.ed by all as or-
iginal., That is 14a is 11 and 14b is work of RI. Except for the
change ol number, these laws are forrulated alikc. XIX 3a is
thercfore termed a cormandmmmt. The others, 32 & 14 are framed
in the style of "words®, bhaving the singular address. This mode
of formulation is recognized as the earliest types of lavs, for
after H, its usage is practically discontinued, This shows that

those laws thus framed, point lirectly and clearly to an earlier
« Bertholet Dt. 78.

2. Stuernagle Dt. 96.

3. Driver, Bertholet Det. Ad Loc.

4. RePth-B4.-28-, Baentsch 396 Addis II 341 etec.
5. Paton JBL 16358 ff.

6. Tdem, & EB. Moore FB. Baentsch 395.

7. Paton JPL 16:61.




source, in fact, to an ancient source.l It is not sur 1sing
therefore thas so many unused words should be assembled in sich
prief laws as are here. Thus except for the usual words O, MNP
(Xv 21 used sacrificial animals) no other word in these laws re-
cur in D. Accordingly, H uses these wordsnx'w, )71 ¥%n, Sworr  Sip
(D only uses noun 53432 in Ch.XXVIII) amd this verb 2/7%).

J2r =>(D uses J77 only o=is in sense of cldera as
officials, never as here). ™ NX77[This expression is a pet jphrase
of M1 and only in H ard it is to be noted that the verb is fipl=
jowed by 'B, not so in D. MV 18 the 'n is not used), In
the case of this phrase it is of interest to note that such fine
differentiation is another further indication of the indepenience
of this code.

Sykstantially, as has been pointed out in the forepgoing
these laws XIX 3aa XIV 32, have no parallel in D. The positive
cormandment (as in XIX 3aal is probably to be implied in the nepg-
ntive law XXII 18-21, But between these laws there is nothing in
cormon formularify, linguistically or substantially. The other
laws in vx 14 and 32 are not even remotely related to any law in
D. Bertholet (Lev 62) argues that "the laws in I XIX with the
singular address were parallel with D laws dealing with the eth=-
ic~l and civil 1life, @isplaying a humanetore (XIX 9,10,13,18,19,
29,22). This theory may applv to other laws of this classifica-
tion anl grouping but these which we are now discussing not only
kave no parallels in D but are not indirectly related to that law
book, Certainly not in a linguistic sense is there any contact-
ual relationship. The prohibitions against cursi the deaf or
placing a stumbling block in the way of thc blind (Y%} and the
cormandements to respect the aged and to honor the clderly, have
ne parallels in D a no law remotely resemblin~ them except the
zeneral vhich animates D who is bent on protecting and guard-
ing the and afflicted. While not desiring to anticipate, it
is certainly assuming a great deal to infer that the humane spir-
it here in H in evidence is an emanation from the same mergifful
and charitable disposition displayed in D. This legislation
seems ancient and if the fact bhe known, it would mot be far
vrong to hold that these laws were permeated by a spirit which
had its sourceé,which likewise inspired D.

The fact will becone clearer as we proceed, that with
but one exception, these lavs we have discussed do not match each
other ary too closely, They are surprisingly marked by a pro-
nounced. individuality of language, that while certain words are
cormon, in the aggregate, there is an overwhelming disparity in
that diction, Save for two laws D XXIII 25, 28, XXIV 19-22 D
XXII 9-10 and H XIX 19 XIX 9-10, no laws under these headings
in the two codes fully and substantially agree. The very fact
that so many laws treating of thc same topics, prohibiting the
sare offenses, so radically disagree is overwhelming argumeni
against any conclusion of dependence which may be derived from
the sinilariti-s induced in these laws just mentioned. Some of
the laws which have no parallels in the opposite code, display
scme rotes of conflict with the general spirit of the other law-
book. Thus the Lvirate marriage law XXV 5-10, regulations in
the rarriape of female captives, XXI 10-14, th& penalty in re-
grrd to a maiden whose conduct was not corrcct$ these instances
vhich will be mmltiplied, will only contribute to pro#f the {the-
sis which we have set out to prove. Moreover while I have not
alvays noted it, it 4is a fac} none the less true that in the
lavs discussed, D shows influence meither on the legal
nor parenetic parts of the H laws. Now while there are some
P rallel kaws listed under this heading common to both codes,
on the samg subject, there are but two which are in anyway
hearing any edeee resermblance. And these laws themselves are
such as not to be spoken of as typical of each lawgiver but ¢lear=-
1y give the impression as having been derived from some other and

:lder source unmodified hy the hand of either redactor.
o OH = m——
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sonepeotus will illustrate, treat of Jjustice in the abstrast; eof the
3 of adninietration of practiosl Justioce; and of the various ways
2?'...;. to promote humanity between man. In thess five hsad~
ings it 1s of interest to that D oontaine a law s boaring
on esch subject while E has merely tem or eleven. Thereffre unde: this
» the two oodes inolude but ten of sleven parallel laws
. more or huiilﬁ mmlntoly 4dentioal subject mattor. The .
follo

outline wil the rangs of subJestd listed uniler this
gemeral osption and their treatment in each lawdook.

1, Justice and Judgements D XVI-18b~20(XXIV-168)25 H XIXb(35a)

g8, Iex Talionis D IIX-21 H XXIV-19
5, Titnesods D XVII-6-XIX -15-21 H XIX-11b-16
4, Veights D IXV-13-16 B XIX-35-37
5. Damage D XX-19 H XXIV-18-21o-il
8. Murder and Asylum D XIX-1-15-XXX-1-9 B XXIV-17=-21b=-XXIV-}9
7. Usury D XXIII-19 H XXV335-58
8. Loans D XXIV=8-10-13-17b
9. Charity D IV=7-11 H XIX=-17 X
10,Hired Servants D XXIV-14 H XIXz150-XXV=-0~-XXII#30-b
11.9laves D IIV=12=18-IVI-11
(Xx1-16~-14) l(xn-ao)-nmr-u-xx:;ze-

12.8trangere D XIV-21-29-IXIV=14-17

IXVIII-43=XVI-}1-14 H XVII=-8-16-IVI(I=-26-I1IX~-

33=XX=2-XXII~18-L5--XXIII~42D~
IXIV=16= XXV=8=23-49

13.Thef't E 1t -11
14.Kidnapping D IXIV=7

15.Prinogeiature D IXI -15-17-XXV-8

16,Landmarks D XIX-24 :
17.Animals D IXV-4~XXII-8 B 5=
18.8traying Oattle D IXIT=-1-4 i
19.Judges Appointed D IVI=18i-11

20.fupreme Court IXII’ ;{vg-o-mm-m-n-
21,0ffi0ials Kinge D(HVII-I‘PSO)!

22.pitizenahip D XXIII-18-T)

2B.M{litary D IX=1-20-XXX-10-14-IXIV-5

2. Memies D XIXV=17=19

25.Record of law D XVII-18-T

It e wﬂh{ of interest to observe , in the foregoing outline,
tborihn:ge of subjects treated in the D ocode and the paucity of sub-
Jocts handled infhe Holiness code. OF icance is tho silence
hich H maintains om o matters in t0 the plenary ex-
position and complete ription of various s of poliltical ad-
unistration. subsequently we shall digouss this icant silomoe and

ite dmp’ication. The mbeence in H of all reference to political officialdom
is therefore not without some meaning.

The - firet laws, whioch we shall compare and analyse in this chap-
tor hint at the existemoe of = state and % judioisl organizatiom. Both
;:de- breadly and emphatically oin of justice in omses of
mﬁmm-.nnm- lav is estly. ssed to the judges who shall
. itrate in matters of 1 dispute. For the esidy position of this law
for 0TS in D (XVI818 -20) heading ,as it does , the group which arranges
h:g:qh' appointaent of offioials of stats, olearly proves thatl it wasdua
i for the appointees. The corresponding emactment in H is embedded
m‘h:hpter of general sthioal precepts but its implication is that those
s nI. the duthirity to deoide in legal matters should keep in mind thess
had &g but necessary commandments . There can hardly be any doubt that H
Bt h:ind these various Jjudiocial servants of the state, intimatingf ﬂ..;}

state was in existence. This hint , and others just as indefinite



1¢ sbout all that H ocoitains which refleots the gontiul organization .
fese general commsndments,oommon to both oodes, (D XVI-18-20+XXVH-XIX-15)
pve only this in ocommon from the viewpoint of contents that the dmt
{spsrtisl Justice should be the whole concern of those who are to

tor Justice.The law in D XVI-18b=-20 is olearly recognized ss a produot (1)

of the Deuteronomist. It is couched in the faverite of this author
o oertainly derived(2) his material from Ex. 23:848. anoient law of

0 bas Deen modified in in conformity with the general toms of the
suthor of D. There is oe 10 reason wvhy thess laws should bde rechandd
s sy Other than those of D's,D IXIV-16 is sugpioious mad orsates s strangs
impression. A law like this ons, unmnm.muwm

wu'd have aroused s bitter controversy and Bnd a deoid with the
tradition some of which gurvi fo expression «» It 18 not
lijely that the author oould have this lav in his code without

st least some comment in these early yeard. To have placed it in his law-
book without any remarks shows either that he 414 not expect to have it
anforced or that he repeated some general abstrast precept which
seant nothing to hiis contamporaries. It is most proba that this law
wns inserted by some later Deuteronomio writer who borrowed it foom Ezekiel
(18)s This prophet definitely shows that he considers this principle hias
om innovation and that he was the firet to institute this precept . If this
l1av had found a pkace in the Josiah reforsation,sursly Ezekisl would not have
sttached 20 muoh rtance to this, his new idea and emphasized it as a new
revelation ‘ 's religion. It stands to resson therefore that this
e 13 a later, ia) (3 ) of & Soribe sho was imbued with the prophets
{lege D XXV , initiates a law whioh defines the maximum. inflgotion @f the
tastinado, which adviges moderation in bodily punidhment, may de reveRtmd I~
se part ¢ D Dbecause it harmonizes with ibe general spirit of thie lawbook.
e the law is ocouched in the third pereson throughout and is in contrashy
vith IVII-8 this difference df address is probably only sn indication of
iiversity of source than of different suthorship.fherefore if for no other
reasonl than its humane spirit, we would not be far wrong h“‘i-r&b‘athn sen-
tence and this seoyion to the earliest author of the Josianio codel(4).
The oorresponding laws in the Holiness are abdreviated ocom-
mninefits in the ochapter of ethical precepts. In IXIX-35, the word ¥® vp2
is an interpolation use it,to all intents and purpodes, repeats the
{dentioal thought of It be that thigvne ¥ sted to the later
suthor this word which he wwtid (8). However t}n may ,since it needless-
repeated the law which is contained in~ ““JIE¥, 1t has no place here,
this sehtence . This is moreover shown by the faoct that every word %
lained in the subsequent,. io semtenod but this ohe , Aindlocatigg tht
¢ this time that thias word not comprise a part of the in.,\rn keep
th the author's general usage, ,it opens with a general precept followed
ioulars . Exoept rorrs"lzi the remsinder of the wrae  4s in
e with this pﬂmipl_.g . practioally repeats the idea in Wl
t:is in the style of H or "W , With the omission of this brief command-
t , the pentad is complete . It was. probably added dy the editor of this
vho aimed to present the previous negative commandamente in a positive

‘orn. (8)

The lawes in XVI-18b=-20 and XIX-15 are similarly formulated.
¥ are in the type of the =scauted words, in the addreds of the
Pereson singular . It is to de remembdered that this type of legislative
‘rulation is considered as ‘he most ancient and these laws framed in this
prodadly indicates that their oontentd are to be traced to some most

source . The law in D XXV,/ is forsulated. as s Judgement whioch is
20st common type in D , & type olassified as the earl because it does
' appear in law literature after D.
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Linguistically the ocorresponience between these laws in
both codes indicates that the subjJeot matter of all of them 1s more
or less identical. Thus these words are common to both sets of laws;
Usu, Voupy P74.Now 1t is of interest to $ obeervey that these words
age 80 common in the that not every place where t oocour
sre cited in the RED on . Moreover neither 4f these e has &
gymony®m whioch might serve the same purpose in the laws.Again,D uses
gertain words in his ensotmeny mhich .x el in H in differ-
ent connections, thus 07 7 in(Lev.26:8-3 ‘ e wuzh H XXI-20)., Then D
uses certain expressions’Phraseclogical variants different either in .
peaning or in different expression with sams meanings,as oy(in D-
IVI-18b H uses it as fellow countrymen).z > 7 >n(Dh , ll uesiiz 572)
¢ner 100 (E uses 9o vay b1y 1vyn) Dymoreover, uses the follo
words which do mot reappear at all im H; » ¢ PXVI=-19-XXIV-17)7 v nwsn
:lbo DUPITE 275, 1771874 13'W T, 3US, D120 Fote aleo the
repetition of P14 to -lgreaa exphasis. H tuses expressions in
~ whioch do not reappear in D, w2 37 7a @5 Nehich _ooours frequen
1y in J¢ but mever im D.) 2> %%, n'py 513 (used An’XXV-18 not in
same oonnection). This linguistic ocomparison oan no other im-
pression than that both of these laws rohbg had a differsnt origin
The phraseological resemblances of D =18-20 and XXV, with Rx.23:6-8
are phutdlivy and susoceptidle of one explanation, namely ,that D is trace

able to 0. The linguistic oonnection of H. =15 h C exo fo
one phrase in XXIII-Z2 ,is practisally ome™j thus l;ﬂu?m mt tﬁn

H law is not derived from 0. Linguistioally at least , there seems

as little ressmblances correspondence H ﬁ‘h D as H with
0. The faot that H uess > 7 which is =a the early literaturs
a8 vE , but & oword in D intimates that E perhape had as s source
a lawbook perhaps siwé known to D.

gubstantially these laws are 53{,- or less identical. D-
IVI=-18b=20 sddressed to the Judges , enjoins them to render Just de-
oisione, not to ert justice nor to recognize anyone nor to awce
a gift ause s sway the partiality of decisgions."Justice alon
thou shalt that thou mayest live and inherit t3e land."
Then in m.-uuz are commanded t0 moquitnthe innocent and senteuce
Drofibtitn, no o de.ga Iajeeeise Sb.joApmanihs0] Dot STEY Ihe

ro ce anty,, 2
pger nor"glol'.lnnr’tr tg m. to &*h TN - h., in justice " judge
thy neighbor'. In the firet place these laws have in common these

thoughts , differently phrased, thati they shall mot pervert
D) or do in justioe ; pod.ting they shall render Just decision
D) and in justice mhall Judge man (RH) or jJjustice alone shall be

followed (D). D XBI-18-20 disallows the showing of partiality(p
hape either to rich or poor). H fordids the re litigandy
because he is poor or honoring him beomuse he is rioh. Note that
here D speakd gensrally while H is epeocifioc and partioular. Purther-
nore notice that Dés laws ocontain a prohibition againet the Ank:lng
of gifte with extra caution guoted from Ex. IXIII-8. M adds

too , the par exhortation that with the doing of  Justice will
oone life and the possesion of the land. These last two ideas are

not present in H. It is manifest from this comparison that H oould
not have shown so little consideration for the ocontents and

0of D if he had borrowed frgm it to formulate ani originate his ewn.

It is evidnt ¢ ressmblances are so ™ignd glight and the
differences e0 and significant that ifis almost safe in affirm-
ing the e of these laws. Out of praoctiocally eight thpughts

in these laws, there are dut two o %o, both laws and they are
differently phrased and oxpruud:va. ” g any 'j’ MMHM

+ .1 ,0lossly allied in aim to the oﬂ.oulhnnrothogu-
eral prinoiples common to both codes, denominated Jus Tal-
ionis: D XMX-2]1 ~ H- XXIV-18b-20. The originality of neither of these
laws are questioned . While the D gSeotion in whioch this Verse ap-
pears (XIX-21) oontains marks of an interpolator's hand, this sentenoe
is undoubtedly an integral part of the aneient law of D. There is
Sertainly no reason to acoept Steurnagle's opinion(to XIX-21), Who
¢laime that this prinoiple is taken over from Ex. XI:8/. e_cer-
tain resemblances are in evidence , certain dAifferences oould oreate
Just the opposite impRession and suggest the view that D drew on an-

other source than that =34 :
IR T Tt W 5 % (L I o7 e



betwesn these laws is no adequate reason to. argue for the &wungguﬂu%
of this D lawy for D coantains various laws which are Just as cldse~-
1y akin 4o 0 as this one vwhich are considered as s part of the
ancient law 02 Josish. The corresponding law-in H XXFV -18b-20 is .
viewed as an integral part of the ancient code though in its present .
position it is recognized as dislocated and misplaced.(I)By analogy
I with the other laws of retaliation in the other codes , V2 18b prodb-
i 2Dly was originally connecited withve2meé in its original form. This
I conjecture is , however , no$ at 2ll proWable from E  and consists
. of nothing more than a mere suggestion . In H theréfors if we omit
this half verse,the order of these Juxtepesmsd offenses are, fraciyre
for fracture , eye for eye, and tooth for tooth, thus he shall infliet
a2 wound upon man as he was wounded. D follows the exacet sequence of
Bxe 21l: 24.,11fe for a life ,eye, tcoth hand and foot etec.Joit only
does D use identiecally .the first five words of C but follows order
of succession of the words. Now it is of interest to note that they
- all agree{8, D &H) in using in the same sequencefthese two words,
|’% + Jv oH however contains the word "2vnot fouhd in either G nor
- D . On the other hand ,D uses these words which 4o not reappear in
. H XXIV- 20 w=, 7’ b3y, H and C agree in using »7n for the gon-
nective , D using the Piﬂu o Now 1t is probable that D 4#%%%%%* the
use 9f ') instead of Py ,followed the C source beeause of the gim-
~ ilarity 38 words and thelr sequence and because elsewhere Re manik-~
fests his dependence on the @ariier C code. If H had used D as Bis
source, it is ceritainly 3 not likely that he would deliberately.
have chahged back from the fise of his comnective and gdded a word
‘wnich neither D nor € had, and a sentence in 20b. It seens to me
that H derived this law from an earlier source +than D and one prodb-
ably lénger than D, probably as full and complete as the one in C.
This 1s perhaps siggested by the use of this half sentence in 200
wheh he cuts 18 shdrt by summarizing the remainder of the zneient

prineiple. In this half verse he uses expressions which 40 noi oaeur whﬂﬂkw

in D ik P>, (and note the destrmetive uss, of 'lﬂ’ H XIX-28),and v,
axfd probably came from this older source.
From the viewpoiat of contents ,thess Rifferen

variants i
of the general prineiple leave the impression that they 33’ demides dmivd

etr—ugs fror a genersl principle whieh though not extant lies

back of alFof them. One cannot help but feel that the editors of .

each o6de were attempiing 10 apply this general principle to dAiffer-
ent cffeg§g§.rhus in C XXI-24, it is specislly addressed to a speeisl
cage of mewep fighting and injuring a wokan with child. In H , it

is generally¥ applied to the ease of 2 person who has harmsd another.

In D it is to Ye speclally applied to a witness who :

himse #The law in ¢ and D seer sonmewhat curtailled in ecope bu
generalized in H.* (CHCH) Now the most ancient law mors nearly re-
sembled H than it 4id elther € or D just because it is a summary

and not,.appliacble to a speecial exitraordinary experience and it is

not likely that an author would generalize from one iasténce like

this of D'8 to s0 unusual 2 ome as in E. It appears that in the

later A drew nearer to the original principle in his transcription than
those other asuthors . In the eariiest stage , morsover, "this prin- i
eipie had its applicahiRity not as a W for penaliies to be jJudleisl-
ly inflisted but as ﬁ;gﬁdg@& -0f private vengeance.® {2) In 0, vy
secem more remabely reroved fronm for it (XIZ-21) appears as a

guide to the judges in their inflietion of punishment upon the guil-

ty and false witness. In H, Wuseem to have g law designed znd aimed

to define the limits of the avenger . For this reason also, I think

we are safe in concluding that D suggesPs 2z later developement than

H; which means thi&t this 1law in the_Holiness code is not derived

from D but a more ancient souree.

o . Both eodes contaln some laws bearing on witunesses. The
main law in D XIZ-15-21 is recognized with some minor exeeptions as
forning an integral part of the ancient Josiah code. The phrase
Eiab Xorm> bd>y, is generally considered as o later gloss whieh
4id not even appear in the Lucian text(3) and is probably a variant
of previcus. ' .Oornell (§4) Ffirst called attention to the suspicion
of the text prescribing = mixed lay and ecclesiastical court® where
a secular and spirituwal tribunal jostle each o¢ther.? The Judges

(I} Paten JBL .%VI-55. Bertholetﬁé- 8486 (8) IB. EB. 2721.

(5} Steurna 1a : + ¥
, e ad v AV, Bertholstl - {4) Cornell Into.55.
) H opfears The sRAtr Hrow D Ingsan 5 ss ofimoted has e Prrsion of to thien 4 1sfici




pnean those appointed in the local districts courts after the die-
trict priests had been disposessed <there by Josianic reforma~
4$ion. To add the "Levitical priests” to this Judges , signi-
fica that the glossator had in mind the stupreme ocourt about whioch
the lawbook has already spokeh (1758). The following verse(¥) (XIX-
18) esignifies that originally the law contained only the word o °'uoun
with the three previous words omitted ( 0u7™7-°") (8)It 1s
pore than probable that the last few wordg of V17 are insertions
in imqitation of XVII-QWith these d.Jdim » the section stands
intact ne it stood in original D. Another law in D dealing with wit-
nesses, belongs to a passage which is manifestly misplaced XTII-&-7.
Both in phraseology and in subjeot B::tor,. this seotion is olo-al; QJ
akin to D =13 and probadbly preceded the original composition.
it3 present location , it interrupts the sequence of thought of
IVI-18 and XVII-8 (4) .These sentences b+ are olearly original
and have never besn questioned . The laws in H whioh somewhat re-
senble D's laws on witnesses are to be found in XIX -15-11b ani
ar: zensrally recognized as original in this chapter . As regardun
XIX- 15 , these two oommandments £ill out the pentad .Fo one has
questioned the originality of this verse .The half verse 11b is an
@r;lification of the decalogue, which is also cohsideped as origi-
rel in this code . Patén (5 attegpts to complete the pentad of
whioch these commandments comprise - by placing XIX=-35 after 12bSiThese
|lawe are differently framed . The one in I) XIX-15-21) is formulated
in the type of the steatutes earlier form (” ") while the laws in
E are framed alike except for difference ¢f number . Thus H XIX=-15
ig to be classed as "words" as it has the singular address and H -
XIX-11b ie to be plawed under the legal type"wommandments"™ since
it has the plural form. As for formulation these laws have not the
sltghtou simdlarities ,'D is long drawn cut , H is oonoise and 4i-
Teot,
A superficisl comparieon of these two laws leaves no 3
other impression than the independedce of eash law dn both codes.
From a linguistic viewpoint , this view is fithermore oconfirmed ,
Frelusive of thefle partiouldar pet Deutercziomic expressions which
recur without end in the D code , there are few words or expressions
cormon to both of theese laws . In faot,the only wordl which appears
in both laws is identical only in stem. In D the noun? P Lis used
to modify the word witness while in H the stem Appears as a Verb
|72Un « D uses certain other words though thly do no% oocour in
the opposite laws , 40 appear in the remainder &f the code ,accord-
ingly préving that these expressions ardl used in 4ifferent con-
nections and indicating that they are not drawmn fgom D but formed
a part of tle author's own vocabulary. Thus D uses in this law on
witnesses , these words which are to be found again in H,in other
sections than the ones which treat of same subjeot matter ;|'¥ ,Men
'nx 890w ai* (7). )e The peculiar sybtactical form .
in JVII-6 P27 rei’ does not PeapPed? wEWiR in Hor e B et umdewhick =&
% 'sby(frequent in P) ( in D IVII-&-III-Iﬁr-XXI-Er.' avpr ( noov in H
in this meaning ).on v ’ PID @'usw, waT awn ’ anr .
Theee are to be olassed as distinotive expressions of this la in
D, without which it 14 impoesidle to frame the ssme enactment.’H uses
eerta!.iexpreul.on- which are not found in D at all, ae , '¥7>n, L 5y
A vy ,These worde are equally as essential in these laws .
Linguistisally therefore , “$he connection is virtuslly non existent.
Bertholet has divided the ethical chapter of H (XIX)
into two partd in accordanee with the use of singular snd plural ad-
#ress. These laws with the latter address , resemble the short com-
zandments of the decaldggee. The ones with the singular , he argues
are in close correspondence with D. Now a comparison of these lawse
vill dimsclose the most trivial comnection as far as subjeot matter

(I)Bertholet Dt. €2.
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{s concerned . The laws in D are sddreseed to the judges as reg-
ulations to them as to proper testimony and proper punfishment
for & false witness. The laws in H are obviously addressed to the

pitnesses thmeselves.

In.:-‘ I':I-IE-BJ. in orlert:o .;‘ vali-.: :n
urt dispute Prove an asouse oa wo
:‘Igeous ; o false witness must suffer the same he do-

signe for others.In D XVII-8-7 a oharge involving the death pen~-

alty must be proven by at least two witnesses and they must be the

first to exeoute the sentence and the ganeral populsce aftermards.

In E XIX=11b the /commandment probibits deception and lying against

another. In H XIX=-16 the verse forbids one go about as a tale

pearer and "seeking against omes 1ife.” It is evidently meant thes Jorsu %

by falee testimony aiming at sentencing ones fellowman to death. :

(I) One set of laws is an enactment governing the proceedure of a

looal or district court while H containes merely several command-

sents generally presoribing the proper conduct of witnesses and urg-

ing truth telling and reserve. The humane o ter of D is brought

to the fore again when the acoused (XVII-8~7/merely by the evidence

of st least two witnesses should be judged and nothing is to be

ozitted (7) to impress upon the wltnesses the feeling 48 entire

rasponeibility.In thie respeoct H elsswhere manifests the same c{tﬂt

tut has no oocoasion in these laws to bring it to the front. It is
erally recognized that H XIX-19-11b is ol an elaboration

2) of the deoslogue and ss such is independnt of Dfs Sode. H XIX-

16 has nothing in common with D's law except a Very aslight bearimg

or. ¥itnesses., olonm tion and that is axtremely slight

is between vib - 5) and XIX-18-20 sinoce they both deal

vith false witnesses. D defines the duty &f the !uln in oasss of

false testinm while E merely commands st nnnu.n:lw

the dlood of neighbor.” Note that D H are ¥ phrased

and shov difference in contents and indioate al toget uroes. "H

has kept olo t4 the ancient type . D is much +«"(4)

If anything , H is formulative and style appears the older and for

that ressor indioates that its source is something other than that "

of D, D seems to be a precautionary Judgement in elaboration of

KX, IXIII-7 while E appears as anocient as the sfurce 42 D.

gu more or less the same subjeot mad-
ter, are to be " ia D 16 and E XIX -35~36. The Deuteron-

::10 b ¢ ‘-ﬂ.?-m :I.{ .th.ﬂt . “boloud.:r ::n :h:“ 12 .:-
ence for con ° ®g than ancien
Josish oode. Exoept for verss XVID.suggests an explanatory BE
(5) which was modelled after H IXIX-35; the entire sect ion is above
suspicion. The originality of; tso verses in H XIX-356-36 has been
disouseed previously . I have sbown why in verse 356 the word v=vra
is %0 be omistedc and in their present position these verses
are not in their o rlace in this chapter. More than likely
these sentences followed verss 11-12 and were dislooated. tin
(6) certadnly seems correot wheh he mssigns 38 to the
becalse as an explanatory comment on the previous veree it is un-
like the other original material of the Holiness code and eso to
be regarddd as secondary .The two laws differ in forsulation. D
is to De olassed under the ¢ of "words® decause £ has the sing-
ular address while B XIX=356 is in the form of"commandments " as
it is written in the plural fosm. It is to be noted that the two
lave are unlike in number , amd that save for this differemce , the
secondary comment on verse 36(H XIX) and D XXV-13-36 are unt.inl
umfmin!%o ancient E law IXIX-35 is formilated differently to
one .

-

{I) i)ﬁ. in loo.
2) Berth. lLev. 62f,
CHOE 436n. .
Berth. Lev. 86,
(5) Bertholet Dt. 78. Steurnagle Deut. 92-93.
(6) JBL.55.
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{nterest. It is inSeresting to note that there not one phrasso-
logical resemblance in the laws of D XXV~ 12~1 ginal law in H
XIX-35. E Gses these words whioh not only do u‘g appear in the oor-
responding law of D but not in the rest of theloode ; 513,71
\2wp, nm 5N , Not one of the words which D (XXV-15-16)R6e heed
in § XIX=35. There are a few similarities in oommon to D
xx§-13-16)nll R H XIX-38; |2X(m of 2 1v(as ap-

LS
184 to weights X o jover D tiges o expAessions out-
ph de-th&ﬁn o te *HEER Wﬁ-‘-ﬁlm}
e TeREssw Y ke the bofy of the lawboo} whioh do not
0

reappear in !’ aBg ™Wa, vy arbyu . IARE én the other m.

are to be found ressione which do not appear at all in sb=mbl

in D, as I’ » T , Now it 1s obwious as regards the language

that these laws, DXXV-12-18 and H XIX-35 have no in common and

indicate a different source . As for R H , the question naturally

arises, 41d K use D as & source fron which he dsrived his comment

for E? Now there is no denying that there are certain oorrespondsnoes.

But it seems t0 me more necessary to explain and acocount for the d4if-

ferenoces than these similaritics. If we assume that RH was dependent

on D , vhy did he not use the identiocal expressions of D, first by

doubling the nouns, 12!& |3% g N9'X AD'X oThen s & lohrﬂ.ng noun

d4d he use merely v+ when his supposed souroce slways employed ’
Yiw AP5U aawpttabTa o Futhermore,RH uses oo expressions

which are mot found in D at all, o0'3Txw  + |'a e Now these

words are as anoient as D for the first is used by Amas (VIII-5)

and the other by Ezekiel.It seems therefore that the resemblances

and differences are to be scoounted for on the gromnd that both laws,

D and KH, are t0 be traced bdack to a OommOn source or souroces, of

wvhioh H (XIX-36) probably most nearly related.

Sontents ; the law in H is the fuller and more com-
plete . D 13=16)p ts the having in ones posession of mmall
and large weights and s and commands that only ocorreot and
full messures be BgPpt by cney H forbids the d&o of 4 ighonesty
in Mlisode , weights or measurements . RN enjoine thét one posess
only correot balances , correod weights , ephah m{u. Iy is to
%e obsesved that H & D disagree in this ; namely,that with XIX-35
the disuse of these various weights is forbidden while D, makes it
an offense to posess incorrect measurements. RH ocommannds that every
one posess only proper weights,eto. Moregsver , D speaks merely of
the weights and ephah while H speaks of meteyard , weights and measure~
mente « D speaks sgainst the use of a large and small measurement pre-
sumably for purchase and sale. H commands against doing of any die~
honesty with these measurements. While the sudbjeot matter is more
or less akin , the @ifferemoes in these laws both in phraseoclogy
and oontents point against depemndcnoce and to some similar souroces.

The contents of D and RH (XIX436) are more alije. §H commands one
¢ have in his posessionpnly correot sosles ,yeights ,ephah -and
«They agree in urging one to avoid the offense of even oo
& dighonest measurement and in the repetition of |1x and »>'x RH
however usees also SATRS and 71 yshéwing that he had some other
s0urce also than D, This is tu.rt-h*r proven by absenice of a par-
0 comment in H similar to D . In Deuteron e editor promises
life in the land as & consequence of honesty and any dishones-
ty is an abomination before God. RE merely sdds Lo the formula® ,
Usually olosing mﬂntﬂ with the expression who brought you from
the land of Egypt. s phrase is a usual one in RHE and oates
ho oonnection with D. RH therefore drew on a different souroce most
likely one whioh was knmown to PE.JLV-10 and which explains these
ithes bDetween the rulactn and prophét and Deuteronomy aas

vell as the differences.
& mu-.mnm.xmmf‘é’%tumﬂm-
&nces to each other %0 be discusesd together merely becauss

:11105' oan be olassifi the mast general heading. No one familiar
mtgithue enaotaents oan disoern but the faintest connection. The
8r0hidition in D XX-19-20 is recognized by all the oritiocs (I) as

1) Dro Dby 240 o Burchatck Db oh. ). Of guster Ml Lodhe st o, PR Ay thok
' MWWWJM MAMMM@M 'bnr
D hia Jansr | dariinia Th {’«M no etk paee ], pabefoudink 4,%.
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an essential and u:uxr-l pas original ocode.(¥). lﬂh
the exception of pyt éne tutx s these two sen
have never oall doubtful nor suspicl u or:.uu-. Inl m
the Bibdlical commentators have wisely the artéele 1%
s0 as tol make it resd as an nt.rropuu .uth this
the meaning of this balf ssntence is o od. The slightly wsimi-

lJor law 48 § 4s to be found in H XXIV- 17-02. The section as we

gow have it has not coma down to us « Vorse 21 1s u repetition

in reverse order of the previous law - olurly a supp nddi-

tion +(3) It does mot add a thing to n).‘

whay fs contained in the laws above . lhmu Intro. holds as

a doublet to 17f * but it is hard to believe that any sditor would

bave been as wtupid as to insert from s parmilel code a law whioch

he had just given two or three lines before®.(4) Verse 22a is s charsc-

teristio priestly thought in priestly «(B) (of Ex.XII-49

XIX-14-X¥-15-16-89) thinks that the editor mads the repetithn

in 21 in order to w the extension of loguhticn to alisns applies

to the whole group and not to the last p onﬂ Iamauo.

however bYoth 21 and 22 are recognized as sditerial glossss. The

law sith which we are sently concerned is the second of the re-

paining three, the le dnzou against damage and for compeneation

in the oourt of such uiry.The formulation of the two are sntire-

1y unnhr.mmnlnn-u is to be classified as & statute

( 0'pr1) earlier form, while the hd.-huol in D XX=19=20 ia in

the favorite D type of formulation, t. earlier form.

The former &4 suocinot and oho!.u. sesyy word.

The i. udgeent in D is full md‘g:o"ﬁ ot th-.!mehor.
matter of formulation is not ths slightesh sign of de-

pm@..

These two laws praotically ocontain no linguistio par-
ellels. Excepting a few worde or expressions which recur in the other
parte of the: Holiness m-. the law in D XX~19=20 to all intents
and purposes includes s vhioch are to be found apain in the
entire oorreésponding lawbook. Thus in ia XX-15-20 are tobe found
these . s which reappear in H, 'y  Mnen ( XIX -27)in o
tion with %ﬂ; e e Of th. lhavh ), NnI>n (mostly in ¢
sense of being but o m Imph). ATYT (Y(E XXVI-4)

154 (Y(XIX-23) aleo in ) It 1s of interest to note that
these words are almays used in another connection than that in which
they sre found in D. Then again this law has these words which are
not found at all in H, as 5x 9wa, g’Iyu'm>, Ly gabns vo,

N4 [9A w0 IOP R34 mab® Doy vy Fri1y vy,
The only touomt rtwn-}“-w.-‘n x;_grnrd
lels is that these wrd- used Il s in different context;
oommon words and expressions u\ of the suthor'l at
their time . For in the first plese, it is against resson to think
that the sauthor of the Holiness code mersly turned to this one
law of which in reality he hu no corresponding one in his code,
to cull from it ocertain wolds and phrasss which he ueed in various
parts of his lawbook and them in different connections. I had
done that, it seems Muwsseomeblc u without any rea would
have taken only a few of these words and then the most ocommon ones
and failed to use the great lﬁﬂﬂ.t{ of them. Bédter reason convinocees
me that H and D irrespective other drew words from the com—
'2_“_ diotam and avoidi{these digtinot expressions , distinot of each .- ﬂzu
{IJ Bandessin SBd 110 argues sgainst the originality of these laws
dealing direotly with o t in war because t are -ntlnl{
Practicadle and for this reason would exolude this law ., It is un-
Necesarry to refute such arbitrary argument.
(2) Brrthobotr-Bto=d8.D rn . 240 .
(3) Patdn JEL. XVI-59,
(4) Patén 57 . 8.B4t. 97.




Tow the two laws which we have olassed together have only

t)is in common, that both aim to prohibit damage or injury. The law

in D is rightfully to be olassed among the regulations governing war-
faro.The one in H is to eorrsctly be grouped with lawe under the eth-

jos]l commandments. (I) The purposs of the first 84 to modify and sof-

ten the rudehess of ancient milita oudton of destroying the fruit
orshards afd render as deserts the fertile land 4f the ensmies. (2) |
The }aw in D forbids , wvhem beseiging a ult{‘:ho,mton destmuction

of the fruit trees for purpose of wonstruot mau-%. «.InH

the law enjoins that he gho kills the animal W4f another , must

pay, for, %uo.lxupt for the superfioial resemhlance that hoth

law or, wish damages, there 1idé nothing else in com-

pon. One wannot held noting mm- and hﬂnnlt{nof spirit

which permeates this lag and | the lasgiver franing t)is {
special Jdvw against the needless dsstruction of fruit trees. Without |

speoci’ying any penalty but pSoposing as a dete gument fruit
tree is not maw againdt whom war is waged, The that ,

they who besiege a oity t destroy She tsews frait in -
order to build of them i The lawin H, on the other hand is |
ebtirely freem of suoh appeal bit orders that he who glays an

ahinal Bust replace it.As pointed out previously she attitude efa.plyctwil.
% the two lawgivers entipely ut{:‘mt. fing
e H has no laws hear on or regula warfares,as
T shall polat out lster, the question arises whether the prohibition
of damage in tjis w whioch 1ies &t the dottom of this law on war-
faps,spuld Jave been hltihmtion and modsl for the prohibidtion
in H.In other words ,i§ the and framework in D XX-19-20 deal-
ing with and treating of mildtary operations 1is diveslG) and that
vhioch remnine is dehuded of all referahce to warfere, has thid which
ii_s legt any rollluemhht with l10r has it furnished the sufgestion
or the Jaw;éy & patent for its lawgiver.VWe hawsé pointed out previouve-
ly the ﬂig.w o;‘%uh laws. !hzoruuuo ar all
reference to war is omitted in this lawis the prohibition against
wanton destruction of fruit trees. H XXIV-18, asI have gpften shomn, '
containd not only not one word in common wish thielaw , but ndt even
ur:o tl;ouﬂt .h-u_:hzo.ul“ by any stretoh of the m:%u there~-
re is possille to any evidenoce ,or sign or e dspendence
in these two Jaws. Evel if thnmmhltsmrmouuu-
lated t0 an anoient typs than D and therefors the older in céntents |
and 1;:3:@ ﬁ. dependehoe is discerhidle in these for they bodh on
their s ,4isplay indspebdence ,or rather freedom of any dependence,
in formulation, or sentents.
The next laws h are @ommon to bdth Sodes treat of mur-
der D XIX-1-13 XXI-1 -9 H XXIV 17-19.The law as we possessh it in
XIX-1-13 is not without evidences of editorial interpodations. Marks
of such expansions are appsrent to shyone familiar with she institu-
tion here provided forsIt is colear that with the destruotion of the

L

local Gdunee - smd the protectiom whieh the 1leocsl altars afforded,
to ond who uul‘agmlr ocomnftted murder , it wa for the
refofners to makd provision for another and hew

t
Plant this anoient ome,and to sabisfy the need which it effe
80 Lsowaciovt of this in the reform ,he arranged that
citias be set aside a% substitute asylume for the murderer whioh
would offer him safety just as foSmerly the local religious centres
served as jleces of suoh protsotion . It 1s likely that this same
lawgiver therefored oould have antioipated fistional expansion Ao
Ul iznepide that he would recommend that threemore cities of refuge

- Feuki-Yo-poeeysery. _In_the priestly oode the three oities sre incpeased
(I)Patén JBL. XVI-55.

(2) o330. Pp 388.



when the tions of the godntiry warran s doudl

:g 1';1% nunber of oities of réu- .in th:’ 18w XIX- oAt unuh'
noted in verss 7,that the law given Iknows nothing of six oities

of refuge byt only of thses.lMoreover verse 8 appears olearly as

the worg§ of editor (I) ,ressmbking an after thought .This law in
its present form isd interpreted olearly to harmonize with the in-
tmduotﬁmﬁmﬁ D IV=41 . . D is thersfore later tham
the law the intredustion . 8510 7 & t0 mark
tuomlumotmm slatisn. In v Sa heasen/ @Ff

Bertholet Steurnagle” (t0 3) hardly seems valid . To argue that
the opening phrase is an expansion because good roads are as much an

the sentence should be consideded & later interpolation . m.ﬁ"—"
Jeotion oould defter be overlooked by the original lawgiver than by

the redaotor . As for the remainder of law , there is no suspi-
oion as to ive originality if it mweibm that such a law
as we here poeess, naturally fithid

in to this reform scheme . In D XXI-1-9 Veree 5 is undoubtedly an
interpolation (2),probably ndded by a) lader editor who confused this

rite of bbealing a oalf's neck with a Seligious effering and was at
s loss to unflerstand Jow euch "m oould be performed any other
mh »1"t tltlc m.ﬂ%: tﬁ.hhno;o& as no reference slsevhers

& sen s law s t the edigor wantzdld
it hera » cxpu’::aon. W& 32 pryn>dis not the nnnrou whioch
the origihal lawgiver yed.It esems that in verse 2,the word
ie ppobably an ition (3) sinse noshere elsecreference is made
to these officials in the remainder of the law.The suggestion has
beeh made not without some satisfl on that in v 9, the usual D
expreseion 1° 210 |y~ b prodadly afper the first Jalf.Exoept
for these o‘-hu and omissiond,the law stands as it originally
stood.in the anoient code.The authenticity of the corresponding law
in A XXIM17-19 has been previously proven and need not here detain
us .The two laws in D are to de olassed ss judgnents (earlier
fotm). The law in H m;;,T:IQ isd to be classified under the same
general term Jidgments Put sudbordinated under the later forms.Not
aRy of the later fomms are to be found in the Hebrew liderature
(earlier than H.This in formilation is appadent the moment

one reads them both.This L does not, U7 to the s
kggsential differedoe in $he g of we lawd as to desoride the
law in H as pointed , lacking im no unnecessary words.The others afe
full almost to the point of .Ircruunou.
vhen we study the ian-

The diversity is in evi
guage of these two s of Jaws T, is but ons expressién
pipor variation. This is

common to both®tthese laws which’, Rl
l.pggamli-!! mngiizg gtgﬂt-

D-19, the ression which appears

élsewhere in this code, wos 754,In

1y modified,into the sxpression ¥?o) '5n>4,.Mave for this expreseion

these three Jaws dealing with identical subJect matter, ¢ no

other parallel words or phrases.The laws in D XIX-18 15» -1=-$ con-

tain a number of words whioch are again found elsewhere in the Holiness

but not in this particudis vy the vast majority of them being used
different conneoticgs Tan(dn a erent oconneotion) M
XIX= 23) p'>y (XXVI-31,with suffdx), 7'72 4XXII=88). Disb "7

{u sl different connection).”” ¥ (XVIII-2-2R) Yo XA X 15

inF XIX=17 with sddftion of 72252}, yy D77 5X3 (the word 1a x4

only used and 'wstv this expression). - 'w i (XXVI-3in different con-

neotion) -2 o(H XXV -25) 5'¥ ( ia H XXVI-9 in s different comneotionm.

@) Eertholet Dt.60. Steurnagle Dt. XIX-8-10 .(ukAr, Dt.OHOH Pp. 158a.
(2)Bertholet Dt. 65. Steurnagle ad Zoo.
(3)Bertholet Dt.65 steurnsgle sd. 2.




.
L ]
."l"-E‘
-
xR -
-_. ->
™ -
—
™~
e
P
e
L4 T
S
‘. . b
e —
1
—

2gt
- uaﬁaageﬁ

- a! -

i

Taua %E 5
3 E-EE'SEE;‘“ ; ;E:
M EE;;EEE "',Sg ﬁE S
L *iﬂie H s ;[a §§'g
gs;“?ﬁ?ggggééga ag:: "E“E‘v’ g-i a:g’-'-gsu Eag. [
s“"555~23§5‘e""§ s5s g e !iﬁ s 1 g Y 2 if‘f
FRZE “Es:él a5 EE ST SE5s gh2 B3 «.‘*“ : aj e 3
= FREEES E...,...g-g,o,.«ig eiteifll, 8 E“-‘“‘ Efg Far iEg ¢
T i s HEH 51 ‘fﬁ‘ : gi; i fei.s-"ﬁ
"""'5 5?'5*‘*"5"%‘5““'. £3 !e.l si E-y Cpafhiil 5 J§¢~g:=5~5 §
234 a:3~¢5E§£g!?E§ F': i ﬂ?" g 835 3“: : TBofl §
;s:-:";ézzgzgsa*iigigilﬁf,haﬂ At ity r ;;.f.g;éi;
&, ;*e:;-'z "Eﬁ ’E'::EEE ,g E*'~?"E? 55:;,;5,5 Eg,jé@:}i:g}ﬁ §
1 i ghede- : i "E’éu:gfv ) =3?E RS ;-‘f.sgzair' B
1 is‘:s.%ggzg it eg-aﬁsg,gaf' 4 il ‘;’:;éig?f??- b
LI 3¢ $ b5 by, .:-'=._.§"*-;- 5 g
: ﬁ!*** e Eiﬁ fiﬁiaﬁi "?izi ;E"";a‘“‘[i o b
; E‘gﬁ i' E:E 3k i lzggi"’:é &E%’ff f'*’i
. AREY Ji’igf i EEHE Endes EE i 1
E ‘glig f’o‘ggga :,‘E .gi!E“E?q' :! H ‘.‘i .k - :
g I.E. ’EEE:::"?%?EE?!EE?:;:E;'“" "iég ?, .q— ey
- Er“l’ s : [
! sﬁ-‘*é?a%izi e
g ‘igiéa??ﬁs ] S
£ énggﬁ'? i oanibilins




mis er lav H 19=18, by the way .ld“'&h oldest one of the Penta~

oh.It copld soarocely, idden a ¢ which in D was reckon-

::u.. entively hntdme{:' in D XIXI -}-8 recjonized that

the only way by whioh mudder oan be satisfied is dlood.Bx.XXI-12,

g XXIV =17.And s0 long as #% 1s msatisfied , guiltiness hangs

gver the place and the peopls.lertain premature deaths -{not

this bdlood guilt,as execution for offenses enumerated in n—n(z‘

this agrecment ,however ,is but the resultant of a stosk 4&f idess, p

s tradition which obtained n-g the people and whish s Sueh

s patt of the ideas of N as of mm-m%

: Asother Sdes fundamemtal in the D XIX=-11-13 and H 7, in

Lk faot the only idea basio to these two lawe- is that murder cank on -

s 1y %o aténed foff by murder.(Dr. Dt. §535.)Did H get this idea from B ?

It certainly is not original in D, %
« The D lawgiver was not conoernsd prigari-

1y ththinnn.!cn-hmmdzluommt& ﬁothtg‘lm

ns the guilty ,of rather the oities of refuge should not the

poliis for the -m;:tm:unr. Ineidentally he makes the péint

that murder oan be four by murder.

It is st s anocient law of D XXX+1l9 finds no parralel
in H. It is evident as has been pointed out that H was familiar with
the fundamental idea. It 1is probdable t the codifier rewolted
this custom of smorifioing an animal at a apparently not consid-
ered holy by any other than the prisst (H17) It may be for this res-
son that he did mnot inolude some such law in his code -showing tlat
if he had depended on D for his material , he would probably have
sodified the law o fit into his scheme of .t
It is evident therefore thate the laws in question have
no connection in the way of dependence . In the formulation there
_ is %0 similaripy.In language , thers Sk evidenoe of toddl independence
stz Jll In oontents B could not Jawe drawn @@ D for one law and omitted the

1 mm':‘ for there was %0 40 80 . This law in"® is prodbadly

! a8 H deoafin t and 3in all likelihood had néd rela-
tionship with Db prwne wh dotis Jou TA mreygtion

The prohib s againgt common to both codesg are

recognized by the pajority of the leading oritios as integral parts

of the original lawboliks. Save fo? somed minor insertions by lited

bands , these sections as a whole fit in with the feneral scheme

of the originkl codifiers. The law in D XXIII -20-21 has no marks

or evidence indicating it as a later compilation.Steurnagle(2) ar-

gles afainst the originality &f this lav on the ground $hat it odn-

faing the words /77x and *9>J and becaudl its phoper place B9\’

in the D vhere the lawgiver s of the poos® This resasoning

is Dot at oconvinoing for in firet place , the division of .

the lav on the basig.of the n-gitm-e tﬁwrh is too feaddsmml LoV

oven if the pas s nisplaced 1s no valid arguneat st its o~

riginality .The typfoal D expressions and phrases , which reappear
this passage are to me additional proof for its originality and

not as with Steurnagle a source of suspiwibn .Though the law H

IIv- 35888 rmguod by all the oritiocsy(3)is original , it is not

vithout its editorial expsnsions both Kh. Rp.Thus in 2580,

the priestly expression V' -3 mars the tioal oom-

struostion 4f the selitence and its senes \(4) is smooth bythier

Tenowal . (&) convey ideas which Banifestly to be asoribed A

%o 2o author than P. Biétohe m-lto-n-mdwf

wrds is therefore clearly abit «(4) In 550 , the word '711) is

prodably in imitation of the u:gld wotf in the follo sen-

Yence and p riginally stood 7°7 '7 (5)« The last half of the

Yoree 36 from » R 7.0 and 38 are in the st of the Ho-

8s redactér(l) by their assignment a motive the law and

77 their exoursions into parentic comments and use of the plural.

I)Bertholet Dt.S81.
&) For I-208%1 . Driver Dt. §erth. Dr.Addis.CHOH. Hol .Cormell.

.ﬂ? 2&‘1
« (4)8 .Bo%.100. (4)Bertholet Lev. §0- 92.Patin. JEL |

IVII3855 .Moore.
(5Patin J2T XVETI- 560 o C
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These laws presant the greatest resemblances
of any which we have tofore discussed . This correspondehoe
{s slightly ween in the formulation of these laws.The enactment
{n D XXIII-20-21 1s to be claseed as word , writted as it 1s in
the second person singular.Exoept for the first sentemce in the
prohiditionof H XXXV-35-38 which is ss & Jud t, ear-
lier form,this law t00 is in the sddress of the seocond person sin-
gular and therefore to be olassified as "word-".

The greatest dispafjity of these 930 laws is tp be
tiscerned in uee of language.They, these enactments,have in cém-
gon these distinot and essential words, T'n %, -V .1, qO2(D )

o0 (E8s) 52 W(D's), 75> (R's).While the linguistio
pﬂ\]lell are striking , the ferences areq¢ not without inter-
estThue D uses the words ’'7=>J Y27 % O whioh do hot res
pesrin sufine  E at all. He sleo uses s slightly different o
than that of H both of which practiocally having the same meaning;
m..n' LU -’nun Yy ‘ld}’ $ H, -Iw; b ) wﬂ'rb (I).
Also D employs only the wowd v_'»illﬂﬂbhl uln of usury
{n a1l things. H spesks of 4 4. only of money and P'avr 4
2'1°n on food. Moreover , H's lax contains wodds which are
pot agein found in D, as. = '7, (only in Hand P). 77’ Hew
(only here) 1n£rnn(ut in ®) dyon praryn'{not gn).
These phraseclogical dispaities , with Bzekiel (XVIII-17- -
12) sgreeing with H, indicate not o much smé indepsndence on
the part @f each author as depsndence on a common source. While
the words W ocommon to both lawes are not too frequent in
the Dt., they SYROgRYRSs h have sfirvived in the 1lit-
ersture. These similar expressism point only to a source
vhich was socessidble to both authoss. The erences , such as

Y1 TN, a5, |92 all too AL for to infer thet the
later derived its material from the earlier. Moreower, the die-
tinotion between (2) ® —ws D'2%A  n'ad+» whioh is abeedht
in D who only knew of 3y oould amoordingly mot be drawn from
D. It stands to ressdn ore that we must look slsewhgfe fer ™ folevs
this dwosdt;, and thetyie aded Dy“common source.

Thene two lawd sgree substabitially in thie that they
both forbéd the tiking of interest from a brother ,ip a fellédw
Israelite . This they both have ir common . D especially pro-
kbdits the taking of interest from an aliem .( "»>4) H does
0ot contein this provision and the law as a while does not im-
Ply it. E especially states that when ons of thy fellow country-
Ren beocomes land poor (3) and impowekished, thou should aid him
that he may oontinue to live with thee, #des being that he
may not be dislodged and probdadly sold a slave for his dedt.(4)
To such a éne who is a fellow cfduntryssn all Israslites are ocom-
manded to lend him r food without interest that he may ocon-
tinue to posess his 1 » Thie interpretaiion therefore points
to the 4ifference of contents of the two.injunctions, There id
therefore no reasom for the author to mske provision to provide
for egulations for lenging money to a non Isrselite. is not
therefore so muc) ooncerned with the Sorbidding of usurys aes he
is t0 see the poverty stricken Hebrew restored to o8,
Dis law is & general emaotment , ' » Money , food or any-
thing while ® is concerned only with m and food. They disagree
uleo in the motive D commands a fulfillment with the promfies that
Ood vill bRess those who do oarry out this injunetion in every
thing they undertake.E, on the other hand , or rather RH enjéine
the performance of this law because God decreed the Ood who
t the Isrmelites from Egypt to nﬂ:..ﬂ“inﬂotm

%0 be to them as God.The idea of the being given to them by
Ood must not therefore through uncharity or ungensrosity re-
Yert to the fored oIf H had therefore derived this law froa
D, he would cert y not have employed it in an emtirely differ-
f_lt framework of ideas. And the law in essence, divested of all

I}" use 1w by 4'v EXe XXII=24.) ,
2)Patén in JEL mx{-u thinks the Mumins of -'rto be
(sya8, 1s ingicated ¥ RH tomwurt 38D.
“liu E.maels7s. regards BEx. XXII-25 ss not original,
atoeet aking.The 1 tersiee Soisach D L5 15 Janepace b phones
L . arence ween ge
%12t to an earlier law known to both lawbooks. Kl ive KN Mﬂﬂf}fk?’»
)Bertholet Lev. to verse 35.
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_ & - :
pose BortARHEE RECoRF niue aone alfor STH¥oPano0s o} phrasesl-
ogy.Furthermore , D does not distinguish between "thy brother”
shioh is rich or poor. H does make that distinotion.The =

in D ia therefore to s mationalistioc or racial instinot(I) ,the
oge in H to & sympathetic oms . (S4a)N ,

A seriessof laws which refleots the delicacy of feel-
ing of the Deuteronomist is discernidble in D XXIV=-6,10-13+17b.

f bae no laws like theme presoribing the manner in which ssour-

ity should de taken in loans, or preseribing certain artiocles to

be taken in pledge . It 1ias suSprising thad this code of H which
dimplayed such noble generosity “in XXV~ 39«38 4id not ocdntain

stze such brief preso ion desdi 90 protect the feelings of
the poora and saf his senaibilities.There is no reason to
sosign A§)XXIV= 7 to a later source .Though it appamrsput of place
in its present looation and writtef in a differeht formulation than
the sinilar seoction XXIV-10235,there does not seem to be any suf-
ficlent grounds on h t0 asoribe it to & later redsctor. Rather
think with OHOE (/S§/; ) that this law was probably drawn from a
different colleotion of laws thall the sucoeeding ones which are
clossly akin to it. The later lawsw» lO-llare assuredly D as bomn-
1y ronooti% the hnn::ty ahd thy of ’:ho na:::.r:uui-t.
In D XXIV= we Ve an «Jor Place
it geems to have Dut th:.:lmu-t relation 53 the ’hmxzt,.,l sen-
tence in 18.Mo r in the wesd LXXx ,the words 742 S1and xs

are not Mmb.nntunmunth-funhdtotmw
tences we have no reason todo otherwiss , them in b ,the pamn
of » vidowh oclothes has this conmeotion with the faregoing , that

dom indiessias of the court -ﬂ-hhmwtl(
:sm for considering this passage other than belonging ietéhe
IR AT I AR I AN R I e A
he laws are all different - -,
of sources . The one IXXIV=8 is to be termed 1IZ'p?n. The one
| in 10=13 are mz). sarlier form,and the one on 17b is in
the forn 4f word. pthese various formulations indioste most prod-
ably that these daws all could not have been derived from éne
wurce, nless they were deliberately modified as they are by
the hand &8 the Deuteronsmist . Most likely these enactments wese
indorperated frgm different collections for there is no reason
for D to oha.g:w:r alter their formulatéons.
we have no laws in H correspénding to these in
E,all ve oam do in the study of the of these laws is
%o compare it to that used in the Holiness code as a whole . There
are comparitively few words common to,thés D law and H code .Those
*hich are ,are Ui (in Atmet of JH I (D using [in2)
TR xy 1> (mostly dn RH in of' dsliverance from bon-
G“' Jo uy wix(fnE , “Y used asw vs‘hmuva Ja 23 v>» x5
Uses the same word but in a diffe unn.inthonrnlnnu)
ENses in |0 xIr-1s ‘lanlo a8 this word used here.)
V) 1w 7 (B uses only ML ) , YU ki3> (H XXIT-1 uses a tly
Varied expression unvy %231, v4i(only used here usee
it frequently). The originalfty of this passsge has been
thlm“ terns as Bhs to e noted are so common in the language
t the BED lexicon does not attempt to list all the places in
\doh they are useds in the @, T. They prestnt the simplest words
the language . It is of interest to observe "'that no two of these

ve |

XVe8 cof.Berth. x- Dt.L

to stcept her garments as & ssems to .mw

b —— OMCIG_‘,E'__JL:?_‘«IQ., La«-t?m ‘{:j migfshre
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sords comzon t0 both D passage and H code sppear in the same par-
sgraph  in the latter oode . The author oould mot have escaped the uo
te of these words if he had not relied on D for his m“terial and

sngusge. Additional proof of the independence of H is to be foumd
}nms:bmoe%.!& [ ] e which are distustut of and
uﬂgiu to these laws as alr . 228, 0'n?" A Vs
(ot

s 3,,_ ) anup s "P'XP(gan. Kg. Dt.) JU2¥ Vav ®

> i mnt¥ 3, a9a777s(only - v used in H ). The words ,v>V

Fine ELETN 4 j;}{ ircmuiu' and pet D terms and the adssnc of
them in H is clent argument of his independénce .

rhe laws in D XXIV-8 forbid the taking &f ths upper

Mliee and nether mhtm.,;o Pl for they are the very w.hzi' the
omer « The only time“this oonment is used is in gonneo-

W tion with the bdlood whic) is bed al terms .2t too

s psvl nust not enter the poor mald house to ssleot the object
de degises but must leaved 4t to the owher to out mha$p he
giresh.For He will bless thee and it will be reo as a8 IpP7E

ore God. In XXIV-17 one is forbiddeh to take in the gar-

sckt of & widow.In XXIV-10=-15, if the man give hias as & pledge
i the one who Jas takem it must seturn it on:fn.phulm
) sllsied to before ,these laws reveal the mild human: apiritef

hi gard for feel of th and his attemptto
mmiihl: ;;OI the Wﬁ:amﬁ_ug; s lo a Lani ouh

plesidble thyt he eould have overl at least dae of these in-
Jdetions « Ths"all the more true , sinoce the basis of these laws
all of them ,is that lending <o the Hebrew 1is not a matter of bus-
iness but one of mereoy .

The same spirit whioh produced the previoud laws o=

- volved the most lofty and sublime stastutes , common to hoth codes , scamen—
M fv-7-11 ® x1X-17 3

oommanding charit fellomman , D « The
riginality of the law in D has only been suspected a few oritios
(I)on the reasoning that thess prescriptions manifest an unprasti-
tablcness in S4g humanitarisniem . ThePe is no doudt that the spir-
it whioh permeates this legislation emanates from the pro-
Retio tedchings , and it 1s tad that suoh a lofty tome
®ould £ind expression in this lawdo which diecloses #0 many man-
ifestations of the prophetic idsss . Noreever this passage fits in

1 y with the firet three versesi§ of this ohapter . Yor a pos
sble provision like this which might ariee from the release of
ladts every seven years , is to bs satisfaoto tothe
mtdmlowétho poor. Simply to rule this passage out of the

%ds beoause appeary osble to some few oritics does not
Uilainy why and when suek s passage could have found place in
tiie codefor 1f 1t 1s impractioable in the lawbool im one age ,it
{sale impracticsble in snother . The corresponding commandments

12 the Holiness oode XIX-17 are considered as original by all orit-
100(2) and Patén mees in them the Hhe three laws Necessary to com-
Nete the particular pentad.

[I’ @WM‘-I'Q.c, ‘SCI.AMM_?‘_(. -
(#) Bovulech, 395, Moore EB.

pods
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In formulation these two laws are very much umlike . It

soms that 3 the D seotion , the suthor has found the eot
s2d the place to give full expression to his ideas and 'ests
s fondness for the thoughts hers expressed . The law:is wordy
snd long- winded o It 1s however in the frame of ajudgaent which
{s quite dissimilar to the laws ik H XIX-17 which are "words" .
shese latter laws the sddresss of the ssoond person singu-

dnk These two laws SHMONE MaNy , Aiffer both substantial}y

i paraseclogioally exoapt for the identical sentiment which .
oduced them. Linguistically themis dut the slightest Tfeatures
gommone Such common wrds are 7'N"X( ia D aleo the express-
fon |"2% 77X ) 2319 in different conneotién in both laws !
ara the only ones appearing in both snactments .Their different
g in® the context rather proves against the dependsnos of
both lawse In H XIX= 17-18 are to be found certain words whioh
resppear in D code but always in different relationship and in
lifferent forme , 177% AJWVW 7Y and certain words in D IV~
7-11 reour in H lawbook but in different connsction , mas, J'"1¥,
Y (R never uses 7PV 7 which is common in D ). H XIX-17-18
uses oertain expressions in these small laws whioh are not found
sgain in D , as Rba Xov >, Mey XOm xw s, D aleo em-
ploys a number of words in this law v this law where the dsuteron-
onist has full wmity to display his Rewlie faoulty and
shere one would look for evidences of hie influence if he had Gt
any time © gxerted it on H - which we never found again in E , ae-
ll':.xtmara.l times in D XV- 7-11 )7""“’ Y%y, J3° \REA x g b
T \3pen D U2y, yone - g S¥rha JVAYY ,ﬂ"-".;
{}], Y x99 , 9338 ¥y> Sbay, b7 7> (4n and P
but never in H ). e charaoteristio and distinotive expressions
of D which are from his own pen and not derived frpm an earlier L. bl
souroe would have inepired emulasion and imitation in RH& if MR Ll
teed thie earlier okdu his source. In the absence of sudh
wrds and phrases from H “proves that resemblances are due to de-
pendences on other sources +thah D for the redactor would sunmly
beve had to repeat these typiosl D turns of expressions.
In oontents these two laws are equally sa dissimilar .
The spirit of oharity which is here partioularly present is in
truth nanifested throughout hoth books as we shall presently prove.
Zt is the sentiment only whioh is common to hoth laws manner
f expression is entirely different dieplaying and inde-
oes « Thus in H XIX =17= 18 the lawgiver commands inst
hating thy brother inthy heart and oining that la¥e of neigh-
bor ghould be as love of oneself . s latter ssntence ghould
%e the work of the redsstor (Z2) or may have belonged tp the origi-
nal code , Its repetition in this chapter however hints its
sditorial origin . Such a Jafty commepdighves us an insight into .
the sublimity of conception to whioch Hebrew law was tending and‘tﬂr“f‘ﬂt'”
M zostowxtien shews what a place this fdea had in the mind of
135 author . ¥o lese sublime is the command in D XV-7-11 agaimst
vtholding from the poor any loans which are to be oancelled in
he seventh year, and urging the Zsraelite to assist cheerfully
hie k;g:hor in need . In the final analysis the law really em-
0ing"one should give freely to the poor and needy of"thy brothers".
fave for the philanthopio sentiment which oalled forth both of
these laws theredis nothing else in common in the contents of
these two laws . The oommandment in H XIX- 17-18 4s nothing
;:;:.thandthe :}abora.tion of thaftmtlﬁggﬁmhmtiozt t{:&:_uu-
and consists of a series of pro ons agaln ;
M inward deprulics w followimg $hh anslpgy of the ten command-
tents ,(3) The law in D I'-?-ngin but = elaboration of
81 enactment providing for a oconsequent exigency which wouldem e—
:;1:;13? tge previous hs:l.-lnion’. and alboitiit breathes :niof-
and a general humanity , it s conoerned a
0e0ific ingtance when men would be M to be fM‘:W .

T N

(I90rtver pe, 180=1.
(2)Moore gR, S - <~ on. 19.
(5) Paten JBL. xVI.62.
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In another connection , we shall uss more fully this entime en-
sogment . Herq we oan only devote to the discussion ¢f the identity
of sentiment oM the bmokgro these statutes. It-is evident that
the humanity of H 4id not o te in D s¥ evolve out of it for the

gizmple resson that its expression would naturally disclose some cré~
deadisnocespither in language or thoughts . We lool in wvain in these
t7o0 laws for such oorrespomdences . Beoause of the many resemblances
petween D and JX and H and "’6 s 1t ie there in the prophets that we
pust searwl) and seek for the source of such lofty humanity and spir-

t .
: Closely allied to the fore going , are the laws conocerning the
da~ laborer whioh are embodied in both codes . D XXIV- 14-15,H XIX-
{3b -ITV-3- XXIT -10b. The legismlation in D XXIV-14-15 is olearly
{n harmony with the Deuteronomic spirit and expression 1likeby x>p,
*en Ao (DXV=-17-11) 1'"ax 7'M Av ghich are characteristic of this
lexbook profe beyomd the shadow of a doubt the originality of this
geotion (I)e It appears that Bretholet is not entirely ocorrect (Dt.7-6)
ir oconsidering the expression 7 4¥ IX| ag extirely unnecwssary .The
correspond enactment in H XIX-13 is without doubt recognized as
an inte part of this ochapter .Fo oritic has to my mind doubted
the oviginality of this verse and 4w attempt to it would be
entirely unnecessary . This verse with the following perfectly cemp
pleted a pentad almoet showing that wee has in mny way ered with
these lews (2).The other laws which have reference té m reling
or wage earner apd merely inoidintally oconoernsd with and when
we coneider these laws in full in their proper place dn a complete
fashion I shall then prove their originality .Ley it suffdoce here
i? I merely anticipate ny conolusiona by stating that doth of these
otrer enactments fornm a of tyn Holiness code , the one in EXXXI-
1°b as belonging ord ly to H/#R and XXV=8 to $he redaotor .(”¥)
The formulation of these laws D XXIV-~ 14=15 & H XIX-1l3 arc
identical . They ha¥%We the address of the second persgn singuler and
are therefore to be classified under the type of mo fpalled "worde",
The other two are to be termed statutes ( o'Pn) ( elirlier form)as
they have the third singulsr address. It is of intereft to note that
thoce moetly elosely akin in contents have a similar formation.
Tre laws in the two oodes have several expressions in oom-
mon , QYVS x5, 2OV, It 18 of interest to note that the second
¥ord has no synony: in the Hebrew and if both lawe are to speak of
Wage earners , they are compelled to use this one word . D , however
us~g s0:.e other words ahd phrases which Ao appear elsewhere in in ¥,
UVL,YENX L 1AV O e wy R %5 T (H YXII-7,9mvay xn3 Wotice
that "he last expression is somewhat changed in E from that im T,D
hoagv-:r ~1so has some which 4o not reappear at all in H., ,as ,
PUA 1R PIDe e LY xe, 5V xn ), Avn »(voth in
D IV-7-11). It 18 interesting to observé that lJ,"'c!:ue expression
Mo oain D , H uses ,. “'>u abvs , Eleeshere D has Y>v »w (’57:)
{938):n identical idma with different wording whioh word , Névys
- de not us=d at all in D. ¥ has sewerald words whioh are not foumd
in®, bran x ( 1t secms to be a synonvm of TYY, ) H was W
ITTLTY IDY pnbys  )de xb instead of D'a expfeassiondvvir XV xs
while this phrase which H uses though found in D (XVI-
8) is not an exaot reproduction , ®ntaining a slight variation and
in a different context . .
-~ Though the erdWoluﬂ' in these two lawe 18 ﬂ-uu-
S , ‘the ¥ #4e otriking resemhlances %
Thug D FXIV=14-15 inoulcates equity and coneiderateness to» the need-
¥ wage earnems . It forbids e-tortdon or orprression of the h:lrné
%ean wmorg the Israelites. On the day of his %r his wages should
5 paid she ig poor and he needs It.If h 1llyx 90 God azainst
is employer, it shall be & sin unto hdm . In H _XIX-18, 1t forbids
ni‘.rresaion and extortion and “‘he keceping o & BWired nan's wages un-
--}-llming «In YXII-10b the hired men must not eat of the Foly thingd,
g;aertholet Dt. 764 Driver 276.
£} Patin JEL. 16-6A . BBot (erii-i s Berth. Moore.
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.rc ipplicetion being that he is not considered a member of the famk

1g. Tn 7IY -6 'he hired man 1s reckdned together with everg one else

on the farm » How the omly laws which have the closest costespondence
'pd on which ,we must search for dependemmee if any obtaimme sare the
#iret here considered . The two laws hwwe in common oontext a prohi-
risfon sguinet oppression « (*PVY3) . D has in mind only the poor and
geedy hired man whileHbroadens his object of concern to V¥ ). ¥ al-
g0 edds & synonym TA™ x5 applying it generally , forbidding ex-
sorticr in any case. D @ memands that the hired man be paid before
sndown while B forbids keeping his wages until morning .D sugments
1ie lew with a homeletioc o parentic appeal which is lackimgin H,

for he is poor and deserves it and he shall not ory sgainst thee to

the Tord for it will be imputed to thee as asin."On oloser inwestdge~
tion it is seen that theese resemblances t» tween these laws are not

af etriking es eppears at first glance .Bave for one phrase which 1t-
gelf 1anot entirely similar in ocontents and phraseclogy , nothing

in these laws is parallel in substances. It is extremely diffiocult

to0 deternine which is the earlier of theee laws Dbut it dm

shat the laws in H are nearer the original word <than the

and expended leglielation ir D.This does not mean that the law in § is
ste older for it may well hmve beem writtem after D but its model for
s drief and poinsed "word * and not a long pilece of legislation 1lfke
that in D.(I)For it is obvio t E ocould nét have used D without

in some way drawing on thies appeal and using more nearly fden-
tiosl 1deas and eaxpressions . 1t appeard to me that bdoth laws are *
be treced to a common soubceand that neither was familiar with the
other .(2)The other lews which we have ddecussed have no connecyionss
gll with the law in D either in contents or in ls ge and therefore
a comparison of them ie not only impossible but not Eiruvo anything.
"fhe enactments aim eimplyp to protect the righte of the hired servanta
This ie nevessary singqpoor and foreigners enjoyed no righte . (3)In
the later codes , hired servants are always classed with aliene and ex-
cluded from distinotly Israelitish religious privileges (H XXII-10) .
Fever audopted in families as elaves , theraform they are not given

sare rights."(4)

th of the ocodes con save :I.uaﬁu'ins upon
slavery showing,as aninstitétion it wa in the times of the
two Jaw giverss The predominant law in D 1s that in XV-12-12 general-
1 srecognized (6) as originsl.gSteurnagle (Pt, 55) omids a® later in-
sertions viv 16=-17 because he oladme they interrupt the sequence and
that exeluded , wa 16 logically follows 15. Since D is founded ypon
€1t is without any reason if the orfginal D had omitted these sen-
‘ances which £ ‘8 of the original ocode .Moreover slight
thange (8)and in D IV-12-18 shows tiat they pade in sding/
sonformity)with hie dominans purpose .The originality of the law D-
QI -10-14.previously been proven. The in § XXIII-16227 is al-
iev - 50 comsldered as original by the eritics and certainly no eviden-
Ces are present to proues or excite any suspicion about the authen-
tieipy of theae ences. §he oasusl reference in the semtence D-
I'I-11 is & part of & Ja oh Begplso esteemed original . and sinoce
in & later place we ddscuss the originality of this seotion
% need not be de here but wll anticipate our cénojpusions by
sccepting this seltence as original .Thilaw in H XIX=-20 has slresdy
%0 proven uloriginal . The enactment XXII-lls is ummi': egnrt
o0 H, except $j§e priestly phrasem (>0 > |'7? (gen. XVII- y(8).
¥e shall more fully disouse thies pagsage when we take up for later

1) Briges Higher Oriticims of the Hexateuch ~pp B44f. T
( o Keunew Htv. 269
:}Mt‘c Iarael's LaweP, em.@cacn 451n.

Priver Dt. Bertholet Dt. ‘“1..
5 6550

Lev, 75-76y Patén 173065. 8, Bot.97-8. Addis II-361-2.
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tsf-mamgzmh. ocHO1RE" SRNIZL_BE 1018, 28 20t 005

ry reises the problem asto the relationship of the jubilee and

e seventh year in this ojapter. On this question depends an ao-

.te determination of the original verses in thip passage.It is
» {nterest as & guilde to state that the reference the release

the slaves in the fiftieth year is oconoceded dy most oritics ass

ster expansion . gﬂ. Patén ohanges all textual refersnces of
ve redexption of Hebrew slaves the Jubilee $oathe seventh
wropriver , Bertholet and exclude from this seotion &
e ohapterall sentences containing allusions to this Jubilee ysar.
»s lave contained in the verses 29-34 are olearly interpolations &!"us . )

-3

pe priestly, suthor , containing many correspondences with P.(I)
s wr hq,

suesed the originality of the section wiish-ihe-subjest wmder=wwmy . ysc3-31
& reoonsideration need not herey detdin us . There re-
s & d6tall examination“therefore v 39=-55, In this e-sotdon are
rees which are unmistakably and generally reckonized as glose~
ps of the samé redaotor . 44~46549-51-58+454 oontain positive
s 0f ths.iprie::l{hzuhr (8)-:%0 are redtkoned by all ths orit-
¢s a8 expansions XY gdu T e
Ve 4la~is 8l80 Rp.oLXXV=54(5) -
Vs 41-b 18 distinotly Rp . sinoce it uses such haf.muvepﬁnﬂr

one . (2 MAL

3] d’%hﬁ vages of plural anl Rp. expressions w222 in
pond helf of Vverse show later addition and since the first half is
meeless with' b both should be omitted.(3)

45 uses altogether priestly expressions and the same applies to

-(-ﬂl [

Ve, 42 ;hc{::; she familiar style o f the W?(?‘f‘\ writer. (E-EEX-
=XX1I=33

Ve, 46, is Rp. wince it repests the thought of 43 and has P's
pressions ,Fu. XXXII=-18, Gen.JLYIII-4(8).

51-52 18 priestly ndnalin  marked by the diffusivemess which

s typioally 1issimilar to H m (&)

erses 39943 are oertainly o oontaining as they do distinot

E express o%s » B8 LR "M% =aAd »TaV.e DTN Tre

ne nxy’ (0).How the question for us to determine before we proceed

wy further , is shether H contained any laws dealing with the releas=

¢f the slaves inthe seventh year or mersly injunotione as to humane

irestment of Hozga slaves . On the aoceptance of either one of these

Questions will mmmw::

the solution of the prodlem of the originality of these Verse 29-55n

river < assigns the entire ppesage 48-52 to Rp. arguing that 53

fits on well to Ve.47.]/t must be admitted that suoh a law as in 53

wuld not be entirely 'sotive when applied to trestment of a Hebrew

slave by alien possesors since it ie presumptious on the part of a

Hebrew to command sliens when such a law will be appropréate for s

HSebrew owner . In the second place , the ppevious paragraph would have

been suitablee 1if mothing more was ortgml in it than verses 47-53.(0x).

it seens with Patdm that the original law contained some

lsx m the fedemption of the Hebrew slave . Probably 48s (5) formed the wuchus
. Mgivtua of this original law . This sentence ocontaine no reference

% the Jubilee or Sabeinal  yearJiThe ori code might have oon-

E more in phraseoclogy than in content .[t is oono on all hands

F; t4n JBL 18-55.
2)EBot, 97-8.
§)@ot, ad 4L

/Patén TEL.. 18-5889.,

'8! :tlhum 0o

2 T 278. Patin JBL18-58.,
sy in SPatin JBI 18-59,

- (9)omen 402,
(99661111 e . G 50T
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that 1t 414 not have any law granting th: redemption the

rirtieth year. %o smauddlc the text so as to make it nead

gith Patdn the seventh year is nothing short of arbtrary .

t geens impossible to recomstruct a pentad in this seotion
though the paragraph is replete with destinotive and typi-

oal H expressions .(§)» In a subsequent comnection we shall

pore ocompletely disouss the or ity of this ter. Thare-
B O il Ak oo .M

In va. 47 the typieal Rp . insertions should be omitted,

. -3 TYURr ATMBdve and JE!-?‘U‘D is unnecessary. (2 ).

The two primary law ing with the mgﬁon
of slavery are somewhat similarly framed. The law in 0-14
DXV -12-18 H 39¢ 47 ,2211a are t0 be classed as Judgments of
the sarlier form.The law in D XXIIT- 16-1Pas & whole is to I
styled aoccording to the classification as "words®,composed as
they all are in the second person singular . rustbe added
;however that this olassification must seem to
luv:.:ho impressidn ‘hat all these laws are #dentically fo-r
pilatud, ettt k Rt S O T T e

tedied—rrErteon=thoso-masiovp-ennttoshte.But H XXII has & -
ferent formulation thal either of these laws in D e/ en this
subject. These differemt formulatfions may be due to either the
redactor or diversity of source.However such conolusions from
the mere matter of franing are at best unoce and suspicious.
nde These two laws have in common a few of the
and most esssntial words and expressions ,as,'n"%
92r(in Ky ) T2» %9 ., These words are ext. y oom~
son in the liderature of the 0.T. and it is inconceivable how
anv suthor could deal with s subjeot and fail to use them.D con-
tsins other ur@s or ressions which not reourring in the par-
sllel laws of H, the code elsevhers . YEEPXiAER This means
as we have heretofore so frequently stated that their contemt
is not identical . They are nbo (Plel ( H XXYI=-22-25)s07¥ VvV

vavd (XEV= 3)¢" ,, 13’207 (XXV=4) “n%(in RE 17). 29x (XIX=-18).

N74 (mostly of marrisge in K ). 970 2 « N>
no where olnw D(D XX IT-19 Also in ; XIx -ai). (A fregquent
word , however in 0.T. » Is.BPz)All of these “rd,'.b:" repeat,
are foumd in entirely hﬂomt oonnection. Moreever-vontains a
nmber of expressions whioch are mnot only not reourrent in the
parallel laws of H but mot inthe entiss Holiness code . The
., Yo ( 1¥Dn XIX=-20 has besn proven as apard of Rp).
UP')(in H VI=- 16=20 , 2’75 1s » @ifferemt word with a,
slightly different meaning ). P2 ¥ ( Twvyns pivd, s
-I;_P,n 4 ]1‘13». 3 V831 JUTR, nba  , N
Ly 72M PO DU PP xSy POV NIVRYIN Xb, 11T xg
I 1§ not remarkable that so many dietinotive D expressions are
absent from H and the more muarkable , if the later had dpemded
on D 7yt seems to me that one upholding such s theory would
experience some @fficulty finding in these linguistic ommissions
anv d gn of such influence . Mom over H seems entirely to ignore
D. Thus in these laws H Jas these words which are not found at all
in D ocode R 1Y ATy avins Iws( avsn notfound
at all in D this phrase is abeent in the code ) 42V 2> >nn(8).
135 %42 o(wwk not found 4n D). Such destimotive and essential words
of B leavep no other impression than that H was certainly unfamiliar
with D when he framed these laws on alavery. M
A comparison ofthe two prinoi laws will only
out the previous oconolusion. The law in D XV=-12-18 ordess, that s HB-
brew , male of female who sells himeslf to snother Hebrew{#)skall de
Marumittid  4n the sswenth year and shéuld be freed not empty
handed but be loaded from some of the flook threshingg floor and
Vatg. Jf he refuses to leave , he should have his ears bored to “he

L -

- — -

=1 ] - e .
:elea::ui;’t;g siavery and seems to know nothing at all about the
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Re
eremony voluntarfly enters into a
ety e Nﬁ:ucho is sent away , he is hot to be
P Ty Benhel TOr e has Sortat o' be Aather Aomatres
doudble the wages that when thy her (Hebrew)becomes poor
oosnend “ﬂtﬂf to snother fedrew he should not be made to
“dg;' 11:;-%:? a slave ., Like s hired man and raa“n.l: -t.mht_
e ve
gor he should be with Jin.ge ghall iy I b e
Yol o Ho shall RS R ebrer)ance of Bis treibice ghall redeem M
e ﬂiu(“t&.;erm he shall be with him agnually .and he
3‘;1?::1;‘:{%? hin rigorously "before thee".Now,tbe,two sets .
wing point
of lawe agree "‘dg‘m%:.. slave Ig solls himeslf.
%:g- d;.i:lto -oam’.:. though by different means the lot
e et bt i pL1gEL LT e ore 1
the oond{u::;;ror .;2: wage earnmer ,but eves in this de
there is & e goed noerned and right-
AR Sy o R R
i = 4 not Be applioadle if the owner ¢
g BB e sy -l e o S
vere aa non-!-rnﬂ.h . H}ﬂ“&; s .'r?n ow Hebrew and
F ik 07 it s Bibrae sie as3is Ringeld to o forsdgner.
= e between
g R o i i
¥ H whea the owner is a
e e e e,
0 :
.em;ulle ar“h: :u::r;“. °fd:}'x1nm M%r hls 1life,l
this freedonm of tle Hebrew
Elxw-igff 1’::;::’:::‘ bttn:;e.g::a::‘t::}mt ‘“tgu hi: aer-
ava from he same treatment as
vitude . He musy be accorded at Jeast t must Bot de
tnt acfondad the e eummar or forelgiar Ee st ot 3
Uossd of and dealt with as these two laws in important
oreres it L aethiag 1 G I, Ter D Gale wits
features , there is nothimg n{ omm his illtrestment
the time anl manner of Jis re ot,::.‘ll iate the Flight and
8 & slave. They both p £ him who has s0ld himseXf.D's
aneleorate the harshness (J) o a redesse from ssrvitude
aln exprageed 1itnelf m not of his own acoord de-
after gix years p finds i%s expression in the three
sire to re'zaini 1)!' :33. En“m“ : ing hinm beléw the ordinary :l..—
tommandments , (a t mie=
o;gar , (b) aéa.‘l.nlt selling him as chattel,(o)and a.suins n
troatment . Tranumtted slave
The D reference toiio:dmigg ;ohe.“tm &Biiee the
vith gifts bocause he deserves %o above , and B command EEKgr
mge of a hired laborer, alluded S *easner probebly evei-
4020#4ing him the same portion as btd:ﬁ.m not out of the laws.
;?-i from commtiogh:: m&: :o the hired laborew is to pree
8 purpose oa & why the omner
nt a3 emphatio and somewhat exaggerated reseon why t objeot
shoull bestow such gifts on t ot tothat of the nr”fﬂﬂ
Rerely to rafee his atatus at lea evidently higher that that
ot gner whose soolal Bough both laws alluds to the hired man,
9 the slave,Therefore though bo so and different ways.
they have different objeots in gil:o“u. differences . Thus D
These laws present other (3) whale B seeningly is on-
B s o Ve Bale it cuble S MMIS R nemiail) ss
17 adirasead to the male . D weems to Sehtes alave In 4o seveitth
‘e institution of the relesse of ;1110 % Me by ap-
Joar and hers aims to provide for timent and sympathy(IXV-16) and
Jealing firet to their semse Of(x'ru} (). His obfect to make pro-
Ben to their semse of Justice (XV_ in H is oonocerned about the He=.
uttn:hro; g e poodiagons £l g oo fa g S 'make hin
] n va Y a
relagga maghe gﬂgng year or the rite by which he ias to
* [eritor for life
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In the other law of H , this ignorance seems to be son-
¢irsed « When a Hebrew slave sells himself to a stranger or desoen-
dent of & stranger (I),any gebrew shall Sedeem him,The threatened
oursé whioh will overtaks people desoribed in D XXVIII-43 is
treated here as & reality (2) 't dées not seem likely that H would
tréet with a8 law of a conditdofl as a faot and not any too deplora-
| yle one whioh in the book which was supposedly serving as its mo-

| 441, this very condition was desoribed as the most dreaded and dread-
¢tul imprecation . This desorepancy as it seems points against the
theory of H'ss dependence om D.

It is probably olear fPom this that alien owners of the
gebrew slave reside in the land and that the laws of the Jand gare
spplicable to him as to any @ther oitizen. However that may be if
the Jaw of D were in effeot and the Hebrew could be voluntarily
reed inthe seventh year why is it necessarryd that provision be
pede for his redemption? It is certainly self-evident why the law-
giver should insist on humane treatment dbut &t does appear inoon-
gruous for one law to grant release onthe seventh year and the o-
sher to propose that his compatriots provide for his redemption.
The inoconsistency may be obwiated however , by the suggestion that
the lawghver dn D adiresses a Hebrew Proprietor while the law in
E is dereoted #0 a foreigner who is not boufld by dt.Howewer it does
peen that the latter mﬁo would have alluded to the
earkier institution to make an appeal speocially
for the Hebrew who ia the dlave of an alien who use of that
is suffering added pain. The law in D XXIII-17-18 (J)has™ paral-l
lel in H and no oorrespondence except that it vkas pathetdo for
t:e slave while he is a slave . There does seea a céntradiotion
in these huﬁa chaotaent in XXIII-17-18 commimle that a slave
shall not be back to his master when he escapes but should
bz pesmitted to reside with ne. this law is in the form
of & oonmand making it imperative on the man to shose home the &
slavé esoaped that he must not retufjn him to his owner . It is ev-
idently not left to the disoretion of the man. Now if such a law
was in force at the time when H cdmpoded his laws it hardly seem-
ed necessary for him to have emphasized so strongly the prohidise
tion ageina®? maltreatmeny. With this avenue of escape open to
any slave , “bhe master would npt have been forbiddem to practice
histreatment . His fegr of the possidle loss of his slave and Ale
proteftion £ his would have .Alovud Bim , if he was
80 disposed such & command in H would have been entirely
needless.It must be said that this law in III-17-18 somewhat
like the ones #n H raised the sla¥e out of. chattel , for if
the owner loses his rightful p rty , the finder must returm it.
In the oase of a slave there is exception. He is not property.
Ho is u person and this legal faot is at the hottom of the laws
in H JMoredver , if B XXIII- 16-17 deals as DFiver and Bertholet
suppose with s Hebrew slave who has esosped from his alien master wleeds
in a foreigm land , then the law of redemption in H XXV-47-481s
entirely superflous if we assume that the later was famfliar with
D, It would sureky be easier for all concerned if instesd of wait-
ing for reddemption,the slave was t0o esocaps to his native lahd .

§ would be just as safe and certainly his escape would be Just

8s logitimate . Now therefore If H hadknomn of D XXIII-16~17 it

bardly secems sensibdle that he would sdd his law of redemption un-

less he had oAneidered ths D one illegitimate and invalid apd

vigh to substitute his for is. Suoh an sssumption is enti

Wrarragted partioularlyy since he makes no allusions to the law
supposedly intended to supplent .Their elight contradfotion
oates that the later oode oould not have knomn of the existenoce

of the earliersD.(5)

!Ilnn 8 relationship of these wity with Dt, XV-12-18 seeBerth.Dt.48.
(2IThe threat of D XXVIII-43 is ized.Yor D it 1s & threat .
I E XV-47 1t is & reality. BIJI-94. £97
m . 185."Leglslator of H XXV bétrays 1ittle Ciuumunes
.l
;lln. doudtfu: whether Driver Dt. 264 is right that the law re-

ra t0 slaves from distant lande.PSuiido rightly thinks that text
lose not prove this theory of 7Maali & Driver.
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In D 16-11 and R 27=11a the inolusion of the slave in t
tne family of his master 4id not evolve out of the earlier codle.
fhe. lax in D 16~11 commands that every one in the household re=
Joice in the oelebration of the festival indicating thét the
sleve inoluded &n the 1liat ig to participate in the religious
funoti-ns of the family. In H 22-11a , & slave purchased by n
priest ma” eat of priestly gifts or duews as any membder of the
fanily. It 18 obvious that these slaves 414 not ocoupy such n
poshtion of there would have been no need for such an enaot-
pent. i case of the law in D 16~11 the slave is sllisted
us one aflong those who are to participate 1in the joyous =and
festive celebration. In H, the law is an answer to the question
sg to vho 18 eligible +to eat of saored gifts. The only common
aentiment in these lawe 18 the attempt to elevate the dlave to
& rosition as & member of the family . These is l;ﬂ any evidenoce
that F derived his ides from D, certainly not in formulstion,
rhraseology or expreesion . In fact when reduced to their low- :
et possible terms, it 1s evident that Bot anv of these lavs ddwe phick WM

thducloge uny evidences of influeloe .

In the perentic expressions in D 15-15 and H X'V=42a we
cannoy help but hote some resemhlance . Im D it reais "Thou shalt
remenber that thou wasb & slave in the land of Egypt and the Lord
thy God redeeméd thee", In H, it seads ,"For they are servante
whor T brought from the land of Egypt". The common ide is the
historical reminescence , of XEEXEFEENyE their sofourn in Rgypt
and their deliverance . D and RH however differ greatly . D'w ap~-
peslfor eessistance and gift giving the Tranuwwwilzd slsves
is basel on the sympathp and thanjful recplleotion which he ex-
ects to exoite through oalling to their attention <their anoient

ight ae slaves and their deliverance .In H the motive is differ-
ent . The slave owner ahall not opppess the Hebrew slave beosuse
IEF EETIYE X5 AITTEFENT)XXTEAXELAYAXEMMAY they ere my sluves{I)
not :ny one else, for I redeemed and delivered them. TNE INTIXEEEH
IEIIEN NITYEYS XEEFETSEREYiNXelEN BENEY EX XEE MIBESRIREXXYNX BELEBIY
TEEX 37 INBIPXERREEIINNXNESAZRSXANEXARIITEFESENY The interprotation
of the historical fact of their Egyptian bondage and deliverance dif-
fer in eawh case .

While I am on this subjeot and before passing on to a die
ouseion of the next group of parallel laws , I think it“the place
to oall attention here to the different enumerations of the vari-
ous dependent olasses listed in the two Iaw books . The origi-
nality off theee sentences will not be discussed here wrested
be they are from pas s vwhich oan only be judged as a whole. When
I take up the prinodpal subjecd matter of these laws , I shallthen
:ttupt tg authmt;u;e th-i In D XXIV -19!'.80.21. tho? dgpeg; ‘."-., ;

. dent on the merqy of the people , are asmséx miar 44 Jn S
s JYTYY- Am‘ ‘Eﬂ mentioned .In XV-11, the lasgiver sulls up thesspe -
L under the expression. 7Ji'2x*% nuxd .
Ing -8 H mentions ‘,awm o9 —,ab X 773 « In XIX=-10 H
olassifies the poor as 'Vab+ xS 'y, Now in D XXIB-14 gpesks on-
1y of the |''2> '3 2'>w indiocating that these must have bedn
two clasees of day laborers and at least , better fo 43 G¥and
t'at the ?»'>was$ & class ¥s not in D to de grouped with lapqn-
dents.Fow 1t 18 to noted that in D his solicitude is ocoicern-
ed with the ‘"'Sand 4. He mentione almost ss often thev=hx 2'M°
which is never spoken of in this way in H , It sesmn to
Re thet if H or been in any way influenced by Dtheyqoould
not have ped dbut inolude this phrase An his fo¥ whom
he was ooncernéd. This faot seems all the mowe irmed sinoce
E came after the nationmel diemster when so many of its male cit-
1zens suffered death and left widows and erphans. The natural conhw
gequences of such & national EIBEEIMY oatastrophe would seen al-
nogt ¢f iteelf to 1 forth the solicitude of the lawgiver for
these dependents . Yot we look in vain in B for the memtion of
A4m5Xy  0Ia* in this sense . In fact the wogd O/ does not
occur at all.¥t aleo appears simce his prinoipal interest is in
‘he prédsthood , its Holiness that some mention would have been
Gade of the ‘15 of whom D was so anxious about .Yet this word

- —

(I)Eerth. Lev. 90-92 (to 42).




not appesd in E. l:uopt in DXV~ 11 where D appgals for generoe-
"‘ﬁ, the  ]ANIXD 1' 332 ,in no other place éa@s hé solioiteus

fay them .o olasesd, It E the word |1'2% ig never used fmduwd 73
aad never with a sufféx, The dependent classes seen summed up in
the axprasdon 3y5 744 , Thus common to both , is this one

gord 74 « This it will be noticed that in neithar code are the
'35 or‘lN I’A objects of sympathetic concern.(I). In faot in
D it appears Just the reverse. yor in XXIII-2l the Hebrew is per-
pitted to exact interest for the ™ lwtw ¥ and for hkm the year
of release doea not apply.(X¥3). And in contmadistinotion to the . @
in IZV-21 the oarcasses of an ani may be s0ld to the hedim g
{s expression is never used in the Ho)iness code but instead of
it and with the same meaning , H emplovs the word 7>, )2 .This
iivareity is therefowe not t!.r.hout intere distinction whioh
D draws between the ™A and '? >3 peens unknown to H. If
the latter author had followed the content of D ¢n composing and
drawing up his 0code ,it does seem that he ocould socargely have a-
voided the 1istinguishing use of these words.

Moreover in H is tobe found a word Ih:l.oh,*g cloee-
1y similar in lua.i.ns'w 74 whioch is ehtirely inknown to D It 1s
true that this later 4"1s & late one in the Pentgteuch and prod-
ably unknown at the thme of D.(3).Now it is to De noted of the nam-
oa of dependent olasses in the ;rouptna ih!.oh we jpade above, that
th: one wird common to doth lists 1“¥~ ranger’who stande in a
peouliar relationship with the Hebd nhuh in D 1is to be distin-
guished from ' >4 who is oonside a toro r that BB is
bomnl by no ties whatsoever to the Hebrews. (R fore paseing in-
to a consideration of the laws whiocll refleot t.he appitude of the
tv ocodes to the g, I want first to list the words in eachoode
vhich are used for “the poor and then to note this distinguish
feature « Thums in D are fould , |!"2x 'J¥ o In H are to be found
y My, S, (EXIX~15), Sow in H |i'2 x 4@ never used. In D

59 is nowhere found. 'y is “he only commmn word used and &
7ay8 50 be found in H with 954 (XXIII-22-XIX-10). In D mostly wkh
|I'2A oIn XXIV =15 D uses an expression Ay 9y "> which H
would substitute JIP . (H XXV=35,39,47).

How the only common denominator in these enu-
merations of : is 74 and the laws bearing on and re-
forring to him are not a few . Therefore to systematize a study
of this legishation the following will serve as outline of the
e2quence in which we shall treat these divers enactaents.

Juotice t7 stramger . D XXIV- 14,17 H XIX-33f,
ghsgzl'gw ;?w e' D XIV-299XXIV-19 ,XXVI-1-11 H XXIII-22f, XVII-
'] =0
Hali;iouu obligation of stranger B XVI-1ll H XVIII-26XXII-18=25,XXV=
» XX=2,XXIIT= 42b.

’E have previously discussed the interesting &-
tlonghip betw D XXVIII-48 dnd H XXV-47. It hardly eeems pos~
sidble that H would have consoiously MEBNXIE#y recognized a state
07 being not sltégether odious , a conditdon which in the code he
supposedly féllowed , this same condition ,was sét up as horrify-
13 widielty, o: the future in oconsequence of wilfull die-
obed:l.enca. To me this slizht indicatin reflects the independence
of the codes and pointe against any thﬁ!ot this dependence.

{I,Dr' Dt.175 1.0. x"‘-n Besrth. Bt. ‘B.
(2)mmB 11, 492 Fomom 4310 xent's """"f'ﬁ"l fnctf6n o 3 dovo et appiad wipdiss
(®)Tts neaning not entirely clear.EB IV-48-18, S.Bat sd-XIV-8-7.
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The two codes contain luwse against opprédssing the stran-
gere D XXIV-14-172: B XIX-35f. The Jaw in H XIX-33-34 ig not with-
oyt ite priestly expansions ,But in the first place there is no
rexson t0 sgree with the oritics that these lawe are s later ad-
dition by the priestly edlitor . Since b8th C and N contained =
gipiice prohibition agdinst the maltregtment of g/v ie Justifi-
gble reason to look for such a law as the one hére in the Holim
pses ccdesIn other words such an enactment as we have under die-
ousssion would Maotaﬂ in the originel code of H.(I).But the
hand 0 ie «The expressionsnx MA* *> B3nx--NITXD

ure typiocal P's phrases ,asekx, XVII-48,49, Lev. XXIV=-22,
FU.YI7=14. It is probable that —TJi»> »ink is transcribed from the
previous place in the ochapter . The law in D corresponding to this
one here D XXIV-14-17 18 recognized as an integral part of the o-
riginel code and it is useless to rehearse the reason of some few
who would suspect ite authenticity. o £

These two laws are identical in formation exoept ‘i’he one
in D ie in the singular and the other H én the plural. The two
laws in D are to be termed"words"™ and the one in H are to be clas~
sified as commandments. Whide the tvwo laws use a few worde which
are common to both codés , they are uncommon to each correspond-
ing law « Thue § D X7IV=14=17 uges these words which are not found .
egaln in the corresronding law in H but in ite lawbook, asjeyn A b

Ny VIV L vovn ,He aled Uses sdke words whioh are npt ffound in
F at all, |"2x and "N RSand -y wd , The words ocom—
zon té both parullel lawe are 74 Y %, H uses the expresmiom iun tb
vhich 1s only foumd once in N, (XXIII-17) (G4—twured-pevernl—tince
as prohibition ageinet mistreftment o° an escaped glawe ,It |

ie used several times in H.N |

The law in D forbids oppression of the poor hired man,
¢ the strangere in the land and prohibite a perversion of the
Justice to the stranger . The law in H forg;a oppression of the

siranzer who*in vour land .Fow note that tfle two lawe differ in
tle uge of words for oppression,D Pv¥y P3% ,The law in
P rroritits maltreatment of the hired mam who isa DA . ¥ gen- 1
eralizes hip law to the 'gvv " in general following the precept |
in C 7XII=20 where almost identical words are used ,D disallows

the pefvar sion of the judgment n?p-tlns that the 3« had
N?“" of teking hdé ocase topourt (2) while g has no law on
this subjeot « The similarity of H with C and the differences of
Dand § can lead to no other oonolusion than that F is more near-
l¥wpleted to C thm inference is further confirmed by =

oomparieon of the sentences of these three laws. The
exprespion g:osm ~—0'72 *s in K XIX¥=34 1s literslly repeat-
od i1 0 XXIT-20b, In D , the -ﬂ,ﬂ:ﬁ. sriter adds to his law,

the expressionThou gshalt remember $ thou wast a slave in

the land 0” Egypt and th@ Lord thy God redeemed thee from thems".
Fow there seems to be in my mind no doubt that sinoe parertic  mo- -
t1ve of F 18 mope closely skin to C than to D and these laws trnstons
show the sare relative kinship jhat the origdn of E is rather

be gought in C than in D.This expression which ¥ and

C exploy , 1s not founi atall in S the codesa of D dut is found

ong- in the introduction 10+19,

The references to the stranger in the following law
8r« as s rule incidental to the principal subjeot matter d_trented.
Ir *hese enmotments when this allusiony to v oocours ,“appears
secondary to matters of more prinoipsl ‘concern. Unlike the pre-
vious laws discuesed ., where the stranger waus the ohief subject
0f interest , in the legislation which is now to be treated, any
88l a1l reference to the v appears ohly oontingent on the
Bore essential oontents .For this reason the disoussion of' the
originality of the pusedges in whidh these sllusions ocoudt wil

@ Iresented in that connection where the main subjeoct matter is
toneilered ,Therefore the sentences which we have presumed eas
0riginal must be ncoepted . nnd-eny—opintem—iold=ineaboPaite =

-
bl T ——
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+h codes are solicitous #Q the stranger , anxiocus
+0 sgslst and succor him.Judging by the n'mber of times in which
be appears ss the objeot ¢f such iumanitarisn comcern in D , - &
appesrs 8avé for the >} > that no other olass excites D's coR~
passion as does the Jov . Thus in D XIV-R29 he is to share with_
other indigent in the t yesmg tithe. In XXVI=1-1l the first
fruite gre, to be divided the with the priest and his fme
11y and?pa‘i'-tiotpata in the Joy whioh they are to
{erce « In XIV=21 the ? J@J 7976 may be givem to the
but zust be sold to the ?7>3% The parallel law in H (XVII-}
is full of suspiolous marks which oreate doubt as ite origl
selity and so & full disoussion of the passage wil reserved
for the next ohapter when I conseider D'g and H's dle laws.
This law in D XIVWZl hdwever ,ie of interest here since it re-
flects the attitude of the lasgiver tq the gw and his verioua
provisions té help him  Foo i

E (I) in XXB-6 pPivides that that which of iteelf grows
in the seventh year may be eaten by the anong others listed.
In B XIX810& XXIII-22 whioh we have alr vy disoussed ,that which
~ falls in vineyard and that mhich grows in the cdrners of the field

are to be left %0 poor and 31)\' «In XXI¥-19 the fgllings in olive
anl vineyard and the ooV Ughich 1s forgotten are to be Teft to
the poor and « These laws Jave already beem ocomparedi and am~
glized and therefore a re®onsiderstion of them here is unnecessa~
ry +All which interests ua here is the more or less wsicilar pro-
vislon made by b@th cod=s for tkhe poor . Them the two codes agmt
in their humanity to thew« :m: in this provision fer
the aceidéntcl gleanihgd left to the Guv .

The Holiness code contains far more rdligious regula-
tiofs{than D. In D NVI -11416 the Giv 1sg to partioipate in the
celebration of the festivals of Buccoth and Shabdwoth.In H XXIID®
4%, Bertholet (2) has proposed that th- word D1 be inserted af-
ter NITX , holding that it originally stood there and was prob-
ably dropped out . The word 5%x7W0’2 indicates that this word onoce
stood here . for there iB no reason for 529 w >2 to folkow NOTX a~
lone .Thig,the only law containing presoriptions of the religious
obligationd of the 4w _ in D. In H XXBR:8B,XXIV-6 & 9% is pro-
bibited under the penalty of deéth from sacrificing to Moleoh asid
blasphening God. The 9+ (XXII-18) 1s enjoined to pe~
forn $he saorificial laws exactly as is inoumbemt #n the native
gebrew . The exhortation (XVIII-26b)which forbids the 4/
fron praciiclrg hea oustoms and sbopinations is probedly a
Priestly addition 1%} mare the structure of +the sentence and
is & cheracterietic.phrase (EX.XVII-19=45)(3) In H XXV=47 the Jv
is coumanded not to oppress the enslaved Hebrew.From him the HB-
brer slave mav be redeemed .The non-priestly redsotorial insartions

B3'51 a3 323 7(XVII-8,10,11,12,13-XXIV-14)puts the o~ @n the
sane footing with the Israelite in the performance of their reli-
gloue odlégations ,the laws which we shall disouss later. In this
connection , a linguistic difference between § and D is s0 note~
tle that 1t cannot be ignorgi, E or rather RH uses frequently the
eXptesalon D d/ha 47 Vdds repeated six or seven times with
sote few minor variastions . This phrase is never used by D who
ingtcad uses either the expressiony*p2 >wx -~7da D XVI-11 or
T"N 7u X « Therefore in this phraseclogical matter, this diver-
8ity between them and typical g and D expressions can in

L]

Bertholet Lev. B1-83 ad. ¥s. 39-423 KB 1V TewEis-3es, ot ¢f71
(3)Patan JBL XVII-56. Bertholet Lev. 60f.
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wiil be fully discussed laiter when the m bjnet of the passage 1s
considered) but sone referenice to it here is not cout of place.The
difference between the “OAand S>> 2 has been 2lluded to above.
% this law there is doudbt whether it proehibits the Hy> 0 \1from
_oringing sscorifices or certain sacrf’*ces.Fe shall discusss it la-
tar. All we have proposed to 4o here is 0 eall abbention %o tuks
difference between the specilal terma. (I}«
Ir this comparison BXXEIREXEINAYEEREEY(Z2) of the two
codes In thelr regulstions of the strangers or seftlers it is fo ‘
be noticed fhrst that both medes renew In o great variety of \
forms the injunetion +that the be treated with mercy angd hu~ 2
manity .Both lawboocks contain séggrate and distinet laws command- i
ing ag&.nst oppressicn o¢f the stranger « D even geoing s¢ far as
_ to preseribe thed% the judgment of the stranger be not pé“&%ﬁzeﬁ -
 Thue fron a dependent depending entirely on the good will of the - |
nati¥€s he is given a standing ,the permissicn to bring his ease g
te courte. (S)In D he is only Ziven the religlous priviiege to par- o
;1eipaze in the festive celebration of PenSacost and Tabernecles.($) ;
nfE he is now raised to o position almost on = plane of equal- : 5
:?.'i‘,y in religiows matters with the Isracelite .In D, he has attain~ ‘
ed some EXIXZFAEEEY clvil rites , amccording him Justice in the
. courts.In Hy he is on the way to‘beeeming a member of the rsliglous
cormunity ,on ithe way ,bear, for he has nolt atteained +this posi-
tion'fd (note XXVké?)(E) of becoming = proselfie .(H)*The exile and
thé returntended 16 promote the religiocus identification of the
Israclites and 7’7 a4 ,Those whe shared these eXperiences with
therm —————— Dbecame united by el Auo @jethtis it seems thet ' E
- has lost greatly its nationalfeeling whie s still very sirong
in P and regards the incorperation of -4 the Theeeraev rnot
bv national descent as an essential point.v(6)¥ow the D code re— f
flects an earlier trpeatment. of the D d than H{F). But the trest- t
meﬁt sthe regulations in H 4o not refleet any evidences of depen~ |
dence or -influence from D. Its standpeint gzs proven 1s differ-- ' !
ent fron that of D's.Its laws not only showd no great sgimilar- ’
ity dbut at times and in general 4display céhtradiction E assured-
1y 414 not obtsin 1its vie int and its prescriptions from D. ¢
The laws agsindt kidnspping in D XXIV-7 bhas the L
slight resemblance E XIX-1lle only in this es we shall note that
they prohibit stealing The lawss are original in both codes. The..
.one in D 1s recognized to be a D adapitaiion of an earliler corre— “ ﬂ
spondence{C XXI-i§). Therep is not any reason to consider any of .
these laws other thak originaliy forming = part of the anclent I
cedes. The law in B is formulated according to the itype of the
Judgments s earlierform . It is writter in the third person sing-
wiar and like frequent typical enaciments of D vegins withwp -
with & verb in the wophal  .The legislative prescripticn in’ ' 3
E EIX-1ls is writtern in the plurak second perscnand is to be elasq— |
ed as #Bommandment ®. }
k) The two lzaws have in common the one verb, 1346 In ﬁ
faet 1o éeeeribe the offense +they are prescribving if is the only f
word they could use . The law in B contains & numberof words ﬁiﬁ.eh |
-are found in thé poliness code ds & whole , vwai{person} Srovroixp VIY%e j
>3 m s n{D usee this word and greseribesi the 4death o
penalty while E only uses NPV’ mm },D on the other hard emplovs
certein terms "which are net at 21l found in H as , XYr> > >kynnx
DWW, YA, 27 o It is of interest to nbde that the
words common to this law and the § code are words with one ex-
ception which are repeated in Ex, XXI-1l6 and shows thai thesses . |
words  are common in the 1aa?uage and the simplest with whick to :
express this idea. @ne 1ing’ istiec addition of 1 frem tke orip-
inal In € XTI =36 is & word Iryapnot usdd outside of D. Andﬂﬁ*
éﬁ.ﬁlﬁﬁmzﬁg__n terps_zre.pot at_all_foppd in E
1T Kb~ Natursl Religion 351. (2)Idém . 182.(5) Dt.Dh. lov.
fé)Och 424, (5)%3.1?. 481%.Bennet. (6)Addis I~ 337.




In contents only the slightest corresponfiemm®e 18 per-
copbible betweeh the two laws 4 The law dn H 19-1lla 1s a gen-
oaral commandment, similar té the one in the deoculogue exoept
taat 18 is in plural,i.e. "Ye shill not steal".The law in D
(XXIV-7) prohidbits under the penslty of death the stealing of
a person that "thou shalt remove the evil from thy midst".This
anaotment dn D is conocermed with the pertioular oase of kidﬁu,p-
ping. The law #n D 1is olearly derived frpm (I) Ex.XXD816.The"oom-
nandnent has no comneotion with FX.XIDS16. It seems to be madellad
after the similar law in the deo@logue.(2).These laws are entire-
1y independént of each other and bear not the slifigtest conneotion,
for § oould not have beeh drawn from Dy,Moreover it does seem t
E zkiak who is =0 concerned for ihe Hebrew glavefH XXV-47-48, and
go desirdue of effecting his redease @ould have taken some cofni-
sance of this law in D XXIV=7.For D BJas in mind (XXIW@7) the traf=-
£10 in slaves through kidhap A this is shown that the punish-
ment 1s s0 dm-t}o Now i¢ H set on freeinz the Hebrew f
bondage of a ‘%'Ei’t he would be doubly as insistent to uoi%l
preventslk th poshhn:l.ty of a Hebraw from becoming a slave through
theft . Therefore it sesams to me that H was entirely unfamiliar with
D i7 we may base our oonclusions the silence in these laws.Such
a law as this in D XXI¥=7 would most appropriate in H.
In the remainder of this chapter , the subject matter whioh
will ocoupy pur attentbon is of a sort shioh is treuted freely in ome
code anl only elightly if at all &n the other. This lack of correaspon-
dences in individuidl laws 1is not so sigmficant as in groups ofthe
pane or similar ocontents . I shall subsequently emplain what I
mean.¥or the present ,it is not withput interes" that H lacks such
laws that defindtely d:al with inherdtance. The reference to inher-
itance of the land from the aborigimal settlers ENENEE in -H XX-24
| (RE) shows as for the institution of injeritanee the authér @f the
| code was Bot in ignoranoce of.§t stands to reason that he oould not
huve alluded to the rdghte of%inheritance®™ or known of it if at this
time the institution was not recognizel For this reasén and thelaws
in E XXV-8ff oconfirm the prevalenoe of this institution at t time
of HM is inempliocablPl why with this knowledge the aut 111
not sone rejulationa regardimg the rigts of inheritancas.
As has bean showmn he &i1 not presuppose or refeal any presupposition
of an previoud laws and go’' it cannot be argued that he unders$ood
the other ocodes ocomprised some suoch legislation.His repetition
o other laws with modffioations more or less inegnificant shows
thét the codes we poewss were ostensibly unknown té him and that
no “aws in them are presupposed by him.The law inPXXI-15-17 is o th-
out 4oudt original in the code for the lamguage and contentd are
entirely consistent with the time of the oode.The originality of
the law in XXV=6-10 has already been proven and a reconsideratiion
is entirely unnecessary here . Some doubt has been cast on the law
in XIX~14 because of its incoheremce with the odntextSteurnazle =108
Dt.XIX-14)has suggested thétthis law was inserted here by the m-
daotor us a gloss which was pugfested to him by the allueion to
the 2124 " p 3 « This is ocerteinly nothing more than a mere
suggestion.For it must be confessed that the disloocation of a law
(M$)in a paragraph or ohapter is certainly no valid reason for as
signing it to any other than the original author.Phis proposal of
Steurnagle's may explain its present looation but does not disored-
it ite originality. The Bidble schedaré’hs a whole appreciate that
originally thies law Formed# a part of the ancient code.The law an-
forms to the preaghment of the eight ocentury prophets and could
have easily been guggested by them.(Is.58.Hs.5-10).A diecussion
of the originaldty of the seotion of the Jubilee festival in the
fiftieth year in H XXV-8ff need not detdin us here since I shall
reserve a full and odmplete discussion of this subject when I
tkke up the subject of the sacred sessons.All that I want to 4o
here is to antioipate my conolusions on this subjeot and present
taat in the Hojiness code, the law of the reverséon of the land
_f_'g 1%s original owners is to take place in the fiftieth year.The
I)Bertholet Dt.75.Dt.Dr.274.
a}gxo XX-15-
S)mertholet Dt.62.Driver Bt.234.
(4)Ad4is IT-108,
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pieotions to ackwo wledging this law as sn original one in the
Py books are thersfore to be held 1in abeyanoe until T take
up & disoussion of subjeot in a subsequeht connection
and) temporarily hese m¢ assumptions .
- The law in D XIX-14 4is ocomposed in the form of

a "word® while the law in XXI-15-17 is in the type of a uAgJ\
pent, earlier form. The laws as presently writtem in H XXV-8
are in types of "words "% o te. )

The lawsiim D e no linguistic resemblances with
law in H XXV=-8ff.Exoept ferthe very common words,these laws
in D XIX~-14,XXI-15-17, XXV=8 have no in commom with HXXV-
BEf,XX=24. s8 laws 1in D have s INXEESEEN whioh are
found 4n H lawbook, J¥7 -lsn (XVIII-8,Xx11-11), o p- (EXIX=-31)
gv 5%, ( ow B XIX=13y,' 1'mx  »nwe (XXI-11), P2inx (H XIX-
18 saanpx)an ol =-18), s wxy ( HE XIX-25). Now the
interesting thing shéwt +<this linguistic corrsspondence is the
fegt thet the words in P are mxmmnlgx never to
ba found in the ocorresponding chapter H XXV-8ff,. other worde
everyone of these worde in H are to be foumd in every other
shapter than the one in H XXV.Moreover it is to be noted that
these words in H are used in different forme and in different
oconnectiona. Furthermore D uses a number of tesme wshich are not
aguin used in BJA. A'0» »5(Be.XXV-18,J0b XXIV=3) 5114 (J.B.D.4P.)
abiad g o x5 (XXVI=-45, later editionm). ".airuz, Sqon (B

o

only uses XX=24 ¢7’). H>a (oft in D). ane! prws vgqe hiua Daca
Yo nbryn® IUX 4 o h

53213 b:.n'. w2 Ly » ." »
VO W e . 1S'x( Huses Ty m(H xm—15).
Yow if § had dramm on D, the faihtest influence would have been
peroeptible in the langugge and partioularly in the I'Of.‘dl |
expresasions , distinctive and emsential to the laws. Y+ 4 ot
In D XXI-15-17,the law presoribes that the
firestborn 1is entitled to G;We share of the otherg and the
father's wish to give the Aue the firstborn &ad” another
{g not at all allowed.The law is irrevoladle .The enaotment in
XXV=6 drsoribes the m r in whioch a son the firethom to a
brother that had marriedd a deceased drother'es wife is to be oon-
sidared the heir of the Asad man.The commandment in D XIX-1& for-
bils the removal of the landmarks estdblished of old through in-
heritanoe . Now in H, there is nothing to correspond to laws of
D XXV°6 & XXIyl5 =17. As pointed put above , H XX=21(RH) Aoes nnt
reflact the 3 up of the lawdf as Mewnak/ ar-
gues that this enaotment 4in H the new custom and right of

&

to inherit was begimning to be allowed.This,as we have already pro-

ven,is impossible.If it were ocorreot,the later writer oould not
have helped but refer to the earlier D wnactment .Fhe regemblan-
02s in contents between D XIX314 & H XXV=-8ff ies more or lees out-
w2ighedl by s~ a slight disparity.Both lawe forbdd the land of
th: family or olan passing into the hands of others .The law in

D prohibitd the removal of the landmarks of the land whioch is in-
herited,(I).The law in H permite seemingly the sale of the land,
hence the removal of the landmarks but only for a period up t9
the fiftieth vear.The law both codes aimedd to prevent the
‘neroachment of the rioh the land of the poor and the accumu-
lation of the land by the weal$hy , and are designed to place the
Perpetuasl ownership in the family.D merely forbids it .H propoaes
& praotical plan for solving the difficult agraftian problem.Some
onz has suggested that the law of D evolved out of the prophetic
protests while the law in H percédiving that the earlisr enactment
was not followed ,worked out this Jjudgment as another attempt at
the pame problem. s suggestion intimates thet EEXE K was more
or less cognizant o§ D XIX=149The absence of any word in H which
is found in D and lack of any reference to this Deuteronomioc en-
actment bears put the view that H was entirely ignorant of D.But
&8 we haved shown before +there seems to be present a slight com—
tradiotionD forbide removal of the boundaries.H assumes the
boundaries hawe been removed and triee to hive them replaced.In D
thut shich 1s presented as illegal 1s sassumed as lejitimate in
F who only @esaye to prevent the abuses of these remewals.

-
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Furthermore, a conparison of D XIX-1&b andRE ¥x-24
will reveal the distinotive individuality @€f these authors.In D
the expreshion,"in the inheritance( yn3risa)whioch thou inheritet
in the land ($n1») whigh the Lord thy God is about to give thee
to posess 1% ".In H the sentence reads, ye shall inherit( !w?” 2)

théir land and I shall give it to theeto inherit(» v 13)it
( mm *)Vow note that these,t sentena=s are the resultants of
two different conditionas t I am not presentdy int=rest-

ed in.Note moreover that the thought is more or less identical.

™e Aifferences ,however,are such as to point oénolusibely to

their indspendeboe,D uses the worde 5m i, Dbni wyhich are not

repeated at all in H while the later uses IwI”7 ,H uses 2771

while D usea Y7X. D hagmerbwd, H has pM A nu>s ,Oertain-

1y RE which 1e later pechich is ,by the way , the on}y time this

thouzht ocoures in Heeertainly 414 not derive it from D(XIX-14)In

no place in D (XVIII-14,XVI-20, XIX=1,XVII-14)wher: the almost

similar sentmnce ocours,ie there one which is anv oloser or more

nenrly simlar to H than the one we have JEEZ already Aiscusseddsth e st
Both of the codes oontain laws probably urging hu- { 'l

ponityr(I)in dealing with animals.D XXII-6-7,XXV-4,F XXII-28.I

say probably advisedly for the purpose of these laws,their aims

end underlying mdtives may be imbedded in the superstitious ous-

toms of the people,probably survivals and vestiges of earlier days.

§t 13 only the assumptions , however , that these laws have thepur<

pose of inculoagting ocompassionto animals that I have coordinated

then in this disocuseiOn.The laws in XXII=-6-7 1a undogbtedly D'S.

The tone and spirit of this legielation i1is typicallyr Deuterdno-

nic as well as its language. Except for gr'yr> NDIAT  the

verse 1s composed in the phrases and style of the D author.Thie

last phrase tacked om to the law is probablv a variation br a

redastor{D'a)nodelled after the sentence in D V=18 where the ocon-

naniment spesks of respect for the human mother(2)Here such a

parentic addition has no typiocul meening while in V=18 it fol-

lows naturally from the spirit of the law . The law in XXV-4 ig

nanifestly out of place in 1its present location® Steurnagle’s (3)

sugzeetlon thut this law was proba)li written as a gloes on the

edge of t@e papge ,explaining XXV-18-19 and then through error of

another redaotor manled here when Tt should hLave been placed

in eloee proximity to XXII-6-7.The law from iis conients could

well have formed a part of the luvwbook.That 1t ig disloaated 18

no alelunte to aassignd 1t to a later authorshinfor mispluca=
nont ie no evidence of latenems poriieulerdy in so Jetwrogenious
cullectlen ws D ¥XI=-XXV. The law could well lave formed a part of a{
e oorizinel code and that{e‘xs notling in the contents o the

1.7 %0 indieate thet 1t cané from any other hand than “hut of

tie 071 Inul wuthor.The sonevhat corresponding lew in R YYITI-I8

1s recognized as & pepduct of F.(Z)Its language and contents

totl £i1 in the original section of the lawbook.(3)

All of the laws in both cod-s are Alzipilar 1
foruuletion .The one In T XXII-6-7 1s in the type of a Judgnent
eurlier form. The one. in D XYV=4 1s a "word". The one H XXII-Z8
s in the legal style of a coumun’ment.Those in T are in the sin-
su7r. The one in H 1s In the plural. .

In lan uage ,no less, are these laws in fhﬁ-glrl‘d‘f-
ments The only word common to both lawe of D and the one in H are
s 1¥eing, in ¥ , pluralin D) D XIIT=8% E XYII-28 - 74y, (D XXV-4,

I Y7IT=28). D has sofie terms which sppear eleevhere in B dad
not in the flaw o8 humenity to animels 7777, ¥ ,[7%, @%n.

ox (B XXII=Z? ) Wpaxs, 1¥rvya(H XXVI-4 9!2) L.y .
Pveryone of the words whioch H uses are found in D but in differ-
ent ylaces and not exaetly as they are found in H,thus, owy 1w
(IVITI-3 »w O¥1 Svw uv) Opw, X nrr, Fow it is to
be noted that these words are all extremely common and frequent
in the literature of 0.T.They are so simple and Qeaic to the lan-
gUace that it is next to impossible to express oneself in the

GSiiringis DoVt oD BoriheTor 5. (B DG Borih ot e

Strurnagle Deu'lg.I..G.B;;-iiolet é‘é:”i%) Dt.91.Berth.Dt,.77,

§)rertholet 68,77, Driver Dt.280,251.
(4)Paten JBL YVII-17.
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language without these words which with one or twﬁexcopt:lonn have

no synonyms.lMoreover , the lawe in D have a number of distinotive

and essential words which are typical of D that are not used at

all in H,i.e« %92’ °*>(note the use of the‘n‘fﬁi again 1h o-

pening s 1aW )y g 138 T'A 5%, 7% e (H usegy'2777
probably an anavracer of "Y212) 0D pan *.l‘hue

sords clearly prowe the independence of D and Hj for if thejatter
had known of D he could not Jave bemn able to hold hdms<lf back
frorm using these words or some of them. : -7

In contents ofeourse these of correspon-

dence save in the faint and uncertain resemblance of the spirdt of

hupanity supposedly common to bdth.D XXV=-4 forbids the muzzling of

gn 0x at threshimg . D XXII=687 forhids the thking of the dam wikkh

Ter young but but commends the freeinl of the mother and permits

the 4sking of the young.E XXII-28 forbills the killing of the cow

or ewve with its youllg on the same day.It is obvious that from the

oontents outlined 3there is not the slightesy trace of resemblance

gave perhaps the motive or aim in the backgrould .(I).Rvem in this

towever there is some doudt . Bome contend that the basls of the

lev ir D XXIT=187 is to be found in its addilivwansrn «(2)aIn

the matter of legislative subst@nce therefore , it is evidently

imposeible to find any evidences of correspondence or signs of
influence.The motives of the law may not be the same . if they

are ,the motive of H XXII-28 (3) did not evolve from D for the lan-

guage and terms of expression would have disclosed it .Jut it seems

that the laws may have later taken on a humanitarian aspect; in d
their beginninges they probably evelve from different motives and
causes.Therefore in this feature the laws show nothidg in agree- -
pent but the plainest signs of independence.

A eet of laws in D which has not the faintest re-
senblsnce with any law in the Holiness code are thoee in XXIy-l1-4.
It is penerslly recognized that bBhese enpotments are Deuteronomic
expansicnae of Px. YXII_=4-5,(4).There iBpoertdinly no reason to
seslen them to any othir suthor than the' original D. For they con-
t6in nothing which ds at all incompatible with the terms and con-
ditions of the code.

They clossly follow the earlier laws after MEEE
siich they ayre modelled in their formulations and in keeping with
the anolemtt prototype, they are all framed in the form of "words";
thet 18 , eecond person pirgular.Two sentences of thege pwesorip—
tine are in the form oi‘hordinnta clauses,additione to and va-
ritiivne from the anole ratent.

Except for on two terms , the words oommon to
these lawa XXII=1-4 and H , code ar: moetly confined to
tle simplest and most wausual. The words whioh are mgre or less
unusuzl that gppeser in both codes are , #°¥(RH H XX-§4)(In § , it
is in the and in B the In E it 18 usdd in one cun=-
neotion while in R in another)s. 9°2*(in H , used in commecti n
with the festival). Now it is assufedly unlikely that the redac-
tor would draw words from one set of laws which arenot found in
E; a few worde that he employed elsewhere in H in ferent con-
texts.This semms &1l the more true since these words ate not fre-
qucntily repeated ones in ] and since the other words which are
commen to both codes are usual in the language,as AT (X%=17)

N oy g :::..(22,; wa b f Yo 77 22 (XXV=25) )2 e
177, o'p( 4n MpA  H 269).The oft repeaded words D, those
Wbich ere to be termed tyrical and characteristio in lawe are
entirel abeent in H, aas; no-%»3s(this form) 2'» xi , AP X ¥m
I'max Prax J73xan "\nbtnw Mnn W'Y 1y (F uses
Y P32 XIX=31l) T!? 5% (used frequently im D XIII-17 , XXI-12, XXII-
=2y XiIIT=et0) s (H using ~J'?a). 10¥7> a'n1s ,These pet terms
0Z D which are ignored by H indicete that the author of the Holiness
¢ods  could not have been familiar with the D lawbook &t all ,and
falled to use them.These omissions indicate H's independelce of D.
B %5 In ocontents,we have nothing rermotely resembling
Yi1I-1-4 in Bolihess code. The fir#t laws presoribe that an an-
‘dzel which has gone astray be returmed to the rightful owner and
if it bYe too far or the Posess0r be unknomn then the animal :%mﬂ..
(5c2Y_until eslled for whenm it is to be surrendered.The other e Joine
\ TySee Driver Dt. :5I130R012) DE. D T51s BSFTRs Dty 8. —— ~~— -~
3) Bertholet Lev. 77.ad loo.
(4) Berth. mt. 67. Steurnagle Dt. Addbe 4. Addis II-115.
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“1ut evervone should aesist in 1ifting an animal which has fal-
ler on the way and ghould not turn his face away. The ocontents
sre so foreign to H that not even a particular phrase or sentence
is repeated in it ough it is a preoarinu-'&ooed ra to argue
t1ut because H no skmilar lawe , it not"far from cor-
rect to infer that frém the negative fawts that the absence of
guech D phrases in the entire code, is due ¢, H's ignorance ofD.
Before proceeding to a Aisoussion of the linguistic
and substantial features of the remuining group of laws,it may
be in place here to determine whieh of them are original snd
which ought to be ruled out as not at all suitable in the orig-
inzl code.In the firet place , the law YVII=14=-F0,*reating of t
two subjectes did not form at all a part of the original code, (1.
"The representation of the law as already compiled and written
(es 7XXI=9=26)1s a confliot with the legitimate prerogative of ¢
the nonaroh."(2).Thie allusion of the law semms to point to the
ite completion,®)ita already being written and compiled and as
such indicates that this parpgraph could not have formed a part
of the verv law which it recognized as slready finished(4).In the
gzcond placd,this law of the momarchy is manifestly founded or (5)
olosely related to the one in I Sam. VIYYI-3ff.Ite héatilidy to
the sovrelpgn,ite intimations té ite evila and the view Bhat it
was & sort of necessary evil coineides with the general attitude
of that passage in Samuel. The difference of opinion which obtains
vbout the purity of these passages need not here detain usp suf-
£4cient 1s.4t if we present the view of those who hold that D is
depeni-nt om Samuel.(6yThe section in the Book of Samuel with its
reflected hostility to the monarchy ,id %t_.ab Ws a sort
o7 coneession, ite description of ite evils o the fall of
Jerusalem.(7).In P ,the monarohy is even more unreal.(#)The real
kxingship was hated only as as later writers showed.($)It is pre-
sérted as a kind of theocratic institution which ie.to follow
uni keep s record of the law.(The role of the X' i a ¥ ) ,This
view of the law itself reflects a late compoaition.(‘)probably at
the time when the law in the KBl abstract assumed a Adfinite po-
sitiorin’%the religious , conscioumness of the community. Moreover,
the yroki‘hition against the appointment of foreigners as kinge
could have been proposed only at & time when such an av/swliall,
wae entirely possibde.(#3I shall not therefore be #ax wrong if I
onit this seetion from considerztion as a lat:r sddition to the
book,vwhich was 1little likely to exert any influence in the Holineee
code,

The laws in XXIII-1-8 presoribing those who are to be
cdmitted into full ecitizenship ’ﬁhxrepleto with the evidences of
later udditions and expaneiops that this section has no place in
iis original code as 1s generally recognized(8).The language of the
ssetion is not pre exilic but post exilic.(9). ' 22 poours six
tines here but noshere else in'g but in P. andy woIn x4 44
not found elsewhere in prs exilic dooument (Rzre I¥-12)(10).These
luve are in cobtradiction to Issaih V=63 and Jer.40-11 which pre-
serta wnother attitude to Mosd and Ammon.¥ould Joeiah have undes-
taken kis campalgn ageinst Rgypt in defiance of D if thie verse 8
had stood in the code?The word 7T P N was probably a name of re-
Prouch and perhaps meamt one born of mixed marriagea(ll) a: time
0.« IX=6,Feh.XIII-23. In Jeremiah YIXI¥-1€ the eunuch is ee-
pcedelly mention a8 being admitted into the congregation and
this passage , v 22 is in striking contradiection to it .Steurna-
Elffl::l adds tn the overwhelming arguments agadnst the authenti-
%1 .y, of :-bip.nsnxe{.--?--bx.nninﬁns.nu&.1ha-:n;srnbmc_nf_nnmhars.
I 731082, (8)Berth.Dt.55.CHOH.159m.,

(J)EB 3 sk gt Col 1910 Vol.IX.

*\Tor . complete exposition of these views-cf,DNr.Dr,212f,

8)Bertholet Dt.55. Steurnagle Dt. to XYI¥-14-20.

S)H.P.Snith Samuel in International CC.55.

¥Cornill's Intro.55.8teurnagle Bo. to YVII-14=20.

110449)Addie IT -118-119.

(@) Bertholet Dt.7l(see for a complete exposition of these argu-
(d1)14.85. (18)Dt.Dt.260. mente-
'S ®)ChCh 167,
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fhile in itself this fact is not always oonvinoing ,but coming
wi*}k the other faots,it Gdds s $he doudt about thase sen-
tences«.This passage therefore for good and valid reasons could
not have been written prior# to the return and certainly after
the Holiness code was compiled.

Another passage whioh is unorigimal in this
D code is the hom¢letioc explanation of the histérical episode
found in p XXV-17-18. At the tdme of D the Amalakites had long
ceased to exist. In faot ap the time of David(I Sam.XXX-17,11-12)
the Amalekites were entirely killed, (Fu,XXIB=-20).later they die-
appesr from history.(ICHR.IV-3 (o 83 :f )uIt is safe Sosay that
D is dependent on .J version Ex.XVII-1l4. Now the queatdon arie
es ,whefp was this expsition of the older passagé made? COertain-
1y not 48 the time of Joslianic Reformation for it would have had
no sense. (&) This passage has the appearsnce of an for
in later times Amalek typified Israel's enemies. But "in the light
of this faot, that the name of Amalek represented the various foes
o7 Israel, this passage becomes clear and understandkle.(f)Becausc
of} this style of ocomposition ,and on account of the latenees of
i-e'‘contente,this passage ias to be assigned to a very lat-h:ditor.
who “Tér e very inexplicahle reuséne inserted it here, 4 there-
fora it ‘Wto be onitted from our 4disoussion.

It is passing strange that the two series &°
lava(a)bearing on government,its composition and limitations and
(b) dealing with the military whioh are fully laid out in D ==t
have ho para s at all in K.After we have fully iiscussed these
lays in detaildp and :xamined then minutely with an eve to H,0 pur-
1098 to attempt an explanation of this phenomanon whioch is unusual
i* we think that the Holiness Godc was derived from D.The group of ;
ernuotments treating of the militgry in D has not come dom to us '
in the form in which thev were first incorporated in tle teron=-
omic code.The prinoiple laxw desl with this subBect im 0a-20
is not ubtouched by the ralotor. 2b=4, we hawve an insertion(3)
by the redaotor where the use of the plural evidences his hand.This
conjeoture #s more of leas confirmed by the only referenge to the
prieat in the chapter. No where else in these laws 1sa alluded
t0. This allusion to the priest gzdves the impression that the
slossator 1as writ at a time when there was Sno king in Io-
razl and the !& iest , more or less ,w»c litider head of the
nation(4). In 18 we mgain oome across the plural,(5).These
varges (6) give the impmession as being tacked on to v» J4.These
sentences 1lso appear to interrupy the oequen?,, fér ve. 19 fol-
lows more logloally and evemly after ve. l4,and does not mnform
to the mild spirit of the uderonomic lawgiver.{¥) Oornill(56)and
Moore (EB 1082) quoting 1&1“ arsue againsy the ortginality
of this chapter on the groulids that thles law appears entirely im-
praciicable and could hot have been written dy mem kho designed to
have this law enforoed.Buch reason for denying the authenticity of
a passage 1s entirely arbitrary.(3)It means ¢hat on account of the
linitations of mand knowledge , it is incompreshensible t0 us ,
living today for men in this period to compose and compile sud laws
»%0 15 , who have not with us the facts ani 4o nos underetand all
the reasons and motives. Rather argue it inpraocticidle but
1% is posaibleé: that the lmwgiverh had motives u-artﬁthu in his
¢odz.Thus we find that a similar law quoted by Mawe  “gimilar hu-
ane laws, (9)This coinoidence show ay not two legislators could
asvae been so impractiocadble as to idehtioal legislation xxA

EENXIIYES NN EEFEEX vhich was not memnt to be enforoed.
I have already proven the originality of the law in XXI-10-14 and &
repetition is sntierly needleas.

e ———

(I3Bertholet Dt, 78. (2)gteurnagle Dt. 93.
) Steurnagle Dt.756.Bertholet Dt.83. OHCH 49 n,
4¥Staurnsale Dt. 75=76.
5)Cornill'e Intwo. 56. (‘) Bertholet Dt,68.Quoting Harper . g 26

E %M, Pl 108,

Tor guthentieity of individual verseaclef.OHOE 159n.S8teurnazle 76§vsls
(8)0f. Addis IT.110. : = - "
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The law in ZXIV=5 13 oonceded(I) to be an original
nisce of legislation and ecertainly contains no marks of evided-
ces vhich mélitate against its aocomodation in D. While it may
havd been misplaced from ite original loocation probablr in Oh.
o0, it does suit and £it in to the humane ideslism of the D writ-
Te g
¥ In the body of the Holiheass code ,thers 1s no refes-
ence to any legislation remotely bearing om the proper proceduse
and legitimate practioces in ws.r.lo:n; Bi‘blgioiitiutiﬁg?dmsmi
ed through faint thgt ,these laws whio ey
this topio were m:ﬂﬁﬂ! the n¥éclues of them is found in Num-
| berm lol.ﬂhna thkts passage may have some marks more or laes typi-
221l of the Holiheses oode ,they are not however sufficiently con—
vineing.In the first plaoce d.b'ﬁhe parextioc framewotk of H is writ-
ten in the plural and scldom or lrarely are the laws ab .While
some of them are ,the plural is not the charioteristioc number.Yo-
where in H ia 75 used for enemy which Dilman maintaine is a pe-
guliar exprecskén of H., It appears that this seotion is assuredly
earlier than P.,and though that is a recognized faot ,it must noy
follow acoordingly and comseqpently that 1t belongs to H.More than
1likely it is one of the laws which is to be assigned ¢to the ear-

ler Pt. @(3’ »

These laws in D are formulated XX=1-1l0 XXIV-5 inthe
form of either Juigments earlier forms,of which this lawbook is par-
ticular fond or as commaniments. It is to be noted that all of the
l2us treating of this subject Wess urittem with the identi-
exl expression K5” "> exgept the law in XXIV-% vhich is obrviously
pisplaced,.I$s prpper location ia most suitadble afSer vs.X’-7.Is this j
aecidentdl or has it real signiiosnce?It is certainly intereating to i
observe that no law in H opene with these wofds and tidse in E which begin”
begin with 1> in the second persom plural,not singular, as here.

#% is also not without some significance that no other lawsin D ex-

cept Bhome Aealing Aireotly with the military whsh open with mmilh swei-
wordls XX -¥EI-10, XXIII-1@.8ince D begins only its lave in Milita-

ry with this identical expression and H has no laws at all on this

subjeot ,nor a similar opening dlause is it not likely that the lat-

ter lawbook was entirely unfamilier with D or Beuld he have helped
;;Deating this expresaion whioch is used no less then three tdmes in '.

Except for the peoculiar D words or terms,there is no
exprassion in oommon between these laws XX-1~10 & XXIV-5 andi_the en-
tirc Holiness code. Thus the words common to both are"{7%® 7J2'ix 7X>

y __ Ty, ank x>, (in H both with and without PAﬂ.xrx-
14-15 eto .XII-S-SO,X%’ 79 >(in XVIII-14, MRS~ 25pP0) v
(in H XXVI-applied to Yo 21 75 (the words used arately
in H but never togetherpes here whioh is infrequent). #'7’(This form
never uged in t ghoug'll oot is). w'a , D?> YOu (These words used in H
but never tqp‘herl. 1357 (XIX=24 g 3+5 D) .rps 9o+ (H XXVI-18 uued‘. alone
not like auxiliary as here ). 7%, diba> (XXIIT-22,XXVI-10).r7p>(H XXVI-~
16 umeg 1t es I« Y295 (H uses it akways literslly ss head) Bide
(IXXVE ~g4).7'72V a'ws 72 J’J‘J(H XXVI-25). w57 (in H XXVI but never
as used here), 7772, 53x X¥' ANy, gave for énc t=chhical expression,
evdry word in common between these laws are most frequent in the lan -
guage.¥Yhen however they are used &n peciliar turns of expressions, pe-
culiar shrases it is of intercst to ohserve that as sush they are ab=-
scnt inW;they are mostly absent fmom H.Thus &~ > yes are never com=
bined in H. They both are used but separately. Moreover '77 5 is uged
i{l kel in D 4in one mesning . In H, it 1s uded only in one place in
the Fpil  4n another semee. "PV ig never used in H in the sense in
wl-.iog it 18 used in D, (XXIV-5), More#ver, not any of these words which
arz Jopnd together in D , are used in any one chapter or in laws deal-
11:13 with any one sudject. They are scattered throughout ‘he entire
igtﬂt. Shey are so common in the langusge that I would not be far wrong
17 1 eedd that it would have been impossidle for § to have written
2ls lawbook withouf them. Uoreover certain typical D empressions and

ﬁs E%E%_%3ﬁgwﬁ%ﬁhﬁm-nnngnl.-m_nn_shm&_::m.ﬁ_aeizaim

(3)3ray Wumbd -
® UH%H -~73?“ I cc .87-8).
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hav by Ty xb, '?3.Vow it is very surprising thc&ffﬂe ePword ¥ are
l1acking in E for some B them are verr common in the Hebrew,as,7a7,7na%
‘P 12 "3, X nnos C? e=3c.For even i7 K had not
mown D he could nardly have done ¥ without them.But what is more
gignificant is the faot that if § had derived his nateriel from D,
he ecould not have avoided the fepetition of some of these words
shich are typical of this code,ms xsp 45w +1© eto.The absenoce
o these cha.raoteriltio: D terms Hi&- »» the independenca of H-‘d‘-f““’u
T:is independence is strengthened by H'e use of Aifferent reo-
sions of which are svmonyms to ome which D employei,as D, J3>ub
mxpn Poaoa st § -aonb D, MdrHE; o7 D, ASmP.RMpe
D, Joy 1"2%¢ 72 Hjp32mma a38nnn By XE; Thes= dAis=-
tinative terrs of expression notadly differing in everything than
21 reaning are susceptible of but one interpfetatéion.It is obviéus
unless it be of deliberate intent,thet J§ could not have known of
w.l irawn on D for hie material and yet conSeiously use Aifferent
.ypressions to carry +the same i1dea which D uses over and over a-
;:‘J..'!.n-

As I have said often these laws in D have no par-
4116l in B.The Judgment in D XX =1-2CG, with the omission of those
ousgsaBes shich are evidently late,urge at the outeet trust in God
md with sugh faith need have no fesmr ¢f the mighty enemy.It en-
joine the exemption from military servise of (I) all who have
built 4« ney house und have not dedicased $29(2) all who have plant-
24 ~ineyards and not ea from 1t,(3) all whd have betrothed a
jomen and not married her,(4) (DXXIV-5) all who have newly married
(axemnpted for a vear),(5) all who are afraid and weakkneed. It al-
8o rresoribes thut when the arny draws near to a city ,before at-
442 inz 1t *should propose peace and if accepted the oity shéuld be-
cone tributery JIf the eity refuses and is forced to surrender,on-
1ly,r=%r the males should be killed but all which left ame tO
bz llstributed as boofy.

There is a marked oontrset in thie passage und that
1ssoribed in H XXVI.In <this sewilon ,war 1s viewed as & lawful and
lagitimate neane for gain so muckh so that if falth is placed in God
= Zaithful need not fear theall powerful enemy. Ofcourse in the
1i:ht o precdieu anl atrocitiies committed by the contemporaries,
S+ N lawgiver aime to introduce gome humankty and mildn in war-
fure.(¥)Tnis is so evident throughout the whole that -we not
2%tampt to illustrate this faot.In vs.11%l2, the lawgiver polints
oun thut peuce ie resultant of man's efforts.In this aggressive war-
fare whieh ie here being regulated,wer and peuce is clearly recopg-
2lzed und esteemel as s pere patter of ran.In faot God is oconcerned
ir. ziving euccess only if he is tridsted.(2)He 1es looked upon here as
a Tactor in the snterprise.In H XXIVI=-6 =nd throughout the chapter,the
view is entirely different .Here in this chapter , peace is a blessing
rom Heaven.And war with a panishrent bestowed by God for
lisybedience.The implication is thut Israel 17 Le is obedient will
b: suranteed peace from from hie enemies and Peeddnnbf sny un-
provoked attack.But odAly enoush, thesgparentio sentences bearsg the
tmpression thu* peace and so war are from God's hands andure de-
P=nient on Israel's pbedience to Hie law,while 1t must be confese-
€1 thut D is dealing with a practical situatiomn «ni F nore or less
caeoreticul JBut a compurdson of D XX witk D X VIII will bring out

41

“# Zaet that zesentially ‘hpy agree.D YIVIIT- does not promiee
I a2 oh “‘he bekalf of God but viectory,is if Isreel is obe-
;4ent ; hus agreelng with D Y7 ,end threatening if Terael 1o

f
|
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l
|

‘isubedlent.

Wow erother questiop which is ruieed in ihis Aie-
G'-:ui-,:;, is F XXIX-25-28 1s Agpenlent on N YY=-8 or Zces D Y¥=8
FoT t0 F OTIX °5-88 ur to the inatitu-ion which is here jrescrid-
tf-‘x-{“thgs_. glence 1% bacores clear thas § XIV-"3-25 1: Ir no waY Yagad
STl 4s0r 2r.2ie 23rsd. lulE-oE.ds specificully. .. JeseriptiMg of

r:;“’il‘th-nt. 55. hr.m.' 35,
|‘ ]

IPL.Dr. S36.Berth. Nt .55,



123

wr irnstitution to which D only alludes.It would have been impossi-
vl for B il he had noZbther mource or knowledze fo have drawn up
bis law in XIX=23-25 from the meagre information here only hinted
atett 1s evident to any one at all familiar with these two pae-
sages that T coudd not have Arawn_upon D for his law.Fow this law
{n T #g more ancient than D X¥-6JIn its present formulation it ocer-
t.3inlv i=s not.For the opening sentemce MK IRAD "D, and
o*her clauses as we”show when we study thie passage in full detail
subsequently 1is the work of the New- redactor who also
wyrote the finanl chapter of the code.He annotktsed thess lawa,elabo-
reted and expanded them at a date as we have shown ,after D.Fow the
references in D XX-6 seem to indibate that they are directed not
10 the law in H XIX=-23-25 but at the institution which this law
eporeced and and Adesoribes.D spesks of 222 ¥ei ,H broasdens and
cplerges 1t to imclude’d>x” WAP 53 yes .(I).In D the lawgive# uses
‘%cpopular terms which indicate that he is referring to the popu-
lar ¢ r and not to the law which H contuins .For in H XIX=28=S5

o'T18n)is desoribed and defined by the addition of M1 2*5 ,In
¥ the emphasis in the law 1s on the Zabso anl the relemse from it.
Tn B 1t e on the individual elone who dewnvid i  from lift-
ing 1t .In H 1t has reference to the rite.In D 1t alludes to the
indiividualk part inthe ceremony which after all is the populag vie:
of the custom.If H ,however ,had worked up his law fror thie refer-
ence in D,which ofcourse as we have proven is impossible why,i1d he
cerely desoribe this cerermony of the fyuit trees ani ignore the other
rite refe 0 ,the dedication of thelouse.F secme purticulerly an-
xious to the .neient cistome as thie law in H XIX-EF%25
eni others indicate e 18 certainly no reason for him to have omit-
424 an enaotment ‘ouston se-demed of thelledicationd ofithe
Fouseyif ofoourse he” had ed to desoribe the law which D was refer-
rirg to in the previocus verse,All this goes *to prove that H ocould
no* have known of D and certainly not derived any o his material from
Tyrurticularly since "nowhere elsea in the 0.,T. is mention made of the
iedication of the private house".(2)

Aw to the originality of the passages which 4deal with

Julieial organs and proocedure,D XVI-18, XVII=15-20, it will necessari-
1y b= well fmEx to hold in mind Dbefore entering upon a detailed die
cuesionosfeach sentence that these laws have an appropriaste place in
t2e reform scheme of the Deuteronomist. It appears that prior +to his
reform that the priests of each community were vested with the Judieisl
rights and funotions .(3) when however they were disestablished and in-
vited to take up their duties in the central Sanotuary_,provisione had
‘o be made for their disledjment .80 sccording to XVI 18, the lawgit-
er rrovidéds for the appointment of lay Judges at the loocal centres.
Zuy provision is also made for the priests who shall not lose any au-
thority for in Jerueslem is established a supfeme oourt before which
a1l 1{fficult cases are bréught . How in thds way , the priests shall
net suffsr any AJdiminuition of their power but in faot be placed at the |
very ¢ of the whole judicial spetem. Later on some soribe posei-
bly with ah eve to the King (£) or mobt likely with a view of puvali.q
¢ nditions ,inserted in this seotion sse Ix reference to the lay judge
(§) thus creating a sanction for a oourl composed lar and priut.?’)
In verses 8. the expression .75 1,702 18 & sgrayhic error for

7/ 07« In 9 the phraseg>7 --'©2va bx gnd 4n 12 ¢ v 7 ag the in-
terpolations of the later soribe are to be =cweedh from thetext.
g% - 522" Yd does not mersly mean trees.cf Dt XX-20,.Fz, 1-12,
(2)Dr.Dr.237(3Pertholet Dt.53.
{‘)ﬂﬂompare CH 165 n who has another scheme of separation.
(5)Cornillte Intro.55.
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The remainder of the passage therefore conforme taih: pl.::

B B T ™ 0f chs ahoes Inesperisnfe  tosufrea’reshogiifenca®
and instrustion are cpunciled to accept nol, testimony as trust-
worthy which id4 not rted by at lenst tvo witnesses.This pas-
sage thercefore 1s meaft for and Aireoted to the secular courts
gypointed i the provinces and hes no concern with the priests
whose scope of duiy is explieitly outlined.(R) Therefore 'the lege

iqlztion the expression in vs.17, gwasan wob " 15 a lat-
ar »11ition which when omitted removes all Aificultizs.In versa
15, the phragse Xen* '~ 553 1s entirely superflous ond umneoes-

gary =nd 1s to be omitted.(g)

Thel H hasnover hed eny aontact with this par
tigular legislation i3 revelil=1 by the mbsence of =ny important
terms 9f these laws in his code. The linguistie eorrespondenc-s
ur: wholly e nfined to the sinpleagt words of the language ,the
words with"wrioh it is impossible to oconstruot a sentence,Thus
coumon 49 H und D 16=12,XVII-f{8y12,XIX=-15-21 are these cormon
sordis, P, |'Y 2wy, =PV x2,'pbad D3V JNand with
+ few more such simple words,vhich need not be listeA.Theae worda
wer2 the basis of the languaze ani an author oduld not attempt to
writz githout employing the® That H was ignorant of these lavwa

is manifest by the omimsion of such a great number of speclal terms
48, Q'e»y gy TWVY 33 J ‘l'b;o (PP RSB 13 ens 337, 07807 )"
b B ' IR
JOYAIS vas "2, 23 vt 1" ‘o' dn B2adn 3 rov. 17'aA

mhy auna a9 Aoyh Ay, -1..". aMana Y00 nS ,Slim I':n II"II‘,;
VYT Mok maby v : ' » 33 y™o0, AN PO nar
AngE uae APt Bk ) ‘pyda mwa Y DRA VI g ngese Of
th2s2 words or phrases ars found anvwhere in H,many of which are
ropeated numberless times in D.Their absence from H proves that the
codi?ier could not have been familiar with this legislation und yet
not betraryed his cognizonce without using some of these woria.

These laws preascribd that Judges be appointed in
the pgates zni o priestly court et Jeruseclem,to which all 4ifficult
czses are to be tuken for dcoisbon . Before the court atf leasy
two witneazses ere neededl to subgtantiate a teatimony . In Hynot re-
ro<2ly Ao we hee cay referencess “o these organs of Justice.¥Wow in
v pravious plaee we have called attention to the partioular and gspe-
ciel innovations which D hee made in these laws,the great and im-
portant change he hea established ,modifigations in keepidg =ni con-
“armity witk his zreat Arastic m=asure o reform. It is not a question
"i:t ¥ hes no leglislation on thie sublect of the manner of Aispenza-
lon of justice.Such legislati:n 17 1< 4id form a part of the code
could be traceadble to older sources. But the imporiant thing in this
subf=ct 1s thiks fach, that not any of these legislotive oflcptations
Yy these reforms are even indire-tl- allud-4 to0 in H,That '}:'.2.5 la=-
tzr code had no suck legisdapion is proven by the zbamenct "of so
reny lostpetive D expreesions . For if H had been influenced dy D,
12 2ould not have helped but employ some of these words or phrus-s
ir his lawbook dlaewhere than ih legislation directly considered.
This 1g 4he significance o that —reat lis* of linguisticomie-
slors 1in H.

In conclusion let me revert tothe introductorr worde
0’ this chapter. In all matters of ethical an'moral conduot, treat-
21 i a more or lees =thiczl rpanner , bo:h oodes huve legislation
1-aling of such subjeots.But when it comes to lawd of . Ppractical
niurz 4ealing with the government or organs of justice, H maine
tMdng a Aistine: silence . Now these omissions are not without
some eignificance . Ther reveal thet the priestly authors :ot only
7ere not interested or concerned with the matters but thutif they
hed Seen followin: the outline and contents of D Jheyoould not huve
nelped but indirectly alluded to theese poldtical inetitutions . An-

::th?r%to be observgq':m, “his list of umnxmwb-
Jeots by both god-3 da'this fact toat not anpone offf n

D 00uld be styled dB,.eesential t 8 reform.In other words, such
. l‘ist of toplcal legislation s treated vy leglasletion in both
?2-,33_35_:-_,,5“ LOWLD witneeses, wwils sy lunage .ete.,are such as
113erihgYet DE.Ble o B s
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gould be omitted from D oni yet not affeot ﬁ&‘grea.t reform.
They are either not essentdal to the full appll cation and a-
A.ptation of the great D reform or where such subjects treat-
ed in laws in D which are modified to conform to the D re-
form are dealt with by legislation in H,the later never re-
vals the destymetive mddifications the Deuteronomiet.
This fact is significant of but one interpretation, namely,
thet the source of the lawbook of H is essuredly noé & D.




Chapter PRI,
Laws Concerning Abominations nnd Holiness.

Under this caption dre listed such laws which aim at
vosa of fenses vhich may be styled abominations in the sipght o
r1r‘ injunctions which nurﬁort to establish holiness among the ;
15 classification 1s not primarily designed to regroup or TEArrange
vae laws of the two codes but merely to facilitate a detalled study of
= various enactments of the two lawbooks. Thi. present grouping is
*ar the =wie purpose of making an sesw investigatio not an attempt
at o hester rearrangenent. a

Thus in the realipnment of these following laws, it is to %e
qot2d that those which fall under the [rst 9 headings are to be termed |
110 iibition against abonination and the remalnder are to bhe styled laws |

cinge for HaJlnees.

1.0anaanites and thelr riteé D. X11-29-31%XV111-92 H. XV111-5-24-30 XX=-23

Jeashersh and Pillars D, AV1=21 He XXV1-1b
Z,.nlach Morshin Iie XAV111-10a He XV111-2Bla XX-23
tidwiration D. ¥V111-10b-14 He L1X=28b=31 XX-G-27
3.,T10ls De X11=2 He X0X-4 EVi-1
S, aduetion to Idolatry D, X111-1=-18XV11-3=- H, ¥i{=1=-3
“.‘eriﬂurennnt in Wourning D. X1V-1n D, 7 12 H, 1xX-27 XX1-
s Lsohen: He X -15b XVla
+oiclern ,nnﬂs D, X1V=3-20 He Xi=25 T1-1-23yd1-42F
4ag
haimlswful eating D. XAlv-Sla=-5 HXV1l-5-n XXV111
Ll.a.7alnst eating Hlood Je ¥11=18 X11-23-25 H, %1X-28s ¥V1l1-10D-14
Lde, 2aretion D, XX111-10 H, ¥Xll=4
L' tultary Rules D. XA111-8-14 e 7F411-1-7
1£.,0nelenn by touch D. ZX1-22 He ¥X1=1-4-11

Fractically both codes contain some layg on ~very tople ia this
] “a2esnne the nsturs of the subject-matter, abpeals to the suthors
20 tbe two lawhooks, @s T shall presently demonstrate the lawpivers aim
iesLroy every vesiige of Canaanitish religion. Secondly a compari-
g7 o ench pair of laws will show that for post part theyr differ
‘teally, FBoih codes contaln direct orohibitions arsinst pracliiszes the
ki of vnieh is traceable to the foreign relizions ﬂnd’m i
ioing o e abominatlions whieh are cultural survivals of sfthar the
Luns or Canaanites.

a3 Spec tc 1er'v1a'lnr referred to are Lo ha found in D, Xll-
'«A-Ja Though more or less z2neral in char-
rand ir Lone, thesc passsgss subgtantiaslly fit ‘nte the
ral scheme of ¥hase codes whick aim to purge Israelitish religion
slien elemenis and rites.’ y

The passages in Tv. are without doubt, oripginal in ths ancient
17 haok. (1) The Section X11#29-31 Gears tne impress ol belng an intro-
et on to the following chapter and as such is to be linked that

Wmoter,  Save for dteurnﬂble who contends that thls ?ﬁ”°'29 is to bs
Lraang in 6 later elenment of' the code because in 1t the weord *JX
sourn and hecause of appearsnce of M¥A (2) no one Lo ny knoviledge, has
ouhLved lts orizinality.
The other passare Introducing the prohihition apainst allen
T -tanl practises 1s truly characteristic of D, and desplte ;uSJ"ﬂF"lC'"
‘zation 1s clearly PBCOLﬁtrhh Ag an original part of the zneient cods.,

1) Bertholet Dt. =e=p4if.

() T-“*‘n1nt3§“-4 kag sorrectly suggested that "% be changed to 19I9%
tlree thiz ie the only time in 1 that *IAig found.



IL is his contention that thiz verss ¥V111 arl

sas hand which wrote AV111-15f end thet therafore thiz 1at
nr unoriginal, it naturslly follows *.ha* Lt too ymst be so
511 disenss the originality of thle passage later, I shall nos
fmiethisr consideration of thir sentence for the present and assume
orizinality with most of the Bible students. The parallel pagss;
, wA=23 is as all agree, o produect of the non=priestly editor.
17 Lhe geme style and motiva ars the mncludi.m' verses of H. AVill,
Thase seniences tead of making ‘the law derive all {ts
21101ty from the fact that *t. expresses the will of JHVH as in the |
~sfpitiva F, 1t introduces other reassons of & iheological charscter and
vq somes Prom the same nand as the now~priestly additions in H XV117( 1)
11a practically all the critics recognize in this passage XVIll 24-30
siistakable evidences of the RHE some (2} are alesposed Lo distinpuisgh

een two elements in this section.

"Ppus they discern in these verses contradistory standnoin
and sre noved to delete these varses BF;26bp27;2%b a5 rlosses dis
roing the historical zitustlon as indiecated ic vs=-3fF, And that ahich
e, . form®eg = parenetlc conelusion. It seems to me that vnese
g | '-,':-:- are straining the meaning o these verses stralning thelr co-
Lew-niee In oan endeavor to reconstruct & logiecnl and too well-ordered
~Lor™. "These hortatory editors are accustomed to 1r*n;_ elauses snd
plhirages Lopether without regArd to loglical snrpronce{ju(‘ =22-28) o that
rAnKE 5.,- the sense f‘urnisnd in his ease no svldence of interpolstion’'@

+ totn loore (EB) and BRaentsch assipgn ves 29 to the prisstir editors
tvhont sufficiently valm reasons, The chence of pernon %3 not adanuste
e for aseribing this sentence te nny other than RH for he frasucs
‘ninleas in this practice Hm-x-ﬂvn-ﬂr-mw (53 To o= A

; ¢~ in peeulisr to Rp belnpg in the Torm of ern «idililon to this passapge
oleh Interruste the structure of the sentence and ls characterisztilceallv
“"""'5! [2 19749 ), (£)&cept for this helf verse, the remainder of

cetion is char racteristicall yae RA

'ne opening section of ch AV111%1-5 contalns a nasee e renlete

f'ta of e Holiness codes “He inltlial verses "Iﬂd. are iihopt

5 tant .0,1 ceseirned to Ap (5) Therc is such & urenimity o 9] “inicn ::LL

fawalls about Lhese vearses that the facts whiech lad to su griomal

'y Aeed not here be discussed anevw. 2b probsbly .-"0.":"'.::(1 the aonc

v - ip nentad of laws contained in AV11 and iz probably croginel
ehenter, (3) 4£11 the chitiesrecognlze that Lhils group o

+i-inaily formed & part of the Holiness code. nere 1

L4

g sors donbi,
s Lo the ultircte author of &-5. Faten has dis coverad in Yhess
i i Ty ™ 0a o S 4
niceg, after omitting vs 3, n complste pentad and he iherefore arg 16
~oene =sentencees grisinally 'nelu red 20 the earliest sirstuam 9£‘
Hlge Daant scha Add lioor nrove not without persuncive
o) trz thal, $nese verses arse *o be ascribed to the redactor ol 4Yhe

How =hile & soluiion of this problem =will not riaterially al’fecl
we conecluslion eliihar wRy s-hue no matter vhich qrn*n_'aal is enceDis .,.lnq,
vernees are retalned in the code. The aneswer Lo Lhe gquesilon ra ised

i1 pomevhat ald us to -;:':-‘.s-:“-.'.r.-'! the date of these verses vith reln:.’.ﬁ:t
s o D for to asssign them to £/ v111 probably bring ther in origin
“an to 3 than 17 they were ascribed to RE. The only fact which secms

n 1eenlA the treory of Paton is that these pantences ere arrayed in a

cn's + of sormandments of five.The inmpression his study leaves 1o 'lag

--pnp\--‘ igs in response L0 need of this '.“‘nt-ad hera %o ':Of,_-_ll‘,- te the

and partly £illed in hy ch XV11.
He falls to racognlze in in- rirst place that only in & most
=l nee cen tnese sentenees be classed as lawes. Thelr peneralliy

SPBsr £7




nev o definitenass appear umisusl in = code which ia ¥

In 'Ls commandaments and prohibitione. 7o say the leas

-sneral that they are vegue. Noraovar, t.:a use of

‘ah L. the usual mumber ywith the redsctor is found here,

-7 ilie passage is written in the plural address. Now most of

1ows are written In the singular. There are some few exceptions and

A = whole expleinable, (~) Nesither those lawve which precede or

"nllow are in any otner addrese than singular, MNoreover the %o

o thasae _r;_c:ntpenpps seem pRrenetic and the style reminds one eapecial

. reinctor, For these rassons it seems rore adnltssdb"e to 1nc1ude
: & 3'-”" hﬁr..at.prv pa

Lhe ot gsares of the code, (2 erse this che
1 f»-’_'ﬂsﬂv to be ufﬁdm the verse 1is

anhiet Gr haen'rsch bﬂ‘nL borrowed rrom Az, I:F-ll 1.": or(with Pata .

i ,Uion in iE. g order of vs 4,@%ter g11 15 sald and done 1: 9
IeInLe !‘q.r ﬁ-.. e £re concerne g the concluslion
Lot :ra'\tr.:;r.t the verse™ ro" *part of the % of this Eg@ell

U
One need not eritically erai,ine this psssage to note the predun-

igncy and unneceesaygr orofpseness In & and to observe that in the c:‘lgirn

vils vepse gould notl i o n Intepgral part. hen we observe all thes
varions p\;ﬂf-es ““osq origizality I have attempted to sustsin, ihe feab
aanet esespe on: that these verses bear close resemblance Lo ihe horia-
tory *riser: vhose hands wrought out the parenetic framework in Tot™ sodd
n ‘B5F DECSALAS We come more nearly Lo the tralts and pubposes of thesd
soins hein a*ﬂs reflected 110t merely in tne salentipn and =oilficatione

weient "n-..‘.hut. explicitly in the exhortations. Like the hobiaicrr
~nrlusions, thece divers passages are distinguishable by peeulisr traine
=t e pasticular redactors, The usual terms of atgrecs!.or, the frecuznt
. stlons of phraseology distinctive and peculiar 4o sech code ere
- recornized. lot thatcthere are not terms cormion to boih sections,
there gsre, Thus in D X11-28-351 XV111:4 and H X4{-22 2€~30

i1l =3-4 ara to be found,ordlnary expressions, pressnt ) codes,
Bw PAvt in D alw'(L Plural XVillg) ., na!la,;w-n{ N 0 ucee, Il!-
aUIN  NeyaA, '\o'a 1.y ¥ usas \ﬂ“E(!T) -,.5» '||I.IUJ!L:T',I n-ur)-u!.-s Ar Y
L Por one gimilar phrase, both pessapes differ in the uge of 3ifler-
: “~arris of same root., D. using five, H. using ssven, These arv the
2.2 werms which are co-\mon Lo both groups of passsres., How 1i iz {mus
Liet the D passapges contaln some words or phrases which appesr aleswheres
C‘-.;"‘ﬁﬂ of the parallel sections as »'92°(H XXVl -22 ZV11-10 YX-g8)
."\\.‘*5( B ) 9pw, sanx, yma¥’ ( but in H mnever in the meaning in

1, iz U *Fre" 12 nw( lever in H in this sengse of synonym of
-‘u n) R:l. How 1t 1ls of interest in commeciion witn these werds
2 '.As.-, not one or them is used’. in the same context as in D, ™I
*in D is never found in 4, Lawon {5 just asz rare in Holine
: root does WM appear ih other forms. 2 %5 used in
n connectlon with the ‘lfrt.elinr;is. H likewlse hers us2s son
ms nhleh are found agein in D, in other pensanes ha he pa
a7 ones We Are e.,udy*nr, tnvs,ano A%, wpo& (Vever hoveve
d in this zense) Al'w ( X1%-15) Wraws (javer 1 5

) a5 9 caw? 11-5) ‘ﬁl"'l waR ([ only ugse 2 yn
2920 WA i (Taver in D in this meaning) DY (Hever ix D in this sanee)
abad sewes (Kever in D in this r:onr.-'c'.?_nn'- i?o-« a close study of

.o2ss tvo series of prssages will not. t'm'*v -*e tismt. ords and pasga-
~2g which are not us=2d in the other cods use differsnt taome/ of
orezgion conveying the seme ides for t..i.e,. fies nsed. » Thus for DASR Swx
7oV K3 H has pew xtaw s aea DS nhrase Jpm B3 5 E oyoas
Crssd pDaee nlEe um Wk D) hen o »3asians awesd awda ab H o has hovever,evaxdi
navs Y30, T USes gan pran sannd »edd 4 gees instead PYVED IUYA x4
Z'3¥e T, Bas  xaw 9% for vhich Y uses 83 \'™ , These scemincly deliber=

e verdatlions ean not help but leave the 1 mpre ss*on espaclally in view
27 tha pauecliy of the d'rr-t,ion in these passages and simpliclity of words
loyed, that these nassaces are oricinel prodsucits of y redactor's

v mind, This view s accentuetad h;r the faet that hotn sections con-
wracsions which ars not found at sll in ,h:- oppoelte codes.

L uses suech familiar phrases and words, oo 78 wmex, 2i» s,  @I10wa _
U |2, 73°%,peph whaxb. ¥ nes such woriel s af D3AMEL, 0 1PSX, X'ph

AT ks, PP AWV ~AD ?ﬂ XApx: "l""-:‘r-."o;‘:: in the
Lighe of treses 39AIT mumbery of eorrsspondences between ihese
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*"*ﬁs. rtholet, fucv.‘ﬂi') is of the opinion t.‘nat. the editor !

- ~=g and the different uses and context which obtain 1n

xorassion and the many uncommon words in these two Seutiaﬁgj%h'

;{ ma call attention to a notable syntactical difference, thne
ilons in D ars Rll composed in the sinpular. 211 of thece written in

ons is susceptible o but oneé lnterpretation and that is, that the
twiependence on boih sides.

redactor 1t 1s In then at ve mist look for any evidence of depeicd-
jce on D 4n the mﬂtt,er' n..u}'

~volved after D, and most 1ikgly from his own hand. The pusaagaers
Villp forbid doing abominatlions of these nations;
l'b l}n

cﬂﬂn“u1 o+ tn seek the gods of the people whom they dispossessed
L0 'it.u‘;P them !is. thelr worshin. ,".-"ne:f shall not do so to Tod lor

Lters of religion but,commanded to v.af‘ in God's laws. Tnt

were depossessed bacause of thelr practises which were sbomin

rms that are common to both codes and the manifold , strikl

I feel safe in mantaining that fropn the polnt of view ofh'
:xepa passapes are entirely independent of each other. Now b
n: Lo R discusslon and coun.rison of ihe contents of these

written in the Plural. Such o marik of distincilon in these two

Since T have shown all the passages in I are compositions of

the laws which he torrowed may be
tian D as we have already shown, but his pars fc amplificetions

il iL n**ion te—Setlew O what constlitutes thece abominationz.
R11-29-31 when the people take possession of the land theyr ~ust

= uhgmination ase people do #A&r thelr prods as Holoch worshlin
(=) Inraelites Torbldden %to follow the customs of the nativé

sp= abnorent to God,(probably refeprins to scts of unchastli
-1 11=5-4 it 15 ror'igden to do eithef the Rgyptian or Canzanit

1-40 a new and distinct idea is struek. The inhabitants of the
ble
sirhs of fiod. By thelr practises they defiled thes land which

#m oat. Now 1f wneir sugcessprs the Israelltes, Initate them
ninet will bring on them the same consequences and the sema re-
11 follow, Therefore r&re comnianded not to Hractise the abon-
ustoms of those befors them and thereby pollute the land., In tk

2

a8s5&se hy the aboninstions, the editor has in iiind speclal acis
Fi

A0

napLer it seems somewhat doubtful to be exast ss to what the
means when'he spealksiofi the préttlses of Zgypt and Cansan,

Paton (XV1-42) heas distinuuished between ths “orn“ D wyn oo
ie u...in,__, the first as soclisl usages and the other as religicus

'rferring to unnatursl vices and sins, as prevedent anong th
of “ipypt Aand Canaan., Tt 1s evident that the cormon sin ia =&
ssages hoth D and H 1s represented by the vices of the forei-nar
1led "foreicnismf. Vith D, this heatnhenicm expresses iiself in
z of divinalion or loloch Torship, In E they are the unnstursl
s .«1*11 aberrstions or violatlion of the laws of chastity. anotler

rmon to both croups of laws 1s that thsse prectlses ore zurvivels
¢ oripinel inhsabltanis of the land., The only exception is in T A
7'111-3 shere the practises of the ,.,_,_'pt.urmq are also !‘nr-'n'.t.n.-if_-r;. 2 how-
Ll iffaprs notably from B in contents In D X11%29-31 it 1= { b‘ iden

:.-'s:‘_t: Tod with the sams rites as t!'_e heathen ygorships als n-., 3

[T} I"" =

™ the tenmptation 13 removed and tne people worshipped them are

%na‘=d that thelr successors should Leware that they do noi esll up
evil s—uin. 'he law ls tnerefore levelled apainst the synerstistic

oractises o voriniping fod by an qdnixt*"a of' heathen practiszes like sac-
*ifieing children to Him. ¥ ZV111-24-30 ha: an ﬁn*lrely new idea. Lers
2 Hebrews are lorbidden 4o practlisze the heathen customs because it was
©o-§: evltnral rites vhich 5qf113‘Lnb» land and brought about the expul-

sion of

the people, the land vomiting them out. If their successors con=
air practises, they shall swifer the same fate. D advises againsg

opuler concepiien tha. %he land has its indigenous gods end thelr

sults and condemms these as things detestable in the sight of God.( %
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" vassape in H conveys & a!.l‘ ‘erent conce')t. on. The land wh
avltz out its inhebltants. These practisetiare such &S Lo D
noihe psople Lhought at the time of D that they were nas
Land ,) and 1t vomlts them out. There 1is nothing therefore
on Lhéne pasenges. H evidently did not derive this i1dea fﬂ'
~ecponaing Section ol D. Horeover if Paton he correct in his ;
over »V1i11l-3=4 1t would seem that & was aiming st promoting nat
aiugivin: sed agalnsti Torelgn inflinences as mich ag sRlien religions
cnasrstinns. In thils sense I' is entirely independent of D who pu!‘ptﬁ‘
to purge the relir*"rm o" heathen practises. It seems mors 1ilel
- Baentsech (5982) that the asuthor only has in »ind the Canasnitish
and cypilan viees ngalnst morality end even &s such differs from D who
te orimarlly against. liolochi "orschip.

The prohibitions a.‘_,ainst ~sherelis and stone pilllars common Lo
hoth codes D AV1-21-B2 and H XiV1, are without doubt original in each
1aubook. It is generally admitted (3) that both laws are mlnp"o.cad and

erise am form a part of the ancient code. D XV1-21-22 with %the
paragraph of the next chapter probably nrigina‘lﬂ stood in close
dty to D A111 (©}. There is no reason Lo goubt ihe originality of
vils _ention. It well fits into the scheme of D, suited te his purpose
1o rid Lhe religion of T of *t.-: forelgn awnd hest ;en rites =nd p“nc*l"c*
“he opening warse of = AXVE (1- H\ contain laws which are bas
in Jahwe,relicion and ev't.anly neither in lanmusze nor conlente con-
e whici lead to considering them as enybtling othen
arisinal, Wo doubt these verses would it better in X1X thsn thev
» nre. Paton (XV-63) would o 71380 in these versas as this word
&5 prouably inserted by 1'edact.'5'r,\w 10 was Iinfluenced by D. ™hiy iz ~oth-
v wars than a suppositlion and certainly no re2ason to adopi it. G‘I-,::
1o reason to conslder these laws &assilie vork of RH (5) e notigse
ehapter X1X those laws composed the plural sddress
senarblia Lthe deeslogue. In XAV1-1-2 these are framsd in the pl
In w1l “'a'nﬁlil.y ori sinally stood in H X1X, perhaps in furt}
Ltion o the second cojmnnmnt.. It is poss"hle that. fE may have in
cur' o in words in the law but no reason there is ic conslder these proil
itions other than belonging to Lhe original stratusn of ithe cede =
Led by the non-priestly editor of this code (%), '
~ Both laws resemble each other in thelr forfilutlion exsept
-"i?‘;“tel"“f-ﬁ%ﬁ nurter. D XVI-21-22 1is written in the =‘n{'_'ula“
-erefore to be styled, "Words" H XXVI-1-2 iz written with plursl
Jiezes mnd Lo to be classed as conmndment‘. This diaparity is not so
enorthy &8s the similarity of formulation and the fact thal thelr con-
*ts pertly resembla.
'™ languege , these iwo groups present some remarkable lizensssec
comon Lo hobh groups of laws ars wawe ,o'¢» &b ) contalins cone
iv addition whieh while not recurrent in t.nf"ghr*allel laws of £, Jdc

bt

e
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oppear -ﬂ'er.':-.ere in the opposite code, as yon 2 Witk aew I too uses
- _ Lerms thnt are found elsswhere in D, as ns (In this ;z:“;c
A0 ‘-u Mimpead, But both laws contalin wordes whiceh
aant r")wv of laws are practically confined to onc—* q‘*klc \r-ohi‘"i:,ii. e
hieh appear in the code at large are always uged in f.lf‘i" rent
.etinnt or in diverse phrasing. Thus 2% 1is used in D XXV-13 but
as 1t 1z used hareyave |ax, Y¥33 i5 found in H XIX-Z23 tut never
ne WX and so o, '
Zow in contents these laws agres only in one prohibition D XVI-
ek t7e plentinge of en .sheral and wooden thing (¥)"besiées Lge
L0 hien tnou bulldest and H*e raif‘nr of a mazzehah 'ﬂhi':'n God hates.
3T forblds rais ing of a mazzebah mnd the sevtipg up of & plcturad
Long (2) 4in the land to nornhip ft. The two laws have in common one pro-
‘“hition agalinst ralsing A mazzebah. Both laws 1 identical wemds
th@se prohdlbitions with the one exeeption that D uses singular and H
Jlural. There 14 _an other diffarence, D adde to .;is inhibition the
'8 nieh fod hates" and whicdh esre not present in H. If the latter
3 had relied on D or had horrowed Lis law from n, there is certainiy
azon why he should heave omiited ¢ lNereover, D forbids the plant
* of Asherah. H is =silent on this institution but instead prohibitis
merine of Sonlptured Stones kof“sﬂ“ hip., Now while It musl he
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tv0 laws above definitely indicate . There ﬁpap
Oﬂa’t-‘-"-'-," ;ieﬁe-}dc-.nce of K and D, we rmust see A fi%mthtéo AT A M thare ts

is MMEes of phrases used by 1 ( 4n XX-1-5) wile
ionl of E do not appesar in D. It 1s recognized as we have
u o tn s previous connection, that the parentic.gdditions
poned by RE ere later than D. It is therefore o tha
~ge phrases are concerned that RH did not borrow from D. The
. few words in thils sectlon which do mE% appear in D but they s
nsed In the same connectlon &nd save for one term, are so ¢
o omild do without them. They are el onbab e, @by (15
-1-4 15 used in Hithpael without ﬂ-‘l'Jg. In XVIIi-21b, RH uses th
srpression O 38ap xbynich ic aSep not'gecurrant in D, Now a comperison
of I 7X-1-5 with the other laws will rhow at least linguistically that
:

.

-

v Li more closely akin to H XVIII-21 than to D XViII-10m or XIIf-4lb,
t 18 tmz EEE the original law which has been so greatly amplified by
“ in verse 2 and the nucleus of this law closely resem-
% XVITI-21. The saue vords, 37ve 16pb [2n x4 are used, The omly
“ference is the omission (1) of =-asad in W xX. Howevey this may be
we sltker Lo purpose or sy nccildent and nobweniy goes Lo prove what m'a
cve ~ontended in a previous connection that this chapter iz the work of
g1 who derived his legal material from Ch., XVIIT ac the kinshin of tha

e

0 =

1 1= T3

endas, in D AVIII-10a and H AVIZI“@E. Since H XX-1-5 1s dependent on
0 other than H RXVilI-2l.

The sentence in D XIT=31 is not a law at all bui a mere allu-
~lon L0 n rite descriptive of & cult whiech is strongly discountenan
in D. Consequently as there 1s no relatlionship in phraseoclopy betnsen
N ¥TI=31 and H XX=1-5 XVIII-21 we can safely assume tners is no denend-
~ae for 1t 1 not likely that a lawgiver will go to a deseriptlion 11k
this to draw material with which tc frame or formmlats s law. It ic
areover avident that XII-31b while referring Lo and condemning such

o
@
i

weinous practises was Tamiliar with some law. His very condemnation was

“ound to Tind expression in some legislation or some prohibition apsinst
cunl 5 PLLE Wk thae wat s DS 50,

e have accordingly narrowed our field of inquiry to D XAVIIZI-1
nd 7 AVILfI-21h, inquiring into the questiop of dependence of the code
o1 one another from these partleular pleces{legislation., Thase
soreisl enactments are not only differently formulated but emnloy di7fer
1% expressions. These differences in expression it is which 1« ne i
h=iiews that the rite both codes prounibit is not identlcal, It iz evi-
i=ut Ly the lanpuage of D XVIII-10a that the asuthor has in nmind the an-
slent sustom of sacrificing a firstborn child to MILK. Doasz H AViZi-21
se» the same thing? Neither this prohibition nor in £X-1=-5 i= sny men-
vion made directly to children., Wow it is possible thay the word nay
meen offspring, Then if it does, why 1s it placed here in this code o
lawe tsalnst incestuous and immoral practises. If it meant to sacriflic
iz firstborn, why dld not the author uss the full ierm, elther

WNY MYur Ly waa Mayns.
Tnsteed he uses two termns one of vhich was probably incerte

”~
-

Ric LR |0 which are synonymous( 2) without the addition of the nord
wUxa (Cf TTIQA-C3410  TIE 1685) . G2435). In the law which unas

Lxborated #nd amplified®by RHE fYon the original in H YVIIT-21, the
ord 2291515 not found but probably the aanplete and oririnal erpres
zlon bnd ware 3 is prasent. This omission in XX-1-5 und the
needless use of 1t here in 0 XVIIT-21 shows that it probably originally
ild not form s part of the original prohibition,

Fow did the law probably read originally? It read, "from thy

ceed, thw'gﬁln PRk r.%v;“_t,oimi:“. (2) "he word yor may denote soue
wilns o188 AAY mesn literally, "seed, With the usual translsiion of th!

ord, &s offsprine . Baentuch appears correct in hiis ceritical note that
tm1ls varse did néi,.form a part of this chapter and was probably added
by the redactor. (4} Certalnly as & prohibition apainst sserificing chil
iren to Holoel, this verse has no place and does not fit in this collss
Lion of laws apeinst unchastity. However, if we translate the word in
“te liveral sense, it 1s not difficult to nee that r prohibition of sue!
obseene rite mould be perfectly compatible in this chapier. e do no
oW how such a practise was carried out "hut et1ll our ignorance con-
stitutes no valid oblection to this interprctation’ With this interpra=
tion, this varse is in ite right place in the context betwaen

L
{i}:-*.oom?:?,ﬁoloch morsnip Col.7186 oroposes that

Sanis 1anaapb Lc _iun}wpe SSArY :&"‘Au I:;\L:?‘Ecch 31.{9? . ,%%M

o =

"
b1

W




«whihition against ."o-jo}-rg and edultery, sinca it profibits m‘,
1 lust. Therefora IF thls sxopeszsion is adopied, nob orly ig
w unbtenable bt this verse hiss o richtful place in this chanters
usual transistion is acespted, thers is nothing 6 46 BUS G
red with him that this law does not sult in this collection of pf
itiong, A1l ths evldencs seems to point to the fact that this anc
cole contained some leglslatlion llke this in the original (1 ).
In the 1light of these facts, it is obvious that these two laws
TVITI-10a and H XVIII-Z1 agree only in thils that they aim to rid the
rellgion of rites which are forelgn in oricin and makeup., 4s to these
nagtfonliar customs they are et marked varlencse. 3
™us D specifically forbids the sacrifice of children in fire _
Apesunably to MIK (2) (3) H prokibits the giving of ones seed %o ﬁ_cq.ocﬂ
T:2 two,dlfferent ritual customs in these two pxiohibiz.iom%ggic?; : s
nly t in common that the MLE was ldentical with JH s 8re
?Zlé¢?2§§ent that neither of them in foanildtnn& lanpguage or conbenic
~~n- any thing else but independence. Furthermors the relationship of
the prohtbition in D XVIII-10a to those which follow 1s not without
faterest, Tt is probably true that the rite depleted and pronlblted
i1s cloraly akin in aim and kind to those vhich immedlately Tolldw and

er eniph 12 elngelsw conmect ed with the Monitdip arts, Tf‘ 18 not Lara a
- 3 cinnall omnecLed L “ Lt 82 : § % A
“ryw of fdolatry but a sunersilitlon elther with the tden‘oP qbtn;.ﬁﬂg,_

arsels or of svolding a ealamiiy in tinme of erisec.(#) ™ 2
lavwg in B wepe fdentical in meaning and purpose with thle one in D

viers 1s added reason for consicdering this H XVIII-21 osut of pl tr,
tie nrepantlocation snd for placing 1t In elose connectlon wiil Limling
1avine tn HXTX. But,the Tact that 1% 1s not placed th 3 A
wwof te the wicn m“ﬁwrﬁns%t‘:?‘* they have 4iPPerent ard fop-
13 different offenses.
n oodes a&lso conitaln prohibitions apailnst Jivination IVVIII-
i Yi=14 YIV-26h431, XAeS427. Tithout doubt the Deutfionle law is
ari=faal,. Steuernagle holds as secondary all ontside of 10h-1 Lo
ve1i3 »aason. Since the whole characisr of the Deuterronic ¢

are or lags horteitory, there ls eertalnly no reason to rio-l
t~ anrgiatic section and aseipgn it to the redactor. 7ith !

15t he admitied that Steuernacle's theory 1s not at all convineiig,
g 1sws in B XIX-86h &ad 351 ave illkewise wndoubiedly, orlglos’
»5iz. In H XX are to be found Lwo pronibitions dealing witl it
r and are unnecesaarily present in thils chapier.g
Y LWO verses nﬂ‘.; ppaars more orircinsl tlhan B,
penaliy sttached verseYX¥EE ecorzes with the one In
#at 14 origineally followed it, Both laws ~ra toc he

AT -
A ! bots
edactors tut the one 1A08 sppeare the older and uore

laws are all differently fiamed. The on

:
 filed as Judpments earlisr form- ni:l those in L
n Yie pirled Commandments and the onaet in BXX-27 a Judpgmen! Lo,

n3e alfferences are not without interest.

They PARE in the case of T XX-P7 that a redroinr hac S K

wd tn 1ts Poruintion and revasl a dste later ithan thoae 1y
farmad in X1a —:‘.C‘h. - nile thers are ceritalin iLechhlcel J
tn hoth sais of lawg, they are not found In the same forme. 4

“rrt thE camese particinle, wnae l‘""". BT LA bxw 176 T ag VI g P
al R L x8, oyt saxct o s and vs =07 uITr amx;
X rewige contalins certein terms wkich are found elssvyhers in @ ug,

m¥1n . adx, pen (‘-' ¥EIT=18) ad= pvia, Now 1t iz more interecti
ta note that, D employs certaln expressions while H uses others witk

raas meanineg indinating clther a deliberate conceal n abgoluiy

d nanitiva {ﬂéq!ﬂn?‘:‘ﬂ?lﬁ, . Thua D ouses SAwedk wa Y s, W, e
o 2n 5K whw ;U Topeeeda: T 1inos YRR VIR Juzm nddw N nges AN Ot
’

T ol ineaks ; tre sume meaning) X¥-26 Pan gty G alan 2
meaber of technical terms not found agelr =sither in the perallel juw

o o 1}_.'_, ra

radrndsr of the cofde,s. D'PBR pep, MWIN, Tam dan, D'oE VYT
Jow the lipgpulstic resemblances are such as ars Ll et‘-‘"t
=eriptive of the practises here condemned. It 1is of interast to cboady

?dhl R o9, B Ok,

el » z{(ﬂh or SXpIAnation ol Lhls Pite cos
b i I e o i il 4 w10 CH Onl 27104
¥oaqusd, ; - e ————C oore Ko { ReER ot

'+

Lbn i e _ (3) Dent, DY 2
Theawd 1 £ - spPs op ul.':a*'wir




1+, the lanmecre of 0.7, Lhare are no aynonyms of thess BxpH
--ore rot only H eould hot have used any other terms but ewsn
i -3 in Adifferent forme from tnet in D. ~lorsover it ie to bE
nwaepved that H and D where possible very their exprsseions using d
21t SYnonymus or synonyms terms. lloreover D usss four Lerss o
- PREEE mmrlﬁt‘ve of practises whic h are votally and entirsly abse
%--_ i I ard‘ty geems possible that H would Araw on D for nis
-1elatisw),, 6hance the forms of the terms and omit half of them Flvh
iny peason whatsoever, Tor instance at the time of both Jeremisk
IF-‘ 2 YXVYTT-C FXIY-2) and Ezekiel (XII-24 XITI-G,79KIX-23 KT-5%
34 YLIV ‘”‘»)MP epecific practics of pr'mopmet with the denunciation
nf “*n nrophets, Now 1f in the contemporary litsrature of H, ihls L3
wmwéd,‘.ﬂw did the Eolinsss Cc7= onmlt t.‘ais“"éll from its lawnbook

4_ 4 rticulariy this coe‘ horrowed its matsrial from D which cori-
w-'-n-‘-. this term Tt was evidant that at higstine this offexnse was
2111 nractised, why 44 he delete 1t from bﬁﬁf laws for 1+éme +o--

.;'\c- entir ependent of D, H YL-CT ta Ponivided on the
31 h additionsby the noq-ﬂrlestly redactor. The ,
k‘ employed are never found in D, as WPRIT nippad nil'e7

i rrievous ap pffgnes’ AS those which he alresdy snmumerated .(1) The }I
only lorical %{d can be drawn from this omission is that |
- il -_ ﬂ

neeesions 1
ﬂ-'i‘" nav: P-‘.I.
on myan in these parsnetlc sdditions and exnresclions, wiiel vert

ided alfter the D by these editors, closely show hotil
e m and ‘|o'|1""|1r!_f?e 1te independenco .ol
Tho l=we Ain ¥ XIX appear more nearlv akin to the ’rc*-‘-'t type in for-
nlation than those in and bprobably being so few and sno Fenaral 5
he =nve neariy rel *,‘:%‘% the most mnclent types ar D
Thz alnhorate and detalled lesgislatime), on the other hapnd, ar=-
te the ippressipn of belng more developed and hence later, and
rther -_i--.,r-_—.ic_-prari the more anclent type. I% 'z probabliy corroal

tast HH drew on & more anclent law x\-t_;ich he expanded briefiy b
(117-31) addinc o2 7A80 3 which 1s never found in D,

prolitbittons apaingst idols In D ZTT-2-3 is cléghly fra
hand. The c‘:‘aapter{'a? a whola is easily sapapable into

cnnondary

1wrts on the basls of the uses of sinpular and ';_*111,“"1 "_"_ is inter

ir~ in 4he sections XII-2-12 . 18ff, sepsapated, on 3

wibar, that the contents seem sgually =’ -
catsthe same Ideas. The plural ﬂo“t*_on 15 from 3 1,01 ag 40
ke date we e unable to deter S I shall :"or'f- scuss ang
ora earefully prove thes weleh—lrone—iw R
—mmbar,  Thene verses, L‘naref‘ore, "r‘** W ‘Hrr“%'-'-‘;, ll\.-.;
Al ithin the lster recenslion of this chapter awd"ﬁ"@ probably olde

1 the Holinsss Code as such hut ! 1-ot. sntedate porms of i4c
clatione. The proklbitions in ¥ XAVIiglhas already becn &mw

el ng similar comendment in § XIX-4 is without doubtit origi
Tm‘nl'f conteins no evidsnce which should lead to eny ntasy £os-
i Before T enter upon an invastigation of theze lavis, ‘;&%w
L that the law in D XIT=-2=3 4id nol “elong toe thae originsl re-
wwilon of the code but was added later and that only because the pa
tage 1g probsbly older than ¥ as & finished,lewbook,doss 1t e
.—\-.‘F""oql sideration.

TAnguistically there 15 not one correspondence heiween ihecs 1ej
"ries iz A1l the more r‘emar}:z-.blg 991} ghe reason that the pl'-.u'"'f stratan
t! |ﬂ

b=
-

cr e

%0 which ihese verses beleong 4 nearliv of the time of H than the
zingular., recension of D. Thus D usee one terf" IR bYpw ., T yres
s ann 2R D has ap'PdR 1 uses ﬁ""-"& trine Mhis
laring ¢ FH’*‘& delihamte, indicates tre ?c-n»
“=se naseara¥, llorsover, D usee expressions vhich 1r-e ot
||na.n ppvax( H uces it in » KAVI=38) XiAa ’0'? |u
T+

-£=5.7 uses'v7p Dwalheit Wmdif"ersent in applicztilon, yat has
1l P‘ﬁ-ﬁs DBy (XII=-3). © employs the axpressions bhal nsyer
o DL 1 bk gaDp Sx

‘-”‘."—"]'1*? thecoe PASEBAFEE
1 itmeges of pode he

cr- with

mich &% pda

-
-

thelr nares be de=
3

=
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v the other  han@l prohibits b -5"11'&, of molten imapgss, 14c0lp o
) ,u-‘-!_; of the la.tar, low [Mundementinlly the Giffercnce 18 strius
« 5N Jizers ldoles are already mmdae -mc. *u"-v to bha destroyerl. In¥H
rohll 'rit.*n* forblds the making or worship of them, is eaglly po-
L1ed that the passagas In H are r'ln.wl axin to the Mcalogue. The

‘1+1on of bSpo®2
..-‘_ P "I'I"t, ac .

dicgstes themclose r‘elrt“onﬁh*_?“ and the contents of
related. low D XITI-2-3 ie written as an in=

'-~~‘*m. to sQ,Thnovailion, the establishment of the centrsl sanciusry

nament, therefors enjoindkg the destruction of £il haathen

Jisce —*01“5-"-‘-9 and all heathen religlons relics as 1_1019 end imegse
1s evident therefore thui ® did not derive his com-
I or H's nroh '!Mflcnf are peneral, while D'S arescucerncs
cular 1 of :-..lig.'.mu, errors,
ve : rked-out passages leglslating a
08 L 10: ; pos .=.v AIII-2-19 7T a
: . arts off the arnclont code.
ioubt a )u.':. of the Josish Code.()
aggeces 0 polnt against their mnelent
cTiecsl as well ad the style. In XVIT-2-F we ¥ -
¢ & wnich however fs not mufpuslly exclusiva”, Mihie
=L nt least suffered disfoRation". () Its content
lag with XTITI-2-18 and it brobebly originally prect -cd&-d 1
3 ' the Introductory vearse towards the ande of the previouu oh :
1), Wiek wnt ‘.' -arrenrement, not only is the sequence of thieg lep! is-
"illy and logieslly maintained bul then the contont:
¢ 1z in acecord wi tha Tollowinge is as orij LV} s
i1liz followa, This lapgic tion is ot however, wi
¢ 1 and eaxpanslions. These unimportant adaiit 5
il lact three words of vs 16. & camnal resding ' -
: L netrate the needlsssness of “10 r sion. In I=-
. N'1s X3 Swx ls not only \1";';\..1 in D hacausa ol thas

LoD up but is only freaquent in Jerdr i.

Tt ! that thila analosy WX Le 118
n 4 adgt i by a redactor 143 1%
ropiet i the original Ty WS
THinr 3 ﬂe:sior NOATYNA) @ 'x7 NK Ls 2 T
ta ot -“"‘r-f'l" LV arr'nntfns addition(#) Thers 1= fo=
T e ....1‘%.. "'O‘ conside i-5 on eecount of the plur
other an original. e expressed ars so
1t 4 that any one (F)phould consider these

usual

hegR 1 [ are all framed in vhe
-+, Lhet they are 21l so formulated

11y thev formed one contimious
__.".'_-. The only law coritespondlug
: hy the :0.. priesily redactor is in i
£ -T'"?n latar form Thia Gifference in fomml
L will -"'r).lc. gleerser as weo wkke further comparison that
T A lecizlation ars e rely independent,

muv‘ﬁn ruc-blmnu are confined altogether to the com=
mon and usual words in the language. Such stock terms and expressions
could not be avoided in both codes as those which are common to both

tﬁw JAPR TR, AN - ¥y, Kiwpee, WPa, 1¥PU A,
sosd o .;J. T.,T,J (n;;l:?g’) oher, ;;JT wod, ra:“, nanadd 39y 4
wxa as'm(::l-o). It is eas ob=
urnbh that these expressions m but rare in very
one of them is extremely common. what ld'm"nhm
rut.m&m-womorthu‘uhtuﬂh contextual
connections. Thus 14772 in H 1s applied to app X 4+ vR and
without the intensive mmun as it is used in D.vra »37V ig penalty
prescribed for a priest's dsughter who has turned harlot in H
as here for defection or apostasy from the faith., g/ 2> in H is used .
up ts

in H} XIX-32)in sense of standing
in this comnection. HNot only is the independence

2
g

in ‘
context or same chapter. They are umﬂwtthm‘lt
i demonstrating the usualness of these tarms.
.mmmwacw-mmummnm




|

st a1l in the entire Holiness Code. It hardly sesms for the
Holiness redactor to have known of D and yet to have able to aveld
the repetition of some of these expressions. Not only the commouness
but also the great guantity proves that H and D were entirely unfamiliar
with each othen.

Thus D's laws contain these many expressions th

in
§ X34, 050 pbm, 3o X DX, P0am, syab, D393, ppaa (geveral ‘3
D and J but once in P) nH° M7, 7790 (& number of terms )
v nyva( frequently in D, mever in B )i»%2ma, nvyv, 29pn, s
207 Ndxes Sox, 12, Bona, by vztn, DA '-'m Lx ,5'5.;, nSy 3
Y A x_!,:l‘l'a rawn’ aniIne, 1ax 'i‘"lln T, a:ern> nns,
»a2wi (4in JED & P but never
in H) 2w piouysd (especially in D writers, not in E) x#7* ">,
xas b33 AV vhus I8 -mn,-’.n-w' 7¢'n »ex(several times in D) y»ea
snx 4 Y13y pobs, oAtk o' nx, lIpagypay  O'prYy, MR TY A¥pm -r’l DIn XS
Swenp xb paUEIR . PIIINKL 2778, p13d mae yIr =273,
| s the in E of such a large mmber of terms com-
mon in the language demonstrate its independence but many of these ex-
pressions are repeated so frequently in D literature and so iypioal of
its style, that H could not have ro;n.lnna ting at least some

of them if the redactor had been in any way of this literature.
There is further 11 tic evidence from these groups of laws which add
to the proof of the ndence of H. This faot becomes conspiouous

in the distinect disparity of the terms express the same 1deas as;
D has »p'I2 v:r-'-(ﬁ”:[i-ﬂ‘); H has »M 19:'(!!;'1-15): D hag’™ »4sH has
oy 750 1); D has 0'3rx(without preposition and in eontext of God)
H has (EXIX-18434). D has®*% 3722 793 HE has merelynia(H19)
D has only once »r:i> H Basd®: anj (1) D has > 57pfnte of voice and
word of God especially D«JE mnever used 1.5:!11- in E) D has
T AW n h.. prawor n m a>»n .:‘ ﬂ . 4N (mry
D has 0w xs (bowsaxsg  (XXVIg) has*® 125> X3 D hag 70320 xb H(XX=4)pn % b
D has 03’2 12550 g nag |3%3 121 Ra S { D ames the word once in a doubi
ful place)
D uses >>nx prays H has MpA PITS D has 8 nx 0'25% H has prd:dx=
D uses 77 in sense of legal way H never employs it in this sense(only
place xx}l-m) D has 72772 used with a suffix in H. These
synonymous expressions used in each book, bears additiona
proof against any theory of and for the view that mel
code was dependent.
Three of the D laws prescridbing penalties for Yhose who
to 1dolatry have no parallels in the Holiness Code nor in any other code.
(1) ¥o mention is made of this religiocus profession, the prophet or dresm
or and no reference to the practise of suthentica predictions by the
display of miracles or wonder making in the entire Holiness Codes.
Exactly why these particular’' classes or their tricks of the trade
are not alluded to, is not explainable, It is more than likely that if
HE had familiarised himself with the comtents of D, he surely would have
hinted at them, WNot only therefore does H not repeat D XIII-2-7 but also
ignores this particular social class with which D is concerned. Moreover,
H knows nothing of a miracle or a wonder being used to test the people's
loyalty, nor of the theological concept of love of God which basically
Plays s0 prominent role in D, ¥or has he knowledge of the "way which
God commanded”, These nnguu oconcepts are entirely lacking in H and
they are so interwoven in D that they precisely represent that which is
distinotly his exact traits. The Holiness Code kmows nothing either of
seduction through immediate family nor does it refer to any other deity
then J. except -4777( which may only be Jahweh) and his allusions are
always contemptuous as 0'’'SX, The deflection from the national faith of
& city 1s to be punished by the execution of its inhabitants and the
devoting of all whiech 1s in it. This latter custom of the O°>7 1s never

hinted at nor refferred to in H and the and stern punishment is
unknown in the code. The deseri thorough investigation as
Lo the facts, clearly refers to the which is to pass and
not even a vague allusion is present in H to either this or the

SMdministration. These comoepts 80 conspicious in D are wholly lacking in
H, giving the impression that while scms similar laws may have formed a
Part in the original code, and may have been lost, these concepts which

(1) Drrptr260. BAD. Rmer, 554>
@) Br. Rt 150 1
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appearance somewhere else in H. The law in D XVII-2-7 ﬁhi-r- )
pondence that they both preseribe the death pemalty for _
XX-1-5 fordbids either a Hebrew or a Oentile from giving his seed to
Noloch under the threat of death penalty. D XVII-Z forbids anyone who

serves other gods or worshi the sun, moon or stars. (1), They shall
be thoroughly investigated and if proven true, shall be stonsd to dsath,
Only on the testimony of at least two witnesses shall be punished.

# Only in this particular instance is there any tantial re-
semblance. A comparisom of these two laws will leave the omly impression
that they are wholly independent. In the first place , the contents of
the laws per 8o are not exactly alike and precisely similar. E ferbdids
a revolting partbenlar custom. D prohibits the worship of celestial being
They both agree in the death penalty for the tates but notice that the
language of description of this punishment rs, D using’2%2 S0 B
2X2 pa> D forblds the execution of this psmalty unless the offense has
been positively proven by at least two witmesses. H knows of this
judicial procedure. But instead prescribes wvarious other thesological pen-
alties as’be cut off"or being the vietim of the Divine Aispleasure and

even intens the penalt even sub those to

mologlzg mt:_nu. ﬂléobihz‘hﬂ s mmm W not
bl'mt “u ww “. L} M -
fense as»'72 -mvb,ll ag o xBTS umpes « The 4ifferences mm
great and the correspondences are to show both laws are clearly in-
dependent. For not in formmlation, or contents are the similar-

ities such as even to intimats or hint such barrowing. These docu-
ments prove rathsr the opposits, that both laws ars entirely ignorant of
each other. Now D is exceptiomally strist in the nthw of idolatry and
witcheraft, for both are punishable with death, In this respect, he 1is
exceptionally sterns. Even the solicitation to worship of strange gods
is a capital offense, while H specifies a capital pemalty for the Moloch
worshipper and a divine threat for thoss who close their eyes to the
escape from punishment. In this, therefore, they are strict. D seems to

bemnumumh.-hcmnmuwnuum-upu?
of fanse

Moreover, !r!.un"nld- that these laws are an slaboration
the second commandment, and particularly a development of the clause -
"nor lsat.onmth-‘ present in this ancient Decalogue. It l.apél‘!l
that D XIII 1s wholly based on these words and from this "Word".

Now 1% 1§ clear to anyone that the laws in H 18-19 are elaborations of
the ten words. At ocertain times, the actual and exact words and expressio
are repeatad. If H had followed the decalogus and was partly guided by

D, 1t 1s possible that in his ting the second commandment that he
would have repeated some of the of the laws of D, Their absence
indicates his ignorance of D and his familiarity with the Decalogus alone.
Thus in H XIX-4 not only is there no thought or idea present which reap-
pears in D but there is not a word used shich is recurrent in this D Ghap.
In fact D uses I’ nx 125X While H uses 7' >°5< , Clearly showing there-
by his sbsoluts independence. ]

The next laws common to both recensions of the two codes forbid
the disfigurement of oneself in time of mourning. The prohibition in
D XIV-1-2 is very questionable._ In the first place cur doubts are arcused
by the rare use of the plural(#). Wnile not a perfect and inexemorable

"wnewn, it is & good aid to point out and indicating m':mrpohum
Then t tise here forbi s solf mutilation 1s as to be
both a and obvious one in Jeremiash XVI-8 XLI-5., Norsover, the

expression * "' 5 UAx Z2 pever recurs again in the lawbook of D, perhaps
reflecting hand, one other than the teronomic writer. For this slause
pPoints to a concept of indiv which was only developed in the time
of Ezekial. Thersfors these facts point to later post-Eselislign times
for the origin of these two tenoes. It is possible that they are in-
serted by a later editor terpolated them here h{ anal from the
Holiness Code. (§) XIX =27 . The law in H XXI-5 is without t an in-
tegral part of ancient dams.(¥)

) Cornill Intro. 53. Caen :
Aoxdout Bt.44f. S Jt.s.zbt
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The langusge and contents thoroughly comforms to the original cede. The |
prohibitions XIX-27-28 are original. No one has questioned thoir inal-
ity. The prohibitions in H XIX 27-28 are formulated in either as =g :
or "commandments®, that is, they are in the address of the senond r- (#
singular or plural. The law in H XXI-5 is a Z'pn earlier fern. 1
in D XIV-1-2 which 1s subsequent to H is in nS same forsmulatiion as in
in part. That is, it is in the plural formulation only.

Linguistically the correspondences between H XIX 27-20 in awe-2l
and D as & whole are strictly confinsd to the common and usuil words, sush

MTIVUn DXX=-19 B2 7v 33 (although in D. In this m
T il P AT o
o ow interest to note U
which are present im H XIX -27-28 & XXI-5 D 8s o Wholss Ly are
scattered t the whole D lawbook used in mmi’ - Oons «
Thus, P'NYUN 1s used in D in the sense of cutting down trees. The
word IN53> 1s employed in D XXI-12 1in connection with mou rites.
H uses a great nusber of expressions which are not found in D, as
1990 K5, DRe, JABY BTV W, T Ma> ¥TWp, 0B 5(4n puswi deceased never

used in D but frequently in H & ¥) Despite Bertholet's Steurnagle's
casual suggestion, the law in D was probably inserted later in D but not
by one who derived it from H. The linguistic differences are so notable
that it hardly seemsa possible that an editor could have drawn on ons law
only to transeribe it in entirely dissimilar language. Such practise 1is
entirely unusual and points rather to the fact that the two laws are wholly

independent. Thus D uses /7743 >» x5 H hag?iro 7> 305M 15D has 'R'vy
B urn D hag U39y "-1 B oavxy p employs and
H has ¥93% « Therefore the only word which is common §o H (XXI-5

and D XIV:igg DAY ., Only in ome pllu“ is 7752 used and that
in connection with the prohibition sgainst making a iouiwhile D
forbids it generally, not limiting it to any class. Now the cg'rnpocﬂemo:
in language between D XIV-1 and H XXI-5 Code are practically Al for this
one word and in no sense of the word can it be said that D XIV-b was de-
rived from H XXI-5. The other similar prohibitions in H XIX-27-28 which
are general would have bettsr served as the source for D but in them there
is nothing in common in language. The contrasts between these laws are

s0 striking that they leave the impression that the differences were
deliberate or that the¥ are altogether Independsnt, Ths latter is the
probable one.

v The lawj in H XXI-5 forbids the priest from cutting a _
on his head or clipping his beard or incisions in his flesh. In’
H XIX!-27-28 the prohibitions forbid the clipping of the cormers of the
head or beard, or the making of incisions in the flesh for the dead or/ ..
tattooing. Wow it is evident that all of these rites here forbidden are 7
connected with the heathen religion(l) either in origin or practise.(§)
There are a few references to the cult of the dead but a mere casual de-
scription of the actual practise is given in D XXI-12. Now these, the
captf® female is expected to go thr these mourning rites, probably as
a symbolical expression that she considers her parents no longer among the
1iving. In this law reference is made to the cutting of the hair and the
finger nails. Now these laws both have in mind practises closely rslated
to the cult of the dead(R) There is no doubt that all of these allusions
have to do with mourning practises. It is no mors than natural that if
H has been at all familiar with D and that this description in D XXi-12
has suggested to him these prohibitions that he would not only have for=-
bidden the cutting off of the hair but also the nails as well for both Aur/
& inextricable comnected and joined in these practises. The absence
of such a prohibition in H and the presence of others such as making of
incisions (4) and ta clearly shows that as far as D XXI-12 was concerns
H not only ignored it was positively ignorant of it. Did D XIV-1 evolve
from H XXI-5 XIX<27-28? Prom & point of language, it most decidedly dia
not. In fact, the difference of language rather shows ‘éz‘l D was entirely

independent of H. D forbids self mutilation and maki between the
ﬁt;jw to the dead. s all vhich D has. If the tor had drawn on
why did he not inel wmr prohibitions 1ike the ones here in

H XIxX, mwmmﬁ ursaqunnyumhrm“ )
: : ol 32204, Sl DY 52 FPlec
) enea-160-a (1) v €43 Sm%m. °tb b

(2)
(3) PEP—benboen-560. m‘”\’t”"’ o Boawdsdy s, yoe.
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obnoxious.The only way to explain this substantial difference 1s the
interpolator déd not use B.Moreover the tonsure was forbidden to the
priests and the cutting of the Reotks of the hair and the co s of
the beard to all in N.Tn D the tonsure i8 forbidden to all. _ r
he forbids the cutting of the tomsure specifically for the dead while
nprohibits the making of incisions im the flesh for the dead.not only
the expressign "for the dead” varies #n the twg codes,but also the cases
thus showing Btrong evidences of independence. '

D has no law against blaspheny like the one in HXXIV:15h whieh has
served as atext for the elaborate chapter by the Priestly Editor.The
language here employed is typical of ".The words Lbp(XIX:14)veex, sen xwi
all point to the Holiness Code.(2) The next verse because of the use of
name svas a substitute for tod(4) is generally recognized as priestly.
Then too the verse 16 repeats practically in differemt words the thought
previkously legislated.Moreover, vsifib is clearly priestly on account of
of its analogy to the P's expressions to be found in Nu.XV:35,38(2) as
the employment of the expression, 77 >.It is evident that the sengence
() i® not in 1its correct place in its peesent context(5) and probably
formed a part originally of "XIX being closely connected to the b
and detailed commandments which are elaborations of the third of
Decalogues

This piece ‘of legislation is formulated in a specidik mould ne
te—»e found in the body of D.It also slightly differs from the usual
frame in which P customarily couches his laws.But the disparity is so
1n51§n1r1cant that there is no difficulty in recognizing it as typisal
of A's Legislation.It is in the formulation of a judgement, later form.

Its language also tends also to prove its independenee of D.Sawe
for a few casual resemblances to the word.SSeﬂin D, no other one is
found in D.And even the word 't appears only in D as a mounfin XXVILL,
or XXI 23 and then méthr with the Diety as the object of the word.D mp-
wheres uses "> ¢'a, I''>A X0n%vs, (This phrase is however frequent in® andP).

The contents of this enactment in A which has no parallel in D
could not therefore have evolved from the earlier code.The penalty for
blasphemy(6)consists simply in this ,that they sh-1ll bear the conseguenc
of their sin.Now this p rticular sin does not reappear in inD nor this
specific penalty.It is therefore unnecessary to demonstrate the indepen-
dence of this law.It is more than likely that it was modelled after the
third commandment of the Decalogue evolving as did the other commandment
ments of I XIX which bear close kinship to the Ten Commandments.

it 1s open to question whether both lawbooks any laws conse
clean and unclean fooodsy,It is certainly morethan doubtful that the long
detailed passage in D IV 5-20 did form an integral part of the original
Deuteronomic Code.This suspicion is first aroused by the consistent
employment of the ungsual plural address thru out this chapter(8).Qite
unusaal in this code, the whole passage is in a number rarely used and
when used, tends to indicate the unauthentic character of the section
or sentence.Heretofore we have had occasion varionsly to point out hhe
suspiciousness of the plural ~ddress.Put the pkesence of the plural num-
ber is not always and altogether trustworthy and convincing.This pas-
sage is marked Ly other notable distinctive features unusnal inD.It is
written in a style"painfully detailed" and casuistical, gquite unlike
the customary style of the D lawbook(9).This minute detailing is sé
unusual xkpk and incongruous with the general exhortative stple andtont
of D that this fact leads to the conclusion that some other anthor Bhan
D composed it.Moreover there are used certain terms not again used &n D
literature.The speciﬁ} expression )’®which is never employed outside
of P in the HexateucH'®is repeatved often in this section and wikh
the suffix which is very common and usual in and typical of estly

(1). DR.DT.157.

(2)0 Plton,J.B-L.IG:%.

(4)- S.D30.T. 97 .note2.

(3)« Bertholet, Lev.84-86, transfers it to H ch.20.

(6)+ "there seems to be a recognition of other gods} appears to be an
exaggeration of the personal pronominal suffix to and means
only Jahweh. E.B. Col,841.

(?)a Paton,J.B-L.lG:SG.

(8)« Cornill,Intro. Pp53-54.

(9)+ Bertholet,Lev. 44.

(10) DR.DT.163-164, J
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tings.The employment of the expressionfcreeping things] a typicel P' term
1s0 shows that the author is some other than D.Therefore these detailed pre
ns of XIV,3-20 are for#ign to the ushal literary manner ofD(1) and
;s a later addition after the manner of P and a derivative of the Priestly
literature«Vs 3 is of course in the present text written in the singular and
iercfore deemed by some as probably the original D prescription on the sub-
jecteIt is doubtful if D ever contained any such general enactment as is con
tained in ve 3.The real reason which explains the assigning of the verse to
original is the fact that in the Masoretic Text,it is composed in the sn-
gular pinber.Now it is true that in the present Hebrew Text the verse does
differ from the remainder of the section in that it is framed in the singu-
aar but in the Samaritan and Septuagint Texts(2) it is probably writtemias
it vas first couposed and in allpeobability retains the text as it was erig-
inally.In that event the sentence belongs with the rest of the Chapter.Such
a slizht alteration of the text could easily have becn made and the fact
that both of tllle gnrlir trml lations contain the plural probably show that
the original the plural was in use.
" Thouﬁh the peesent D text contains a passage of dietary laws which are
clearly not original, the present text of H does not include such a group bu
contains indications that some similar passage mast have probably formed a
part of the original.In H XX,25, the implication id telling that a series
of prescripthdns similar to D's immediately followed.(3).The general distinc
tion which is here drawn and the outline hinted at in this one sentenceXX25
indicates that the vedachts probably had before him some such legislatimn as
is contained in Lev.XI.In Lev XI,43-45 we discern a passage which bears
stricking similarity in thought and language to this sentence in R XX 25.
The former passage does not contain one word which is not found in XXy25,
ind yet what is more to the point it comtains expressions which are char-
acteristic of the lioliness Code(4), ag 275" uc »U7%ona e17 38,58 079 503 e 24,
The linguistic and substatial correspondences are so stricking that no mne
can escape the decieion that these sentences were originally embraced in the
Hddiness Code.There is some doubt whether the original code cogtained amy er
actments more detailed than these gencral sentences,XI,43-45.(¥).In this
chapter vss,1-42,the original torath™are discernible in 2b-8,9-11,20f,4¢ff.
In these old laws one looks in vain for distincfive verbal characteristics
of H.While these laws are very slightly similar in formulation to some whict
are incoperated in H,there is no reason for consideringthem other than be-
longing the original Priestly Torath.Certainly there is no linguistic con-
nection between this section and the Holiness Code.Those typical legislative
fornulations,characteristic of H, as,™>%x "iv«types etc,are entirely lack-
ing in this chapter.(6)While of course,there is no absolute proof as to the
independence of theximmm laww of the Holiness Codeythese facts seem to prove
that they didi not form a part of the ancient code.It is possible on the
other hand but very unlikely that they may ha®e formed a part and the pos-
sibility seems to be suggested entirely by the fact thatHXX2s is so general
that some partivular laws seem to be implied.Of course,it is merely a spp-
position for the passagesll XX.25 G LevXI 43-45 are assuredly definite enoul
vithout these series of minute enactments.However since there is a posslbil
it} of just such a doubt it may not be out of placeto try and determine
thether H and D manifest any dependence as attested by anyy investigations
of these t wo chapters.The passage in D XIV 3-21 falls naturally into feur
divisions;~3-8= Clean beasts na:ed and described and uncleah defined wibh
€xamples«9~10 clean and unclean aquatiw creatures.ii1-18=clean and unclean
birds named.19-2C=all clean creeping things allowed.The outline of Lev.XI,2
41 very closely matches WXIV,3-21.Thus 2b-7, clean and unclean quadrupeds
and reasons for certein ones being forbidden explained.9-10, clean and mn
tlean water dwellers defined.13-19,Unclean birds named.20-21,Insects for=-
bidden and exceptions 41,wingless vermin.D classifies 211 kinds of prohih-
ited foods under the category of abominations( ~avin) an expression cam-
ton to both codes.In D XIV ves4b-6 both defines and examplifies the clean
inimals.LevXI merely defines the clean animels.Thus in the Lev.,there is
tothing to correspond to D xiv,4hb-6.The locuts permitted in Levh 21-22,are
iccordigely alluded to inm D but not named expressly.D XIV 11. has no cor=-
responding law in Hpermitting the eating of clean birds.D,XIV,3-2C contains

these animals which are abseht in LeviI.- ~Siw, nw B8-23w> 0ty aw, 5%
‘i RALY. L Inx ll\b'—t 1Xm ann

(i)E.B. Moore sub.Dt.Col1082.

@) ertholet,Dt.45.5teuernagle,Dt.op,loc.
mfonun,mtro.133.(:.1!011.2861:.

lﬁ]ﬁmre Lev.in E.R.Col.2780.
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' Lev. has 3y which iz not present in D. D suits in vs 8 minor
detalls in the aolclipt.ionort.ho 7’T™" . Dheas in ¥ )7 7 x77
por® "X TTTe Lev. in description of the insects adds J27X v 73
not in D and in XXI-22 adds a complete description of the creeping thinge
lev. uses \ DV as a synonym for X» P used by D. With a few other
{nsignificant differemences between the two texts, these constitute the
essential disparaties between the t.wm )8 of dletary regulations. Of
course the basis of these prescripti %11 elaborated upon inSEallieii
s aim to promote the Holiness of the people and their separation seem
to be but cursorily referred to in D. Save 8 apparently parenetic
destiMction these two passages are more than similar. These dif-
ferences appear so minor in the light of the great resemblances that one
can not escape the impression that the two are related very closely.

+» Paton, in fact, arranges a decad out of both chapters combined
"Mhe materials have undergone too much handling to follow him with con-
fidence t.hau;h it is extremsly probable that the original source in H
was a decad” (1) Of course the implication being that both chapters are
traceable to a cormon source from which both derived their materials. It
{s next to impossible to determine the Priority of esither chapter.

There are certain traces in D which seem to indicate that it is
the earlier. Thus D which agrees with. Lev. in defining the clean and
unclean quadruped, adds to the classification a 1list of quadrupeds, imply-
ing by this enumeration that the exact form of the law has not yet ma-
tured. (2) On the other hand, va " 759-10512519-20 wear rather the ap-

arance of being abridged from the more circumstantial parallels in Lev.

3) These observations (4) which might be extended, which do not point
to any very declsive conclusion only serve to explain and corroberate the
hypothesis that both chapters are traceable to a common source and that
gsave for that are entirely independent of each other.(#)

Is there any connection betwe the ideas and language contained
in H XX-24-25 and H XI=-43445 and 5 teronomic Code? Nowheres in
D code is the thought propounded and proposed that Isrsel is separated
from other peoples and commanded to be holy as the author of the decree
is holy. Nowheres in D, are the words,saweey  b7277 ugsedin the s sense
(D ef XIX=2+7) ande>'mie»s 52%a nor the expression AN DrUTP never
found in Deuteronomy. The absence of such phrases from D only indicates
that the thoughts they express are too not present, 6 Let thie suffice here
for a destiyction of the two codes asVE shall -ﬁﬁs fully develop the
difference between the fundamental ideas of the two lawbooks for these
ideas are wr up inextricably with the basic aimsand purposesof codes

Thé. ibitions against unlawful foods are present in the
current texts of both lawbooks, D XIV -21a H XVII-15-16 XXII-8. There ic
somé question sbout the originality of each of these passages. The
Deuteronomic passage has been ruled out in conjunction with the detailed
series of dietary prohibitions. It is written in the plural numberf or
8 part of it and for this reason was probably deemed spurious. In all
1ikelihood, as the remainder of the verse shows the word in question was
nade plural in imitation of the foregoing(6) The language thoroughly fits
in the D lawbook and the thought shows it as a development on C prohibitic
end containing a proper Deuteronomic pPaspective with regerd to the 94
(7) There are no decisive ressons to be advanced against the originality
of this passage (8) On the other hand the mild prohibition in R XVII-15-1€
has ample reasons for question. All of the previous four laws are similar
1y and identically formulat®uh while this one is in a totally different
style-thus arousing suspicions. The two verses have been so overworked
with P's elipressions that it is mﬁ to impossible to work out an intelld
gable and original law. (9) Th ab closely resembles the Priestly

in Lev. XVI-29., m.ﬁ&ao and ¥b+16 are identical in language

m‘“ﬂ °°ﬂmw Lev. XI-25428. After these passages are sntirely exclude
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that which remains is entirely unintelligible. Paton who vainly at-
tempts to work out a law for this one, explains this present compivgeTr o
gs due entirely to a drastic revision in the sp t and language of P's,
(1) While it is not without some reason to thi n the original some
lam on this subject not essentlally different from the present probably
stood here and followed in good order the foregoing prohibition against

the eating of blood. But to attempt a rec ction of original law
fer the present material is at most wholly +“{2) Another
vpronibition in H XXII-8 has heen suspected by some without any reason
vhatsoever. This verase is ¢ y & part of the anclent code (3) though

{t 1s in an insmappropriate place in its present position. (4) As there
{s much in common between these chapters and the Prophet Ezeklel, it is
to be assumad. t the parallel in XLIV-31 is warrant enough for con-
gldering 1t . (5) Paton (6) proposes to change the word 53*» yan
but it must confessed that it appears altogether arbitrary. His ar-
gument is of course based on the assumption that that code contained a
law prohibiting laymen from eating of the "nebelah” and "terepah”. And
he argues if such a law $xisted, there was no necessity for one disallow-
{ng the priest since it is presupposed that the ceremonial purity 1is
more strict in regard to priest than in regard to laymen. Therefore a
seribe at some later date changed the text making it to read bSoxninstead
of the correct word M4 « Now this reasoning is incorrect in two
important particulars. In the first place, if we assume that H XVII-
15-16 can be rebuilt and his meaning clarxified, there is no reason to

argue that the present text XXII-8 s be emandated because this law '
is already implied in XVII-15-16. For in # X -29"“ have a law which
{s addressedpresumably to one in general, Substantially re- ?

peated in XXI-5 and applied to the priest, Moreover the repetition of

legislation concerning the priest and the High Priest (XXI-1-14) seems

unnecessary since the rules governing the ordinary priest surely would

be applicable to the superior Priest. Yet no one has questioned either
of these two plecas of legislation on that groumd.

In the second place, it is next to impossible to determine pos-
itively what HXVII=15-16 originally and really eonuiwrore.
to reason from it as a premise baidding ia bullding on LIt
consequently follows that the only plece th s original of legisla-
tion which ca accepted with q is in HXX-8 Ly
Now reasoning this piece of sfa I-15-16 it seema that, the .
a8 now constitutad probably came_as near as possible to the original !
end that the ancient law of H did permit with soms ceremonial cenpure
the eating of carrions. But there are no grounds to accept this other
than insecure.theory.

Now there remgins after this critical investigation to.compare
the two passages which have bssw accepted as original with the to
ascertaining if any dependence of the codes may be inferred from any re-
semblances in the two pieces of legislation.

The law in D (XIV-2la) is framed entirely different from that in |
H XXII-8. It is in all probability in imitation the _enactment in C
¥ith which it is identically formulated. If the regulation
framed in the singular which is more than likely amd in that event,is
to be classed entirely as a"word". The law in H XXII-8 is in the third
person singular and is to be classified as a statute p'en (earlier
form). This disparity in ation is at all accide , 88 the |
resemblance of D with C, is that H resembles Ez. -
XLIV-31 had a different one than the earlier two. |

In language thess two laws both contain very common correspond- |
dences, as hoxn x5, abas ., The law in D contains a number of ex- 1
pressions which are present in H elsewhere, but they are very usual and
frequent, terms as “A |71,9°n ©72. D has a few words which are not t
Present at all in H, as the usual and characteristic D expressions

AYE 2L SW A 3 Wap BN '
- Now what 1is’méss] aignifle:ntln t.hliis fact that these later terms’
phragses whicgh are so characteristic in D are totally absent from H.
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tneir absence indicates that D as such had no influence at all on H, In
\ne gbove common expressions, H never uses the formatlion y2n5 end
the pnrase  N>" ix is found agein in Num., XXX-3 showing that the phrase
mst be termed a stock phrase. H uses both n®%e av=23while D only
uges nbas and Exodus XXII-31 has Povv, There is no reason
10 think that H drew from both to form his law for such a procedure is
most unusual, in fact, unprecedented. It 1s more than likely that H had
a different source than D,
In contents, D XIV-2la forbids a native Hebrew to eat any
"yebelah" (1) but either to give it to a Ger or to sell it to a "Nokri",
"for a holy people shalt thou be to God". The law in H XXII-8 forbids e
priest from eating 75234 7270 (2) to be defiled thereby.
ote that D speaks of 9313 while H of both, »%2s " >7w.D prohibits it
pecausa abstenenceof such food makes for holiness. H prohibits it In the
priest for such food defilles. D's prohibition is general while H's is
sddressed to the priest alone. (3) These differences with e very
pbror and slight resemblances point to different sources. (4) Tt is more
than likely that H XXII ( is derived from a priestly tradition which 1s
altogetner independent of D,a tradition, which probably influenced D.
Both codes contains various proiubit.ions agninsbw :aung of
blood, XII-15f423-25 H XVII-10-14 XiX-26a. The two in-
functfons in D °AIT naturally can not both be original for they are both
exactly alike and certainly contain not the slightest variations that minh
wustify both of them being here. The law in K¥f wriiten in the plursal
shows thereby that i1t belonge to the plural section of this chapter which
has many signs and evidemces of being late, For the present, I shall
enticipate the conclusions which I 1later prove and therefore hold these
two verses, as later compositions of D. The other sentences which are
written in the singular are doubtlessly more original and in all probabili
formed the original element of this chapter. I shall subsequently present
¢ fuller eritecal discussion of the originality of this section and shall
reguest that conclusions be here accepted sm .
The verse & presents the appearance of being s redactional addition.
(5) It is an exact verbal repetition of the general law in XII-23-25 erd
for that reason appears absolutely unnecessary. In its present position
it does not add anything which is not already impllied and understood &nd
certainly not essentisl to the paragraph. By andlogy with the law in
D XI11-¢83-25, 1t was 1n sll 1likellhood appended here. The short injunctior
in H XIX-26a 1s clearly out of place in this section. It 1s ummecessary
in the light of the previocus laws in XVII-10-14. It does not add sanything
to what has already been legislated. It 1s probable that originally here
in thls chapter, there stood the legislation against forbidden food XX-25
* lev. ¥XI- 43-45 and was replaced here and inserted by a later editor.(&)
The passage in H XVII-10-14 is not without its marks of addition,
It 1= generally recognized that ves 10,13 contain essentially the nucleus
of the primétive H laws. (7) These ancient pleces of H are in the prese
text expanded by the nom-priestly redactor. Moore rules them out as com-
Ing from the hand of Rp but save for a few minor evidences, these sentence
ére as e whole, in keeping with RH and .o attempt at polnting out and
separating the original has succeeded with precision. (8) The ancient
legislrtion merely present#dthe law and then as briefly and pointed as
possible with the only sanction that the usual expression probably Couelude
"Hl g#+f. I am Jehwfeh. To thls, was appended exhortations to obedlenc
1s exemplified in vs 12 when the expression "Therefore I say"” indicat
that the editor 1s commenting on a plece of legislation which probably
W48 transmitted to him. The amplifications and comments are foreign to
the spirit of ancient legislation H and in all likelihood, dates from &
tine when the laws were not practised with the same disposition but "had

0 be_ fustif " This entire section '
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(% T2 clauses tnifs b'%Eg & b (a2 147 0an |») were probably not con-
taired in the original law but inserted by the non-priestly redactor,

mis phrase 1s frequently found in P but is also found in H XX a chapter
shich otherwise seem to be entirely free of touches of Rp. Moreover, the
expression is found in Ez., (XIV-7) which goes to show that as early as '
this prophet, a contemporary of the redactor of H, the idea was dominant
in a circle from which both products emanated. And while it is freguent

in P, it 1s not original with P. It 18 in all 1likelihood, therefors, that
this interpolation has come from a hand earlier than P and not as early

gs H (2) These laws bearing
formulated. The one in D XII-23-25 1s to be styled "word" because it 1s

in the second person singular address. Quite characteristic of D'S style
the particular law opens with a negative statute and followed by =&
positive injunction. This manner of framing his legislation is typicsl of
D and never found in H. In the Hollness Code, these prohibitions both

gre to be termed nipn later forms and are couched in a typlcal K
mould. These differences are not unusual nor are they merely accidentasl |
[They aré both characteristlo of the leglslative style of both codes.

While there are =triking resemblances in language between these
laws, notable differsnces point to thelr independence of sach other. This
common to both pleces of legislation are the terms, Sax,m7iwsJ Aan Jou,
It must be admitted at the outset that these correspondences can not be
gccidental. Although these individual words are common in Hebrew, they
are rare in the combinations in which they are pﬁgg’ontly fqapd. Thus the
expression in D WD 7 K1 DT D An H 1024 vasTIPT v by woa vy
This phrase 1s the only one in these two lawa more or less identically
repeated, The dispar 8 in these two exprassions, however, lies# in the
H addition that the 1ife of the flesh is not only the blood but also in
tne blood. Despite this #msignificant difference, the similarity of these
two sentences is nevertheless striking. D, however, employs certaln
peculiar expressions typlcal of his style of composition which are absent
from H, thus the phras E ke b ?'qa‘n: HIDWN Yo by "’5 10 pdws D707 Soyn

The absence from H of these typlcal expressions of D shows that
if 4 had potten this law from D he had no reason to omit these expressiocns
since he has supposedly Bmas one phrase more or less in common with D.

Els pecull r compositions of this law, so full of his own characteristic
phrerses, none of which appear again in D indicate rather another source
than D. H employs the following expressions not used in D Iran Wiu's,

OYpY AP V4T B 8853730 PRI any 3app AIIABAedI Y IBIL i p gg VY 3g¥e 1DDD.

-

but different phraseological combinations than the ones which H employs
points to a dif - erent source then that of D.This Deuteronomic Cods in lisu
of AR TrH, . b'x3i ravy s 8and in 1ieu of H '¥ D uses
nioy {Dﬁ‘). Also compare vsm-za with"XIX -26a, although the latter
law is & later insertion, and the difference will be observed that D uses
Swarg» wos and H w77 % ., Moreover H framed
his pronibitions in these words g 7 %> S3%° xb D expresses it in¥o*7 xd
oan bsx phab TN . It is to be noted that the laws per s2
vary in some minor linguistic A

These laws differ qulite significantly in contents as in la
D urges that every one_be strong and resist the sating of blood for hls

blood 1s the 11fe and’shall not eat the life with the flesh but pour 1t
on the earth like water. 'Shall not eat 1t that it may be well wilth the L
and thy children aftey thee for thou shall do right in the sight of God.
i prohibits a native (gtranger RH)from eating any blood, for God will set
ils face against_him and cut him off from the people.

In 3 H commands a native ( RH adds stranger) when hunting
game, beast or bird, to pour out the blood and cover it with dimf.
RH adds to the first basic laws the two thoughts that "the 1life of the
flesh 1s in the blood"” and with it one 1s capable of obtaining atonement.
To the second command, is annexed the reason that "the 1ife of the flesh
s the blood, it is his soul™, for the 1life of all flesh 1s 1its blood.
Now the first question which arises 1s whether there is any connection
betscen tne original and aneient Holiness law and D and then, connectlio:r
between the parentic section RH and D, As to the former, they agres in
this that only the native 1s supposedly forbidden to eat the blood.

age
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ey disagree even in so many details. D forbids explicitly eating only
of the blood of apparently the domestic animals which are slaughtered,
tmplying Lhat. blood of game 1s also to be eschewed., H forbids expressly
poth the Eame and wild %lall and birds. D appends that the 1ife of
gnimals 1is the blood and shal t eat both 1life and flesh and adda that
{t be poured on the eartih the inducement that it will be good for
thaed and their children who observe the law. H knows nothing of these
evident parenetic amplifications but threatens those who disobey with a
divine punishment, of being cut off from the people. Now it 1= obvious
that D is using some older source since the law in ve 25 is used again and
seems 0 be the text for his comments as he repeats the phrase,ub-«n x%(1) §il
There is nothing in common between H and D save merely one pro- .

nibition sgainst the eating of blood of domestic animals. Yes another 1
resamblance only in contents is the command that the blood be spilled on ?
the ground. (2) The expressions differ so that this correspondences seem
to be 1ittle short of being casual, D commanding that the blood be spilled
out like water,H, that 1t be spilled out and then be covered with dust.

Now is there any connection between D and RH? D describes the ") |
blood as the life. RH in the first place inserts the phrases/@ A B /3
¥l vB which extends the responsibility and 1liability of carrying out ‘
the law to the ger, putting him on an equality with the native in his
religious obligations against the eating the blood. RH in the fémel
prohibition adds two ideas, that life i3 in the blood and therefore ths
blood is to be used as means to atonement. In the second prohibition, t
A agrees substantially with D, the 1life is its blood.(3) Now the other ]
question arises is, if RH drew this one idea from D, why did he not b
transscribe it precisely in the first prohibition and why did he alter '
it as he did and futthermore where did he get this gecond idea, of the
stonement?(4) This later thought 1s certainly as as D, For in
D XXI-1-8, this same popular conception (5) comes to expression and then
in a confessedly ancient usage. This description of this pristine i
rite with 1ts explanation of the efficacy of the blood, agrees fundamen=-
telly with the idea here expressed. Even identical words are used %Y30>.

Now 1t 1is evident therefore that RH 1s dra wing on an anclent
source, one probably mmknown to D, one which contained both of these
prohibitions. Now it is clear that Hand D are certainly independent of
each otherand probably traceable to a common dbfferemt source, This 1s

evident therefors that RH is drawing on an ancient source, one

probably waxnown to D, which contained both of these prohibitions. This *
{s mode evident by the differences in formulation, in phraseology and
in contents, As for D and RH, only one thought is common, and then with dan
variations employed in different connections. Moreover the point which
weé have been making for, seems to be definitely established in vs 12.
The non-priestly redactor by his repetition of the law shows thereby
that he 1s quoting a law which 1s quite different from D, and the prob-
ability 1s, from a more ancient source to infer the original plece of
legislation, which in the main conslsted of these words avn 5= =5, .
Therefore coming back to the previous influence, it appears safe to state i
that both D on the one hand and H and RE on the other show their independ- i
énce of each other.(6)

Both codes also contain specific legislation against uncleanli-
. 7ess and aim to regulate the sanitary conditions of the community. The
* law in D XXIIT=9-14 is a codificstion of a very ancient custom (7) and {
consequently there is no reason to consider this passage other than as '
belonging to the most ancient stratum of the lawbook. This law in its |
entirety forms a whole and the practical injunctions and regulations h l
(12-1¢) are no less a part of this legislation than the remainder and | |
Stadds proposal to leave out these verses as "younger speculations" seems Jd
10 be entirely subjective and arbitrary. The other passage D XXIV-8-9
;ppears to be open to more doubt and suspicion. This law is written in
Oth the singular and plural, and because of the latter, Cornall(8)
questions the authenticity of this passage and sd=o because of the
al reminiscence.
(2) RatapelRietd %
s R e S N i
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steurnsgle (1) attempts a solution of this problem ralsed by omitting
tnat section of the law which contains the plural words. But in this
particular ?asaage the special B words indicates the authorship of this
| yepse NI9¥3 1IPIp, phiSn munSs » There 1s no reason for
regarding this law other than a part of the original stratum. {
With some few insignificant emandations (2) as P odiet |
present reading and the omission of the expression RP'A % yuks (2) |
The corresponding law in the Holiness code, found in XXII-1-9 has not |
escaped retouching by the hand of the priestly editor. Of course vs
land 2 A A & 3 A A are generally acknowledpged as the additions of
this same redactor. (4)
The reference to the"seed of Aaron" 1s alwayse notéced as inter=
polations by this same hand. (5) . We have previously pointed out that
vs 8 1s out of place here and is pliobably to be transferred. Vs 9 is
clearly in the style of the non-priestly editor where parenetic appesal
a~d disclosep hls hand. The expressions he uses and the ideas he
expresses, prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that this verse has come
from the hand of RH. (6) Va2 AC 18 obviously an interruption between
the first half ~of the verse and second and when when omitted, the
second half follows naturally. This phrase is clearly not typilcal
of Rp and by analogy with other redactional passages shows resemblences
vith 9 and therefore 1s from the same hand (RH) [

In verse 3 except for a fevw expressions, the entire law is original

The phrases g2 9v7r b>n is modt assuredly from Rp. Desplite some opinions
{<ywia 18 not characteristic of P. (ef Ez. XXIT-15-24-11-13)

{7) 4bb 1is an ohvious interpolation, c¢learly out of place here in a
section dealing with defilements through contact and later belongs with
a passage concerning personal defilements. The language too shows that
it has been added by Rp (Lev. XV 16, 17, 18, 32 XIA=20 Nu. V=15)
and the case is further covered in ve 3.(8) The last two words ofvs are
certalnly a gloss, showing resemblances to Rp (9) ( V3f XI-26 XVI=1€)
txcept for the words B'¢IRT y» 5>%» xb the rest of verse 6
is to be ascribed to Rp. Compare Lev. XI=25-28=52-29 XIII =6XIV=8=-2
Fnept unmistakable glosses of Rp are similar to this verse 6 (10)

Tne next sentence 1s clearly original as the expressionsused

are never used by P but found in the sncient work C & D. i
The formulation of these lawe vary considerably. D'S legisletion |f

AiIX=14 are framed as "Judgments" "Statutes" and "Words", that is, it !
represents a composition of these various forrmlations. The plece in D
YXIV B=© 1s framed in the style of “Word". The laws in H are all more g
or less couched in the peculian legal form of hi/pnn later form.

These pleces of legislation have been so tampered with by the editors

that not much weight can be placed on these present formulations.

In the matter of language, however, these two sets of law contain
very few terms or phrases in common. Ehose which are, are more orless
unusual as these wor-dr‘ show:=YP¢ x)1329 (used in the same
connection) LB st 7o~  ( in this peculiarmeaning as
verb only employed by H¥) D has J'/7w 1in this same sense., The use
of 'y y n5y> which is frequently found in P is brobably traceable
to the priestly tradition from which these distinct D passages were

drawn, D has *°¥ YasH hag Y4't»17¥, While these words are not unusual -

in Hebrew, they are not emesmordinarily common. While somewhat besilde
the 1ssue, D contains a number of common terms which are found elecewhere

InH, eg X'Awm 40> wvp aAx7' RS, v |
H likewise has a number of expressions found repeated in dif- !
ferent connections in D, as, o' w32 (D 12n) 7w (Mg 227> (ML)
Ine: (1h,), tan,
D on the other hand employs a number of infrequent or peculiair
expressions not at all found in H, A8 ¥ xw'> 247w, ¥ auss, 97 2> |
JoTx, JM3es,  noronm, JARY Ato> Josms, b2y msyomie QRIS TEW e o
g''*m mapsa, Ve g7 e
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mese rare and unusual terms peculia to D but not prasent in H ig sus=-
ceptible of but one interpretation. The sbsence of the distinctive D
sords demonstrates the absence of D's influence on H, as*¥* *=+s 7 :f_ it
The use of suc \m‘lll-\%‘. o %Ep&ciu laws above as 77, pira SSU
" hrove that the”source ¥rom b other legislation. And his
E:n peculiar use of expression bears evidence of D's elaboration of | |
this original borrowing. D employs moreover a number of common words
either in different formations from those used in H or expresions, the

the synonymous phrases of which are used in H. Thus, D has ppe s Oy
frequently <Yy~ in the niphal never found in this conjugation inH or

p employs the expressions here ¥7%® 7575 v H having

(KXVIPy? numberless times H never having

"»35n 02, D also using
this special expression but always 7!'P2 with a suffix. Or D »7=%s
2%'5 592, while H

e H hae 197 3'(never used in D).
ar D has y9 =27 5>w while H has 115y 12wy

In addition H has a number of expressions A« peculiarly his
own which are never found in D, as T3, 135n* X5 W) Duma w34 v X0, b
{dlatvmct H OZpNBSlm. d'm "md mlns’) REE) NMhew 'unu‘ ey 1RO sy
"hat does this phraseological arl'lnysh indicate? t shows in the first
place that the ahsence of the peculiar Dﬂpmjrrom H, means an
sbsence of D's influence. The distrimtidd expressions common to both
laws point to some common source or tradi absence of such
terms a#®d not present 1in both laws but their individual
laws, 4/rost that while the tradition as a whole @ same, the specific
and immediate and particular source for each ppecfal plece of legislation
was not the same, This is moreover, proven by the fact that the words
common to the individual laws and the different code are so few and they
which are are sO common.

These conclusions seem to be borne out by a careful estudy and
comparison of their contents of these two sets of enactments., The law
in D XXIII=-10-15 c“&ﬁh those in a military camp to guard themselves
from all impurities. Any ope who experiences any nightly sexual mishap
is tc leave the camp and to lave himself and remain without unt.lluc.i“d.
Every soldler 1s to carpy a paddle and“camp to set aside a smsall
place where that which 1s unclean may be buried.with the small portable
implement, these impurities are to be inhumed. The holiness of the
camp is to be meintained and no evidences of unholineas are to be visible
or God who walke in the camp will take hieg departure. In D XXIV-8=Q
the people are again to guard from contact with leprosy but in that
event to observe and adhere closely to the instructione and regulations
of the priests.™The legislation in H, XXII-2-9 no person who is unclean
cen approach the holy things ddvoted to God under penalty of beingcut
off, These are the unclean, a leprous or one who has an issue, shall
net eat of holy things until he 1s clean or_who touches a dead body or
8 creeping thing or a person who is unclean, shall met eat from the

tn Se

foly things.,
Holy thinge for it is his hread,

vill disclose some substantial similarities.

styled variously ¥7 937, »¥7y, =

this contact and all who come in contact with him, unclean, Unholiness,

is a

After sunset he becomes clean and then he may eat from the

A comparison of these groups of enactment
Contact with unclesnliness

ar riry makes the one who expserienced

thing and 1ike a disease is to be avoided.

Another

ides 1s ¢ that uncleanliness remains with the one so polluted until
sunget. If he is unclean and in his state of uncleanliness, he touches
8 holy thing, he makes it unclean or in a camp this defilement comes
upon him, God the most Holy, takes his departure from the group inwhich
he has gathered and where he did not take any precsutions, or exert any
care to guard his holiness. Thus anliness and polution is not the
rsult of his own voluntary moral

. In th4& final chapter of this thesis
I shall dwell more at length on this topic. In D XXIIT-9-14 the hollness
of the samp depends wholly upon & man's care in warding off and guarding
hmself against any poBution. In H any man who is in a state of cere-
moniel uncleanliness comes near to a holy thing is liable to divine pun=-

shment, Unholiness in both cases 1s to be interpreted in terms of the
Pﬂ.‘i’iical.

Hegerthelotpir—T6~
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cormon to both laws, is the conception that leprosy in & person not only
mgi:ps the one who suffers therefrom, unholy but also the one who comes in
contact with him. This idea forms the basis for the command in D XXIVa8-9
shich orders every one to put themselves under the direction of the priest
{n & community where the plague breaks out. The common ldeas are traceable
1o £ common source for they are fundamental in both groups, The differ=-
;neea in the substance of each law stands positive proof against the thsory
that elther is dependent on the other. Both the laws in D are primarily
sddressed to the people while the group in H is concerned with the priest
golely « Moreover, the legislation in D is be termed or classed as
gpecial sdage since it is concerned wieh only Individual and specific
cases. One 1s concerned about the mliness of the camp in time oghar.tna.
+4ne Proper bghavior of the people in time of a pestilence. " On the

other hand H draws up a series o aws regulating holiness of the priests

and specifying their limitations the time of their unholiness. It
stands 0 ﬁeggon that H therefore would not go to D's laws dealing with

speclal o8 L0 obtaln material to frame and draw up nls_piece of
legislation. And the reverse 1is equglly,. eé. But since the underlying
{deas are twa 1dentical 1t 1s to the common to both that we are

to look. This 1s accentuated by the differences in detaills, In H
tnose who are¢ unclean, are (a) leprous, (b) one having an issue
one who has touched a corpse,(d) or an insect, (e) or a man who {5
clean. None of these are to eat of the holy things A® long as their pol-
lution is upon them which is until sunset. D enjoins that one who hae |
an impurity, natural, 1s to take himself outside of the camp. For through |
these impurities, he can defile the camp(l) and thms drive God from d
their midst. In the other law, the lawgivery practically sums up his
r:gulation in the copmand; consult the priest and act according to his
prescriptions (2) in time of a plague. This latter referencey indicaties
a knowledge on the part of the author of €. body of priestly and
law (3) wilch is probably incorporated in Lev. #3,14 (4). The absence
of characteristic D expressions in H, and the absence of any definite
contacts in contents positively proves the independence of both groups
of each other., The prﬂence“‘d both sets of laws, evidenc®dy of the
same underlying ideas,”™ the reference to the priestly direction in event
of an epidemic indicate$4 a source which was in all 1likelihood accessible
to both pleces of legislation.

Proof of this is addedto by the fact that P has cha'“” laws
which Are more comprehensive than that of D. (Lev. XV=248425
Nu. XIX=11 19) There finally remains to discuss the relationship of
the RH passage to D. It be summed up in the inference %udging from
the absence of any lingulstic contacts between D XXVI-9 XXIII-10-15
and RH that the latter 1is tirely independent of D. Between H XXII=-
24B=0 and D there 1is not phraseological resemblences. In contants
there 1s that same absence showing not the alighﬂWrespondence
So not only are the laws per se but the parentic are in-
dependent, of Daparticular legislation.

Closely allied in contents to these laws, are the two pleces
of legislation which aim to avold uncleanliness through contact D XXI
"2-23 H XXI-1-4(% .

The law in D XXI-23423 is generally conceded as original by all.
(6) This passage does not, contaln any evidence of lateness nor any
reasons for coneidering thp8k passage other then being wmorigilhal,
Bertholet 's(Dt. 67)suggestion that the word V>wm 1s a gloss
nodeled after XIX-6 is probably correct. The corresponding legislation
In B XXI-1-3 1s wiah excepting sy introductory sentence,clearly an orig-
inal product. The opening verse la-ba 1s so evidently a work of RP as
this sentence addresses the priests while the laws which follow are

dddressed to the The use of such destimctive H expressions as
Yoy + nmy peculiar meanings clearly showd the passage as
belonging to the original H., The brevity of these laws and the typical

mnner of H of opening a pentadpr with a general leglslation to
be followed by particulars also & prove that this passage is of an

Encient 1503. 7
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these two laws are differently formulated which is no more th an t==he

expected since they have but one thing in common. D is formulated as

¥ , H a8 a statute earlier forms., This difference 1s not so

“ ich accidental as possibly tracesble to different sources. These two

oassages do not usd any identical words. For while they both contain

many terms which appear in the opposite codes, they do not have any

irmediately present in the corresponding passage under consideration.

D uses XXI-22-23 these words which are recurrent in H ¥ iy,

ysia |7 xb( in connection with the wages) H XXI-1-3 uses a number of

A common terms which are found in D ocutside of D XXI-22-23 mTx/ 32097 16x

A%, L, my pnw e nbm:f D how:va;legploya at’mr;mbe: gr ;xg::a:ﬁona
some are frequent which are not found in s '

:fg%‘i}-}?; ;ﬁigua:‘d J?Eea ubn ‘JE;IP" Yip, t absy pbmu 38 gn,, ;

§ XXI-1=3 has some das_};lnct.ive and peculiar words which are not found

in D, a8, *r¢ wb %04 Ywsid(never in D in the sense of dead) (1)

Note the difference in the expression in D & H of the same
thought, D, using APIX AR Xepa % H having X¥X7 XpOn

The phraseological differences points to difference of sources of these
two laws.

In contents, these two laws have thls only in common, that
uncleanliness is contaglious, and defiles everything or every person
which come in contact with it. In all else these two laws are wholly
gt variance. The law of D enjoins that a person hanged be interged
before n§gnt for his body pollutes the earth and contaminates it and
go long &8s 1t hangs, the curse of God 1s pending.

The law in H forbids the priest from coming in contact with
a dead body, thus subjecting himself to defilement, except in the
case of nearest relations. In D, the earth is defiled, in H the person
or :2lest 1s 1leble to pollution. The law in D 1is probably & codified
custon or superstition, in all l1likelihood to be traced to the popular
bellef in demons, (2) However that may bg, it is evolved from the
popular store of ideas, The law in H is traceable to the priestly
tradition which directly concerned them and certainly was of no interest
to the people,

This difference In origin of these two legisliatlons, only
sugrente the proof that they are independently formulsated and evolved

&nd not related in any way. ded et

In this minute and detalled comparison, what do we Gdeedhg’

In general ,un in listing the laws of beoth codes under the genersa
neading, in fifteen subordinate toplcs, that most of them have only
cormon between them merely the thought of the special toplc., Out of
these toples, but fomr more or less treat directly and somewhat sim-
{larly the identical matters, But it must be added that their treat=-

ment varieg notably, s0 notably as to poilnt to elther different or

cormon scurce and not to dependence. As for the others listed and
subordinated under the remeining ten Readings , there 1s so 1ittle in
common between the parallels that W juxtsposed that it is clear
without & careful and exhaustlve analysis that they show independence

on both sides. Now reverting to those parallele which have pgreater

&nd more striking correspondences, they have not that prominent positicn
in the code that they would be termed the essential legislation of the
lawbook, That while three of the five aim to destroy every vestsge

ufi‘ alien influences, their position in the scheme of the author is

minor

end they are not to be linked up v with ¢ paramount. ob ject of
D. It hardly seems likely therefore that H if he borrowed his same ard
identical lams from D that he would have merely Kaiew . and demded
these and on all others which have been discussed in this chapter

& total ignorance of D's as the relationship of the laws listed under topi
€, The frequent difference in lanpuage, using different expressions to
€xpress the same ideas, employing different formlations and while aimin
Y0 repulate the same things, showing no knowledge of D's laws, all preel ™
}Ehan the codes are entirely independent. H gives the appearancs of being
28sed on some other code than that of D,

(1) Brmpmir—pig WW Mwmll.ﬂ‘s erlasnce a,.u,uu‘ fUtLi..U‘lbgd" ned 80 as O,

(£) Bertholet Dt.
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Chapter X,

Sacred Dues, Seasons, Places and Persons.

The laws listed and jrouped under these four general titles

are those seemingly nearest and dearest to the hearts of the

resnective codifiers. This is in evidence by the greater

pumber of textual modifications in these particular pieces

of legislation and by the more elaborate parenetic expansions

an! exhortations. More than in any other of the sections

containing W minute examinationsof the separate enactments

in this partieular div§sion, are to be discovered any evidences

'nd facts of influence of one code on the other. As has Been

indicated so repeatedly, not in the casual, correspondences

in certain various unimportant pieces of legislation per se,

are to be adduced any conclusion of dependency but in those

distinctive and apjﬁ;g cally peculiar features, as in the par-

ticula:amggificati ns,of D whieh reflect the aim of the law-

book, the general pervasive spirit anﬁf%et phrases are

to he sought any signs of reliance. It is taken for granted

that the Deuteronomic code is a rsﬁapitulation a cumpilntion»u‘L

~=l revision$ in keeping with hid®own distinct aim and pur-

pose, of previously compiled législative drafts and corpositions.

It is assumed that these same sources were just as accesible

to the codifiers of Holiness Code. Now the question which taegfet

suggests itself, is whether the D code with its distinctive D

characteristic additions was depended upon by H or RIH? XNow

the ansver we are s~eking to determine and the way we are fol-

loving is to disclose and discover #f there are any traces

of these typical I fegtures present in H., Thas far, we have

noted that the resemhlances were u.d%conriggg to these spocdwd prwil
wu-characteristics s to these things which D most 1likely derived

from an earlier 'source and in m cases where we possess

the U sources, we find H ™ore nearly resembles the more an-

cient one, and in any case, omits or ignores in his legisla-

tion those typical D features, as his phrases or ideas. In

this section, where the socalled typical charact risticsof

hoth codifiers are in greater evidence, it is ere that weélaw motl

conclusively determine%guch an analytic comp:risen of the , . .

legislation ef—the—legisdatien thus grouped, the 453£f¥¢n,éf

any relationship or not. Thus in the following towjelic 1t

is to be noted fost of these subtitles are contgined in laws

ramapleled in both lawbooks. This paralleluvnot traceahle

to the fagt that the later code folloved the earlier for a

‘etaéj%gﬁanalys:ls of the individual e tm nts,ﬁu“ﬁosiﬁvely
nrovesthat one couid not have Wﬂﬂ the outline of
topics s #f the other amd yet so totally ignore the individ-

ual laws. This cgnspectus which follows, is susgestive of-—ebther
we shall reserve for the conclusion of

intenpelations
this chapter, & temdbosalum e Theu

Sacrifices

1, Sacrifices in gencra D XII 20-28 H XVII 1-7
3. Turnt offerings (abs) h XII 6,11,13,27a H XXII 18-20

» Acceptabhle offerings D XV 21 XVII 1 H XXII17-25
4. Lonsumption, Rules of D XVI 4 BXIX5-g IXII 27-29
f. Offerings .parv. D XIT 27 H XVII 1-7 XXII 29
8. Tithes j Saerid Diass, b XIV 22-290 XXVI 12-15

9. Vows D XXTII 22-24

Sacred Seasons
10. Sahhath T T DM 12-15) H XIX 3b (30a XXVI 2a)
11. Passover and Matzoth D XVI 1-7&3 XV 19-22
XXIV 9 XXVI 1-11
+ XIX 23-25 N XXIII 9-14n
12. Pentgeost 4 geisy D XVI 9-12 H XXIII 15-20 (R)



Sacred Seasons (Cont'd)

13, Booths D XVI 13-15 H XXITI 30-43
14. Sabbatical and Jubilee Year
D XV 1-6,12-18 H XXV 1-7,18-22
8-17, 24-28,

Sacred Places.
15. Site of Sanctuary D EXII 2-12,13-18fH XVII 1.7 XIX 30b

XIv 23-28 XV 19
XVI 1-16 XVII 8-10

XVIII 6-8
Sacred Persons.
18, Priesthood & High Priest
D XVIII 1-8n I XXI1-XXITI 16n

XVII 9,18 XXT 10-15n.
19y--Friently-dusien- XXVI 3
19. Priestly duties D XViI 9,12,18

XIX 17 XXIV8
20. Revemmes D XVIII 1-8 e &R boarcien ol 4PEEPE.
16. Lay dress and

Priestly dress. D XXIIX 12 H Nu. XV37 =41

17. DPrpphets D XVIII15-22

There are many more toples treated in other elements of the
Penteteuch. The parallels in these two lawbooks have the ap-
pearance of merely beinsg accidental and t'e conspectus of

topics which seem arbitrarily drawn are not to be construed 2
as standard mewms by which etther code selected its legislation.
And since such topical headings as ‘86 to be noted are*¥wgen-
eral that nothing very definite can be inferred Byom grouping
of laws under them since lecislation as is the case may be clas-
sed tor ther which have_but the :‘ost vague correcspogdences

and on this basis they classed together. Therefore, such
conciiusions as may .he drawn be general suggestion. ]
are only gy only in so far as tJe other facts bt fon

bear them out.

Both codes contain legislation on sacrifices, sacri-
fices in general D XII 20-28 H XVII 1-7. As I shall presently
cornpare the these two passages more minutely I shall reserve
a critical analysis of these two chapters in which these two
paragraphs occur. In regard to the fesmer chapter in D, I
have previously addressed myself somewhat to the critical
investigation with the results which I shall here accept and
assume, The passage, thergfore, which we are here partially
to study is recognized as prmary and entirely the original
element of this chapter and of the code. As for the corres-
ponding legislation in H, I must confess from the outset that
the critical problems here occurring are perhaps the most
difficult with which we have to contend. This dissection of
$his paragraph is not without some satisfactory results. There
is no denying that in the first two 1l:vs of the code, we can
recognize certain typical expressions of the code embedded
in a framework of characteristic Priestly phrases. It is my
purpose here to postpone a critical exaiination of these pass-
“ges and to anticipateggury P.gpelunions begging indulgence
of our readers until & 0 discuss the high Point of
this chapter in relation to the corresponding one in D, ¥s.5
is almost wholly the work of the non-priestly editor while
the followinz vs (8) is generally acknowledged as being

A A on the whole by the priestly redactor. The
nucleus of the ancient law is discernable in 3a & 4 which
Probahly read "any man of the house of Israel who slaughters

2n ox, lamb or goat and does not bring it to the (sanctuary)
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nf1 God, that man shall be cut off from his people.” Then
follovs the cowemdnt of RH. The next law in v8 8 with the omis-
sion of the RP insertions but with the annotations of RH, reads
as follows, any man of the house of Israel or of the stranger
who sojourns in their midst who shall offer an offer.ih.nﬁ‘;r

burnt offering and does not bring it to offer it to that
man shall be cut off from his people.”

An iyjcomplete linguistic examination of these two corres-
ponding legislative sections will disclose the fact that no
thcory of dependence is adducible in the language of these two
lavws. e jonly phraseological resem!:lances whith occur in
these two parallel passages are »bs ady’, nar nyy Al
(in the sense of "to offer). That this last word is used in
this meaning elsewhere in the Hexateuch (asf)X.® 2§,=w (E) etc)
discloses the fact that its employment was general and not .
peculiar only to these two codes. These words are so usual
that it is impossible for a lawglver to express himself without
them on a matter 1like whieoh that which is discussed here.

Tre phrngglogical dissimilarit however between these two

s-ctions what conclusively at least from this viewpoint

the imlepen’ence of these two chapters. D uses such distinct

and peculiar words and phrases which do not reappear at all in

1, 3w w5, dasf™ e >(used no less than 4 times in D) °» tn 2 3,
e 5%, gt yeaa, ymargr. I have purposely omitted the D ex-

pressions which occurs memt frequently in the code, which ll-p-u-rm,
wlihi pesenss the feform he undertook, describing the central sanc~
tuary, an expression which I shall show later is not only ab-
sent from §i but never slightly referred to “y the latter au-
thor. H,.on the other hand, has his own peculiar pet express-
ions which are not found in D, ag® san »x %, ageesa 223 "Sui sox 22 2aa,
It is of interest to ﬁe that not any of thim: H expressions
aré“,‘f:’-imnt.ely relaaﬁd“ o any used in D towvhich they might pos-

sibly“traced as antededents. The independence of these
two laws are linguistically meunsw pares in the different
expressions employed which practically denote the same thing, as
D XII 21 using =anar H having same meaning vhe* D has
]J"‘"' >ra» H having ' 3w3iveD X128 using the expression
rxae xwn H using 1x*an x3 , These marked in

language }9 s0 short a scope as is limited ip these brief
1vs of Hy could not have been possible if H 1in anyway We@ refenud

orenge to the earlier 1fgislation of D,

This irrelation is further established by a close study
of the contents of these parallel laws. It is accepted that
this opening law of B contains the basic principle on which
the code is founded, presents the fundamental practical and
irmediate aim of the lawgiver, the centralization of the re=-
ligious cult, The"laws, i met of $hem are modified in
each instance always with an eye to t.hos?;ﬁﬁ‘poset. Now the
lawgiver in these alterations, sometimes, works changes in
in the religious customs of the peopleno less irportance
than his primary purpose. Such a break is evidedced in the
rernission which 1s granted to any one desiring to kill an
animal without the usual sacrificial rites. This ignovation
Was made necessary as he explains by the impossibility of these
vho 1ived at a great distance from the central shrine to bring
their cattle to have them sacrificed. But all other sacrifices
and dues were to be taken to the central sanctuary. That is,
no longer were the validity of the local shrines recognized
and as a concession to their uprooting, the people could
sla'ghter at home if the "desired to eat meat". Now, H spec-
ifically ordains that anv one w'o slaughters an animal without
the sacrificial rites is appamenmédy violating the divine law osd
™ his punishment will be from a divine source. Some have
argued that this law was possible maigly because the boundaries
of the country had been so narrowed that any one desiring to
€at meat liyed near enough to come to the central sanctuary

to have slaughtei‘ed according to the eﬂltural rites.

Xo matter how one looks at these two laws, it must be n-

1, This word may be urI?InnI H or rrom ﬂ_sﬂivzﬂ\!ﬂ%"'

iha}l ‘:ii cys :ugmore fully, making mo difference here a it
neliu EH il‘l -

B he code
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fessed that there is a contradiction between them. D permits
profane slaughter while H scemingly will know of no other
$han proper ritual slaughter., This attempt on the part of
the critics to explain away this contradiction by the seeming
recognition on the part of Il of the concession of U is based
on nothing to be found in the text. If H knew of D's permission
and acknowledged that so long as the people lived in the land
as a saall band Bathered around the capit@l, they were not to
indulge in profarfe slaighter, but if they were to increase
and speead out, the concession of D shall supposedly hold
good, there is mothing to indicate any such knowledge én
part of I or any such recognition of this permiss ., Quite
to the contrary, H manifests no knowledge at all reXlected
in the use of language nor does he seem to recognize any ex-
ception but H 18 most specific and definite, permitting no
violation of this gcneral rule by way of any exception en
account of any curcumstance. This general prohibition of H
is therefore in direct opposition to D. All slaidghtering
in H is be sacrificial while In D there is a distinction
between sacred and profane slaughter.

noreover, U seems to distinruish between those living
near the sanctuary and those living at a great distance. In
the case of the latter, slaughter may be profane. As for the
others, the implicatii on being that those dwelling in close
proximity to Jerusalem have not that same permission. If
this e the case, and 1t seems to on a closer exanination,
then those who lived aroumd Jerusalem were bound by that law,
the exception of which was made for thése who lived at a great

~ distance. Now if H was based on D, or referred to D, or knew

of D, 1t was not necessary for him to have inserted again,

or repeated over a law Which was previously understood.

D"would already apply to that srall cormunity gathered around
<erusalem and all H would have to do in that case to add to the
authority of his law would be to show some indication of L's
general limited prohibition. If he had had any knowledge of

D at all, he would have seen that the prohibition of v made his
unnecessary. The only way thérefore to explain H's omission

of distinctivyg D expressions,, of his ceneral prohibition
totally in contradivion of the one in U, of his seeming ig-
nm‘a;zgg oé" the prwohibition which would have bcen applicable

to the e nity’the critics would make out,he was legislating
for, is by accepting and assuming his total independences}7.

+ Common “to both codes are prohibitions against the sac=-
rifice of any other than perfect and umblemished cattle D XV
21,8%3%)1H XXII 17-25. The law in D XV 21 is unquestionably
of a necessary piece with &he entire pas . Despite the
doubt raised Vy oteurnagle” this vcrse&no other impression
but that i forms an integral part of the ancient code. He
maintaine that since this law is repeated in D XVII,, that it hewe
is entirely superfluous, While it is trae that both verses
practically cover the same ground, the one here apparently
is necessary since it answers heue a doubt, which is not ans-
wvered by D XVII, that would likely be excited in the minds of
those who are compelled to bring as an offering their first-
born, It might be urderstood from D XVII, and yet it might
not and this doubt amd uncertainty is satisfied that makes
this verse to my mind, a necessary and essential part of this
ancient law. Some<~ have explained this repetition on the &
grounds that these two pleces of legislation have come from
different sources which accounts for the nedvotiow .

This explagation not so rmuch explaipns away the difficuity as
the origin, The general prohibition is without doudbt a part

of the ancidt code and theee is certainly no reason for demcn -
1. Steurnagle Dt VA Loc XV 21.
. CHCH 158a (3). ! _

. ‘ﬁuw s gaads
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sidering it other than original in this lawbook. When we come
to the study of the originality of the correpponding passage
1mn 17-25, we tackle a paragraph which raises no little
of difficulties since the passage contains so many
evidences of priestly editor. This passage has been ruled out
of the angient code, so full of these marks of an Oliw author
by Kuenén™, Any attempt at a discovery of the original nu-
cleus would be bound to meet with failure since the kerkel
of the ancient law Wn 8o covered over with priestly expan-
sions. ouch a tslﬂ. 8 not ashopeless as this Dutch critic
supposeéd. Moore“ has pointed the way by indicating the sen-
tences which most 1likely contained the original enactments
18b,19,21, If however, we -ml{u this section, and by the
process of eliminatjon, omit all priestly additions, it will
become apparent that ruch more than was syggested probably
corposed the kernel of the ancient law. I negd not be de-
tained with a recapitulation of the arggments or consider-
ing wag 17 « 18a later insertions. Suffice to say that
the mention of aaron and his sons, apprently as the priest-
hood, is a characteristic feature of the priestly author and his
hand is disclosed by the fact that while the 1égislation per se
is addressed to the people in general, his superscriptions
are directed to the pricsthood. The expressioni™®':37 |P,
probably a variant of the original in XVII 8, is to be accep~
ted as I have shownin a yreviguu connection to be assigned
to the now - prie<tly editor. Ia this same verse, 19~ Y¢X
UM -1 4his phrase is in all likRihood an in-
sertion by the hand Rp. F:I.rstI' this igterpolation disturbs
the structure of the sentence, "necessitating the supply-
ing of the predicate in vs 19." "Yet apart from these lin-
guistic indications these words seem to be gloss." oecond-
ly this impression is strengthened when it is recognized
that this insertion contains distinct typical Priestly ex-
pressions, as (av2 2'7pn O bod Q'°93"8 pr373 piava
(This expression is found only once in D (XII @) and then in
a 1list of kinds of sacrifices, and this is the only time outside
of ¥." Lev. VII 16 Nu. XV 3, Th¥s it is evident that the
phrase could not have found a part of the origimal. In the
next va. (19), The wordes.wrldisclosegyits inappropriatfeeness
hy its use ot‘, the 2nd person plurnb the word itself is a
characteristic priestly expression® and moreove its present
position lesady interrupts the sequence of the and
irmcdiately following. Verse 20 is nerely a repetition in
negative form of the foregoing law, adding nothing new to its
contcnts and #m contradiction to the brief and shokt laws
of H, it repcats \Unnecessarily what has been given before.
In the second half of the verse, the use of the word |is)5as
well as the unusual reason advanced shows thai the sentence
co''ld not have belopged in the original code. The next
verse also belongs to the same hand which has so generally
expanded the text. Thus the phrases Y74! »a7d la"!"l!anl well
as the expression 973 *%ob(Ley XVII 2 Nu. XV 3)°. The sccond
half of the verse needlessly repeats the foregoing and is
superﬂuogﬂ. The expression '3} g'»é® nar is also peculiarly

prigéstly. moreover this sentence, as it stands, clearly in-
terrupts the continuity of thought of, Ve 19 ¢ 22, Vs 22a
is undoubtedly By a part of the code while the

sccond half of the verse, betrays its priestly origin not onlygso)
by bhe wee of distinctly priestly expressions as 71U« v h-byt

1. Kuenen Hexateuch 277.

2. EB Sub Lev Col 2785.

3. 5SBOT. P. 92 note 1

4. Paton JBL. 17:168

5. cHCH 417 (Wed ) 118,

6. CHCH, 410 21,

7+ Paton JBL 17:168.

8. CIHCH 409-17a & b.

11, THhReen 7108 (19): SNER43Ei T3t 10s.
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Tre next verse is unquestionably a later priestly addition,

as proven hy the argificial dest!‘ctinn of M74,773 and the

use of the peculiariword n¥9y»". Verse 24a follows nat-
urally on to 22a while ¥s b 13"prohah1y an dddition by the
non-priestly editor who has freqeently shown his foncness 2
for §2%79% . In verse 25 tl'e expressionssvabrgny 04N 0w >
are distinetly Rp and as such to he omitted from this sentence.
There is no gquestion about the first hall of this verse, no
mat er what it may mean, for no one denies its originality,
that is, its origin is from seame other than Rp. That it
formed a part of the final Holiness code, there is no doubt
with probable additions by the non-priestly editor. LTherefore
suming up my conclusions, the following verses constituted
the primitive legislation #n H, 18b R 19b 22a 24 a & b 25a
The remainder displays @mmistakable signs of the priestly ed-
iter.

A cormparison of the language of these parallel laws
will demonstrate the independence of both pieces of legislation-
Not only in the difference of formulation, do the enactrents
show their absence of reliance upon one another, for the laws
of D are in the frame of ®"words" while there in H are statutes
)later forms) and cormandments, yet the disparity of language
bears additional proof. While these laws deal essentislly
with the same subject matter, it is surprising the diversity of
style which is employed. While there may be a few insignifi-
cant linguistic correspon‘ences common to both laws, the pe-
culiar expressions S which they sme employed proves their own
gelf-reliance. .hus D uses twice the word 147irwhile H uses
abish 2797 & 13’7pp, D employs?¢ 91w while H has the peculiar
phrases g°vy p'3 ¥y %73 ,D has nos My H has Y3wr My
D uses the peculiar expressions Y 937 b3 ,¥v0'» b5 which e o
never found in . H passage on the other hand, contains a num=
yer of peculiar expressions absolutely unknown in D, as
Layw? MAn VIX VX, fxy wry YA |, YT gtea, y'n rbery 272 nes>

Ner M3 BaRSL Ay paba ond, I547|3 e,
In the narrow cm‘:lnes of two cokparatively brief enmactments,
practically concerned with sies identical subject matter, it 1is
nothing less than surprising that thegte is not present one
common pinguistic phrase or expre-sion.

The basic and essential subject matter comon to both
sets of laws, is identical. D prohibits the sacrifices of
blemished animals to God for such sacrificing is an abomination.
H and RH forhids any. one a Hebrew or a to bring as an
offering to God any other than perfect male animal. Then
follows an enumeration of the diseases and defects with which
an aniral is afflicted which disqualifies them from being
sacrificed, _RH a#ds that "in your land, ye shall not sac-
rifice them"® The next verse presentiag such great diffi-
culty has been explained in many ways.®™ It is apparent that
the 1:w §s it now stands seems entirely is—enddmeds unclear.
For the =33 > bas no privileges which are not accorded the na-
tive /ebrew. In fact, the ancient and primitive code edmam rvesfid Wt
whope-degheniesbesi-ef the editorial expensions by RH, is
addressed solely to the native iiebrew, entirely disregarding
the the Yov and naturally the =33 |1 . In fact, his very
ignorance of these two classes, §ivcs the impressions that the
original code was hostile to therf. o»uch a law as this ome is
therefore e tirely umnecessary for a privilege denied to a
native I'ebrew surely would hardly be accorded to least of all a

934 )3 er.need a specific prohibition in his case. It
is more than 1likely that ori~zinally the law read as contained

in 26a excegt n%* S3np which specially pr&eriiod any sacrifice
L] em 169,

o

<« loore Lev, EB Col 2785
3. SLDOT 93 note 12. Paton JBL 17:171.
4. ‘uenen Hebbert lectures 1882 PP 371 ff.
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received from a 24,11, RH, whose attitude to the 32 |2 and AW
was changed for the Pltter and they were gradually admitted to
partial participation in religilous affairs of the cormminity.
This primi 1aw seemed too harsh to RH which forbade the
acceptance a4 |lof a sacrifice at all and consequantl!
limited this prohibition to merely these forbidden animals.
%ow a comparison of these laws will bring out this one fact
that the latter law while addressed to the people is really
intended as a guidance for the priests. On the other hand,
the laws in both D XV21 and 17, is meant for the people in
zeneral, to guide them in the ramnner and kind of animals which
they should bring and not bring. Therefore the latter one is
general and and comprehensive, ‘'while the other one is specific
and detailed. D only knows of those with physical defects while
Ii adds also diseased oncs and also the prohibition against
accppting any animals ffiroma 2J |1, The absence of most
of these -pecific instances in D with but one correspondence
in contents points to the interpMition and explanation that
the laws are traceable to different sources. H does not spec-
ify shat is to be done with these ble ‘ished animals while D
rermits then to be eaten, in the gates at home. Now this
permission is in conformity with the reformation which D
effected. Then the establishment of a central! sanctuary

the lawgiver m:de legitimate the profane sacrifice. This con-
cession was then probably extended to the killing and eating
of all animals which were eatable though not acceptablg Tor
sacrifice. Yet in H, no animal ds8 to be slaflightered amonc

the 1¥,2¢3 >wexcept accorgance with the sacrificial pre-
scriptions (XVII3),.¥ The use of these identical words ty 3¢~ wpy
in II XXII17ff in prohibiting the slaughter of any which have
defects or diseases, stongly oontrasts with the special per-
wission and notable exception established by D. For this reasch
therefore, these animals, could neither be Raten or sacrificed.
And it may be that the law so read  but suppressed by Rp

made other provisions for the blemished animals. (Cf steur-
nagle Dt, to XV 21), If therefore |l had derived his legis=
1a:tiwm material from U, he could rot by any way have ther
repeated this concession or Porbade the practise here in D wed
allwed and sanctioned. If H had depended on D, this in-
novation is what is probatrly déstimctive and peculiar to him
and it is this which is tppical to him which would make its
appearance in H. As it is, H enlarges on the nmmber of
bibemishes considerably which are forbidden and yet contains
not one identical Swhbtun descriptive of these blemishes
vhich is found in D. The source of i is certainly some é&éher
1:whook than that of D. It is doubtful which of these two
lavs are the older for the D law could he a summary of the
more detailed laws of H or the latter could be a latter ex-
pinsion of the genmeral prescription.? However that may be

the U 1aw is phrased in characteristic Ueuteronomic language
with not one of these expressions recurrent in !/, On¢ can not
escape th pressions that these two ideas are tohe traced

to cormén/Source. D probably sumrarizing it and clothing it
in his own language intending it for the people while the law
in II, drawn up in his typical language detailed and specific,
1 meant for tl'e supervision of the priests.

The two codes both agree in the name of the burnt o=
ferings, »sby D XYY 13,27a and I XXII 18-19. Il uses the ex=
pression abad a'vpr while u uses nhy abun ol Abv »ruy
[ specifies that in the 0lah, the flesh and blood (D XII 26a)
both be burnt on the altar, at the central sanctuary. U oré
ders only the perfect male among the ca tle, shecep and goat
be sackificed as an Olah. According to both codes, this kind

of offering comprise on of the two great divisions_of sacri-
fices. Neither law knows hing of sin offlri_%f.a

1. Tora explanation on JD t .

2. Dt. Dt. on4-5

3+ lolzinger TME 413-4 : 4 2

" otzinger ool 6194 o s g g M




187

D XITI17 speaks of another 7bivcalled Y>> where all which 1s
nut under a ban is entirely burnt up. This name of an offering
as vell as the practise of the "lierem” 1is entirely ignored
in K vhile thj}s latter instance is not exactly classed among
the offeringsy; its very nature entitles us here to refer to
this holocaust and to note that while H speaks ofabiy he has
nothing on 54> . 1In P this “devotiod’ was conmsecrated to the
pr;cst.houl igstead of being totally burnt as a sacrifice as in
D.~ Consequently it is evident that this parthecular practice
was ancient being described in DJ and late is modified in PS
and its absence from H theref re is all the more remarkable
and entirely unexplainable. Yor while it is insecure to em-
ploy an argument "a silente", it is suggestive in this case
that no where in ii is refenence made to this rite of tokally
"devoting®” a thing to God. Therefore in summing up, it must
be stated that the common use of pnb» though differently
phrased in these two instances, presents nothing un'nual since
this particular sacrifice is all central in both JB®. 1In
regard to the deséription of the *553n D the absence of even
any allusiof to such an institution is certainly indicative of
tire fact that if H had useLu he conld not 'ave passed over
this institution whichwet) Lumrnﬁna in a code mm
after lioliness,

Laws restricting the time of consmmption of the sac-
ritices are present in both o1 t'= codes D XVI 4 and H XXII
27-29 XIX 5-8. The verse in which tne Deutesonomic enact-
ment occurs, is not entirely without later retouching. While
I sh211 more completely discuss the originality of this entire
section in a later c-mnection, attention must be called here
to the conflict between a one day feast of Pesach and a seven
dayw of matzoth. There is no doubt tiat the latter
legiSlation of alater date, inserted ait a time whén the

was more or less developed. The separation there-

‘ore of the two elements is comparatively easy particularly
in this verse (4). The entirely first half of the sentence
is late because of the refepence to the and to the
i'ixed period of seven days.™ The second half of the verse
has envire dealings with the one day festival except for the
harmonizing gloss |'“497 orawhich was added hy the same hand
which tried to combine the two festivals. Consequently with
the omission of these iwo words, the secomi half _of the verse
comnletely fits into this passage of the Pesach.® The laws in
I likevise are nov free of later alditions. In H XXII 27-29,
the hand of Rp is fully apparent. TIn XXVIIM 28 the language
ant contents thoroughly conforms to the spirit of the prim-
itive code. In 27b umnmistal:able evidences of Rp prowe the
lateness_of this half itence. Thus the expression LT
I L 4 mnth 2uxB9 axbm 9 agre assuredly priestly
he similaricy of H XXII 29 & XIX 5-8 is striking. It is,,
evident that the later passage is manifestly ount of place
It isnf"tirely mtxafx out of order_in tie chapter containing
Tey and social imstitutionsll. By 1ts contents and ..

t‘ol‘rml:ttinnl this Enss;ge in XIX 5-8 hedpongs with Il XXTT 29
« LI wit .

2, CHCH 453.
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The present law in AXII 29 pres-nts the original relic of the
ancient law with a priestly limitation, !eat.rlcting it for
the special case of the Yodgh. ( 17 /n)* MWMoreover the em-
ployment. of the word p>.iyy5” also reveals the priestly in-
terpolation. Therefore if the phrase inira “"Minis onitted,

e have left the nucleus of the law which is probably retain-
ed more fully andnzenerally in XIX 5-8 after the priestly ad-
ditions are thcm. ofiitfed. Now AIX 5-8 tBﬁ,pmistakahH
maris of Bp are w¥bdw ¥ @3y 9b nyYy CERIPTYR. 3
The word »451s never found in P and is original part of the
apcient oode. "In XIX 5a8 there is no distinction except
between ahy mar without distinction in these varieties.
fhis is the posit.:lﬂllgf C and all old codes and original in
pass H XXII 17-29"°“ " 1In all probability the ancient code
contained instead of AXII 29 the law XIX 6~8 as I have clear-
ed it of ull 1ss priestly excresences, and the priestly editor
inscrted this present XXIT 29 limiting it to the special case
of the Aa7im, fea g

Yhile both the laws of D M4b and H XII 29 XIX 5-8
practically contain t"e self same material and identical leg-
islation, it is nothing 1-s than surprisingz that between them
there is not but one very smusual word comon to beth, Mar,

D uses words which are present elsewhere in li, not one of them
excet the one already mentioned appears in the corresponding
parallel lefis‘ation of Il. Thus |'>’ *b4s found in H ALX 13 but
in an entirely differem§ connection and H has instead of ©“pxt
(as in D XVI4) the expression “?7¥, D has one simple word
nhich does not recur in H, 27Y2 On the dd4her hand, H has a num-
ber of expressions which are not recurrent in D, as ¥ 34> Mo
my pAx , 21 (CF D XAVES, 1epvn xy, O3nar o013 Manm I

blan 185K ker Wiy ivn vy ax 1

lixcept for a few expressions which are found in i elsewhere,
as P vxa S232,2¢1 319, 771 These above mentioned and
numerdous words and expressions are not found at all in the
entire veuternnomic code. Now the absence of these express-
ions, ahsence in thie patticular laws as weli as in the codes
as wholes, forms conclusively tie independence of these pileces
of legislation of onc another. The language, p!masing and #
[raming of the sentences are so different that it hardly scems
possible that such similar contents could bhe so differently
expressed. H disallows in the first place the sacrifice ol an
animal ‘efore it is sewen days old, nd then the young musi
not. he slaightered on the same day with its mother. This law
closely sreserhles the sémilar ient législation of €
(Ex XXIT 29). The language_lis almost identical and the.phras=-
ing is similap. D XV 19 whiché4is probably an amplification
and a M-.J of tnhe same law aftem] this enactment of C
not setting a special day for the slaughter since all sacrifices
were to he bought to the central sanctuary and there would be
tines when such an injunction would be impossible of execu-
tion, IKor this reason, U modificd the text, making this
compromise with his general principle. Do's H get his law
froii u? uvges H's legislation contain this special D medi-
Jication or does he secemn entirely to ignore this alteration?

It scers that the latter is the case. For the legiglation
of i XXII 27-8 seems closely related to C (XXII 29)" in
langnage and formulation. 1In contents D puts no time 1inmit
on the sacrifice, H does in that he does not allo! the an-
ival vo be sacrificed before it is seven days old.

' 164b deals solel .ri&lg‘ the sacrifice of the Pesah which is to
_be caten bei‘orem.& Trds sacrifice could not be Xxtswitmxen
eaten in ome night by the entire commynity. On the other hand
the law in XIX 5-8 deals with & N1 whieh is slauthtered
! Lertholet Dt. 50-51. U 7ETINT
3i vliCH 409 17 £ Exe 8 38 Lev 13
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rust be eaten before the second day. All which is z‘zg after

that is the he burnt with fire. Any one eating it t

bear his sins for he desecrates his holigess. Now D is con-

cerned with a special case while H is a plied generally to

.all sacrifices which are partly eaten. In the caseof the

' pesah, the offering took place at night a %%?

voured within twelve hours. The law in HJéx me in
egard to this offerings until th cond day. While funda-

mentally these laws waemlelﬁ% in contents, the language

and phrasing radically differ, therefore it is certain that

the law gof 1§ could not be #erived from . Why has D no such

similar_on this subject? Fe—db—becawse-dn-thecs-demestis

Es it unnecessary to lay down rules for the con-

sumption of the NiT, 6imilar to this mmkyx one, since the
llebrews were granted the permission to eat meat at ay time
"thir heart desired". oince this concession opened to them
tlm w:v by, which they could satisf'y that craving for nmeat,

"iwcessary to lay down such stringent rules in re-
--ml to the tie in which they were to be allowed to consume
1 at? It seemed that when sacrifices were brought now, they
rere off'ered in a @ifferent spirit hhan in order to seek sat-
is"action fo this meat craving. Therefore the absence of sucha
1w from D was more or less in accord with the D reformation
and I in laying down this law, was in full agreement with the
general prohibition against profane slaughter since then such
instructions could consistently be enforced, o# even demand-
ed.* Therefore it stands to reason that H XIX 5-8 could not
have evolved out of te legislation of U which ret.alga the
ancient principle only ir the old festival of Fesah.

Also common to both codes U & H 1 is the other great
sacri”icial Wcontnd tion to the 725, holo-
caust, which is eaten.t’ These two divésions of
sacrifices underlie the system of sacrificial legislation
of both law books. D XII 27b orders that that the blood of
the par merely be spilled upon the altar and the rlesh may
be eaten. \e know that a part of this sacrifice went to the
pricscs as #e shall mdicata when we consider the subject
of the priestly rewenue.®H 1IN 5=8 orders that the fle h
bhe eaten on the ‘ay on which it is sacrificed. Indidentally
it, is of interest to compare XII 27b S24a ~exawith H XIT 5-8

Lax' oanar o for the diff'erence of expression signifies an
ahsence f relationship. It is understool that the hlood

ac ording to .VII 10-14 is not the be eaten. 1his general
distirction in N between the nar + abw 18 on the same flanes
» C and other o}d codes.? The mention in ' of other offer-
ings, =71, aans ' pen, etc. shows a later and more com=
plete development. "ihe original 1szislation of H XXII 17-19
lilke the legislation of n AVII recogni:edw
sorts of sacrifices."? This division is based on
C t8hn D «nd 1t is probanly that out of the institutions
0" the covenant codes, was evdlved the whole system of sacri-
Tices in D, It is to this ancient and primitive system of C
that [l axxmx bears closenresemblance, than to the one of '

b0 it is out of the question to scek for any inflnence of D
in i in this legislation of the sacrificial system.

The legislation on the tithe is only found in U of
the two codes and the ahsence in # of these laws is not with-
ont “eep int rest., Thre laws of U are formilated in the usual
veuteronomic formulation. They are framed as Judgments (car-
lier “orms) or_as words. Bnt while these tvn s =imnifv "othing

. WR3. RS 779 edisations o7 1339,
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the language in which this legislation is hrased shors that
viila £h9n 11 A ebsept ror W Sliwi 41c¢ cbeserce it L
anyvhere of this peculiar phraseology used in these ja-these
1 passages XIV 14 22-29 .xvI 12-15 proves ithat originallyaw
no snch legislation €ver formed a part of the code. Save
tor a few most wBusual words or terms which are common to
the v passafles a~d the noliness vode as a whole, Lhe great
bulk of the“digtion employed im not at all round in che
latter lawbook. Thus the most common of words are those wnich
appear in tris particular passage and in tpe Holiness Code,

Xre i =A0 % bsn Hlfh)_ INX,  wIp, = P

prew [(Hilia) 83'ms] nnax  annv ATy
Not only striking is the paucity of common .eims as this
1ist shows but the commonness of the words go to add vo the
conviction that sa¢ in H no such law as the ones in D ever
formed a part of the original fabric. This view is rurther_d‘
corrohorated by vhe vervy many usual v expressions which oad »

wheh @0 not at all reappear in the uoliness Code. 1n fact

in enumerating them, I can best illustrate it by sdmbedwng
the omission of ti» se dbove menivioned terms and wnich re=
mains is strange in the other lawbook. So in compiling this
1ist I am merely srepeating all the expressions ot the these
laws with those few words entisely omi‘ted. Thus ahsent from
H are vhese Imxmxwx phrases.tl “wya oy, @gysr panan 45, l‘n”]
ARG LA PR U 3 pav g H s, ea 2] qensk (@) amh » Sk
Un"q;.u') w34 dewe. SV apin wns, @) ava e a9 v, Oy Ssia b (Y ay s ‘Y‘"‘ gnrr e
M), o9 2.0 mneda R (t-‘ HJ&‘,.‘_) w T PR A, ('I‘hi" S ub) @] qees ArR2

. Wi Yhaen ses Ssu (1) Ywar pra Gednae amc, 0% gses vex mba o
(a%). abn i t!m 1 ) -:_p.‘f‘"uhv n!ra,l.\}uu; vym, E¥raves Pnan@ay) ¥aw o4
QP inba BA*H AR bR @AY M b5 Gy yews asw. (39 PpO¥a, @9 LILEY
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hany of' these expressions are usual awd characteristic D
expressions, frequently repeated in veuteronomy, embodying
the spirit and reflecting the aim of thellawgiver. 1 have
omitted fror bhis gompilation the descriptive sentente

pra tically summing up the object and purpose of ithis code

a sentence srepeated in cthese paragraphs with -light and
insignif'icant variations no 1l¢ss than three times, a sentence
neverr remotely suggested in the Holincss code as 1 shall
point out when I analyze the pssages urging the central-
ising of the sanctuary. aany of these phrases as so usual

in & than are distinctly associn ed wit' :"is author as

.08 7,8,11,15,19,20,24,25,26,33,36. ever .l owuy i 1S
expressions tfound .. 1, nNOL cven siignt variation or .um
Or nes 1 lilavacaviis oe them. In them are embfdied the aim

and spirit of the code and in expressions 1like them does

one look” for any igfluence or in imitation of them. If any
anthor was in any way influenced by D, it is in these char-
acteristic and typical phrases that one would naturally

lool: for evidence of it. Moreover the xEEitxsismx various
other expressions which are present in tkis passage while

not in any particular uat, essentially typical veuterono-

mic expressions, may be termed essential to these laws and
probatly are the words whit¢h were retained from the older
source on which D) drew and as such would have been as ac-
cessible to Il as to D. These would then wewdd have nat-
urally been unconsciously employed, some of them, if not all
sometimes in ghis code if 1i had had such a law in this code.
As it is, the absence of any of these words essentially
Peculiar to these special laws the absence of them in the
lloliness code, seems to verify the view that no such law

as this one in D evewy formed a part of the ancient Holiness
legislation. For While it is not conclusive, it seems that
the compilers of the noliness legislation could not have

wwl’xew_tm expressions elsewhere in

D>




i1 he had drawn on these original source of D for a similar
legislation in his own code* Therefore it appears the non-
appearance of so many of theee U words and phrases in H tend
to bear additional proof of the independence of the later.
The same con§lusion is arrived at when we study
their contents, The law in D XIV 22-27 prescribes that
sced increase be tithed and the tithe of corm, w and oil
he eaten at the central sanctuary by the P
and Levite, If tVe paréicular family should live foo far
from Jerusalem that ithe could be carried there, it
may be sold and with s ianything eatable may he purchased
and eaten at the Temple g In the third year D XIV 28-29
the tithe should be left in the gates and all the necessi-
tous may come and eat it. In XXVI 12-15, the law describes
the manmer in which the tithe is to be presented, that is,
the prayer, the prayer which is to accompany the presen-
tation of this third year tithe, It is thought by somel
vho follow the Jewish tradition~, that this third year tithe
constiituted a separate and distinct tribute and it is s p-
posed that the tkiennial tithe was an additional tax on the
populztion to the regular a tithe prescribed in XIV 22-27,
Such an additional levy coming other time a year before
the sabbatical year when the rescrve 1s expected to tide
them over, would %end to make it unnecessarily burdensome

for an agricultural community which had rthcr tributes to pay.

It seems better to understand th tithe as the same
onc which was used in a different the okher years as is
1aid down in XIV 22-27, This ththe which is to be eaten
ty the family at the central sanctuary every tii years i
to be turned over to the poor every third year.® It is
+ime that the Jewish tradition represented the practise which
was in vogue after the Camvew/ and that though it portray-
ed and reflected the popular usage as it actually developed,
the law itself did not mean to single out the tithe of the
third year as a separate and special one, distinct from
and in addition to yearly tribute but intended that every
third year the tithe which in the other two years went into
a farily feast was to be handed over to the dependent and
needy. It is furthermore of interest to observe in connect=-
ion with the annual tithe that in actuality s the legis=-
lation does not specifically and explicitly spccify the act-
ual amount of the tithe., That is, not an exact tenth por-
tion of the increase is to be put aside and used for the
domestic banquet but approximate.4 The ahsence of such a
speciric duefion of the precise tithe, gives the impres-
sion that this tithe is Bess of a tribute than an offering
and surgests that the offering nay be related to the Pusnleliers
of bhe oblation of first {nde .

This view is moreover borme out by the law of tithe

in XIV 22-27 actually alluded to in pregentation of the first
to the priests given in AXVI « It 1s not like=-

1y that both a special offcring would be ordained and a
tithe be levied on the same increase. It may probably be
that a basket of the tithe was taken and placed on the al-
tar which in reality fell as his share to the ministering
priest, This identification of the evewith them<¢ is more-
over proven by the fact that the tit'e uquak in XIV 22-27
is inreality no tithe at all. It is in Tact no tax which
went for the upkeep of the temple but #s an 8ffering, a

sacrificial ome, to be eaten in a sacrificial meal at -a time
steurnagle ﬁ! P6:11.
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supposedly when God was a participant. Therefore at an ear-

1y time, ¥ro— Deuteronomic, the amount given was entirely

lef't to the will and wish of the orrergr. With D the quan-

tity presented is approximately fixed.® If therefore this

th that that the -eyrand p'varare in reality identical and

that the former is but merely a later and more highly #m-

proved institution amended by D on the bsais of the

offering of the first fruit, the relationship of the law in (“)

H hearing on the offering of the first!fruit is quite clear.

In H, there is no law of the tithe. It is self evident

the laws of the first fruit in I XXIII 10f and H XIX 23-25

are more closely related to the law of C Ex XXIITI 19 than the

more advanced legislation of D. H knovs nothing of a bas-

ket of fruit given to the priest of the first fruits of the

ground, and equally unacquainted with the custom of accom-

penying each offering with a set prayer. These laws in the

Holiness code are entirely unaware of tithing the increase

and consuming this tithe in a sacrificial meal with God as

participant, and of a triennial tithe to be distributed

among the needy and dependent. Thjs law of H seems based

on the legislation of C, vhen the st of the first fruits

is brought to the House of God. Not only does this relation-

ship of H and C prove that the former could not have contain-

ed any lerislation on the tithes following he contents of the

covenant. codes, but that that legislation which bears the

closest relationship to C, the laws of the filrst fruits

then itself represents, in fact, a less advanced stage than

that of D, founded upon a rore primitive plane than that of D.
It therefore stands to reason that in this particular

legislation 1l manifests not the slightest evidences of depend-

ency but rather exhibits a total independence, disclesing

not the faintest kno'ledge of D.

On the other hand, this law of bhe tithe may not be at
all connected nor at all rela2ted to the legislation of thel
first fruits. In this particular D legislation, W.R.Sith
discloses in this law, anhther reformation, a heautiful
theory, of the Deuteronomic reformers, for the purpose of
remedying the evils and abuses then obtaining. According
to this proposition, these legislators effected an i nevation,
possibly with the slightesé hases relationship in the first-
fruits, instituting the tithing of the ivewast.

According to this hypothesis, the important thing 1s that

the tithe should be enten by the family which brings it and
the Levite whom they may invite., The abuses which thesf

D lavgivers intend to remove are the ones descrived in

when from the offerings which all bring to the local shrine
those in wealth and power fot the lion share and to the poor
and needy was left that which was not devoured. To prevent
such evils, D arranged that these offerings, a tenth of

the increase he brought to the Temple be eaten hy those only
who presented it, theyfamily and xhou they may invite of

the Levites, In the third year, this tithe is to be used

to supply the poor and dependents Tor a public feast, and not
for those who are well able to obtain their own for them-
selves, NWW§ tyal meaning of the ancient
institutions instead the ancient and
primitive institution as legislated in H probably formed

the foundation, out of which these laws of D were devel-
opcd. But the connection between thei two §roups of leris-
litidms as such is now-existent. of the laws én
the tithes, H has legislation on the first fruits and could

not consistently embrace such legislations, if this theory
fo Y Benzinger EB Sub taxation .. 49011.
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of smith is the correct walkiew,

If on the other hand, the proposal of Bestholet!
be the right one and the two legimlations have no connection
whatsoever, and they hoth represent entirely two different
institutions, then another question is raised as to rela-
tionships of the tithe to the Holiness lawbgok. This ol
cwodde view which I shall present, that the

Ju¥e was presented at succeth and the »'vxy at Penti-

cost and as such these two offerings have nothing in com-
mon being entirely distincf and separate. Now the question
arises which more or less undermines this view is that it is
nothing more than a mere supposition without any foundation
in fact. But assuming that this theory 1s correct, a com-
naris\on of the tithe with the observance regulated and de-
scribed in H (XXIII 39ff) reveals nothing dm=ehe in common.
The tithe was to be eaten as a meal while the legislation
in Il does not even use the word'eat. If in D this law was
drawn to emphasize the fact that the tithe should be consumed
by the family thus indicating that the essent¢al and im-
portant thWy® about it was the feast, then H in his law
on the syccoth does not even allude to this family meal
on which D lays the greatest stress, it 1s quite evident that
the anthors of the lioliness code could not have been familiar
with supposedly earlier legislation, let alone, being depend-
ent upon it. Moreover the lack of any reference to the tithe
in commection with this #egislation on Succoth Wears aiddition-
al proof to the independence of H. Now to sum up, I haw
considerd the lloliness Code in relation to this D legislation
on the titheas a later development of the M¥%xYand discover-
ed no conmection between them. I have considered the Ho-
liness Code in relationship to the tithe as a distinct
and new institution of D and found no connection. I have
considered the Holiness Code in relationship to the Yv¥w
legislation as wholly distinet from the »vf> and as an of-
fering brought on succoth and discerned not the slightest
relationship. Therefore both a study of the contents and
l'nguage of this D legislation in the tithe reveals that the
absence of it in 1i reveals that the latter code s not
only not dependent on D but newer contained any, legislation.

» The law of the vow which is only present in D XXIII
22-24 1is not fou in li. There is nothing in the law which
stould lead one regard this piece of legislation as one
other than peculiar to the ancient Code. The last three
words of this law has doubtlessly been appended by 80
scribe which,when omitted ,leaves nothing more to - desired.
They ald nothing to sense of the law. They have the ap-
pearance of being additional.* The diction employed not on-
ly exhibits many distinct phraseological expressions of D
but ¢ many entirely distinctive of D and unusual and ab-
sent from H. Thas, I never uses the terms of expressions

which are found here, as, 7MW Y12°3, INXA xb  Musyr wyw*> ,Xbn 73 37

9128 Svna '3, qape avin, Daws YT TWXD,

'he only word comton to this law and the Hnliness Code is the
term 1» bub(HXXIV 18,21) which in the latter case is
erployed in entirely different commection. "The abscnce of
these expressions from H,with but one common tcrm between
the::, not olly proves that this law could not have been
incorporated in the ancient original code but that the
non-appearance of such a typical b phrase as K©n X A

(b Xv 9 XXI 22 XXIII 22) in H bears out thc contention that
i exerted no influence wha!soever on li, BNor if he had, this
influence would have heen in evidence in such characteristic

Jeuteronomic phrases.
- tu - -

3. Bertholet Dt. 74.
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There is no legislation bearing on vows in JE nor H, In D,
we come across the earliest law én this subject. Instances
of the making of vows are plentiful ig the carlier literatupe
but such legislations as is here given is not found in any
of the pre-Deuteronomic codes, The law in D difinitely
prescribes that it is much better not to vow than to vow
and not fulfill it. (Cf Eccles 53). In later times the
role of vows in the religious life of the people gains
in importance. Now the question arises, is it prsgiﬁty that U
containadsome such legislation amd was it similar to D?
A positive answer can not be given to this query. Ior
our reasoning can merely be suppositious. Since in i, no
word of this law is at all found, and since in the legis-
lation carlier than N, there is no law either, these point$
to the view that this code which contains m®st primitive
legislation and shows so many signs of being founded and
Tased on the e lierlegislations, did not like its prede-
cessors ca-ﬁﬁﬂg any such legislation. This evidence tends to
prove not only that H did not "ave a similar law but did not
contain any such legislation at all
The Holiness code contains cormandments

regard to the Sabbath observance and each one of them is en-
tirely identical, Which one of them is the original one?
The question might he bhetter asked differently, which one is
in its right place? The injunction in XXVI 2a is universal-
ly ac’npwledged to be out of place. The same applies to
AIX 3URT The latter prohibitive enacment is out o! its
element arddst a series of prohibitions against harlotry
and magical practices. It is possiblc that these command-
ments are traceable t- different miioewne of the original
sources, The same commandment seems in place in VR 3. For
this section of this chapter follovs the Decalogue in re-
verse order and this cnactment fits perfectly in this
scheme. It js. therefore nos&ilgg Y at the original of
these laws,, %?'2¥Sﬁs?éhgt31y resgib ng the fourth command-
mnt is to be found in I code itself. It is true that the
Deuteronomic Decalogue contains a sahbath cormand b@t no=-
where else, It is slready shown that the laws in i, enjoin-
ing the sabbath observance, follow the outline of the Uec-
alogue but manifests a freedom of expression,” independence of
the ancient prototype. This command in # is in the plural
vhile corresponding "words™ in both decalogues are in the
singular, Both Decalogue cormand the keeping of the day
of sahbath holy. This cormandment here enjoins that the
sabbath be observed. The use of PV without the compli-
mentary ‘waphb as is found in the Uecalogue of ) proves
rather that this expression is modelled after Ex XXIITI 15 or
sone similar ancient law. Thas for instance, hoth decalogues
speak of*¥ e while 1l has thijce the single word in plural

‘hMpaw, The use of the plural seems to carry with it
the 1mplieatiog that the agthor has in mind the day which was
to he observed“ (as prescribed in Ex XXIII 12 XXXIV21) rath-
er than the day as aw eatahlishedalhptiaution as is con-
veyed by the word "sabbath". These days are to be kept
i'lins the commandment and nothing more is added in explan-
Ation and nothing is said as to how it is to he observed.
It is more than likely that these coimandments without any
explanation whatsoever, or any comments but the single com-
mandment, completely and fully fits into the primitive
legislation of this ancient code, before it was amplified
by the Bamd of the Wwm- priestly redactor. It is more than
litely that ~e have here the eseence of an sncient piece of
legislation, dating back to Brobably the eighth century,
tiough the setting 1is later. In this event, this legis-
lation divested of its parenetic expansion antedates the

« Yaton o 103,
B.R.Driver, H DB Vol IV pp 31Ba Sub Sabbath.
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publication and promulgation of the Deuteronomic céde and
probably, the distinct and peculiar legislation, af.Refoém.
1Therefore the commandment of the
sabbath of the Holiness code is traceable to the earliest
jjebrew legislation as C and not at all to be ascribed to U.
The codes contain legislation regulating the manner
of observance of the various festi-als, legilslation which
has not come down to us without retouching by other than the
original editors. ThEs in D XVI 1-8 we find in the legis-
lation a fusion of his festival laws, one dealing with Teast
of 1resah and other with festival of matzoth. The verse
3a 1#&B 4a interrupt the sequence of the thought as well as
mar its consistency. For the feast of I'esah knows of but
onc day celciration while the festival of natzoth is con-
cerned only with a seven day one. This conflict is more-
over in evidence by the cormand to return home én the next
morning. In Ve 8 whichis” thorough accord with vs3An&B&4a
evinces the style of and was in all probahility an ad-
dition from his hand.®* Vhen these verses areg omitted, it will
be fonnd that the sequence of the psasage wijlews snoothly
and with but one slight exception, as in 4b ('o» m'a the en-
tire paragraph then presents an uninterrupted whole.

The legislation in Lev XXTII dealing with the fes-
tivals contains a fusion of both H's and ¥'s laws on the
subject. In a general way this is easily distinguishable.

It is so generally recognized that 1-8 and 23-38 are from *he
hangs of Rp that the reasons therefor need not here be repcat-
ed,” In the verses 9-14 are to he found the ngcleus of the
ancient 18gislation on the early spring festival which has
been largely amplified and expanded by the same priestly
editor, Vs 9 & 10aa are to be assigne® to Rp whoee intr -
ductory sentenees elsewhere, are all written in the same
vein and style. In 10ab and b, we have a law distinctive of
the original legislation. The indefinite expression "the
priest” 1is characteristic of H. (XXI 9 XXII 10-13), :ore~-
nver the opening cxpression IMAM D is likewise tppical
of the Holiness legislation (XVIII 3 XIX 23).3 In vs 11
we find evidences of the hand of Rp in such usual and typ=
ical priestly expressions asU>¥95and the needless and
superfluous repetition 2s found in the last two words of the
sentences, |37 ¥®J'L The remainderof the verse cﬂmple%EEy
fits into the scheme of the lloliness legislation as Rp
to whom some would ascribe the expression »aw > »>anrn
would ermploy a more definite determination of the festiwval
than the use of this very uncertain and vague approximation.
No matter what the expression may signify, the manner of
fixing the time of the feasts is not at all compatible with the
cusitomary usage followed by Rp. Therefore itis more than
likely that this expression goes back io the original source,
containing a meaning not at all clear.® ‘he fraumplioe of
vs 12 does not agree with the legislation of P since 12
Y. XXVIII 19-22 a most elaborate is laid down/ @)
Moreover the ¢ ssage knows nothing of the one single
lamb as an bbb, This one lamb corresponds to the one
sheafy,and "is an expression of recognition that the Wweasrt
'inh&“‘ as well is_gift of J."5 The phrase /#:v'Jis
typically priestly.® The verse 13 is a priestly amplification
" text in verses of xu, XV 4f with whose phraseology it
corresponds exactly. The deviation from the above mentioned
Iriestl gssage is so slight that it is due to a mere error
T. Terth Dt. gﬁ Cornill Entro 54 H.DB Y11 pp 685 b, Sub
Passover W.,J. Mg o =
2. HDB »ub Lev Harford-iattersby, Addis II 354, KeWigen Hex
277 SBOT Le¥ .l 934 etc.
CHOH—PETNU— 186,

4. laton JBL 18:3®.3(-37.
g. Paton JoBL 18:38.
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of nemnrg of the one who was familiar with the priestly
passage.® Vs 14 only in part is to be assigned to the n
priestly editor. Theg second half of the verse is clearly
from the hand of Rp.< In the first half of the vgrse
the expressionM? 00 U¥Y vy is chavacteristic of ¥,° The
reainder of the verse is in all probability a part of the
original element of the Holiness Code. It is more than
likely that the editor who inserted verse 13 and expand-
ed the passage was the one who chang~d the original word
9¥Y to |37P to make it fif the context. In the .
original passage, the original senteice read "until yekq“ M“'}-“"”"
gty kil . Lvisliow. with command to bring sheaf,"® After these phrases
and sentences of Rp are omitted, that which remains fully
corresponds with the langmage and spirit of this Holiness
writer.

The language and formulation of these two passages
H XXIII 9-14 D xv; 1-8 is about as diverse as it is pos-
sible to be. u1he law section is harmoniously and similarly
framed throughout in the particular style of "words". It
is written in the singular number and 2nd person address
and in the form of a direct command. The legislative pas-
sage'in H is to be classed in the formulation of a Judg-
ment, earlier form, It is written, on the other hand, in
the plural nurber but in the secon! person. The use of the
plural is moreror less unusual in H except in the distinct
parenetic portions and in all probabllity due either o
the original source or the delibera‘'e alteration by the
redactor, The diction employed is equally as dissimilar.
To these two sections, there is not but one expression
which is common and that is the usual and frequent word
d'wy with the meaniming "offer®., It seems hardly
possible that two las could be so unlike in the employ-
ment of their phraseology. D has a few common terms which
are found elsewvhere in i than in this parallel passage, as
Pl Th | MAY (#nv oa, Pl W0 234n Ty
(but never in 0 in form of % 'mnw ) wiich however indi-
cate nothing as these expressions quoted stand as such
usual and common ones and are not what might be termed as
essential to these laws., H (XXIIXI 9-14) likewise has some
expressions not found in the parallel passage #f D but

elsewhere in the codex, as 1D (B4 4 3R MW,
oy (Dohe) [N 2 (0 XXIIT 26 but not in same
sense as in H) ahiyd ‘hile these express ALe NOL 24, p wn

the most usual ones in the language, the fact

against the 1iklihood that D drew on H XXIII 9-14 for these
particular terms, Notwithstanding these expressions, com=-

mon tn hoth, the great number of most emsential and import-
ant terms and phrases of D are absent entirely ffom H, as
AIXUIA,  poy, bk oS [most frequently repeated phrase of
D) abeb, SRa R, TIRMI,  IMAT, mw ee dwd, tﬂ n, mri S3axs
T WY TARy AWy Py TR, nhoa, T"“"’ "IN,

In this 1ist, it is of interest to note that Il uses cer-
tain other and different terms for the ones which U employs,
H .

thus 921 |x» . N . WA pyresaipes ple, Yoy
Moreover H has a number of expressions not again repeated in
D at all, as g¥'¥Q WXy A3¥ > Aanm D p'sn prra

2%A 03> bway i 1INk

This lingu'iatic analysis hardly scems necessary to one
familiar with the two passages. A m@re amd casual reading

5. Paton JBL 18:38.
2. CICH P, 413 No, 62 C., P, 412 No. 535a.
4. Paton JBL 18:38,
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veading of these will suffice to prove just what I have

here attempted that the two laws are entirely independent

as the difference in language and formulation so striking
and distinct so notably prove. The disparativeness in
formulation as well as the great diversity inm diction cer-
tainly proved that neither reveal any evidences at 211 of
dependence. From the viewpoint of contents? these two laws
bearing on the mode and manner of the celebration of the
Spring festival, have very little, if anything in common.

The legislation in D enjoins that in the month of the fresh
ears, the 'aschal offered is to be brought to God at night;
the paschal offering to be selected from the sheep and cat=-
tle, must be sacrificed at the c-ntral sanctuary ard no
leaven is to be eaten with it and none of the victim is to
be left until morning. The offering cannot be offered in

any other place than at the central shrine, then it is to bhe
cooked and eaten. In the morning the offerefl may return
home.(:) In H, the enactment prescribes that at harvest, a
sheal of the first fruits of the harvest is to be brought

to priest and he is to wave it before God on the morrow
after the sabbath and on that day a perfect lamb is to bhe
offecred as an "0lah®™ to God. No bread or parched corn or
early ears are to be eiten before the sheaf has been present-
ed. One thing is partly cormmon to both laws, a sacrifice
though the one in D (167) seems to be a MNirwhile in H, it
expressly states that it is to be an "olah", In D the vic-
tim may be taken from the cattle or flocks while in H it is
to e a perfect lamb. D uniistakably e%%% that It.he N dovr v iGEG
victim is to be slaughtered and offered. dn
offering by the special nomenclature of po2while H appears
unavare of such a name, D fixes the time of such a sacrifice
indefinitely in the month of the "Ripened ears™, while H

sets the time of sacrifice when the first sheaf of the har-
vest is beought. D enjoins that the sacrifice is to be of-
fered and eaten:at night while H is satisfied merely with the
cormand that the offering be brought without stating at what
time of the day and implying at the usual time. Moreover

I forbhids the eating of leaven with the sacrifice, H forbids

the
the
are
and

eating of bread or parched corn or early ears until

oA has been presented? While these disparities

not all which have been igdicated, they are so great

S0 numcrous that it is dubiouns whether the two sacrifices

are reall~ the same and are to be classed as identical.

These differences more than likely indicate that we have here
to do with two different offerings. But if they are the same,
! ich is not likely, the diffcrences are so important and so
significant that it is not likely that two such laws could
have treated of the same subject and yet have shown so few
evidences of influence that the editors could have known of
each other's composition. Either way, whether the view be

0"¢ where the sacrificesg are identical or when they are not,
the conclusion amounts To the same, % @ one looks in vain

for any marks revealing a influences. Furthermore, I
cormands that the sheaf of the first fruits bhe brgught and
waved hefore God on the morrow e sabbath.
0 Iknows nothing bf this rite or « (In D XXIV 19, #e
find a law with some linguistic similarities to this H leg-
islation, as 7'¥P PR, WPV which hears a slight
reseriblance to this enactment of the first sheaf. It en-
Joins that in harvesting, if a sheaf be “orgotten that the
proprietor is not tW4 return to pick it up but #s to leave
it to the the orphan and stranger, It is strange that
here is one of the few places in D where the list of depend-
ents is given thut the ''bis omitted. It is doubtful

1.
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whether this omission is accidental. It may have been in-
| tentional so that the author may not have his readers con-
fuse this piece of legislation with the law of the first
fruits or sheaf of the harvest, when it i& given to priest.
Hovever that may be, the two laws are mentioné only excppt
in certain few phraseoligical correspondences. )
The law in D is another one of his attempts to
alleviate the conditions of the indigents. But why omit
the Levite? The le!!.-lat.ion of D is easily recognizdble
as being based on C~ (XXXIV 25b). This legislator merely
alters and modifies his basiq legislation by making all
sacrificing to take place at the central sanctuary in con-
tradistinetion to the more ancient law which understood the
rites as domestic or local. On the_other hand, this legis-
lation in H appears most ;rirn:ltive,a rezulating a sacred
event in the spontaneous religious l1ife of the commmity,
where feasts are the natural expressions of gratitude for
the harvest. The sheaf is meant to be an offering from
every Israelite, as an expression of gratitute for nel' har=-
vest., The legislaiion stanas on the same plane as C1 (Ex
XXII 28 XXIII 19a)® Not only therefore does H stand in-
dependently of D but seems to ®e pitched on a plane as prim-
itive add ancient as that of the source on which D drew.
Elsewhbre in D, ve £ind a legislation descriptive
ol a rite accompanying the presentation of the first fruits
which in contents slightly resem'les this Megislation offi H
which prescribes too briefly the usage of the presentation
of the omer, The law of the first fruits D XXVI 1-11 is so
full of typical D expressions and ideas that everything
points to the originality of this passage. Strangely enough
this legislative section is entirely framed in the same for-
mulation as that of 1 XXIII 9-14. It, too, is to be class-
ed as a Judgment, earlier form. Linguisticallv there are
some very interesting correspondences, as the opening sen-
tence, which varigg only ali%ht.ly from i, Thus D begins his
law with the phrue 15 T Vodux X9y bx Wvan V'
N P na ‘J‘ M NIND Sx AR ey
This latter evpresnién is recognized as an addition to the
ancient law 'y the hand of the ngn priestly editor.® RNow
in neither H or RH is the term 0 ﬂ.l ever used. ‘!loreover,
RH always writes in the plural second person while D -ostly .
sinpgular. D also always uses the peculiarly D phrase, ‘[’-‘Sx "8
which 1s never used in H while in RH always if ever used,
in the plural, JMoreover while this Bubordinate sentencc is
a characteristicallg D it is one however, which does not
enbedy or reflect any particular D ideas or thoughts. It
is one which could easily be left out of the lawbook and '
yet would not be missed. Therefore while in D it is pe- .
culiar, it is hardly likely that of all the important and
essential sentences and ideas of D, this insignificant
phrase should be the only one borrowed byHRi, It is more than
ﬁnkply that here we have to do with a stock phrase which
picled up and used frequently. Kurthermore, this passale
h's Beveral other expressions not at all sigrificant which W
% Iepeated again in the i passage of XXIII 9-14, as r”
2 wxy o Likewise common to this passgge U XXVI 1-1
and 11 XVII-XXVI are the mosé¢ usual and frequent words and

phrases, Yy ,awr, Nph, oS3 X2 RLE TR L&
b AR | nnw

1, Paton JBL 18:76-7.

“« [B IITI Sub Passover, I Benzinger col 7589

3. B IIX 3598 I 13, "The specification of this law go back
0o time earlicr than *f legislation of resah and Nat-

4 zoth which we find in text of D.
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rut overweighing the importance of these expressions are the

rnany words which are not at all found anywheres in i, as,
'‘MTAR yawas [ in the wense and connection here used).
INJA, NITV b, AYPR AN, TIXXMYX, Ja v

Uyw ‘Pea, BTE NS4, giMy 1¥Y',  uyn, dSPavay
IV, SR Iny, Aty wabey  ar3nb PN T2
70 yIr . BTa e, RiaXa  mg'aww, &) adn par.

These many typical D phrases and expressions which are en-
tirely absent in H reinforce the view I have all along
tried to maintain that the laws are independent.

No#this independence seems to be further oven
vhen we compare the gontents. D XXVI 1-11 prescri¥es the
ceremony and repeats prayer which takes place at the pres-
cntation of the first fruits. The offerer is commanded to
bring of the first fruits of his fruit trees and place in
hasket and go to the central sanctuary and gi—e to the
priest and repeat the prayer. The priest takes the basket
and puts it in front of the altar, and all shall rejoice
of his household, together with Levite and stranger. UNow
there are certain features in common to D XXVI 1-11 and H
XXIITI 9-14. The central figure in the cererony is the priest.

N 271 . The ceremony is to take place about the first
fruila, D, speéifying B the fruit trees while H malkes
provision onlv f.r the harvest. It is, in other words, a
harvest rite.

now the differences between these two passages
go to prove the contention I wish to make, that both codes
are entirely indepcndent. H knows nothing of a prayer which
would be just as appropriate, just as fitting for the pres-
entation of the omer of the barley as for the basket of fruit
of the fruit harvest. It is more than likely that this pray-
er is an original composition of D since it is so full of v
phrases ard thoughts. Amd if H had relied on © for his m:-
terial what should hinder him from embodying this prayer as
a part of his legislation in the presentation of the omer.
Futthermore, ) commands that the ceremnony be accompanied with
re joicing and that the Y4 and Levite participate in the
festal joy. H knows nothing of the Levite while in this
presentation of the barley sheaf, no mention is made of this
festival joyousness. On the other hand, Il describes the
rite of waving the sheaf, a rite entirely #nknown to D, and
a rite which too would have been most appropriate at the
presentation of the f#nit basket. D uses the expression

JeAbx Y uss while . '™ ‘%, In the D prayer itself
ideas are also expressed which are not again found in H, as
'aX T3I% 'myx,the historical reference to the sojourn in
Fgypt and their wvast increase in population. Also the des-
cription of Palestine as a lamd flowing with milk and honey.
Sometimes the critics attempt to explain the omissions and
differences as df the two codes of laws were supplementary,
that all diversity is deliberate and all omissions are
$ ¥ +« Now the only and sole way by which th se
striling diffcrences can be accounted for in the comparison
of these two laws is entirely on the-ground that the editors
were entirely ignorant of eafh other.

A piece of legislation bearing some relationship
with this 1 XXVI 1-11 is the passage prescribing the pecu-
liar popular usage i XIX 23-25. The institution described
is undoubtedly very ancient as reference tn it is found in
© XX 6. The passage here cgnstitutes also an original part
6" the original legislation®. It is morc than probahles
'k L in this chapter, this law on @uwswal  apd
matters “¥& manifestly out of place. The suggestiwm! that
that this section moet likely belonged to the section of

1. Paton JBL 16:665.




W) 2'351(XX 8) The verb is used conveying the same idea expressed

lawbook on sacred seasons, perhaps coming originally be-

twveen I XXIII and XXV. In that place, it would better

suit than if its present position. The use of peculiar H

language only adds additional proef of the originality of

this law, languages, as (%I1IP > , YTp Al ivega v ux

ihis custom, thvs legalized, of refraimingfrom the eat- |
ing of the fruit of a fruit tree lCor the first four years

and devoting the growth of the rourth year to God is somewhat

similar to the usage prescribed in D XXVI 1-11 where of hhe

first fruit of each year a basketfull is to be presented to

tod. Of course, onlyv in this slight resemblance in con-

tents is the relationship of these two laws reflected.

From the viewpoint of formulation, also they are both framed

alike. This piece of legislation Il XIX 23=-25 1is to be class-

cd as a Judgment earlier form., Similar to the law in D

XXVI 1-11. There are certain few phraseological correspond-

ences also existing between these two laws but are mainly

confined to usual expressions as 1£1a3 3 YY<» bx,  1'99 |
This law has however some linguistic resemblances !?th the {tr,4) B9 *
D codex as a whole, as gnYe® s (AVI 21 P20 py (3000) 957 %8 () 0vp sl P

in this noun. This enactment is also written in the 2nd
person plural, Now it is of interest to observe that the
words com'on to both H XIX 23-25 and D XII-XXVI that dn

the latter lawbook they are scattered throughout the code,

no two of them are to he found in the same verse orparagraph.
This is significant as proving that D did not derive his
words from this small section only to use them var ously
throughout his lawbook but demonstrates rather that these
expressions appearing in both are common in the language and
essential, Moreover, E uses the expressioms never again
found in the 0 T. 'AYy Whbyy a* 53y

nevelr appearing in the code of D at all. The point I wish to
malie is that the two passages D XXVI 1-11 and H XIX 23-25

are entirely independent,

A comparison of the con¢éents of the two legislations
will bear out what I am endeavoring to prove. Except for the
idea common to bokh, the two laws have hothing else in com-
mon. The idea fundamental in this law seems closely to
resemble the basic idea of H XXIII 10-14 where oneif for-
bidéen to eat of the harvest until a sheaf of the harvest
is brought, Thus no one can eat of the fruit of a tree
until after first four years only after the fruit of the

ourth year- is devoted to -od. Exactly the sort of cere-
mony which is to be practised is probably taken for granted
and presupposed It is assuredly not the one here pres-
crited, The difference and disparity between D XXVI 1-11
and # XIX 23-"5 1s #o0 great that the small and almost in-
visible thread of substantial correspendence really amounts
to nought and hear proof of the absolmte independence of these
tvo passages, ;

More closely related to H XIX 23-25 is the passage of

D XV /[9-27% which enllnndi that the firstborn of the flock

is the property of God." I has no law whatsoever degling
with the firstlings of the cattle and sheep. The méaresi
thing to it in 0 1s this law of the first fruit of a tree
as the § property of :od. And yet though this context = .
is thus reserbling the formulation is so strikingly
Tifferent as to prove the total independence of both law--
hooks, As we have treated and discussed ves. 21-23, we need
not. here be detained with an unnecessary and superfluous
repetition, The remaining verses 19 & 20 are so replete
with D characteristic phrases and thoughts that there is not
tre slightesé reasons to intimate that this passage is to be
?uusidered any other than a part of D. Neither in phraseo-
»07y nor forrmlation, are these tvo laws alike. 1he law in

Hodgoframed mgn_gﬁgtmrefﬂwords', in the singular 2nd
1. Baentsc v 3 E) ev -20.
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person. In language there is not one single expression
common to both passages, but both use their own peculiar
words or phrases, thus, D employs v'Ie» while H has
Uvp D has 725X s H has only S
Flsevhere in H, the expression 7%)' & 957 are used.
The distinctive and typical D expressions are never found

as 2wy Y -lisg; 773 -,-uw 333, TA» =b 1;1; »sa
M3 MV Ia'; AN
[he difference 1in

phraseoldgy bet.weenit.hese two laws, having
more or less this same idea in common™ could hardly be
greater. Just as the first fruit of the tree belongs to
iod so the firstborgy of the animals and the phrasing is so
disparate as to leave no doubt about the independence of the
twvo passages. That this idea is viewed as underlving both the
concept ‘on of the first fruits and firstborn is i1llustrated
by the phrase found in D XXI 15-17 1/% 3'9n? where the
first born is described by the borrowed term firstfruit.?
While the fundamental conception of both laws D XV 19-21 and
II XIX 23-25 is more or less identical, the phraseology
an! correlated thoughts are glaringly dissimilar. D orders
that all :ales-firstborn among cattle and flocks be devoted

W 'TpN to God., They shall neither be worked nor sheared.
They shall be eaten annually before God at the central sanc-
tuary. Compared with this legislation is the one in the
iioliness code which forbids the eating of the fruit of a
trce durigg its fiﬁ?t three years. In the fourth gear it is
to be devoted ( 5n) to God. Then following this con-
secration, its fruit may be generally eaten. D adapts the
basic law Ex XXII 28 by requiring it @f each one that he
bring his firstborn to God to the Central sanctuary and
further alters it by setting no time 1imit as C does. Of
course this modification is made necessary by the dis-
vstablishment of the local sanctuaries as it would be impos-
sible for a cattle raiser to present each firstling in its
eighth day at Jerusalem, But while making this change, he
requires it f them that they do not worl or shear the an-
imal during the period of waiting. Now thfstdistincti¥f D
features are entirely absent in H. In his law on the first-
fruits, he €ves not particularly stress the plaée at which
the fruits are to be brought but creating an ambiguity by
his lanpuage, making it possible to interpret this law as
requiring the fruit to be brought either to the local shrines
or Central sanctuary. Both of these interprétations are
permissible. The unclearness and indefiniteness in this
legislation indicates that the lawgiver could scarcely
have used P as a source book and yet miss the essential and
important ideas understood by his reformation and fail to
rcpeat this emphatic declaration of D. rnoreover, H's use
of the idea contained in expression ©’5»y indicating his
?i iliarity with the rite of circurcision, a rite never
a eq to in D code, a rite evidently receiving his ap-
roval“points to the emwployment b§ H of a diff'erent source
than D and onw whow this practise was so wvividly under-
stood as to be applied to other customs. Just as D XX 6
refers to the practise here prescriyed, thus proving his
familiarity with a legislation this part of which he did not
quote. Notwithstanding this slight basic resemblance in
these two pleces of legislation, the important and signifi-
cant ideas and expressions of the two laws show such variance
and such diversity as to create the cttude of their
independence.

It has been proposed that the "sacrifice of the

'irstborn was only a secondary exgention of the practice of
offering the fruits of the field.” " The absence therefore
of any reference to the firstborn in the lioliness code is not
¢ntirely without some interest. If the above is an accurate
1. Daentsch Lev 19:23-25, GBOT Lev. XIX 23-25.

)
3. B 1% 889-3504b. 1 Denzinger sub Passover.
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account of t'e course of the history of the two institutions,
then the silence in H probably means that its legislation

is more ancient than the establishment of sacrifice of the
firstling, and probably as old as C. If this is at all
oorrect, which at best is merely conjectural, then this

theory only tends to prove what a literal comparison has

all along attested. I know that there are some who see in
lev. XXITI 27 an allision to the sacrifice of the first-
born.> But let me ask, why this taboo on the wgrd ~'9a2 1
Voreover the veraq‘u it stands is coﬂw{ni .4 It has

been tampered withdthe priestly ed#tor who prolmbly changed
its meaning and therefore im its present forg, it is pext

to i possible to determine what H really meant. But let us
assumeé that this verse is alluding to the sacrifice of the
firstborn and that they should not be offered before the

7th day, ve cannot help but see in it then a striking conflict

with D. For the latter sets one age at which the firstborn

is to be brought while H goes back to the original code C.

Now only suppose as some do ihat the attenuated compunity
after exile made possible this reversion. If thatnzzrthe
case, the conflict with D is not explained but emphasized.

Is it not better to presuppose that 1! was in ignorance of

I and therefore could make these modifications, modifica-
tions for which there are no reasons. It anpears to me in
this 1i XIX 23-25 that the law is in complete ignorance of D's
law on the firstborn and that th piler purports not to
estaklis» a place where the firs y be presented but

to stress and emphasize that the growth of the first four
years belongs to .HVHl and not Baal.#® It may be therefore
that the employment of such words as 2'%7v 1s to assent
positively that until devoted by the distinct oHVH rite,

they are entirely unclean to Him and therefore to the Is-
maclite, Thus by the use of these words fe proposed to point
out that they are to be consecrated by the special JHVH

rite to the God of the land JHVA., Therefore the concern

of this anthor #y rditor is not the same as that of D and

the ahsence of the ddentical intcrests shows their #nde-
rendence ..

Th¥s by way of summary H and D shows a total ip-
dependence. H does not show any knowledge of Passover and
the presentation of the firstfruit in P)XXMI 1-11 1is to-
tally dissimilar to II XXIII 10-14 XIX 23-25. Even the laws
on the firstborn and firstfruits, the slight thread of sim-
ilarity is too frail in the 1ight of the manifold differences
on which to build any other theory thafthe indepemdence of
the two codes.

Both codes liijewise possess legislation bearing
on the ll:rvest fegtsd of Pent@cost, U XVI 9-12 H XXIII
15-20, These passages have not escaped expansion at the
"ands of later authors. Except for the last sentence of
the paragraph in D, there is no reason to consider this
passage as other than a part of the original D. The last
sentence of this #egislation ~ives the impression of heing
additional, as it adds nothing to the sense of this law
which is at all necessary. Driver thinks that thids sen-
tence was suggested by the word 77:¥4in the previous sen-
tence and added this parenetic exhortation. The fact that

river is moved to explain this sentence shovs that he was
' dem ol, .

J. Addis IX 352,
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puzzled somew n: by its presence and its apparent connection
with the law,. more than prnbable that ik is an after
thought added by a later scri 16e® perhaps suggested by the

use of <2y 1in verse 11, The parallel passage in H XXIII
15-22 has ajmost been submerged in the flood of priestly
expansions and presents a problem to extricate the origimal
i'rom the mass of editérial additions. That this paragraph
contains an original nucleus is generally conceded and
recognized by many evidences of lH's earmarks and to present
proof of it is not at all necessary. We have previously
discussed vE 22 and therefore we need not discuss it again.
Vs 21 is so full of marks of the priestly editor that to

call attention to thém hardly agpears necessary. Thus

sn h ex ressio as rnora gyvd’ wvp Mral*’;ﬁlay R
P TR 2> p 1y 1.

In the remninder, after deleting those expressions and words
which are characteristic of I’, that which is left discloses
a primitive laW which is in every sense closely related to
the original T and reveals kany distinctive H t@mms. Thus
in vs 15, the second half of the sentence, shows thg usual
style of Rp who {v-n'“-hm' is _so unusual in H‘. The
word N®MA is a typectpriestly term.8 1In 16, the second
half of the sentence is an identical repetition of the priest-
1y sentence found in Nu. XXVIII 26. Tn:17, the expression
143¥n -- v which gfbes in such minute details is 8o
uncharacteristic of H that it diséteses its pricstly origin.
In the next verses 18 & 19, the:sacrificial prescriptions
are similar to the Priestly legislation in sacrifices in I’
Nu. XXVIII 26. except for the ddition of the 2 lambs. It
is more than probable than these sacrifices which agree
with those described in P were added by the Rp who desired
to malke the two accounts conform. On the other hand I’ has
no injunction of 2 lambs, which is to be assigned to the
origimal stratum of HH. This is proven by t''e fact that
just as the one sheaf is to be accompanied hy the sacrifice
of a lamb, so the two loaves have a corresponding law of
2 lambs, TFurthermore in 20, the reference to the two lamhs
ard to no other sacrifice indicates that the mon priestly
editor did not know of other sacrifices. Also in these
verses the distinctive priestly expressions, as Pn'y R’y
pux 2ot b p.l 2 owpnete. akk point to the same hand.
In verse 20, after omitting the typical priestly word,»J!»
and probably the p*v3id -4 which was inserted to har-
nonize the sentenae, that which rem'ins entirely conforms
to the original.l
A comparison of these two passages aflter excluding
those unessential and additionnl phrases and insertions, will
reveal the absolute independence of these two passages. Too
often, the critics assume that these different laws are
familiar with eacl other and the changes effccted or the
disparities in evidences are always with an
‘'yé to each other. This is a presupposition which is incor=-
rect from the start. lor the diversity between them which
&. Steurnagle Dt Ad Loc.
CIiCH 419 138,
Idem 415 89.
Idem 419 140c.
Id'm 413 62.
Idem 412:55.
Idem 413 62
Baentsch Lev XXIII 15.
S. ciCli 417:118 L,
*. TPaton JBL 18:3
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are unexplainable and inexplicable rather prove the tradition
and origin of each code represent an independent development,
.independent of each other.() For on no other basis can these
differences between the par&iCulallnws be explained. Ikrom
the point of view of formulation theme two passages more or
less agree except that the one in D 1s written in the sin-
gilar while that in Ii is in the plural. The former therefore
is to be styled "words" and the latter "cormandments."

singxixexw

The language andphraseoclogy are more diverse than the form-
ulation. Except for the word J»v'to count’, thege is no other
word ¢ hmon 'o both passages. The descriptive terms em-

nloyed v s0 greatly as to create but one impression and
that, &f independence. T'ms D-m P —
Ll
" ayrav v Y " i
= Di1YAA AIDIAR
. .’.,. n3ITI DON o2 DAY

“hen it is borne in mind that these essential terms and
expressions each conveying aPout the same idea yet @iffer
so radically in expresséon, it is without doubt true that
the passagescould hardly have been aware of each other with-
out revealing this familiarity by s'me similar essential
cxpressions. D, thus, employs the feollowing expressions
not only not found im the parallel passage of H but not in
t'e entire code, 28 »¥i3e ,bnpm, Ynpan(not found ourside
of B) PAR3, 9588, SNpawiawdan, e a3vs ave,  g39ar b
yyea YU, o'n mambs, "9t prpea pw 3wb
m the other hand, H employs a number of expressions in its
passage on the l’entecost not found again at all in D codex
as pavn PYpnn an gvyea, grapn RS v
ua
dust‘LS these words and expressioons are importaneé in each
p'ssage, contey ideas which show just as great a distinct-
iveness as these phraseological diffcrences have proven.
D XVI 9«12 orders that Pentecost should be celelgrated seven
weels after the siclle beginneth on the standing corn, he
obhserved from the voluntary offerings of the harvest and all
shall rejoice, the family and the por at the ¢entral sanc-
tuary. H XXIII 15-20R.enjoins that every Israelite shall
connt from the morrow af}e abbath from the time when you
bring the Omer until the ‘E: fifty days amd bring twg loaves
of bread made from the new grain to God. To guthw them
they shall offer 2 lambs as a nar and the priest shall
wave them before God and they shall fall to the priest.
Now the two laws agree in this, that the date of the frsti-
val is not definitely and exactly fixed: that it should
be observed approximately fifty days after the early spring
festival; that an offering of the harvest be made though D
is still indifinite as to the kind and amount, N fixes it
more exactly. It is of interest to note the fterm employed to
describe the early spring l'estiwal of the Harvest, a phrase

not. even remotely resembling any in 1, anga wnp.
That D was Camiliar with this feast 1s evidenced by the at-
tention he to it. That he omits legislation on it is

not at all explicable excep: that perhaps he expects to
sibstitute the iassover for it. Now it is furthermore
interasting to observe that both the ancient primitive

code W 1 & 2 employ the particular word o °'>3awhich is not
uUsed at all in D but repeated in H, a"d seems to prove that

U Wt i ilS, o o, inade, R powsrk tomsclly ibnk sk alty b Lo Y deala
Gl e e, B und _:__m“_:r
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the latier is more nearly related to the primitive legisla-
tion bhan is D. Moreover C denominates the festival by the
expression ¥v¥2? »n while D employs a ney name »13\3¥ 2R,
Thisinnovation_is ahsent from H who does not even speal: of
the:e onc-dny-iprvest offeringsas N festivalsat all. It
appeass as nothing more than a Spnféwss,  observance with
only a definite prescription as to the amount and kind of
the sacrifice. In the latter ¢ode, the hapvest is gathered
in a hurry ani the food prepared #am in the crudest and least
prepared as '5r which is closely similar to the natzoth.
Yhen the harvest season comcs to an eénd, the food is more
fully prepared into loaves which require some time. Neither
of these two preparations are known to ND. Also Il preuer{'es
. practise of wajinz which is not referred to *n D, a prac-
tise which is a survival of an ancient custom.” D prescibes
a domestic meal in which all the family and indigent parti-
cipate ami then at the Central Sanctuary. Il knows nothing
of the such a repast but gives the two offeerins to the
priest., If we assume therefore that the legislation in D
antedates that in i, the @ifferences and contradictions e silucece
show that they were entirely independent. Thus the dmdmuzs
imm distinctive innovations and neWel modifications of b
are, the nawe of the festivals, and the adaptation to the
Central Sanctuary and the domestic meal at which all the
poor and dependent are to partake. MNone of these novel
features of D are to be found in Ul. | is not aware of the
nomenclature ascrikcd this festival. He may prescribe the
presentation of the Firstfruits at the central sanctuary,

ineeapretngiens., 16 i; likely that i 1{ he had relied on U

would have allowed such vagueness in his text paréitularly
when the code on which he depended made so rmch ahout this
matter? iurthermore i and H are in apparent conflict about
v family meal, If on the othor hand, the use of the expres-
sion ©'333f(not found in D but in C 1 & 2)may point to the
antiquity of this law,”™ despite its exactitude and definite-
ness with regard to the offering which may perhaps indicate
a post Deuteronczic origin, then D did not derive anything
from I! but rdeliverately changed the text.

The ¢ des likewise contain legislation bearing on the
reast of Swees™ . That both of them agree on the num-
her of festivals only signifies that they are almost con-
temporaneous or that both are traceahle to sources like C
which have the three which are comron to ) and H. TVe law
in p (XVI 13-§8) is without doubt an original part of the
ancient D code for there is no reason to consider this pas-
sag-~ as any other than helon=ing to t e original 0. The law
in ¥ XXIII 39-44 was unot a: fortunmate for it has undergone
anplification at the hand of a latter priestly editor as
the othcr legislation on the lfestivals., In vs 39 the def-
inite dating of the festival in 390N\ points directly to the
priestly editor which practise is not a trait of the lioliness
lditor, _In 39b, the expression|™3¥used twice in t'is half
sentence as well as the definite determinagion and mention
of eighth day also indicate the same editor.® Verse 40
is entirely in accord with this primitive legislation pre-
scribing the mode and manner of obscrvance. The second half
of the verse has the appearance of coming from the non-
nriestly editor. Vs 41% is entirely P’ as the characteristic
rriestly expressionsare in complcte evidence as ad'yaen

0 'Avivh WAvy wIny The first half of,the verse

is superfluous repeating the sare idea as containf‘t o
39 A B, In vs 42a we have a law thoroughly in agreement
vith the anc ent torath  "42b is a mere reiteration of the

« EB. 3851, enzinger
2 Idem. - 3651,
CHCIT 419 137C.
SBOT Lev pp 95=96.
EB sub Lev. G.!.Moore.
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sane thought in the language of #."3 In 43 both the lan-
ruage ag*Macs - peband the historical reference are charac-
teristica!ly'{ and except for the last theee words all eiee
helongs to P.

These two laws have the same rclathBsnsRAp to each #he
from the standpoint of formulation that the previous two have.
The one in 1 is to he termed a word since it is written
in the 2nd person singular, The other éne in H is to be
classed as a cormandment bring written in the plural. TheWe
are a few more linguistic contacts between these pieces of
legislation than between the foregoinz. Thus there are
commion to both, these expressions p'?’ Pyav npRY AR sO*a
'his last word is one by whose root, the nare of this fes-
tival im ancient times was designated being call-dT°*? anand
pr 'ably because of that, these laws employ this expression.
~ven though both laws use Anl merely uses it without a

e;tuail accusative while Il never uses it without such

an dhject. Thus D says , 'A7n &30 an b devn

while (| has always '3 4A ladna |, This slight minor
ling“stic difference points to the independence of these laws.
This view is reinforced hy the sreat number of expressidns

which Ii never embodies, as J3p's 1J$an,i1l$iyn>:;‘ >v3°
orpes g "ibn pamdw [g'pn wiy anayr Tn!'r
o'y 9 PIdww, i mava,

These typical D phrases and terms so characteristic of the
leuteronomic code are never fTound in 4 at all. The passage

in (1| _has some words and expressions which are not found in
I s, I PEIN, J'@%x3a BItA, TR KY,1V9 ,09P8 BB
iy MY XY, bna 2oy pi>O2

In the light of the few verbal contacts g th¢s§ numerous
digtions varying in each piece of legislation make possible
but one deduction, namely that the two passages are cntirely
indepenient.

in analysis of the contepts points to the same con-
c¢lusion, Thus D orders that%& of succoth should he obh-
ser'ved seven days at tde gathering in of the threshing
floor and wine vats., and all the fanily and hired labor
and indirents should rejoice. at the central sanctuary seven
days, rejoicing in the blessing which God has sent. To the
law is added the summary assertion, taken from ¢ (XXIII 17%)
that every male shall appear before God three times a year
and shall not appear empty-~handed but each man with a gift
according to his ahility. The law in 7! orders that the
frast to the Lord he ohserved scven days at the harvest ol
the increase of the land, and that each on the first day
tale cnlasm fruit and branches an! rejoice hefore the Lord
and in booths dwell for seven days. There are certain
features cormon to these laws but not at all distinctive
and peculiar to either of them. Thus, the dates nre left
indeterminate depending on the time of the autumn harvest
hut Ehe feasts are to be ohserved with rejoicings for seven
dnyé. They differ in many important and essential features.
Thus U designates this feast by the term M30xA™ which
name is singularly dnknown to Il as well as ¢ 1 ¥ 2, D
assumes that the origin and reason for this name are known
to his readers, This feast is to bhe observed by a -period of
rejoicing according to D by the family and the dependents,
and then for séséudays at the central sanctuary. These two
features seem also to he contributfions of the bLeuteronormic
reforms, of concentrating the observance at one shrine and
by ndmitting the needy to participate in the joy of the
festival. Of them H has nothing at all. He seems to ignore
these domestic meals in which the poor ai‘e to partake and

d. Paton +BL 13:41,
4. EB Sub lev, G.F.Moore.
AL ) fastrdulins D b W N nvetotloner. Ao -
W Fhe penaa uuwa edabvalins ag o - do
n A bt bqv-,.,.d oudecine M&Tt‘}"mu“m
l-!-dqr’l [ ¥ 25 -1... cuilows M Wﬂ s 1ol ae L_I_
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while H does use the expression "before God"™ he is just as
vague as 1 is definite on this subject of the central sanc-
tuary. H also adds an injunction for the gathering of cer-
tain branches and the command to dwell in booths for seven
days. These two items are unknown to ) or rather not men-
tioned by him. The agreements and coincidences in these
lepislative passages are so natural and would arise out of
the ancient source, the indefinite date, the rejoicing at
the feast and the celebration for s¥mudays. Except for the
last, the others are alluded to in C. The disagreements are
so great as to prove their independence. Thus the peculiar
features;.l the laws annexed by D are unknown to il and the
variations in N are ignored by D. Now the common feature
the seven day celebration may have been originated by 0 and
ropied by I but why if he took this small iknovation, did he
«top there? Why did he not also incorporate nther features?
turthermore in imitation of U, U requires of every male that
he appear before God three times a year and not empty handed
either. This inkunction is not found in li and may have
possibly follow out of the original. Bet _in this commnde
ment D repeats the names of the reativalq:ﬂgf appearing in
any other code up to H, 71his iwmjmmztism ignorance on the
part of 1l probably shows that !l w's éntirely unaware of u.
Both codes provide some regulation for a sabbat-
ical year though the provisions,except for the time,do not
correspond. The law in D XV:H8 has not in its entirety
come dowvn to us without cxpansion-at the hand of later
seribe. In vm 4-3, the extraneous matter and parenetic
digression interrupts the sequence of the legislation.
Not only does ve 7 follow naturally and fit én tb com-
pletely to vs 3 but the spirit and contents arve not in
conformity with general tendency of D and contradicts the
lepgislation of this section. Particularly vs 4 is in tntal
conflict with v8 7 ¢ 11 and v 5 « 6 fpm a unit with and
belong iogether mith vs 4, thus compelling their omission wil
<’ the verse s to be excluded. When these verses are de=-
leted, it will be found that 7 joins oato 3 most smooth-
ly, creating mithxtkmxzeisxzndxgantxinzxasxxdsgmatexsndxexkid
rexxnnxfarxemmpukingxthtxx xthizxprEszgexasxanyxaikar
not the slightesd® disturbance.” The remainder of the legis-
11tion is in complete compatibility with the code and con-
tains no adequate and valid reason for computing this pas-
sage s any other than that of D. The parallzl passage
in J XXV 1-28 presents considerably more @ifferent prob-
lem” as alien hands have greatly and ingeniously expand-
ed the ancient text, and transmitted a version which makes
the question of separation @ most difficult onme. In this
chapter there is legislation on two different institutions,
one providing for a seventh year release and the other a
fiftieth year Jubilee. That the ancient code contained the
legislation on the former is @®usually conceded and no one
has raised any doubt about the originality of this rezulation
28 ds contained in 1-7 and 18-22., (f course not this entire
passage is origigal for this section conuld not be so fort-
unate as to escape the redactional hand of either the priest-
ly or non-priestly editor. Thus vs8 1 and ? aa are recog-
nized as additional settings *v the non priestly e itor who
has expanded the law elsewhere hy such framcword.V') The re-
mainder of the verse belomgs to RIl and H. Verse 3 is typi-
callay H, written in tre style and digtion of this ancient
lcgislation. In 4 & 5 the expression (¢ e M0 belengs
betrays its priestly origin not only by its taNtology but
by its characteristic priestly lanigageﬁ as _|mav nv,4
1. Borme ntro 54 Bertholet Dt 48. 158 a.
3. BBOT Lev 98, Addis II 360-1.
4. Paton JBL 18:a4,
6. HDB Vol IV P 325 a & b
4. cCucy 419:137 ¢,
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The next two verses 6 & 7 are written in the ﬁﬁ“ﬁ*ﬁic tone
ot" the nonlpr;estly editor and are to considered as cu&ﬁgﬁy
from his hand” except the expression w35 »33xb which Bus-
picions by its plumal number; by its needless repetition of
the last word of Wue"l and by the fact that this word is never
used in 1 and i1s a characteristic priestly ~xpression.
Verses 18 and 19 correspond to similar sentences™the conclu-
ding exhortation while the parenetic tone and homeletic
explanation that blessings will follow the observance of this
law even unto the year is not at all typical of the
br ef and pointed lawgiver of the ancient and primitive code.
Therefore this passage is to be assigned to H
Now when #a approach the guestion T the originality
of the passage vs 9-17, we touch the problem as its soprest
point. That the language of the section &m in places charac-
teristically H is unquestionable., Thus in verse 17, there are
several typical H expressions, while in 9b the/mention of
Yom Eippur as an an¥sal fast must be late* belonging to 1.
Also vs 11 and 12 which superfluously applies to the Jubllee
year the injunétion imposed for the sabbatical year is clear-
ly an addition and insertion by Rp, as it moreover interrupts
the train of thought between 10a and 13 and furthermore
"either 10b or 13 is redundant."§ Thus after deleting these
verses from this passage, excluding all reference to the
law of "mllow field in the 50th year, that which is let't,
is in total ignorance of such an injunction. Its incon-
gruity in this section is acentuated by the logical im=-
possibility of its fulfillment. For naturally every seventh
sabbatical year, makes the farmer leave his field fallow in
the 49t» vear and if he 1is expected also to refrain from
cultivating it again in the fiftieth, he will find it next
to impossible to eke out his living or save sufficient forlive
yvear's of land idleness, It stands to reason that this
law applied to the Jubilee year is the work
of a later Rp editor who thpught that the injunction might
he better performed if N—% year of fallowness did not
occur so often as the 7th year. For this reason probably,
he interpolated this passaze with the identica] verse taken
fron the passage dealing with sabbatical year.” After omit-
ting this passage that which remains shews no awareness of
the fallow Jubilee year but knowvs only of a property return
in the riftieth year. The antiquity of this institution
is shown despite the absence of any reference to it in D
and C both“ithe name employed bar which is an ancient wead Wrd
and by the fact that in vs 9 the wyear is to begin on the
10th of the seventh month which wis the ancient new years
day, a sacred day long before the day of aitonement was esi-
tablished. That the priestly editor added the second half
this verse is proven by the inconsistency of an editor who
could think of breaking in on the sacred and sol day of
atonemen$ by such a sBmllar and profane custom as Plowing
on the 8. throughout the land. To this editor who was
cormenting on this verse, this sention of the tenth of the
seventh month, called to his mind only the rast
ahd the original signification of this day hiad lost its
ancient meaning. That some should heold this legislation
48 unoriginal is an arbitrary view without basis in reason.
Thus if #» to reckon this passage as a other than n, the
crities shouldﬂmo be accurate, assign it to its proper source.
If the legislation does not belong to H it n the efore be
ascribed to [’ But the language of this legislation is in
laces rore nearly akin to Il than to P. Moreover it is true
E. Woore KB HI.E’EB SUD Lev. Petew J0F [ 4% i
1. CHCH 416:110 '
2, rJaton JEL 18:48, H DB Vol IV 325 note. ;
3. DB Sab Lev Battersby (4). Iderm SBOT Lev 99 8. EB Moore
—%.7. 5BOT Lev 98 1ine 33-36 Addis II 361-2-{Lev III .0l 2786.
5. ERBR II Col 2615. Sub Jubilee I .
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that this institution is not mentioned in either JE or D
nor in Jeremiah, But their silence on the matter is not a
valid reason for claiming its lateness. In Ez 46 16fT,
for instance, the ¥se of this words??7 Mnox terms used
in this law in the sarme connection and context indicate
that the subject ¥n mind is practically identical. In that
prophetic passage, the awthor speaks of a redemption of
the property and failg to mention which the period for such
return is either the or Jubilee year. Benziger
(EB ITI sub Jubilee) argues that because seremiah uses the
word 7™ in connection with the mammexism manpumission
of slavec. 1in %Egﬁsabbatical year thatfiekial had in mind
the same period ut the fifference between the subject
matcer treated in these two prophetic passages amd the
@#imilarity of the subject matier as well as language of
Ezekial with the law in the lioliness code appear rather to
point to the fact that the latter prophet had in mind a
redemption of the lamd every half century. And common
sense would seem to hear out this view for it would he next
to impossible to sell or rather lease land only for a brief
period of sever years as even Paton thinks was originally
provided for in this law, (&ly during a generation could
‘such a lease have any Walue. That the concluding chapter
mkkes only mention of the sahbatical year (34f) and not of
the Jubilee does not mean anything. For in the first place,
the passages ip.the final exhortations referred to, are later
insertions by editor who was striick by a violation of
this law many a time, in fact every seven years while the
other regulation couli easily not haye occurred
in his 1ife d therefre not have called fhAim him
any such observation. Noreover, that these sentences were
int "rpolated in 26 means that they fitted in the context.
It is hardly conceivable how in such ‘an exhortation, un-
less the chapter was to become a resume how he could have
incorporated a cormment on the fQedemption of the land ow
a2 violation of this rule. Therefore the absence of anv
reference in the final chapter to this particular piece of
legislation really means nothing. It neither pwwiw/ that
the apcient code contained such a law or did wt. On the
other hand, trc use of special H distion, the designation of
the year as 531" and the fact that the year begins on the
tenth day of the seventh month, do prove that we have bere to
deal with an ancient piece of legislation. To ascertain
and determine the original constitution and composition of
tiris section is however another question and not an easy one.
ilefore passing on to a» akalysis of the original text, it is
of interest to note that in vs 3539 we find a clue as to
what the ancient legislaiion contained. It is fvident from
this paragraph and the subsequent legislation as I have shown
in a previous connection thatthe manumission f the
in the 50" year was not treated in the ancient legislation.
In vs 35-39, no mention is made of a sabbatical and Jubilee
year but contained mere general prohibitions against exacting
interest from a fellow llebrew. In the subsequent legisla-
tion, the same facts have heen ascertained. Nov I have pre-
viously answered the question which has begn raised that this
legislation in 1ts ancient form did not % any com- %
bt L onANds about relcase or redemption of peepesdp=te peraons‘ﬂ* '
""“tas made by a later priestly writer who was faniliar with the
U law and sadiendd by the probablg experience that it was
not being obeyed changed it, extending the period of release.l
. Now reverting to the pownt we raised before this
l'mediate digression, the original nucleus of this law pro-
vided for the redemption of property in the fiftieth year
is clear by the separation 05 this passage on the basis of
its diction and plyraseology.” ‘In vs 8, the thought is re-
peated in sliﬁhtly different language and the gqaestion to be

answered is ich half of the sentence is original. It seems
to me by analogy of XXITI 15 that the first port of the

veérse is to be recko
to H or as
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not without good reason thinks. ‘n 2, 1 shall pass over the
verse as i¢s originality I have already discassed, In the
next verse 10, there are clauses which are typically and
characteristically H as gauway 3 =i9= (Ez XLVI 17)4

M1VIT (XVIII 26). In this verse, the use of>nsowwhich is
tvpical of P shows from whom this clause originated and to-
whom to be assigned. I have previously discussed verses 11
and 12but there remains to answer lertholet who would assign
then to KH who combined N (1-7) and H2 (8-10). It scems more
natural to ascribe these interpolations to ¥ who borrfowed
then from 1-7 and sought to apply them to Jubilee celebra-
tion since the rest was not heing observed at his
time. Of course, it nust be confessed that the of
these verses is characteristic of H, but this is to be explain
ed by our assumption that these verses were borroved from

an !l piece.

Verse 13 is probably more original than 10b

with which it is ddentical since it is brief anmd to the point,

a characteristic of the ancient Ii legislation. Paton holds
that these verses Rp because of the use of the word »Tnx
which he claims to he typical of that author., But while

this term may be usual or common to ¢, it is also found in
the writings of the contemporary of H, Ezekial XLIVI 16ff
and t'''s shows that it was in use at that time. Therefore
it appears that his reasoning is entirely artificial. Vs 14 &

1so orkginal

as it contains such typical H expressions as

Icnpn Y2p oy 13in e
hut elaborations and superflu
previous laws probably by Rp.

tc. The next two verscs are
s amplifications of the
In vs 23 we have a priestly

comrositign disclosed by the priestly expressions, o'3v'm 074
and n'nhibibf XXV 30 The next verse (24)
helongs to H by use of »3Kjand

ation. The next verse too bel

the nannar of its present-

ongs to The winder of

the chapter up vo verse 34 (25-34

belongs to lp.

¢

Accordingly now a study and a comparison of s
these legislative enactments with those of D (15) will dis-
close the ahsolute independence of hoth pieces of legislation,
Since it is next to impossible to determine the priginal
formulation of most of the laws in H, it is a gratuitous
task to attempt to compare their style of fraring. Yot-
vithstsnding the corrupt and irretg#ievable character of the
text, a brief study of this subject ray not be entirely out
of order. Thus the laws in n pnriitularly AV 1-3 and 12-18
comprise a combination or mixture of various types and no
dominant onme running through the whole legislative passage.
liowever that may be, the types employed are either the di-
rect 2ni person singlar or the conditional style o the
<udmments, In Il the types are either thc same used by U or
cormandments showing that they were written in the plural.
Although the legislation frames are more or less identical,
nothing of any signifisance is mxtxfdmrxhtmxximsm a’ducible

since such formul~tion would in this case onl
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the laws and their contents are to he traceable to an-
cient sources. An anticipation of this conclusion is made
necessary here for fear that the ddentity of formulation
may be construed just the reverse to what the linguistic
and substantial study will deronstrate.

A study of the language of these two passage will
conclusively prove the independence of the legislation.
In a previous connection, T have compared parts of this chapéa
ter in D XV 1-18 and discovered that there was wvery little
in common hetween this law ani the passage there considered
and the Holiness code as a whole. WNow again, we shall analyse
the language of this passage and compare it with a parallel
p'ssage in lioliness code to one to which it more nearly
in contents orresponds. Thus cormon to D XV 1-18 and
il XXV 1-24 (1), one the usual and simple expre sions, sc
esseéntial to these laws that no synonymous expression:is:o
possible, as DM wy , TR WRWD pIv,
b (XVI 12) uses 9s®' i XXV 14 has =~snnl yses
(@ hus containing different formations of the same root) =Y.
This last word is used in U (XVI 12) in an entirely different
connection to the passage in whiclr it is found in Il (XXV 8).
On the other hand, D has some words which are found elsewhere
in I bhut never together, but scattered throughout the code,
all in different connections, as 71¥ I0X (we W DIXY

anpd (wmH ng’) -y Ryp (wh 15, 'onanp ).
The paucity of the terrs common to the legislative passage of
p¥and the whole | ¢code points to what I shall later s ow that
the subject matter treated in I is foreign to Il. In the lat-
ter passage, there are some terrs repeated in i code but
alwvays in different conncction, as  “ 23V (v XXIIT 24) »¥f»
v, DX, Y23, (3 ) wpsva Y (Pag)  pyen (DIL)

van (k) praren (D21y) '5!"3@“%.-:«)

I have omitted o few very com on and frequently repeated
terrs but this compilation suffices toshow that the two
passages did use some words which appeared in the corres-
vonding codes scattered throughout tl'e lawbooks but always
in different connectlons,that the explarmation is to be found
in *he fact that the®e words and expre sions vere of com=-
mon stock at the time of both authors. The differences in
nhraseology, however, in these two passages prove that these
twvo legislations were entirely independent of cach other.
Thus D uses a number of expressions not at all found in H
anywheres, expressions Which Are not only essential to this
legislation which probably may have heen takén over when

the laws were horrowed but peculiar and characteristic D
Words and phruses which are never alluded to sr repeated in
Iy a8, puy VaY P 2OV W apee 539 LA TPl Wil olTv aw bdya

VA xb , TSI, 11! v eva l.-;u‘ 159-»"‘:]5*".‘ A,
-I"’ MPER %E plawT APB nava LAy yean 'y o amwn
»
SU'S;l Mavy yOtIe VIV Ao 3y -,‘y'r' en '1; l"ﬂ‘ vy b
LE ] n*, T'ls, Ty, ambaoa sesn, DR anps pIVA
TIFRI apas ‘l.n"!a ", ;e'l‘i,-\a"!z "\M’"‘ REN, M¥yIm e X8,
)5-'2‘ DS'»"‘FJ”, VINw = -4 un

The great number of peculiar and distinctive expressions
Unknown to Ii in the light of the few cormon oncs, creates
hut one impression namely, that saxtadwds || did not use D
Wlhen he framed his law on this subject. On the other hard H
lises a number of expressions also unused and not found in D

1. D XVIII 8b. The word -, -oweis unintelligible and most
likely corrupt.
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In this 1ist are certain peculiar it expressions while also
certain terrs and phrases, essential and important for this
law which are absent inm D. 1In H XXV 20-22 we have a parenetic
digression in the style of il which is in interest and aim
closely related to D XV 8-11. If any one ever thought that
this monspriestly writer depended on U, a clese comparison

of these passages will disabuse his mind. For in the lang
guage, and contents differ radically. Thas D uses the epish-
't TVey naye U has s pa v ete. showing along-
side of this great linguistic ignorance that these two laws
are entirely and positively independent.

A study of the contents will bear additional proof
of th's ¥iew. 1In the interpretation of these periodic in-
stitutions, mary of the critics always assume without any
reason that the variations ~rd modifications bgtwecen them
are to be accounterd for by certain historical iﬂltaand that
the subsenuent éditors mere fully inforred of the earlier
legislatiwe elements existing in rentateuch. T say, that
this assurmption is entirely without any reason and with-
out that sssumption, the explanatirn of the great differences
hetveen 11 25 ard D 15 is ~reatly facilitated. Thus D XV
1-3 order that every 7 years, years of release, that all
debts between native born bhe remitted or the interest be
returned. Ihat frow a foreigner may he exacted. Then the
D lawgiver dtxgmisezximgm digresses into an exhortation
urging those who are able not to withhold any loans from those
in need because of the approach of the 7th year. But to give
and open their hands to the poor and indigent. Finally in
striking eimilatity tu € (XXIII 1-6) D ordains that in the
~ixth year all slaves be manumitted and those who desire to
remain with their master must undergo a ceremony by which
he bhecomes an slave. H orders that the land enjoy
the sakbuth of Lord every seven years, no sowing nor pru-
ning nmor harvest‘ng shall talke place during the sabbatical
ycar, RH a’ding that all which grows of itself is to be
lef’'t to the slaves, sojourners and animals to be eaten.

Thém he adds that feap that nothing will he procurable in
the 7th year to siustain themselves will be groundless if all
okscrve the sabbatical year for sd much will be made ¢n the
Ath year as to last until the ninth,H also enjoins that
cvery fiftieth year on the tenth of 7th month there shall

he a reversion of all alienated land to its original own-

er and in the mcantime, a newr relative has the right to
redeem this land for the benefit of the poor man who was
compelled to sell it Tor "in all the land, there may be
redemption.” Betve n these legislative enactments of D and
i, there is but one thing in cormon and that is, that the
seventh year shall be set apart for specific and particular
purpgses, D demards the remission of debts in the seventh
year® and the manumission of slaves. [ commands that the 1-nd
be f'allow during the sablaticnl year and in the fifteenth
that all Iamd return to its original owners. Yow in the
ancient ¢, this old code knows only of the sablatical year
in which the field are to be left untilled and the manumis-
Sion of the slaves in 7th ycar. This covenant code does not

1. UE IV Col 4180-1 Sub sabbatical year V.R.Smith that means
remittance of interest on debt. For opposite uf Berth-
olet nt., 47. W Lk |
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know of the rclease of debt, a piece of legislation pecu-
lisr to D. But it is apparent from Ehc law that the auth-
or is reverring to an ancient source” when he uses the ex-
pression =27 nr showing thereby that there was other
legislative sources besides those which have been preserved.
The same things applies to the legislation on the Jubilee
yéar, of the reversion of the land to its original owner for
various references and allusions elsewhere in the 01d Test-
ament shows that the institution here prescribed was in vogue
before the composition of . The only question wbout the
institution was whether gransfer of the land took
ploce every seven or fifty vears., As for a reply, I have
fully and satisf'actorily answered it. However that may be,
all of these institutions are ancient. Now of what we pos-
sess of LU, the close resemblance between U and it and the
slight and Mwwe modffication is entirely explaina! le
and accountable in the light of the reform of iieuteronomist.
There is no doubt that the D law of the manumission of slaves
is tracedble to Judgments (XXIII 1-8) and the change and al=
teration was made in keeping with the domimant purpose of vé,
Now save for this one similar thought, mentioned above,
nothing elsc is cormion to these laws. ‘the law of i XXV
1-7 is distinctly founded upon ¢ which prescribes the fal-
lovness of the land. H Also ignores the law of D of the re-
nission of debts. U calls this year, 7éhy niv while H
designates it by the term m»*b paw, Now Il goes back to C
and so docs D in the matter of the sablatical year. H like C
is more closely confined to agriculture than in D which de-
scribes a sremingly rore advarced state’tsociety. H is
somewhat more advanced than C in that he apparently makes
Ihis sablatical year similtaneous throughout t'e land and not
dependent on the individual .fewm. H, therefore, gives the
impression of being hased on the same plane as that of the
ancient legislatiop.” However, between U and i there is noth-
ing in cormon, But Fadical dilferences Now if H should pre-
scribe ft'or the seventh year mnd yet ignore a law of D the
inference is reasonable that the author was in ignorance
of that law. The reversionof alienated lands to these an-
cient owners, perhaps resembling dn aim ™ XIX 14, and the
rederption of land before the Jubilee jear, are entirel i
unknown to n. 4As we have pointed out so freacuently I
restson a plane just as prinitive as that o the covenant
code ancl here too, the resemllances bhetween H and C are in
evidence while to U there is noWy,the sole deduction is only
possibic that |i wvas unaware of u. Linguisticélly this same
conclusicn is arrived at. Now the writings and additions
of non-priestly editor is greatly in evidence in this pas-
sage, bearing a slight and superficial similarity with b.
XV 9-11, RH exhorts the people timpaapde to carry out this
law and to have no fear about the food as God will bless them
with soch prosperiity that they will have ample to last them
until t"e minth year. While promising them a ¥%lessing in
return for obedience, he fails to use this word 7172 s0
common in B. On the other hand, 1) threatens them if they
do not give to the poor with the dern of sin and
premises ther blessings (7392') in all their handivork #&f
they are obedient, This difference in phrascology, and in
contents is so striking that the few insignificant linguis-
tic contacts which amount to nothinﬁ?%ﬁre absolutely insig-
nigicant in the light of so striking and pronounced a diver=-
sity. W

Keverting now to the point we made when I opened thés

2. steurnagle vt Ad Loc.

3. HDB Vel IV 324ff. i Battersby sub sablarical year.
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discussion of thi subject, if ve assume thnt Il was Tamiliar
+ith 0 and framed these lavs on this subject accordingly,
making ther- #iffer from 1 as radically as it is possible
then we are at a loss to explain in thie assumption why h
purposely went back to € for his inportant law and proposed
a Jubilee year which too is @nknown and recognized in D.

On the other hand, if we assumed that H was in total ignor-
ance of u, 1id not know of him and did nov follow him, then
this divergence between t'em is explainable ard the @iffer-
ence of language a~d manifold other disparities are entirely
understandable. If we presuppose that 1l was acquainte

with D, why did he not disclose this acquaintance by ,phra-
seological correspondence? If he was unaware of hiw, thise
linpuistic a d verbal differences praoved their independence.
If we think that I had some knowledge of D, why did he nrot
make some reference to this legislation of D of which he has
nothing and betrays not the slightest inkling? @&n the other
hand, the atrsence of any such allusion prov s alongside

of the many other facts that D was an atsolute stranger to n.

The neRt subject to he discussed if contained in

the verses and passages listed under the subtitle, site of
sanctuary. Before T enter into alk separation of the D text,
I shall first seek to discover the original of' the ancient
law of 1!, XVII 1-7 XIX 30b. In the first passage, it is
easily found that the opening verses 1 and 2 are characteris-
tic of P (Ex XVI 16-32, XXV 4 Lev VIII 5 IX g) and are ac-
cordingly to be omitted.” This introduction of the rriestly
editor recalls that this paeagraph has not escaped the ad-
ditions and insertions by the same hand. If we excise from
this text all phrases which are distinetly and peculiarly
his own, that which remains will reveal an excellent prim-
irive law, Thits such Priestly terms and phrases as "in

the camp" gr "outside of camp"3 "at the door of_the tent

of rceting"® "to offer the offering of the Lord"® "tghe
priest shall sprinkle the bl#0d"® “"shall burn"? " >

sawma "8 woternal statute"? and "their geverations'losume
of which are repeated in these verses, when they all are
reoved from the text, it will be found that their exclusion
is done so at no loss to the sense of the passage but rather
at an improyement ol the sense. iherefore in removing these
phrases, the verses which are left couvey the injunction
that all slaughtering is to take placé at the altar of J.%!
In other words this statute contains two different laws
i.e. . I,all slanghter is to be sacrificial, II,and all sac-
rifices are to be offered at one sanctuary. The fact that
this 1atter point s ems to be entirely too elahorate and
long drawn out to be in accord with the other laws which
are brief and pointed, creates the impression of their be-
ing more or less additional. uoreover, the original H law=-
giver merely presenting the law without any appeal to ohe-
dience, feeling that as the law is the will of JHVH that
that n s@fficient and satisfactory motive. T!''e exhortation
in regard to satyr worship accordingly must be an addition-
al to the legislation of 2f. It cannot however be assigned
to I’ as such expressions as 9373T M2r, Narm by pryrve PR AIT
are newer used by him, Therefore since these verses H-7
are analogous to RH passages in AVIII 24-30, AX 22-28, X\XV
18-22. therefore I conclude that thdése verses belonz to

1, 5N01 Lev PP 85 Iine 4 IT. =
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this same non-priestly eddtor. It consequently follows that
the original law of this paragraph has undergone two differ-
ent amplifications. (RP RH), Therefore the original law
read that all slaughter was to, be sacrificial and this non
nriestly editor wankd \>vwn “hetween *™  ush thus cen-
tralizing the worship. T uestion naturally arises when
could such an interpolatio gﬁinible? It could not have
occurred beforc the exile since it would have been impossible
for the people to have brought their cattle to the single and
Central Sanctuary for slamghter as tl'c distance was too great.
It appears more natural to suppose th:t the only time such
an watnfaen was possible was during the exile when the
attenuated cormrunity was living around the Tsﬂmla and thelet/
'‘as no extra hardship to carry out this law.~ liowever this
interprétation is natur dependent on the meaning of this
expression '’ |ouw, % means esndsed a central Divine
Nesidence, it stands to“reason that it could not have stood
in the orizinal law which show many evidences of ®eing older
than D. On the other hamd} if it merely means any and
every place which is consjdered as divine dwelling places
as so many local shrines,” then naturally thé#s word could
have stood in the osiginal legislation. It seems to me that
tie additions by BH® which explains his insertion for us by
the sentence that to the end that thev shall no more #laughter
in the jww field and to satyrs shows that he intended that
the sacrifices were to be carried to a central sanctuary.
This view is proven by the fact that the priestly legisla-
tionin 21 & 22 scems to imply a simple sanctuary (EXI 10ff).
llovever that may be, vhether it is to bhe assigned to the
ancient legislation or the the non priestly redactor, this
migh is certain, that if it is a part of the primitive law,
its reaning is not the same as if it was added by the redact-
or and for our purgose eomprises a §ait of the text which is
of intcrest to us. The other passages in H XIX 30 XXVI 2
which has teference to the sanctuary or sacred place both
cannot he original. While no one questions the original
validity of these verses, the fact that both of them appear
in positions which are confessedly unnatural. Thus in AIX
30, this legislation has nothing to dg with thre previous or
the following and sémmingly interrupt the sequence. The
same applies to the other reference. It is possible that
since this chapter (H XIX) largely follows the outline of
the decalogue that tl'is law perhaps commected on to the
legislation of sabbakh obedience in that part of the chap-
ter where it naturally fitted acrording to this scheme.
The parallel passages in D are in reality the most oft re-
neated so?tenszs in the book and is rightfully to be termed
its hasie “(XAXT 11 5 14 18 26 AIV 23-24-25 XXVI 2
XV 20 XVI 2,6,7,11,15,18 XVII 8,10, XVIII 6-8,) It is to be
noted in these citations that majuritv of them occur in
chanter BXII and naturally so since in that passare the main
and primary theme of this law is the centralization of the
vworship while in the other passages referred to, this rule
is inecidental, that is tl'e main matter of these lavs is adap-
ted to this basic and fundamental rule. Outside of i) XII
and XVIII 6-8, the originality of the other passages has
already been proven therefore I need not here repcabt it.
As for XVIII -8 we shall later discuﬂs its validity. There
rrnains to analyze the othcr : LII. In this chapter

nnndissen HDB IV P 823 bub ﬂriests.
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there is a pussage written in Plural and another in the
singular (Vs 1-12 & 13-19)., The plural section is itself
divided into two doublets (2-7 8-12) both parallelling each
other in contets ad both contailning the complete reform
™»4 when separated. Each of these passages @8 likewise
agrees in contents with the singular melwum. (13-19).

¥ov this plural address facilitates out analysis of this
text amd the separation @n this hasis reveals these separate
nussages eac!" practically covering the same subjects. The
basic law is to be found in the singular as it is the dom-
inant number throughout the code and this singular passage
connects on well to the many singular passages 6f the code .1
Since we are only interested in the findamental and original
laws of the code, T am only concerned here with the singular
corpilation, But this singular element o this chapter has
not escaped interpolations at the hand of later editors as

1 have already shown in a foregoing connection.

The particulars and specific legislation which I
shall first consider D XII 13-19 and II XVII 1-7 are as dis~
sinilarly formulated as it is possible for such similar
leggslation to be. The law in U is written in the singular
form 2nd person and is to be classified as "words" or in
other words, cormandments in the singular murmber. The law
in Il is to be styled statutes 21PN later forms and is im
n totally different frame. This latter formulation is wholly
distinck and especially peculiar to i and if one AL to
hold on to the supposition that !l wvas influenced by D, how
was it possible, 1s the qurstion he would have to answer,
for the laws to be so strikingly differently formulated as
are these two, While the matter of formulation is not a
proof, it certainly may serve as a clue to the thesis that
these two laws are independent. In language, too, thepe
is nothing on which to build the view that Il relied on D.
The verbal contacts are confined wholly to the connon words
nd terms of the language, as, My (H XX 17) % ™
(L XXI 3) 2%y, mar, by »rnw (W23, 3Ty (N/4,) ST L)

t" k‘nl.z“ e 'J.‘)

Now in h!ls compilation of pbraseological correspondences,

it is vo he ~oted that the passages nnder consideration to
111 intents and purposes practically contain but two or thirrece
verbal eontacts while two of them a e to he considered as the
rosé usual terms of the language sw—the=—sbaliunob-anioioe
‘rrideadion. Nnt only do thesc contacts mean nothing but
rather tend to prove that the lars could scarcely have known
each other and yet shew 80 1little evidence in matter of
lancuage of this acquaintanceship. But in the light of the
“mifold verbal Aifferences the indencndence of each law

is ot a surtty established. Thas in D XII 13-19 are found
stich expressions which are never found in » anywheres, as,

LR UL SR L 2 W : 75"‘!»‘}, ‘h-\"’"‘asl 703w IMRY v
53 xb ',“ilcl;"‘.n'»a P yeyn, YIYms IR PISA,
TIN jew I S

TPau Y ae s wea v bibn, IqTiases 533 qamr by,
‘M the other hand Il uses a numbrr ol expressions never found

in 11, as, IKIA rwYpA NS NAn WREK R IVIK I IA N
ent @1, wxy PSS, by AYen avua D SV gryywd
ME grar

“ow in view of the small and insigniticant nurher of wverbal
chniacts, the great number of phraseological differences

¥ruvps that thewse two lavs are independent. But before en=
+ Rertholet Dt. 38, Cf for a complete exposition of this view.




tering upon a discussion of the centents of these passages,
let me call attention to the most frequently repeated expres=
.isn in U. Including the plural passages of U XII, the sen-
tence which practically sums up the Deuteronomic reform is
round in the D code nineteen times. (XII 1,14,5,18,23 ExEXESEx
XXE¥xX¥¥y \IV 23,24,25, XXVI 2 XV 20 XVI 2,6,7,11,15,18
AVII 8,10 XVIII 68-8). The basis of this sentence is the
clause 12 PSSk T 9M sun piYPA.  With only slight va-
riation, this combination practically ggughnoughout the
entire number. This clause is expanddﬁ% y the addition
of the phrase Qv 19¥ |3v5 ., and once the word 'J>v3,
Twice this basic sentence is expanded by the addition of
the clauselv 'ov nx pgiwd, Nog of course, the meaning 68f
this sentence is that the efficiency and validity of the lo-
cal shrines no longer obtain and that the worship is re-
stricted to the central sanctuary ( Dipn) which God chooses
to cause his name to dwell there. Now the opposite of this
law in the Leuteronomical expressions areT? Ty »~ TIpW» 533
™“y®/2 which mean st stand for the religious sites
hefore the leuteronomic reform. Now the comparison of these
expressions with !i show how absolute was the independence of &
In the first place, nowheres in the lloliness code are to be
fonnd the terms, R'TA Y7 Phe VY g gies iaw 1w
ror these words, H has | 2¥r» (XVII 4) rusen (XXVI 2),
This latter word never occurs in D. As for !iishemn, some .
one has hinted to this I expression '7¢ >vbas its oriz-
in. This is absurd for the reason that of the nineteen:
times that this fundamental rule is repeated in D, this
woi'd only occurs five times. Then too, the expression
|>wUn is never used in D but only the phrases im'"¥v [2vb,
which is sometimes used as a synonym of '»¢ prws. \More=-
over [l or rather RH uses as an opposite for (2ww» , the
expression which is "Raf found in D ?7¥ '35 5V while employs
7o%¥3 & gige 533, Now is it likely thit this one term
used only once in I! would be derived from D's pet expression
when cvery other reference to the sanctuary reveals his
ignorance of D's language. This phrase without its several
rnodifications whic! occur so many times in U, and which migh!
he termed his own pecuiiar composition, is never remotely re-
fleined to, or slightly repeated in #. But what is morec to the
noint, this word used by i. I*“" may not even mean the
single sanctuary at .erusalem but mayvigdicate rather
every place where God cause his name to be mentioned. Now
thiis may be its interpretation, thereby ereating an ambig-
uity for the meaning is very indefinite. Now is it likely
that | would have taken a very vague and obscure w to
tenote a thing which in the bool: of its originationl this
very thing is so stressed, emphasized and clarified. The
origin of this is to be looked for &l1sewhere since H so
totally ignores the usual D phrases and expressions.

“ow D orders that sacrifices should not be of-
fered in any place which one may hit upon but only in that
"lace which “od will choose. There all #ithes, firstlings
mnd vows ai'e to be pExxmEmim presented and there all domes-
tic meals are to be observed. This law may be mentioned as
embodying the fundamental reform of ) and according to it
211 the legislation is rewritten and in conformity with it,
iv is being reframed., It is for this reason that this en-
2ctment is repeated nineteen times, that he might keep it in
the ('orefront of his code. As the ancient local shrines
had a great hold on tve pupular imagination, it required
canstant repetition to impress upon the people precisely
vhat U proposed and thai e meant to abolish these various

s?ngtuxries and to establish in their place one single
sirine,

1. Paton JBL 16:36 F.
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The law in 1! forbade the slaughter of any anikl except
hefore God, RH elaborated ugon this legislatidon by first
insertédh the term 1>wnr ¥ probably contealizing the
vorship in! then addi-g the motive and appeal, tha' chil-
iren of lsrael shall not sacrifice in the open field to ihe
satyrs after whom they go awhoring. Now betwecen U and H
there is noth*ng dt all in common. v hos in mind a single
sanctuary. H' is prescribing for many shrjnes. The very
conditions which D is seeking to abolish i~ 1s legislating
for and not at all discomntenancing. RH_would hardly have
chosen or developed a word for sanctuary” from a modifying
phrase of D without elsewhere showing his familiarity with
that 1law, Yet in these a’ditions, Il uses certain pet ex-
prressions asm 3tir,  2nwel pever used in D, and not any
of his expressions in these sentences like these in D EXII,
For that reascn more than any other Wil is to be considered as
independent.. But if g think the expression \>¥¥really
means single sanctuazy it does not necessarily follow that
RH adopted it from D%, For in the first place, U is agi-
tatiwg for a refarm in the local cult. He is contending
f'or ad institution and indirectly for the disestablishment
of many shrines. "RH rather assumes than gemands that
there ™ust he but one plq&q&&dsacrifice.' (AXI 12-20
XXVI 31) yet the ahuses of thid central sanctuary was still
nrevalent as he ¢ ndemns the worship of satyr in tle open
fields. He wonld be just as much in right to make the sanc
agitation and he w uld have made it if he had bheen Tamiliar
with » and cognizant of such conditions. Ile could not have
helped himself. The impression gained hy a study of the
loliness code is that the temple, a single sanctunary was in
existence with its prie .thood and higi: priest conld nnt
lcave the sacred precincts. It was an institution already
established, and known which RH was here progiding for and
not in imitation or following a 1aw which brought about the
conditions which was a fact for RH. In other words, RH
as wvell as H reveal no knowledge at all of U. RH is familiar
with the single sanctuary, and institition created by U.
This destMction 1s significant. It proves the independence
of 11 of D but not of the central sanctuary. This is more-
over proved by the fact the oyv mentioned in RH were
probably the satyrs who replaced the Mty or ditties which
were worshipped at the local shrines.®™ Despite the déminance
and preeminence of the central sanctuary, the people still
worshipped at the Bhrines. RH therefore, recognizing the
evil of such worship, acknowledged Omuws the central
sanctuary. Therefore neither for a familiar, linguistiec
or substantial reason, ome we permitted to reckon H and D
as anything but independent of each other and not manifest-
ing the slightest signs of such relationship s dipradeart.
‘ I shall now finally pass over to a sonsideration
of the legislation which deals with the priests and prophetsk
amd the particvlar lay costuming rites. Nu, XV 37-41 Dt.
NXIXI 12, This last subject Shall examine first. The law
in ju. XV 37-41,(reasons for assizning to H,® have Been given
in a previous connection) has not escaped expansion at the
hand of RP., Thus 37 « 38 aa are settings hy the priestly
‘titor who adried these sentences to make the law conform
to the rermaindedy of the legislation.. The worda>niv1dis
riestly as alread obably Ffrom same
! : ] 5 Vol., II.
- CPf., H XXVI 11, This expression here reveals an inde-
pendence of the expression in D in which the root of
the word ocecurs,
. ruukko 60, 1In prophetic literature Tenple understood as
llesidence of fiod} Am 12 Ts, %8%, XVIII 7 Jer. XIV 21
§ Fz, XLIIT 7 Is. 6. (1). EB. Col 2738h.
+ Dertholet Lev XVII 4. (8). Puukko Dt P 47. Dt Dt 136.
4. Paton thinks this word adopted from idea expressed in i[x
20:24, JRL 16:37.
5. Paton JBL 16:66 Gray Numbers ICC PP 182 ff CNCH 273,
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author as the word N3 30 is never afin used outside of

¢ in lexageuth and then only ofthe tabernacle and priestly
vestent.® And is probably a hit of priestly amrlification
by the priestly editor. The remainder of the law is written
in the 2pnd person rlural the usual and characteristic style
of IIH, the nonppriestly hortatory editor, and contains his
corments on the ancie't law, The law in U contains no marks
or evidences for considering it éther than as belonging to
the original 1) code.

The formulation of these laws hardly mean anything
since the ancent and préamitive law of ii is not preserved to
us in the condition in which 1t was first received. In its
present form, it is to be classed arong the statutes, »ipn
later form. The corresponding enactment in i XXII 12, <ince
iL is written in the 2nd person singular, is 1o styled a
"word", The legislation in li quite differently written in
the third porson plural excent the paranetic exhortation
which is #n the 2nd person plural. A comparison of the
language reveals hagdly the same contacts. Commoﬁ’to hoth
of these pegislations, are the words, > Aeyr (w75190¥) 5
L has PI®I> while I has ‘D33, whide 0 has, 2°37 “*x s> K on7aa
itoreover D has specitic expression which is not found in H. ya~a Sy
un the other hand, RIf has a mamber of typical and character-
istic phrases not foun! at all in D, as,pyoss @'ir €33k pamamx irs x4

i osawm i .}'-’_‘Il 'p;"-" n..y-[r opta
In the anincss law, the distinction has purposely been made
between |{* and RH, As for the relationship of the latter,
which is avowedly later than D, to Deuteronomy, the lack
of any lingiistic af'filiations between them proves the in-
dependence @f non wriestly eddfor, independence of any in-
fluence, Thoughts such as g 1?® A" pons teawin e
4§ so frequently repeated throughout the flexateuch that
no one composision could claim authorship of this expres-
sion. It is freoue-tly reiterated in RH and probably belongs
to the stoel: ofpupular ideas., uegarding ul and D, 1t is
questionahle which is the older. "The peculiar opening,
'and they shall make' followed hy the change to the second
person” "and it shall bhe gpto you pointy to the employment
of some ol er material."  This law is only found in D & H,
In no othesr strata of the jiexateuch, is any reference made
to this legislation. The custom whigh these laws seek to
regulate is older than both D and H. This is —oreover
proven by the fact that difference in language and formu-
lation petwren these lawg (H1 and D) point to an older
source.” Paton thinks that the sentence in D XXII 12 is an
ancient permission given to the aFople to wear a cord of a
different and prescribed fabric. Fhat the primitive and
original legislation from which 1) derived his legislation,
read somewhat like this, "thou shalt make a fringe on the
corner of thy garment.,"” This ancient piece of legislation
£xmm was misread and misunderstood by RH who understood
it to contain some profound religious siwnificance. Now
according to this theory, neitter law is depemdent on each
otter but to be traced back to a common source which most
have read like the one quoted. Now however thatu way
the fact remains that the word fringe »'y’3 used by M seems to
he the older and probahly the more original one and in all
liklihoed is vo he traced directly to the original lefislation.
Certainly the word J'9'S was the more technical one.
Therefore it stanis to reason that in a law which had to be
fnt'orced by a special appeal and one where its orircinal mean-

)iﬂ was lost _and a newer motive had to be ascribed, a tech-_

I8, 5.A.Cook ou ringes vo 0l 0 . R, g
ac Paton +BL 16:88.

b%. liertholet gthim vt 69 thinks the origin of this law is to

bhe understood as an amulet.
1. pr Dt. 759,
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nical term was employed, it stands to rcason that that legis=-
lation rust more nearly resemble the original source.
Peculiar to D only is the legiislation concerning
the prophet I XVIII 15-22, Every mention of the prophet
is abhsent in the Holiness Code, Becayse the critics have
misread and misunderstood this passage, they have éufiposed
that this legislation was added later hy some scribe pos-
sible one imbued with messdanic ideas and ideals. When
ti'¢ meaning of this passage is tho¥oughly understood and
comprehended, no doubt will linger in oneq mind as to the
validity and originality of this section. The interpre=-
tation hiterto placed on this passage that the by
which a tAte or false prophet is judged are vhe fulfill-
ment or non-{'ulfftllment of the prediction, mnkes this pas-
sage contradict and conflict with the meaning of the legis-
iation in D XIII 2-8. Therefore since this contradictiond
in the wwiv unity of the gode, one or the other passage
conld not originally have jormed a part oi' the ancient code.
Dut the corregt underscvanding of this section has been miss-
ed and a clear asp of this mcaning will show that this
passage is rightfully in place in a code purposely composed
by the priests. The basis by which a prophet is to be ad-
judged is not the usual misinterpreted translation of this
version, coming to pass of the prophecy but the defiance of
thay which "I ¢ nd him" "the law,” in my name" or "in
the name of oJi . ", If his words conflict with the law
as revealed and his message is represented as coming from
«HVH then that mrophet is go true one but 2 false prophget
who speaks presumptiously. With this correct igter tion,
it is notming less than surprising that the Holiness code
contain no legislation 1ike this in D. This omission is all
more surprising if it assume that -the editor of the lioliness
code was in any way familiar with Deutcronomic code.

Now a close examination of the text wéll nigh proves
the view that the lloliness code never contained any such
legislation. Lxcept forr a few very comron terms and phrases,
none of the important and essential expressions in this D
passage is to be found in the entire lioliness Code. The
usual and (requert worde, common to this passage and E are,

1", vns (4 ). DT (H2e,) Yrw me (15,5,

As is seen, these expressions are all very common words in
the law yiterature of the 0.1, In fact, neither codifierg
could have framed his law without using those expressions.
m the other "and such terms peculiar to this passage, are
envirely ahsent in the entire ii#liness Code, ns x'23 23N

» !.H,' Vags ora, VOB TAT BT, 92 la'w'n ey MY
‘wny IPVE WYTR, T, pr9n% DrAMW L adtw ¥yl
''51Aan wb Eak

Some of these expressions are psculiar to and distinctive
of" the veuteronomie language while other's may be noted as
esgential to the law itself, It will be observed therefore
neither §f these two groups of expressions are found in
the entire Holiness code. This linguistic omission is an
indication that the latter code was not only not influenced
by this particular D legislation but the absence in il of any
of these particular legislatioWs expressions proves that
this law never found a part of this anciet code,

Tt 1s noteworthy therefore with RH laying so much
“tress on the law H 1 15 he does (XVIII 3) that he has no
mencion nor allusion nor reference to prophets who judging
by the implication of D were given to undermining the law,
If he had been anyway familiar with D, so much so that he
WOulg have been influenced by his teachings, it is inex-
- “'l"l
+ Buduomiusr  rrpphets f Israel PP 28fT.
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plicable and non-understandable why he should have mmitted
any reference to him. Certainly the attitude of D was one
of more or less of concealed hostility notwiths anding the
fact that his work contained a great wm of the pro-
phetic teachings. In H, these soealled prophetic ideas are
not lacking but dominate certain chapters. Yet his ignor-
ance of this class of religious tcachings is surprising.
These facts all tend to prove that i1 or RH were in complete
ignorance of xNitxxzkxzxxm€x D for a knowledge of the latter
worl: would surely if it has done nothing more, called to
their attention this special legislation, which would have
more or less found f'it and appropriate place in his code.

As it is, this omission in Il adds proof and argument to the
view which I have all along maintained, that H was not cog-
nizant of v.

The next and final subject which is partially treat-
2d in both codes by special legislation is that concerning
the priesthoed in all its phases. H 21 &« 22 D XVIII 1-8,.
Fach code deals with this subject
taxheghxgndxxxiyxepEeixkxiaginiatinyrisxkRxtxeanteentnxx
in its own peculiar and particular ranner, D interested in
one phiase while # 4s concerned withanother. Before we en-
‘er upon a comparative investigation of these chapters, it
is necessary first that we zet a clear understandiing as to
its orizinal composition. Therefore an analysis of 1 21 &

22 is here in order saving ourselves interruption if we
seek to ascertain the originality of the entire legislation
racher than attempt an anlysis of each sentence or paragraph
as we scrutinize it. In the_passage sXI 1-9, save for 2 few
insignit’ cant insertions of RP, the legislation has been
prescerved t.g us intact. Thls in verse 6, the expression
;' "% © amd the opening sentence up tp 7.7 X an
ﬂﬁ.whﬂuﬁMgk setting in the language and spirit of P~ are
derived from the priestly editor. In this residium which
ontains the nucleus of ancient memdn and primitive laws
we come across some amplifications hy the non priestly editor
who corments and appeals are #o typical. While of course it
is not always necessary to distinguish between the primitive
anl redactional expansion except in 5o far as these additions
mayghave a reserhlance to D which Waght raise the question
[ 14 origin in contradistinction to the legal passage to
which it is attached. Thus, off haml, it is evident from the
various criteria wyich we have pointed out to show the basis
of separation of H* and RH, that verses 8 7b Sh, are from
the hand of the non-priestly redactor. The opening laws
Zh and 9 are typical of Il both because of the use of V'ey, *24
M v which are characteristic of this primitive
codifier and because of the lefjislation style of beginning
the 9~s<p with a genera}] pre€ept apd following it up with a
series of particular law.® Verse 4 is in its present forn in
a corrupt_condition but by changing the word i®2to read
|nS|v:q' the sense of the verse is improved and such a law
"int's a proper place in this paragraph, Verse 5 is ortginal
as we have pointed out in a previows connection. The next
verse A & 8 as indikcated above is written in the usmnal
hort .tory style of t'e non priestly editor, uf XI 44, XIX 2
XN 7,26 \XI 8 and as it 1s not strictly legislative matter
hut explanatory and gotive giving, can be considered as
"one other tha+ his, Verse 7a is generally recognized
25 H, vritten as itis in the usual style of the original
legislation.® The second half of theverse as a parenetic

et . 5

al _is from_gmH?ufsﬂﬂ:_@m;_
: 3 . : t15. T Lev 91 note 1,
CB. l:oore sub Leviticus.
Paton JIL 17:150
Idem 1571,
Idem 152 EB M- ore Leviticus.
raton JBL 153-4
B  Moore Leviticus.
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Verse 9 has beéen commented on in a previous conncction.

The next paragraph has been retouched by the priestly
editor to a «reater extent than the prevdous section. 7Thus
in vs 10, the_expressions WXaby 5% Tnur ne

V17 Ax X It4 9. Therefore in vs 10a, ex-
ceprt the first three words, all else belongs to RP. The
remainder is achkwledged as belonging to Il. Verse 11 and
12 aa by analogy with the prgzinus paragraph, form a part
of the original legislation. Verse 12 ab is typical of

nl as the expre!aion %NY' x4  'Abx shows affinity
with his style, 17 & 14 & 15 are so self evidently char-
acteristic of Il and RH we need not here pause to show

cause of why we accept them in this compilation. In the next

paragraph XXT 16-24 the priestly emewdalime are in such

evidence that thev are so easily excised with%BF injuring

the text at all, Thus U®'»'% 7% @,H:‘M Yire " wx
o' .w.,?p'(ﬁu-u DIIY® bk =

are so manifestly ''s that they are to be excluded from the

text without hesitation., The same applies to the sentences

16 ¢ 17a and 24, which are regognized as harmonizing sen-

cences of the mwirstly editor. Verse 17ba amd ]18p are prac-

ticalMg duplications t all intents and purposes are repeti-

tions of each other and 17bb is a reiteration of vs 21,

Verse 18a is in full accord with the rest of code which

opens up a group of lavs with a general precept following

it immediately with particular legislation, whowing

thereby vhere it has osiglnuted. 18b=-20 is an old speci-

fication of blemishes. In vs 21, since HP added the expressé

sions ' 'wy and 177" IPPX Irnhe ropeated the original

phrase 4 0¢' *b which is gnnecessarily repeated when the

prie=tly phrases are omitted. verse 22, except 4 Y7o wIpe
which is priestly, ¢ mes from H. 1lhat 0'¥7¢ais

original is proven by the use of this word elsewhere in

the original elements. H distinguishes between| s zné

sacrifices which are consumed wholly or %n part upon the

altar andy' 27 pofferings of other sorts. Moore (LB, 5Sub

Leviticus) regards vs b as original. Verse 23b is the usual

Lortatory sentence which usually concludes a group ofTIaws

sich as these and belongs to the non-priestly editor.

The following chapter has heen touched up by the same editor

in the same manner, leaving distinct marks of his editorial

expansion by his usnal tharacteristic words and phrases.

Thius in vs 1 « 2 agwe come across the usnal cstly in-

troductory sefting.” The next clause 22:2 A B foilnd at the

beginnine of groups of' laws, of it, It is evident as we have

rointed out previously 2 aa is a clumsily interpolated clause

Which manifestly int rrupts the sequence. It is in the

usnal style of JH and #oubtlessly his.8 1In verse 3, the

first three words are manifestly and clearly a'ditions of

the priestly editor.

18. 1lLH 419 No 128,

I¥. Idem 410 No 23b.

I} 'x 14 No 89.

O Paton oBL 17:15%7.

in, Idem 157-8.

] ClHCH 409: No 12.

Liull 415 ¥o BS.

Idem 421 .o 171.

SBOT Lev PP 92 Note 11. raton JBL 18:157,
ED Moore sub lLeviticus.

nten JI'L 17:158-9,

« Tdem 17:167-Kuenen Hexateuch 277.
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‘hile in this sentvence the phrase " "sn>>3is like the priestly
addition, the change of ¢ 23 h wx mkes it conform to

the Holiness legislation. On the other hand \pAv@is nfver usd
used by PC. and therefore the entire verse points to its
non-priestly origin. In vs 4, the recurrins priestly ex-
pression|i»x ¥ Teis recognised as distinctive of this editor.
The phrase in verse 4 jyr p33¢ ' W% ig agpuredly from RP

as is seen in Lev. XV 16,17,16,32 .IX 20 Nu V 13,

vith the ission of this verse, the remainder is an old
rule of N1*. Verse 5 save for the lisf two words|rrvey¥ 53b
(lev. V 3F XI 26 XVI 16)belongs to hH . '?)All of verse 7
vithout doubt belongs to H as there are no expressions thJ-
#= come from RP. We have previdusly discussed vs 8 and need
not here be detained with unnecessary repetition. In verse 9
wve come upon th ame hortatory editor whose style, so marked
and distinctive .we have met so freqgently in n. In the rext
p ragraph, ‘XII 10-16. t'e entire passage has come down to
us with the ;east priestly expansions and has survived well-
nigh intact.® 1In wvs 11, '3 \»7 i: i as is frased from
pricstly passage . AVII 12,23. In 12, nwrpa is
contrary to the H husage and is priestly. Verse 13b- is a
rere repetition of' the —eneral prescription in 10a andis

iere entirely ard wholly superfluous. In 14, PAAY3 is

a characteristic expression of ¢ and the whole Ugrat except
this word belongs to t which is entirely in disagrecment

vith a somewgat similar legislation. (Vs14-26). Verse 15b

is i‘riegtly. In 18 the word 7®¥xis from the peiestly
editor.” while the rest has the earmarks of t!'c non-priest-
1y editor, 1In a previcus connection, we have analyzed the
next section of this chapter and we need not here go over the
dotails of that exegetical analgsis again.

Tn the parallel laws of U, we have previounsly determined
as far as we were capahle, the originality of the passages in
N mxxinx bearing directly on t e priesthood, except the

e priestly lggislation in 0 XVIII 1-8, This para-
sraph presents considerable difficulties. Verse 8b is entire}
unintelligible and atterpts at have met with lit-
tle success. The most satisfactory solut on of this dif-
i'ienlty contained in this parapgrap!: seems pregented in the
mst malid and plavsible theory of Uertholet.® This passage
oririnally eontained the law into which was worked the later
introductory passage D X 8. Now if this inworking is omit-
ted and reroved, the tert reads Row:wihly -

It is probahle that this ancient law containcd the intro=-
dnctory sentences of .1 8 #n the edge as an explanation and thaw
somc later scribe did t'e inlaid work, eof this present text.
“ow if" in the rirst verse, the words '1bvs¢bsand vs 1b are
onritted togecther with verses 2 and 5, thie law reads more
sniothly. oome have gecn in verse 4 a confliet with LIV

2207 put as pertholet”™ 'ﬁ‘ shown, the contradiction does

not exist if the YRy is and S Y¥e are not iden-
tificd as the same. With these exclus ons, this passage
comprises the only rspecial ix legislatien dealing

direetly with the Pereste. .

In the comparative study of the language of Il
“1 and 22 and D XVIII 1-8, let me’call Aflamkbesn that in &
various previous connections, T have treated of the lin-
uistic peculiarities of several paragraphs of these chapters
in the ioliness code.

« ftaton JBL 17:162. LIl Moore Bub Leviticus.
« Paton JBL 17:163. i
7« EB Moore sub Leviticus.
"« DIaton Idem 165-6.
. DPuukko ! 66 note.
Dt. Ref. R AI.-«,IJ. fronsivas
1, G mb “u_‘.y' pr TN sTHw? ‘LN“"ﬁP.f 25, 31,99 134 ,.,r.-r. (oo, G738 %
[y an mv.-u(»-l) ““"""“I"“ ’h ) =y - 768
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s CTheeetive .

Commo” to H 21 and 22 and D XVIII 1-8, arethe gimplest.
and most usual terms and expressions_of the language, as I'NY
‘it having 1'MX=339%) H having \'hup,) Sax oy axw(d)

(1i has V'MYyw meaning o elans) (1n a sense never used in
D)., In the passage i D, several expressions are employed
which are scattered throughout § than in 21 and 22, Thus U
uses ¥9Dop in the sense of shie while BH has it a number

o times in the sense of a distinct law. (XVIII 26 XIX 37

KX 72) UNAF MY (W AVITI 7) PV ax v oxfonly once
does |1 use this Cewlwdim and then not identically with D

I XXIT 27). 74 (used bysRH in a frecuently repeated clause
{( =an 7a0) p'nsx " 8va (RH never using this same phrase
tut instead gp>'nasx mw XI 8) s b ey (1) using this
expression in as a typical technical sense while H uses it
once XVIII 27 dn ar: entirely different meaning). 1l 21 &« 22
likevise has a number of expressions which are scatt red
throughout D but these contacts are oonfigfed entirely to the

cormonest words of the language, as pxX—=, 2avpn
(D XITIS etc but » ver in sense of relationship). a¥,zx, |2J02
phIaa * 9 %12 pawmbx |, Pl 23 .)

Y (Onee in N XXII 9 but never in sense of offspring) Y> &

' o7 o' () XXV 5 in same sense). WIT, PIANMIT (32,)
T (8, 017). My g

2 [(-'&, applied to sacrificial victims) 25p > (D 25 bt never used
in ' in sense of approach for sacrilfjcial purposcs) nareTan
(D has only™>Trbex »  nare 5y), . Now @n an examination of these
¢ ntacts, it is to be observed that with very fcw exceptions,
that they are always used diffcrently in hoth codes, or they
comprise the simplest expressions which arc frequent in the
lanpuage or are scattered throughout the code and not found
together in any one passage so as to point to a focus ol in-
fluence, or a source of inf'lucnce. The more one studies these
terms, the more convinced one becomes that the codes repre-
senll independent proédluctions, independent of any contact
orr ini'luence. J1his view is reinforced by a study of the
terns vhich are absent from the other code. Thus in i, these
cxpressions found in D are never found, as o% zua> | pbnm

a4nd R RS (wm&smum\&u«d) WIT

u"'nl, hE X ¢ qoa '].nl" LN, .I-.,;-,,q

' 5
nb wyw gpxm 19%3 NIN 333
-lsu T4, L '|

ne v tshs -Ldn.

Tt hardly scers coneceivahle that in so beief a passage deal-
ing ith a phrase of the priest ood that so many terms could
b¢ gathered and used whith are omitted in i a worlk which
cr'meerns itself so largely with this religious class. It
stands to reason that the ahsence of so many such terms is
susceptible of but one interpretation, and that is that in
this particular legislation, /i is entirely independent of ..
‘hat D has not many words used by Ii is somewhat to be expcct=
¢d since™their intrrests mere not akin. But so many words
"s¢d by H and not found at all in the . code as this follow
inz compilation will show only comprises that which we are
contending for, that the codes were independent of each
other. Thus in D are never to he found, these expressions,
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These expressions may he termed the eseential ones of beth
legislations and the absence of these many particular terms
from the opposite parallel laws corroborate the view of their
independence.
- As analysis of the contemts of these particular
pleces of legislations will reveal their independence
D XVIII 1-8 with the exclusion of additions and insertions,
defines the nstvate- of the priests and the shares of the
sacrifices and the offerinss which belong to them. The law
also provides for those Levited who sojourn in the rural
districts that voluntarily core up tog Jerusalem and minis-
ter there, they too shall bhe entitled to an equal share with
the others, H XXI 1-9, proh'bits a nriest to defile himself
for a dead person except the nearest relatives amd the prac-
time of certdin Y Py s Nadrn<ta ¥,
marriage to only a virgin. In H XXI 10-16 the same prohi-
biticns are taken up with the chief priest, making the re-
strictions more rigorous in his case regarding the practise
of mourning eustoms and marriage. In XXI 16-23, the law
forbids the sacrifieial service to any one whoﬁl&g a blem=
ish ov bwd lam a @ mutilations or or with
brioken arm, and leg, humpbacked or wit s eye trouble
or itchy er scabbed or sculated. Of the bread of his
God and holy things, he may eat, In XXII 1-9 all diseased
persons shall separate thenselves from the holy things,
ary one who is leprous v{-‘um Ardns. shall not eat until he
is clean of every ob or nerson who has touched a
fdead o anything or person who is unclean, shall Mot eat of any
iioly things. In XXI 10-16 none who is of the priestly
family may eat holy things nor a Ti esbmt with a priest or
a hired labor. But a slave or one born in his -house my eat,
or a priestidaughter who is a childless,divorcee or widow
who is residi ng “ith her father. Anyone eating of holy
things shall return it with the additionof a fifth part.
ow the Tirst thing which strikes one in a review
o the enactments is the different idea that each lawgiver
has concerning the priesthood.? This disparity is first
noticeable in the designations us. d. U speaks of Levitical

(J (st sons Fipale . P P Lo trias waan . e ‘L‘E#‘-‘ ]
t‘i:z‘lohw. He Pruzels o Bestreal 9&m‘bm who mtm

témg at the Central Sanctuary. The Levite different from the
3w > }s one of thc priestly family living outside of

Jerusalem. This distinction is seemingfunknown to ii. lle
never uses the expression nba . 0 only Bnows of the
priest and never speaks of them as g *7 hut always én sin-

|+ gular and probably collectively. The ahsence f this distine-

tien in N, a distinctien which is first ma’e in U and dis-

! tinctive and peculiar to hi , shows that the iioliness code
could scarcely have evolved out of U and yet manifest no
Imovledge of this @iffcrence in the priesthood.

Moreover H uses the phrase nowheres el
for chief priests vexe Y147 \dan, Th:':.rgggci:h”:ay
be referred to in 1) XXVI 3 when the law speaks of the priest
in the aingular but this is nothing more than a mere con-
jecture. However, the chief priest as an institution was
bound o de-elop when the worship was centralized and single
Place of sacrifice estahlished and this headship of t.hiz .
priests who mere considered as ont acta Pany represents the
next stage after the cstablishing of one sanctuary. It was
! development within the priesthood. Its direct brigin how=
ttever, is not traceable to i code. It grew out of the insti-

) ]ut ion as it evolved. In these two teatures, therefore

! reveals a complete independence of .

Now as 10 a compariso n of th
to their prescriptions outlining the cn oy ey

: ) various fTuncti
t.l:e ﬁriest.s. én D x.\:\’ 8 the priests are to reEg;a:::sa:g
s . « Ba Beén sub -
23: llfi ?#J":nauz %s late CHUH 271 etg. p—— g
- --vﬂ...m.uu‘z&t.m“ Hhe fructe meccnboy
hh.MJM Mc&ma‘::!i Jh i
E—————,
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preserite for the community in the event of an leprosy
epidemic. Imn XIX 17 etc. they are to function as the Judges
vhose decisions are represented as emanating from Above.

A function traceable to this early duty of guarding the
tenple oracle. Of those priestly duties, the Holimess

codes says nothing. It is therefore sarprising that in
these law codes, no mention should be made no attention
called vo this function which the priests would tend to
guard jealously. If this code had relied on D, this law=
book would not have ignored them.

Now in the matter of priestly duties of cleanli-
ness, 1) is in absolute ignorance while H is plenary with
details. Néither priests nor chief priest are to he defiled
1y contact with dead and the marriage Afstrictions are equal-
1y as prescribed for bgth. 1In D, as pointed out, the dis-
tinection between the priests and Levites as more or less
based on marerial foundation, but not any distinctions carry-
ing any idea of cl'sses as both are on an equality. In H,
ve get a distinction based on the standard’of holiness.

The chief priest is to observe more severe rules of person=-
al holiness than is the ordinary priest. This distinction

is abhsent in D. In H we begin to come in contact with a
ijh?»»q hierarchy, wdimentally showing classes dis-
tinguished on bases of holiness. In D we see not tle slight-
est evidence of this priestly caste "orming. These lavs of
cleanliness regarding the officiating officials are absent
entirely in D and show that they are to be traced to another
source than D. That the sacrificial victim had 'to be per=
fect is explicitly prescribed. That they who offer it is
indirectly hirted av in XII 22b. Exactly what distinguished
the elean and unclean is probably meant or referred to in
the other legislation. In H XXI 22 the blemished the un-
clean may eat of the sacrifices and holy thirgs, while the
diseased can not (H AXII 1a9), D is probably referring to

a pricstly legislation which is the antededent of this
"oliness law.

According to D, the _1'¥7p(iII 26) which probahly
are tie fi-stlings,tithes etc.” may he caten Ty all, the
toor and er and Levite. The halo of holincss does not
éncircle these offerings which were anciently enjoyed and
relished by the entire c¢lan. In H XXII 10-16 the holy things
cannot he eaten hy lspuy oWl « 't soers it falls entirely
‘2 the priest and only those who are déffniceljy included
in his farily can partake of this offering, Nor can those
"ho are on the rim of the farmily circle can s'are and par-
ticipate in a meal in which the -='w 7P are eaten. These
distinct views give the 1mpressi&l of conflict. According
tn i’ any partaking of these offerings i< liable to a fine,
Tmother idea wholly atsent in D. Thris pedantie family
definitives and 1iritations are unknown to the broad phil-
anthropic spirit of hospitality of D. It stands to reason
that the author of the latter could not have written this
"roduction with any knowledge of the former without in some
way alluding ¢o the contradiction and conflict. In D, every
widow and orphan and poor person ray eat of the 7'w2? .
i: M, 1 widow with children is e-cluded so Casnabrcal Rae Pow

€ priestly spirit becowge in H XXII 10-16 amd tlen anly
a vidow whose father was a priest.asd wlio ohuasdx *-UL‘L‘“

Now by way of summary of the various points which I

have endeavored to male, the comparison of these legisla-
tions listed in chapter reveals that H in the matter of
legislation on sacred laws, seasons and places is based wewe
On the primitive legislation of C,thew=8. The RIl amplifi-
ctations which are later than D manifest no contacts with
Deuteronomy. In this legislation U has greatly changed the

1. EB. YVol, IV Col 4197 sub, sSacrifice.
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lavs he has received in co formity with his measure of
:‘.ef'urm% htsedistinctive featuresof his legislation
find® no reflection whatsoever in H. As for the legisla-
tion on the priesthood, U and H have no points or ideas in
cormon and it stands to reason that together with certain
conflicts that the conclusion is borne out that the codes
an only be considered as absolutely independent prodidcts
independent of each other.
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CONCLUSION
Chapter XI

On variocus occasions in the course of‘fﬁqui ,» we have
celled attention to the marked distinctiveness (i{ of each
code and have set out certain characteristiic f®atures of the
two law books. We have rioted how easily recognizable they
are that no one can fail to distinguish offhand a Deuteron=-
owic passage from one of the Holiness Code. The character=
igtice of the two are too well marked and conspicuous not to
be sensed instantly. Their literary style, their preference
for certain invariable expressions, the selection and modifi-
cetion of their legislative material, more or less with a view
to a certain prograrme, conetitute aspects of their individual-
ities, Before passing on to a swmary of the results of our
investigation, there yet remains an examination of still another
aspect of these codes, a comparison of the aims of T sepa=
rate legislation and a consideration of their motives, &ppeals
to obedience. It becomes clear to everyone who scrutinizes
irese two law booke that the compilers in composing and coll=
ecting their various laws were moved by other nurposes and
objectsthan that merely of gathering together the diverse
legislatign with the view to preserving them, and of writing
them down i to keep them “rom bteing lost. The unity ggmths
separate codes, which is proven by their own peculia ~Epirit,
gives to us an altogether different impression. If their
cbject wae merely to preserve ancient legislation that they
wrote tnem down, (2) surely there would be no need to work
over certain laws nor to add sadmonitions nor insist on certain !
tpecial fgatures as they do. While they did not desire to have |
trese laws disappear, they were actuated by higher and loftier
izotives., Their hope to conserve these laws were incidental to
more irportant plans. For after 2ll, is it not the purpose
of every author when he writes down his composition to keep
it from dying?

So aside from that secondary object, the editors of both
products had some very defi.ite airs in mind when they compo=-
scd their separate works. One does not have to read Deuteron=- |
omy twice te realize that its author was above all insisting
on presenting something and stressing something near and dear
1o nis geart. His insistence on this which lay so close to
ils gives one the impression rightly that he was intent
on irtroducing something new in the religious and cultural 1i
of his people., The reformation he was working on and out is
closely connected with his name that we need not dwell over ,
much on it here. The first thing he sought to accomplish was '
tne estavlishment of a single and centrgl Sanctuary where all
the worship consistent with the traditions of his religion
could and should be carried out. This innovation entailed a
uunber of modifications of ancient customs and laws, and we
can not help but marvel at the practicableness of this reform-
€r who could make such excellent nrovisionas and see mo far
and wide the effect of his great change. It is because of this
that Lis great institution stande out in Preexilic Isrgel, as
perhaps the greatest single reform of those times. Thus he is
Tadical in his denunciation of all high vlaces and shrines,
denying to them all religious validity . And in accordance
w@t@ his central aim, he is prudent and careful to nmake pro-
?lflon for the priests,whu are thus dispossessed,at the Jeru=-
calem Temple, He also foresees the need of locné centers of
justice where the priest formerly ministered and provides for
same, He is not btlind to-necessity of altering the ancient
and time honored custom of observing the festivale either at

1. Mogre in EB, under'Deuteronomy. 2. Stade quoted in Holzinger -

~trmmd mrma af anvhianta.
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nome or at the local places of worship and at one stroke he
rekes the necessary c Even the law about all slaugh=
tering teing sacrificialicannot fit into his new scheme is
changed so that it would not conflict with his new institu-
tion or the whole reform would collapse. lio one, therefore,
can be tlind to thie primary aim and object of the Deuteron=
ond®t. From this expressed purpose, we are left to infer
gn ultimate and irplied purpose. It has been pointed out
ttat about the local shrines there clustered a nuuber of
neathen rites and each high place was a center of alien
practices and customs. So long as these local hallowed
places were permitted to exist, they continued to form the
focii from which would spread and grow these nowrlsraelitien
rites and customs. ThiWivery existence was the nursery of
these foreign usages. It was evident to the men who hoped
Lo purge their religion of these strange cuetoms that it was
an impossitle task, s0 long as these placees at which they
were associated were permitted to survive. The worship at
these very places guaranteed tkat they
continue to perform these heathen rites, They could not
otliterate the one without at the came time destroying the
other. It was too, easier, far easier to guard the purity
of the worship of one altar than to purify the services of
rany, scattered over the country. It was easier, far easier
to change and to bring a change at one temple than,to correct
rany rites of questionable origin and suspicious E%inﬁng per=
forred at many shrines., It stande to reason that if it is
difficult to change one such worship, the difficulty is only
rultirlied, if there are many,“as many times as there are
Mrloseene viich need and require reform. Therefore when the
reformer with one such stroke, invalidated all these various
snrines , did he not really despair o;?glddins his religion
of *nedf leathen rites so long as they.existed, and for that
reazon ordered such wholesale destruction. It seems that his
ve’orm was actuated by the one great distant purpose of purg-
ing ris religion of all distasteful heathen practices and to

1im it was better to sacrifice the many shrinee than sllow
ize purity of hie religion in this wise to be polluted (1).
Thl*tmck ir his mind lay =ome such hope ieg evidenced by the
direct command that beside the altar at Jerusalem, no such
stela or trees be set up. These symbols of Canaanitish
worship were reared beside every local shrine.

Trere’ore to sum up the mairn and immediate aim af D was
L0 centiraiize the worship at the centrn%ﬁuhrino and remotely
to eradiicate all alien elements from mee religion. That he
was practical was instanced by the many new provisions he
made and the alterations of the ancient laws he did not hesi-
}ate to adopt. But even back beyond this purpose lay the
10pe and determination that by ﬁi&Pinnting all heathenish
customs and beliefs from the vohwd religion wes to establish
a pure and holy eommunity, or rather nation (2).

The idea of holy which the concept conveyed is one
entirely at variance with the one we today understand. And
the holy nation which the lawgiver wished to guard was one
not contaminated by such rites (3), which while practiced .
in the worship of other Gods, and then legit tely, would
uake unholy one employing them in service to \oiw
Therefore to protect the nation from such rites and usages
wnich were associated with other Dsdties, the lawgiver pro- |
nivited them in ,oxw cult (D 12: 29 ff) and forbade the

(1) Buide History,dwee. DT XRVIL

2, Brit. Encyec. Sub. 'Holiness by Stenning.
% E,IAA.

3. Holzinger Bedd, 324 - ¢
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intermixture in of elements of heathen cults, Positively
D's desire was aid and assist Israelitish religion to devel-
op without assimilation of foreign ideas, on it's own resour-
ces, isolated from the rest of the peoples. Positively too,
it maintained the inviolability of the Temple at Jeru em,
Throughput the Book, the lawgiver is never forgetful
of the needy or those especially whom the reform deprived of
their livelihood. He is ever urging with the tender solici=
tation that succor be extended these orphans, widows, stran=-
gers and Levites, Of course by the last He has in mind those
priests wao had been dispossessed and who for some reason or
other refused the invitation to go down to Jerusalem and share
with the other priest ministering there. His solicitude for
those in need has not failed to attract the attention of His
readers. Every alteration of the ancient institutions, which
depended on the many local shrines, that He wrought, so as
to make them conform to His great Reform, never omitted some
provision for those dependent on the mercy of the community.
This spirit of humanity pervades the whole work. This spirit
of charity permeated every pd4fce of legislation, with some '
exceptions. It was not surprieing t some have thought,
hecause of the prominence of thi that the author's
real aim was to promote md‘u’\l‘?‘/ generally such & practice
of philanthropy.
Linked up with his idea of developing a holy people,
was one which was aleso charitable, For holiness to him
also meant humanity (28,9 - 24, 19 - 26,12 ff). Of course
I do not believe that with him the idea of humanity was
inextricably bound up with his conception of exclusisiam
for he is very solicitous of the stranger, the one who
takes up his permanent residence with the people of Israel.
Sut his stress on humanity is really to be explained not so
mich as an aim of the author, as & resultant of his reform.
In the pre-Deuteronomic days, each of these classes of needy
folke were in some way provided for at the local sanctuaries.
When they were abolished, he was obliged to make some sort
of orovision for them; since he could find no institution
to serve them as did these ancient holy places, he was comp=
elled to fall back upon his appeal to the tender mercies of
the paople. Therefors we have no right to claim that it was
one of his aims in editing this book to provide for those
in need, This fact largely accounts for his great insistence
on Humanity (1). They had to be provided for in some other
way, now that the places at which they derived their succor
had been eliminated from the life of the people, In the
light of this, it is not at all inexplicable why he was so
urgent that the people do not forget them. In the considera=-
tion of the aim of the Book of Deuteronomy, this emphasis on
humanity need not concern us and his appeals to the mercy of
the people do not need to be studied any more than, let us

say, the introduction of the local district judges who were S AT

appointed to succeed the local priest in their functions,as ™ =
Almost at the very time when the code in Leviticus
17 = 26 was discovered, was the name given it which it today
brars. So pronounced and conspicuous was the central aim of
the lawbook and so and anpropriate was the choice of
its designation that no one has proposed any better appell-
ation and all have generally accepted it as the most felici-
tious. It is because the name m: in itself not only
the dominant spirit but suggests the aim of the lawgiver.
For not only in the appeal but also by the very nature of
legislative material selected, and treated are avt At an

I. E.B, VOL. IV COL. 4197.




idea of name but also the meaning of the ’ﬂ-utt Holiness.
jowheres in the Penteteuch is the atem Holy ( ©7p) used as
frequently and as repeatedly as in the brief scope of this
work.,. And not only the word recurs so often but it constitutes
a principle which pervades the whole. Thus in 17, presupp-
oses the holy place at which offerings are to be brought and
to whom, In 18, 19 the lawgiver defines that which ethically
and morally which will make the people holy. In 21, 22 pre=-
gecribs the holy ministers and sacrifices and 23 and 25 the
holy seasons. +hus at holy times the holy gifts should be
brought by & holy people to a holy place and other holy
customs and restraints are to be obperved (1).

Thus the religious ideal of lHis, generally negative;
avoiding everything which will destroy the holiness (XXI3_,;)
prohibitions centering around the sanctuary, priests, offer-
ings or femtive occasions. This £ of holiness relates not
nerely to cult correctness which plays a dominant part in .!
the lawbook and to exclusiviem which appears not so import- i
ant as D but includes an ethical content which inferring
from the space given in the corpus is not reckoned so vital
and significant but yet essential. It appears that H is
more condemnatory of the certain rites and practices of the
alien peoples than of the peoples themselves or their Gods,
as is typicalEr of Deuteronomy. Thus he denounces the heath-
en immorality (18) and customs and superstitions (/7,/§,,/ e 26, )
Thus the aim of the author is to establish a perfect harmony
between & holy God, and a people by making them conform to a
series of prohibitives which will make for holiness. His
purpose is patent and immediate. He aime at a cultural sep=-
aration,

low in a comparison of the purposes of the two lawbooks,
it must be stated at the outam work obviously em=-
bodies a great reform which hopes to bring
about a holy nation. The Holiness @ode is entirely reticent
on this great religious change. With him the work of D has
teen accomplished . He accepts and assumes the central sanct=-
uary, , The battle which D opened has already been won (2).
wmmidn H 21, the single Temple has grown so that it now
houses the family of the High Priest, who can not leave it
for unholy purposes. Then again the two codes show an antip-
athy for alienism. D it appears is as hostile to the foreign
nations (3) or rather Gods, as he is to their practices (f?:q# )
H on the other,hand is not interested in the peoples as he
1s concerned those profane rites and practices.i) It was
their practices and customs which destroyed them, conduced
to their extermination. To avoid a similar fate, Ierael
st zuard himgelf so as to not practice them. And imitate
their rites (/s /¥,.s ) He is attempting to get at the
basic lawe of Hidtory and he utilized and developed a not
altogether novel idea that Jakat, 1s the Lord of the land
(/S:519,5.,0 3623 Xyy )  The natives in themselves are alright.
It is the wrong which is contained in their profane custons
Wwaich has put them under the ban. The principle which deter-
mines most conspicuously the character of the entire section
is that of holiness, as = quality distinguishing Israel.
Holiness is a duty laid upon Isracl in other parts of Pen-
‘eteuch, especially D. But elsewhere it appears merely
83 one injunction among many. It is here insisted on with
an emphasis and frequency which constitute it the leading
motive of the entire section.

— e i e .
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The word holy seldom ever occurs in the body of D.a’h
fact, it is sometimes used of sacrifices ( —J"W7g) und once
used to modify camp, and then once in the concluding chapter
(28) as v @ pi It is noB addressed to the individual, never
indicating the idea that it is possible for him separate from
the nation to attain a state of holiness. He is never order-
ed to be holy, commanded to consecrate himeelf as in H. It
appears from a general Vu.© of the code that the nation alone
canattain to this condition of religious perfection. In H
the word is used without end. Every law seems addressed to
the individual implying that it is possible for him to attain
that state more or less, without regard to the community.
Every law is immediately connected up with and included in
the concept of ioliness. In D it does not seem essential
to the holiness of the individual that there be appointed
judges, that conviction can only be established by two wit=-
nesses., On the other hand the laws framed are so selected
that holiness is the immediate end, irmmediate purpose. “hus
while D may ultimately hope to establish a holg nation, this
ainm is distant and has intermediate stagesdi i towvwnatiw.

Therefore by way of summary, while the aims of the
codes sometimes may draw close to each other, on closer
scrutiny, it becomes evident that as far as their purposes
are concerned neither influenced the other. D was a book
proposing and effecting a great national religious reform.

H makes no such pretention. They both are antagonistic to
foreign influences, D attempting to etamp them out by destroy=
ing their breeding places, H directly prohibviting such pene=-
tration. D believing in monolatry, seems to be hostile to
both aliens as well as alieniem. H discriminates as a mono=-
theiet between the two and denounces only the latter. D has
the hope that finally as a result of his reform he can effect
a holy community or people; holiness being a far distant goal.
H brings this ideal nearer to the fore, directly pointing to
it as the aim of the individual. D seems to be interested
in the nation, while H in the individual or community. 1In
D the lawgiver has the vision of a nation made holy, whose
civil as well as religious 1life can be brought at once under
this ideal and to this spiritual goal. It is the nation in
which he is concerned; and that ie the reason he speaks of
it as a w7 On Ueyer as wp and the hope is sustain-
ed that the nation because of its loyal devotion shall suc=
ceqd as conquerors and become a creditor nation never a
d or, H, on the gther hand, is dra-ing near to the estab=-
lishment of a church,;"as is evidenced not only in the material
treated in the laws where civil administration is never refer=-
red to but by the repaat.%d use of the term %% P3P jngtead
of the other expression >*°V¥’ 329 The former expression is
never used earlier than H and is sometimes formed in P where
the concept of the Jewish church is fully developed, Ve see
gradually emerging from the nationalistic viewpoint of res-
ponsibility, the wetlof the individual whose holiness con=
ditions the hol iness of the community (1) And so there is
very little in common between them which is important and
distinctive,

“The next matter to be compared and considered in the
study of these two codes, is to determine the relationship
of the lawbooks from a study of their gppeals to obedience,
Digobedience in D, is ingratitude (2). \ohuweh has chosen
Israel as his people for no merit of irs. He redeemed
them from Egypt and delivered them from bondage (XV 14,)
(XXIV 16) ( XXVI 5. ff) He is about to give to them the lend
which he has promised and he will not go back on his word.

I. Bel‘thOIOt Lﬂv. xv - XVII HTM'D Mmmhmﬁﬁwd llﬁu*

2, Puer.. Dt. XIX Holzinger Einl. 315 for a development of
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He ie about to give the land to them, the land which
he «‘woag to their fathers. He had-adherred very scrupuously
to his covenant and it is the duty of the Israselites not to
violate their agreement nor to show so little regard for his
love for them. The possessione and property which shall coma
to them, comes through God, and the prosperity which shall be
theirs, is theirs by virtue of God's love. In many passages
the author describes the wealth as, ** m372 blessings of
God (1) So in appeals for obedience to God's laws, the law=
giver makes it out as a matter of thankfulness that they be
obeyed, gratefulness on account of that which God has done
and will do. This obedience will bring prosperity ?ﬁ) Jjust
as prosperity should eventuate in obedience. It is rather
novel how many times and how emphatic the lawgiver is point=-
ing out the positive results of living in accordance with
God's law than in threatening them with the evil consequen=-
ces of their wrongdoing. Except for the threat that viola=-
tion of a certain law may be wecw as a sin (XXIV 16) no
other passage in D. except in the final chapter warns the
people with divine punishment. Indirectly in XXV 14 the
negative implication of the positive reward for dealing in
just measurements, may be construed as a divine punishment.
For to adhere to this law will bring long life!” the assump=
tion being that the disregard of it will result in death.
It is rather strange that in every place where his appeal
is to doing of justice either in civil or commercial afiaire,
ie coupled with the consequences of long life (XXV 14, XVI 20)
In fact only irn the laws dealing with these subjects does he
hold out such a result, Jliore often does he hold before his {
people the good consequence of their obedience than the evil
results of their disobedience. Thus he is constantly prom=-
iging them blessings in their handworks if they follow the
lews, implying but never stating explicitily, that adversity
will be theirs because of their disobedience (XXIV 1§ XXII 7
XXIV 12, 13, XII 25, 28, XIV 24, 29, XV 4, 6, 10, XV 18 XVI16
The punishment he metes out for violation is human. And the
most vigorous seems to be exacted in direct vioclation of
idolatry or seduction to it. Thus infidelity to God, like
in Apostesy, which ie nothing more than ingratitude ie to
te punished by death (XIII 6, 11, 13) Wherever he exacts
such a penalty it appears to me that he would extenuate such
gevere punislment by the apology that it is purposely made
stern so a8 to act as a deterrent. Thue 2lmoet, in every place
where he attaches to his laws the death penal is to be in-
flicted, he adds the expression, "Thou shalt thus uproot this
evil from thy midet".

In keeping with the sublime motive of gratitude, he
_ points out the goodness and love of God attempting to draw
from his people obedience to God's law rather than drive them
to it by threat of punishment. He would seem to say that
God would prefer to reward than to punjshy’ d only in
certain cases of faithlessness, is he but then
not with a vengeance. Thus he endeavored to create an effect=
ual moral stimulus for realizing the ideals which appeal to
him, Then, too, by presenting to the Israelites the blesc=
ings which will follow from obedience than by warning with
evil consequences which will result from disobedience, he
ie imbued with, the spirit of gladness which marked the
religion of \ghwel.  Thus theologisally he ie inculcat-
ing the principle that God's love for Ierael must be recip~-
rocated by lsrael's love for God and which is to be mani-
fested by faithfulness and obedience, and to him the greatest
ein is infidelity and ingratitude as these are the most sternly
punished.

1.XIT 15 X111 6, X1V 24, XV 14, XVI 17 ( Oppbel Jar. & M ig, efas ohaf oo et e
2. Dt. XIX Holzinger Winl 315 for development of idea Israel

3. Holzinger Einl.,322 D's development of Endaimonon in Jewish
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When we study the motives for loyal devotion in the
Holiness code, we at once recognize that we have lere to-
do with anotiaer line of reasoning and another series of
principles. The basic idea which forms the fundamental
ethical motive of this whole code is practically congest-
ed and compresced in one single paragraph of the Deuter=-
onomic Lawboox ( XXIII 10, 15), In this passage which
was probaily derived from some priestly source,l warns
the Israclites with God's absence and departure from the
camp should it become profaned.!l/ Such a consequence will
bring defeat upsn the army and everything else, Thus God's
presence with the host will depend upon the physical clean=
liness of the soldiers.

The perfest narmony tetween God, who is holy and the
warrior must be through the medium of holiness. Thus this
ideza is extended and forms the fundamental basis of the app=-
eal in the aoliness code., If God's presence is to resgide
among nis people, they must comply astrictly to his every
command or proaibition. Anyone who defies,God's law, pro=-
fanes the cormunity and drives God from t@edr circle. His
avsence from their midst has brought upon them indescribvable
risery, and deprived them of their self ascurance, And no
law requires any other sanction than 1t4%M divine origin and
divine approval, To fail %o comply with it therefore, is
nothing less than re=_ly rebelling against God, is actually
profaning God's name, desecrating hie holy residence, pollu=-
ting nhis land which will vonmit forth ite inhabitants.

As he haes taken these people to himself, they mist be
noly as ne is holyy The fundamental principle of the ethi-
cal and cultural legislation therefore, is contained in
such vers=g as XIX 21, XX 7, XX 29, Thie is an entirely
different zconception from that of Deuterdnonmy. As lsrael
is hie he =ust be holy for everything which he has taken
t9 nimself® =ust %e holy. In D, God, has taXen nig peonle %z
nim Teczuse ne loveg them and they must obey his laws out
9f a spirit of love and gratitude for what ke nas done and
will do for them, s o b daloee =

To »rove disloyal to_ God brings the severest punishe
zenis. 1%t ie the normal state for man 1o live in harmony
with the Holy God, tut woe be to the man who refusez to
with God'e law., Tkhis is the =xplanation for tne
stments wnich are to te meted osut to guch a_ pan, Save
very few, all of %ne penalties are from GodY "The man

11 Se cut offY, "Slood guiltiness snall be attrivuted o
iz®, "I ghsll set =y fzce against him", "Tae land shzll
niz up®, "He shall tear nis sin®, "They shall be
ess", are repeated without end, Seldon is the reward
esjence proffered. In XVIII §, corpliance w=ithn the AR
otealrar  year will ot cause then to suffer, Tor God wil
the gixth year make the land produse 30 —uch that they
1 he supnlied with ample for their care. In XXV 28,
se Who re‘use to *axe usury will te enatled to live in

2-F¥. Save for the opening verses o5 the finzal chaptey,
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The priest's daughter must be burned with fire Sxxl 9)
and the lioloch worshipper rust be stoned (XX I, 5) (I)

There is no explanation that the severity of such a penalty

is intended to deter others from verforming the same offense.

In D, Israel is to be enticed into obedience not only
out of sense of what God has done but out of a feeling of
denendence on what he will yet do. The reward is constantly
dangled before their eyes and they are coaxed into compli-
ance, In H Israel must be compelled to obey God's laws. For
disobedience bringe the direet punishment, for disobedieuce
is something which can not harmoniously exist in the same
place where God abides. In D, the blessings where deserved
will come from God to him or them who follow God's laws.

The penalties where expressed are visited by human hand on
all violators of God's law. In H, the punishments are two
fold, they come from God and divine in origin, and they are
inflicted by the man without any mercy and are human but not
humane., TFinally, not any of the expressions which are used
either to describe the rewards or the penalties are alike
in both codes. In D. and H, the only ounes wnich are in any
way similar of the reference to the deliverance from Egypt,
it will be noticeable that when used in D, it carries the
ivsression that the Israelite owes his obedience because

of his emancipation and because of a sense of gratitude,
while in H, it conveys the idea that the law which is com=-
manded has the approval of Him who ie so0 holy and powerful
that he is the same who saved them from Egypt. It is the
God who then took Israel to himself, who as holy, requires
of his possessions that they be holy. There ie certainly
nothing in their motives that are similar, and that exhibit
any evidence of dependence or influence. In H, we Lhewe /AL
zetteni away from the joyful character of religion and are
entering that stern and strict viewpoint of the pietistic
and solemn orthodox, and away from spontaneous and joyful
reformer.

We have now discussed these two codes from every angle
of approach, we have considered them generally and particu=-
larly. We have studied them from the  viewpoint of their
general or formulary fratures and have made substantially a
minute and detailed examination of them, and the vroblem we
have sought to solve has become clearer , and the answer has
become evident, There now remezins for us to swiac.arize the
noints and arguments which have led us to the conclusion
which we have time and again indicated and frequently express=
ed, Viewing the two codes generally and as wholes, it is now
clear that they are independent of each other, that the influ=-
ence reduces itself to nought. t it is not hardly under=-
standable why so slight and naignificant are the contacts
gsince there wer= so many reasons for greater and 1ore import-
ant parallels (2). It secms that the only explanation that
can be of “‘ered which accounts for this fact, is that the Holi=-
ness Editor was entirely unaware and unacquainted with the
literary work of the earliest Deuteronomist. For the most
casual knowledge of the one with the other would have cert-
ainly manifested itself in some traces and evidences of this
acquaintance. To bring the facts more closely to the front,
let me now sum up the arguments which has borne this conclu=-
sion in on me.

In the opening chapter of this thesis, I set out to pre=
sent the problem which I proposed to solve and the ind of
relationship I endeavored to determine, It is there that I
stated that I sought to ascertain if these codes manifested
any evidence to warrant us in maintaining that the one was

1. ©See Benziger =, B, Sub,"Law and Justice® under paragraph
of punishment methods.
2. "As the differences are of such a kind as not to imply a
considercble interval of time"™ E B lloore Col. 1083,



dependent on the other, In a subsequent connection, I proved
that the codes as they were originally at first constituted
were not contemporanecus. It was shown that the Holiness code
was & later compilation than the so called Josiah lawbook.

The dates tihough approximately set, were unimportant for our
purpose. Of course, I was c=reful to note that not all the
material in each code was of the same date. Ve doubtlessly
have laws in the Holiness codes which antedates the Deuter=-
onoriie compilation, but as wholes, as distinct entities, they
are in just about that tempotal relationship as proposed preve
iously, and as such therefore, the problem resolves itself
into this, to find out whether the later H was influenced

by or devendent uvon the ezrlier D. We are not so blind or
biased as not to see that there are some similarities between
the two l-whooks, though few and essentially unimportant, they
do none the less exist, It was probably on ac~ountof these
that Wellhausen (Prol, 377) seemed inclined to infer that

some such relationship does exist which I have attempted to
disprove. I feel, therefore that this effort of :.ine would
be incomplete were I not to pay some attention and some heed
to the various points he advances. Accordingly, he pointe
out that toth codes enjoin the care of the poor and undefen-
ded and that husanity is a main object of legislation.

Far from being a main object of D, we have nreviously indicat-
ed that it waes not so 2t all, Hig interest in the needy while
urgent and insistent, was subordinate and conditional on the
greaet reform which he attempted to effect, znd his laws which
order such succor for the dependents, took their nlace along-
side of these other ones which he altered p¥épealy to reet
t::e new situation that he realized his innovation would bring
abtout.

With H, this interest is not paramount but remarkably
secondary. It is clear at a glance that this humanitarian
appeal has not that place or prominence in H, that it has in
D. As I have However, previously discussed this subject, I
will not take time again to refute it. As we have shown, he
Ses, poingg ouf that both codes prohibit certain oLservances
of zourning, ey both calculate the beginning of pentecost
from the becl.ning of the Barley harvest (H XXIII 15) and
extend the celebration »f Succoth for seven days. As we
have fully discussed each of these points and to our rind
conclusively shown that they are not reacons 10 zssume depen=-
dence from them. TFor in the first place, linguistically and
formularistically, they are different as has been indicated,
“ut each of these fgqﬁ&;gf are sé minor and insignificant¢ulﬂ't@5 |
and play such a slight role in the whole scheme of the D.
reformation, that it is impossible tg conceive that an author
would be influenced, merely by these%ﬁhimnartant fr=tures
and deliberately ignore™ more important ones.

Then to add to the cogency of hid arguments, he enumer=
ates a few hortatory phrases and sentences which with slight
variations are common to both lawbooks. As we have previously
devoted nearly two whole chapters ta & consideration of this
subject, with the result that we have found no ground for
inferring dependence, we need not here again review the
argurentis against the contention of Wellhausen, by a review
of their language. As we have shown the linguistic vparallels
are not the ones which are so closely interwoven in the lang-
uage or sentiments of D, that it is impossible to telieve
that the Editor of H would have deliberately derived only
these insignificant ones from the eaxlier code, It seems
raiher boih because of the fewness of the correspondences
for he only cites five, and because of their insignificance
in the plans of the twc lawbooks that they tend to prove the
indevendence of the two editions than indicate any influence.
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A general survey of the points we have made will far
outweigh the vague implicatione derived from those few
unessential details or correspondences listed by Wellhausen.
In the firet place the codes display totel ignorance of each
other in their general ground plane and outlines. As we have
already pointed out and proven, it is not an impossible sur=
mise that both codes in their emrliest stages were arranged
according to a well ordered plan and followed a thoroughly

worredd out outlire. Evidences of this fact sbound irn both
codes., Here and there passages when removed make possible
a perfect sequence, And here and there, an excellent order
prevails, But more than that, in certain paragraphs containe
ing certzin groups of laws, we can not fail to note a perfect
arrorgement according to a very definite prineciple. The
nany signs of a right,lea! us to the logical assumption that
originally ‘coth codes followed 2 definite scheme. Now we
can with some safety reconstiruct the arrangement of these

two codes, With very little transposition, we cen discern

an order that in ell likl:ihood obtained. In compering the
outlines of the two codes, we can rot help but note the lack
of zgreement in the order either in the wnole or in the small-
er portions. (1). Is it likely that an Bditor who was com=
piling ais composition and had, let us say, Deuteronomy
before him, could have avoided some imitation of his patent
in the matter of arrangement. He coulg have but it is not
likely that he would have.

As to their language and style, nc lees striking diffe
erence is in evidence. It was impossible for the two codes
not to show some linguistic correspondences. As the lenguege
had not under gone any great radicel changes and as the sub=
ject matter was to some great extent of a similar nature,
it was t0 be expected that some terms shiould be in cormon,
But in tke secrutiny of these parallels, it will be found
ae has been both noted end listed, that they are compar=-
itively few and strikingly casual and accidental. They are
not suech as to give the immression of being borrowed. Then
agein, they are for the greater part, of nost usual and ordi-
nary kind, very few of which having any synonyrme and co fre-
quently do they occur in the 0. T. that z complete citation
of the pascages in which they are found is not avzcilatle cut=-
cide of a moet exhaustive concordance. Th-ose worde which
are unusual and rare, though common to toth law books, zre
in r.oet cases in ese two codee to be found in different
connections. R er than prove dependence, the different
context in which they are used, tend to attest their inde=
pendence. On the other hand, both lawbookes have & ruch
larger vocabulary that is not present in the other book,
diis fect is significant, when the commonness of the phrases
aere noted, though present in one of the codes, are wanting
in the other.

Tor the dependence whick we are secking to discover,
the rmost natural passage in which tao look are not the wholly
legal pascsagesMthough necessary, a8 in the long drawn out
hortatory framework. If there had been any influence or
dependence, signs of it would sooner nmake their appearance
in these marts than in the legislative portione, per se.

In the many words and phrases which are peculiar to D, &s
aw peculiarly expressing D's rotives and purpceses, and which
are repeated so frequently, nct one of outstanding import-
ance is recurrent in H; morcover, those distirctive words
and phrases of H, which are so btound up with his motives, so

peculigr%i expressing his aims, not one can be traced with wiw

the modifications and variaztions to the earlier

lawbook.
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It ies not possitle for one to be conversant with the
distinetive spirit and language and yet not show and exhibit
gome influence, But so distinctive are the two books and so
lacking are they in any evidence of such influence, especially
in these elements where one would most naturally expect that
the impression derived from a study cf this aspect of the sub-
Ject is their absolute independence. Iiany other linguistic
feztures conduce to thieg view. Thus where there are synonyus
one code will inevitably use one which the other avoids.

Ard other incidental differences whick we have already noted
21l lead to the s=ame conclusion., But most irportant of all is
the fact that "of the peculimr motives and phrases of R,D,
there is no trace in H" (1

In the long drawn outfdnd exhesustive study and coupari-
son of the contents, I have looc:ed in vein for partallel laws
whicll agree completely in substence, lenguage and formation,?
or evidence of dependence as is tracesble from the parp-
allel in legal materizl. Thie is the significance and aim of
the laboriocus and painstaking study. In the one hundred and
sixty laws which we have exenined, of which H had ninety five
and D, seventy five, we Lave discovered merely about fourieen
or sixteen parkallel pieces of legislation. That is to eay,
that in both codes, of these one hundred and sixty enactments
there are only about fourteen to sixteen which have eny re=
zenblance in contents. DBut in these vnar¥allels there is some=
thiing of great interest to observe. We have soc frequently
cistinguished between the two parts of D, that the signifi-
cance of that distinction is now clear. In the first eight
chapters of Deuteronomy, we noted that the Ediggr 0§ Deuter-
onony nas taken over origiral meterial znd so “C: ad
odified it thgt, st times the original ie entirely concealed
in the mass of &lterations, or so changed and corrected that
the differences between them, the source and the D law,
can be only explained as the grounds of adjustment to the basic
»*e7orm. In the remaining chapters, the laws have suffered eo
little alteration and wmodifigation a. the hand of the D,
FEditor that we are safe in claiming that ti.ey were taken cver
frorz the original and embodied in without 1little or no change
liow this distinction (2) is important for our purpose ir study-
in g these parxallel laws. For of the sixteen correspond=-
ences the greater number ere to be found on D's side in the
second section. liow none of these parrallels, that is, those
which in D, occur in the socalled miscellaneous section, en=
tirely match H.

To be mote explicit, the resemblances do not go so far
as to include thoce slight but distirnctive and peculiar
additions of the D Editor. The resemblances never extend
to those special peculier elaboratione of the D reductions,
now what is the meaning of this fact? It is this: This
avoidance in the pargyalllles of the peculiarly D expressions
by H signifies that the latter must have employed a source
which did not contain them or he would not have so studious-
ly ignored them.

Of the other parrazllels which oc ur on D sides in the
earlier section, it will te observed that resenblances never
extend beyond mere similarity of jdeps., Of the six’farrallels
which as far as D is concerned be t+6 the opening chapters,
it ie not only interesting that the many D parentic amplifi=-
catives are zbsent in the corresponding law of H but the laws
themselves 40 not agree exzcily in contents, language or for=-
mation, Thus as an instance let me recall D XIX 21, and XXLV
19, and observe that the latter is mo Te closely related and

l. E. B. lloore, Col. 2789
2. Heolzinger 279 points out this distinction.




more nearly founded on C than on D, This seems to be the
conclusion to be drawn from every parrallel which we have
examined, that they both were composed without any reference
to each other. That, "Wnhilet the provisions of some of these
laws pre often sirilar, the formation and phraseclogy are
throughout entirely diseimilar® (1). Iio wheres have we been
able to discover any two lews which are exact and faithful
reproductions of each other. They always give the impress=-
ion that ir their compositions, that the Editors were un=
fariliar with the corresponding product of the other lawe
giver.
But mote than the local differences of ®ertain parksll-
els, is the diffiCulty of explaining not only the fewness

of resemblances but equally why there were so many dispar-
ities if we assume that the one code was affected by the
other, Of the nearly two hundred laws which both codes
contain, the parrallels seem nmore accidental than actual

( PdMkko 484) (2). It ie evident after examination of the
two whole codes that there is in reality a paucity of such
correspondences, compardtively speaking. The accidentel
nature of these par¥allels may be further corroborated by
the Tact that there ere about fifty more lavs which may be
styled near parallels that is, they have but the vaguest
and most indefinite similarities, now these laws with but
the slightest resemblances are juxtaposed and placed in
appoeition that by indicating the elements of correspon=
dence and disarreements to note the independence of both

fourtee: of these laws were affected by D, certainly the
others with such elight correspondences and gr dispari=-
ties would be difficult to explein in light of,déPendence.
Then there are about & hundred laws which are entirely
uznatched in either code. These onmdesions from the oppo-
site lawbook are only eignificant irn so far zs we are stle
to deduce an argument from silence., While not ignoring
the fact that the codes may not have come down to us as
they were at first prornulgated, it does seen: that greater
resemblance would abound if one had depended ou: the other,
or as Wellhausen, maintzins, was affected by the other,
D's meny laws prescribing the organs eand practices of civil
administration are wholly igrored in H, while H contains
a number of laws on the choate hierarchy and sacrificial
gsysten that are unknown irn D. The conspicuous omissions
are unaccountalle if we presume or argue from the few par=-
allels that H,, was affected by the latter code. While we
are aware too, that some critics have attempted to explair
the contradictions between tlhe codes (3), wc can the bet:zer
understand them if we assume that the two lawbooks were inde-
pendent. We know how futile and unsatisfactory is the attenm
to account for the conflicts betwesn the prohibitives against
end cormanduents for marrying sisters-in-law ir the two codes,
and vhich are understiandable if we accept the view thati we
have proven that the lawbooks were unacquainted witn each
other. Then too, H pro:ibits mourning rites, wnile D per=-
mits it, in fact orders it in the case of a captive wife,
Accordingly the sirilarities in language aud co..tents
are of such a slight and insignificant nature that it ie
assunirg & great deal to attempt to vrove from them the influ-
ence of D, on H. On the otker hand, those who infer this
dependence, have the burden of proof on their shoulders and
it is for them io explainthis abrence of any hortatosy recem=
blances, the lack of laws identically fornulated, the disagree-

1, E. B, lioore Col. 1083

2, HDB Sub, Leviticus Harforde to the contrary.
3. CF, Bandissin ¥inl. 146 who tries to unders and the
contradiction between D 12 and H 17

particular pieces of legislations. How if we assume that .
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ment of order in whole or in part, so many absences of
correspondences. They can not patisfactorily.

On the other hand it is more in keeping with the logic
of the facts to understand these slight resemblances and q
glaring differences as due to the use of the same common r difiut
sources, And this hypothesie will the bet:er explain and
help us to understand the absence of any hortatory corres=
pondences, the similarity of some laws, the striking indiv-
iduality of both codes, differences of so many lawe and the
contradictions of the ones we have noted, and the coincid=-
ences of some terms and unusual expressiond (1).

Thus the relationship of the two codes is one of totel
independence, for each lawgiver has framed his composition
without reference to the other.

Then firnally in seeking for the cthar dependence or
influence of D, on H, one mwust not over exaggerzte the few
truly insignifiwant and chance corr%a and totally
ignore the overwhelming abundance o which are not
understandable in ht of such reletionship. The pre-
ponderance of™
negatives such a theory 0t the scettered parallels which
do not fail to give the impression of being accidental and
insignificant, must subserve as the proofs on which to build --*-
en explanation but the over powering and copig accunula= ,
tion of important and truly significant must beduia wF spst o
the foMmdtion on which to rear the hypothesis to explain
this problem.

In short i% ik likely that H would have merely =f‘ected
to teke over the certain insignificants elements and ignored
the vastly more important end vestly more nwierous, and
strikingly peculiar elements if he had relied on or was
influenced by H.\

1. Moore, E. B. Col. 2789 Driver Dt, X Wellhausen p 376
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