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Thesis Digest, "An Analysis of fh= Llaws in Chapter XIX'
of Leviticus, with specia. refers..ce to tLneir ovigin,
packground,and dats," presented by Natnan Psfer Tevinson.

Tnis thesis attewpts to analyse lLeviticus 19 anew. It presents
the reconstr.cted texts of tnese laus and establisies their
stratification. Some of the laws were written by H. Most

laws represent older material which was incorporated by RH
into the chapter. This incorporation was an organic one,
necessitated by tne conditions of the tiwe. In spite of
recent attempts to date most of the H saterial after the
exile, its =gilic nature is .aintainea in tnis thesis.

ince, however, so many divergent opinions have been put
forth during the past as to the date of this materizal, the
interest of this tnesis has shitted more to pure analysis,

and ©The date is subordinate, even sucject to revision.

4 new structure for these laws has been atTempted to
establish. Agauinst commentators of the past who thought

to perceive an arc ngewen. of pentads, a metrical

systew was propos=a, consisting of two distichs which

end with " I aw tns Lord," in the laws of the singuler, and

% am the Lord, ,our God," in the plural formations. The

laws are written in a 3/5 meter. The old idea *hat ILeviticus
19 leans heavily on the decalogues has been shomn to be groundless.
Much of ths disturbing mat=rial was assigned to ?. Agalinst
wost critics the vocabulacy of P has been incr=2.sed on the

bals of internal evidence ana much that until now was considered

H must now pe lookad uuon as P,




Much thut seems unduly assective in.this thesis is

due to youtnful enthusia.w rather then adoguatism.

It is recognized that in a work lixe this no final

t.ruths can be attained. In sg.ite of the large bipbliography,
only little was used from each volume. 2long creative
lines and the only books which stimulated my tnhinking

were the "Boox of the Covenant", especially Il and ITI

by Murgenstern and a treatm=nt of these chapt:rs by
paton in JOBL . I owe much encouragement and valuable

suggestions to Dr. Sheldon H.Blan< and Dr. Eug:n Tacsudl=zr.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Analysis of [Leviticus 19.9-18
9
10
11
12
15
14
15
16
17
13

Analysis of Leviticus 19. 1

1-19
2-5
5-6

6-7 ,66
7-8 ,66

8-11
11-12
12-14
14-15
15-17
17-18

<0
20-23
23,
<3-29
<9-32
32-36
36-38
38-50
39-41
41=43
43-45
45-46
46-47

,65-66
65-66

,66-68
,68-70




30 47-.8

31 48-45

33 =34 51-52

35-37 22-53
The date of Leviticus 19 54-62
Reconstructed text of Lev.19.9-18 19
Reconstructed text of Lev.l9.5-3ff 29
Rec.nstructed text of Lev.19.26-32 50
Orizinal text of Teviticus 19 63-63a
Addenda , reconstructzd text of vv.11,12,19 65-70

Bibliography T1-74




It has been noted by many scholars that the
laws of Leviticus 19 employ their singular and plural

verb forms indiscriminztely, often changing in the wmiddle

of a sentence. A preliwinary sorting and purely wechanical

separating of the laws on this basis would yield the

following results with reference to the second person

singular:
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We propose to begin with these iaws first.

V-9.' Tt 15 obvious that with the omission of MURP DR BavYPay

DAXR  wuch will be gainéd not only as far as grampatical
congisteney is concerned but also with regard to the‘meter , :
as we hope to establish, There seews to be left a verse
with two equal parts{ a distich in other wordsy, each having
three acecents (3/3). The cohstruct formations receive one
accenb only. The parallelismus;membrerpm is éVid@nt, a ]
fine instance of the SYRONyMOUs kihd;' ﬁéreover, the ;
repetition of ﬂ¥?5after natepa 1 would be extremely
awkward style. It may safely be assumed then, that only i

as reconstruched this senbence appears satisfactory.

The question as to how Qad came to be inserted here is
of secondary importance. Two possibilities suggest

themselves. It 13 quite possible that a redactor, whoever

he might have been, writing in the plural, incorporated

this law into the chapter and thus 9ad might easily have

been his attempt at harmonization. On the other hand,
a different solution suggests itself from a comparison
with Lev.23.22. There, in the context of a festival
calendar, this legislation is certainly out of place,
It 1s the only instance of a singular verb form in this
chapter and appears at‘the end of the section, one of
the earmarks of a later addition. Mpreover; in Lev.19
we have the complete legislation,only  part of which

was taken into Lev.23 as was already observed by Bertholet.




The law was repezted here pecause oi its indirect relevance
for the D1J12° festival., Lev.<53.22ae4 would again be a
harmonization to the rest of the chapter which consistently
uses the second person plural. A later redactor of Lev.19-
and that there .ust nave peen juite a few seems beyond d.ubt-
acquainted with Lev.23.22a4 and m.ssing it here supplied it
in the wrong place. The forwer s..ution appears siupler,
especially since 23,10 way have _lea to th: inclusion of
the similarly worded passage of chapter 19, pBut still
another consideration supports the second alternative.
Lev.19.9 uses the word 1% ?while 23.22 has 1783,
One of the two must unaoubtedly be secondary. If "x7?
is the original form no good explanation can be given why
J9¥™3 should have been substituted for it in Lev.23.2<.

Oon the contrary, Lev.23.<< which by the better translators

(cf.XKautzsch) is rendered as if it were identical with Lev.19.9

gemonstrates clearly tLnat alter ihe addition of 2z3.22aqg
37¥m2 is certainly no improvewent of an original X772
If not repetiticvus, it is certainly un®ansiatable. Whoever
took over Lev.19.9 ana insected it into Lev.25.<2 would have
fared much better had he left the suppossdly original Xp?
right where it was. In other words, the diifficulty here
can only be =xplained by assuwing that <7x;23 is the original
and was taden into Lev.<3.z« without change., If we assume
tuat 19.9ad4 is the creation of a redactor of Lev.l9 anu was

rogetner with the rest of the ver.e ta<en over into Lev.23

= s ———) s




then we must posit Lhree stages. First, the original law

which was utilizec by this reaactor ana which awust have

read: BN R? JACYT BP2Y CJIRPA JT nRE A230 NY

Szcond, the addition of 9adby the reaactor and the taking

over of this verse into lLev.23.<2. Third, another redactor,

noticing the awkwardness of rthe repstition in Lev.19.9 as

it stood, changed <hypainto +xr%? . Such a procedure

appears possible but highly improvable. It stands to reason

that the same redactor who aaaed Yuawould also have seen

right away this stylistic difficulty. wWe Lherefore return

to our first assuwption by saying that the process as

outlined above 1is more jplausivie. First, thc original

law in Lev.19 was: :0P7?0 K? JA°3] QP21 JI%P3 7. Ose 0220 N2

This law was taken over into L:v.23 and there the NYER X pIRPIAN
023878 was added for the first tiue and withcut any altempt

at harmonizing the content of the original law itself. A

later redactor who supplied the adpart in Lev.19.9 noticed

at the same tiwe L difficulty involved anu chanzed TINE3

into 1¥N? which eliminated the repetition but of course

reads much less smoothly( the only otner exawple of tihis

construction appears in z Sam. 11.19). This seems to be

the only way in «hich the appearance of the t#o tsrws B} (k.
and T¥" 2 can pe explained. Ve conclude then that

1) DIXTIR 18P n® o2 xparwas supplied from Lev.23.<2

ana not vice versa and 2) that the original law had 19%pa

rather than AT T e
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For the sake of completeness it shculd be noted that in Jad

the Vulgate read T78™21, Both Graf and Bertholet
agree that verse 9 is original here and not in chapter 23.
paton maintains that vv.9-10 belong to chapter 23 where
they are in their proper connection (1) -they disrupt
here Paton's preconceived codification. But even Kennedy
claims that our laws in vv.9 ana 10 are an extension

of the law in chapter 23. Of interest is Bertholet's
further assusption that Rh worxed the singular pas:ages
into his codification. Verse 9ag(as 15a# :-nd 19ad would
then be his work. While the first part of tnis statzwment
is undouotedly correct, our previous analysis would
preclude the possibility of the Rh cuaract:r of 9aa.
And, indeed, this cannot be. Rh who accepted these
singular pass:ges as part of nis code,classified theu,
and probably aaded the‘n ‘) xto each couplet, would

not have uroken the continuity and the meter of our
code. We hope to be able to show that irregulerities
within these laws have to be ascribed to a diff{erent
redactor.

Verse 10. This verse follows logicaliy upon v.%. The
content is sicilar, ine sawe vasic idea is applied

to a different situation. We have here, uowever,

three stichol rather than two. On the basis of the

=,




analogy to the preceding and the following laws and
keeping the principle of parallelism in mind, we are
Justified in =liminating cne of the stichoi as a later
addition. Since only lOasfjare parallel we omit 10bA.
The repetition of T8721is not only awkward but also
out of the meter (unless the construct receives cne
acCent). The use of mn4pin Mishnah Peah 6.5
suggests that it could stand by itself so that Bkl
is best omittea as an explanatory gloss. 10bp shows
the formula pI*a?% oI1nt “ix . Obviously, the
pDa*n7?8 oeing in the plurzl must be owitted. The
rewmaining two words constitute a fitting enaing for
these two versss, indicating perhaps that they are
couplets. The rewaining laws will strengthen this
assuwption. At any rate, only here do we have an
added C2'N178 within the framework of the singular
laws under discussion, Otherwise, it occurs exclusively
with the laws chat have the second p=rson piural.
It can easily be explained here by analogy with the
beginning of verse 9, the owitted part 9ad.
verse 1ll. This verse should be treated separately
as not falling under the category of the second person
singular. ¥oreover, it does not fit into our wmeter.
According to most scnolacrs, the secona table of the
decalogue begins here, a myth which has unfortunately

persisted throughout the ages of Biblical criticisw




put whicn has no basis in fact. As a rule, these verses

are therefore taken, if not as an original part of H, at
least as Rh who supposedly incorporated them into his

code, cleverly mimicking the decalogue. But the saue
obJjection whicn we raised in connection with verse 9

still stands. Rh cannot be accused of breaking up the
continuity of these laws. That must have been done by

a later editor who no longer had a feeling for meter

and style. Who was this editor? His hand is eclearly
discernible taroughout thz chapter. He can bs no other

than 2. 0Ons look ut Lev,5.21-24 will tell, The similarcity
petween the vocsbulary there and our verse 1s unal-tazable.
rhere can be no aoubt thzt & P editor is responsible

for the havoc wrought in our chapter.

Verse 12. The same holds true of this verse. Tnis is not
the voc-bulary of the decalogue but clearly the style of
Leviticus 5.422 and 24. How did these P amplifications

come into this chapter? Thi. will be difficuli to determine.
rut they may easily be glosses, fitting in excellantly

with the spirit of verses whicn prec:=de and follow.

12b suddenly switcoes to the singuler =gain. yorsenstern
has shown (Book of the CoverantIIIp,.8 note 13,28,49 etc.)
that the coucept of the @O of God is a very late postexilic
one and certainly does not belong nere, It :51lso occurs in

Lev.18.21520.3321.6322.2.15.32. £2.20.39;36.20.22etc.. The

e
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_Ehé’Vulgate tries to harmonize this passage by rendering

iza in the singular while The Sepbuagint makes 12b plural.
The latter must incidentally have read MR ooy R nvem
None of the versions contribute anything to an understanding
of the verse. We eliminate 120 therefore as a Postexilic
gloss%. |

Verse iB. This verse presents some additional difficulties.
‘The parallelism is fine, although it is expressed twice

in 13 a which becomes too long thereby. It might safely
be assumed then that Bean why is a gloss. Bub another
consideration proves beyond doubt that this is so.
21 , alword which is exbremely rare occurs likewise

i Lev. 5.23, the sawe place from where the glosses

in verses 1l and 12 were haken., It goes without saying that
the same P editor is regponsible for the addition here.

But the b part of verse 13 is Jjust as diffieult; A8 1t
stands we have here four if not five beats which is

quite impossible. Tt seems besgt to omit pa Ty
which'may be expressed in the j*7n 8% and regard
it as an amplifying gloss, not only unnecessary for the
understanding of the verse bubt seriously disturbing the
-peter, This, however, can not be done without explaining
how 'ﬁbn Ty came Lo be inserted into this law.

The answer will not prove to be too difficult., The Jewish




commentators already noticed that there was a daifference
betveen our law and the once in Deut.24.14-15. In Deut.
the worker must be paid while it is yet day,while here
the next morning is given as the latest hour of payment.
On this basis they argued that thetwo laws take care

of two situations, cne of the case of the day-laborer,
the other of the worker employed at night - ior
certainly, the Torah can not be repetitious. Although
their arguments are not acceptable, their observations
are pertinent. According to Xorgenstern, Calendars of

Ancient Israel, H.U.C.A.vol. X, p.18, Deut. 24.14f

is postexilic, apparently depending upcn this passage.

At any rate, Morgenstern correlates those two passages.

He mainteins that they refer to a time when the days

were recxoned from morning to worning. But if the W3 1y

in Lev.19.13 is taken so seriously, surely the 133: jnn 101°3

of Deut. 24.15 ought to he considered which seewms to

waintain C1° nhis day" ends with the setting of

the sun (cf. Reshi and Ion Ezra). Now, it stands to

reason that originally, if one law was dependent upon

the other they would not have contradicted each other.

Two possibilities suggest themseclves. sither the yv75 xi13n w71
FRUN of peut. 24.15 ana the "3 77 of Lev, 19.13

have no significance with regard to the beginnings of




1c

the days. In that case =+r3 Tywould merely be

an amplifying gloss, missing in Deuteronomy, as to
wnat is to be considered night. In leuteronomy ,

the terminus a quo is given, in Leviticus the
terminus ad quem, both saying in effect the same thing,
nawely that the worker should be paid before the
setting of the sun, because there is little
likelihood that he will receive it later than that,
On the other hand, tne aiscrepancy between the two
passages seems strange and the rapois were correct
ia noticing it. Somehow, the 373 7y in Lev. 19.13
geems to say more than the passage in Deutcronowy.
1o fact, it looks like an intentional departure.

It seems to say thnis : Not only shall ye not keep
the pay of the worker during the night, but now

that we count the days from evening to evening ye
are obliged to nay him before the sectting of the sun
and not wait till morning,thinking thzt only then
the new day will pbegin. The 93 "y would then be
a further elucidation , stressing with Deuteronomy
that the day is over at nightfall. In one of those
two ways the 4p3 +,may have been adued to the
original text, tney are clearly distirbing in tneir

present countext, After such shortening of tne
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law as found in this section we may safely restore the
missing waw before the ;+95 yxy which dropped out when
because of the glossification of ths verse its two
distichs appeared to be independent laws. The waw is
retained in 40mss.LXX T,Sam., and Saadian.
Verse 14. This verse is in perfect meter and parsllslisw.
That verses 1, and l4 forwally belong together is proved
by the n1n* *1uat the end of verse 1l4. Is there any
relationsnip in context? Ibn Ezra already noticed that
there was. Discussing verse 13 and the way in which an
employer can take advantage of his workers he adds :

SO 7 UYL o133 D 22F0 N2 0
The unjust use of power then is the idea which binds
both verses together. There is no douvot, then, that
we have here a second couplet, corresponding exactly
ir meter and content. The jy'nmc nwua*1again does not
fit into tae meter. Paton owits it everywhere as
an addition of the non-priestly editor. This seems
arbitrary. The phrase occurs in P(Ex.9.30) and again
in Lev.25 which also hag thrce times the word n'ny .
The latter is RP as we havc shown above and in generzl
this chapter is ascrioed to P, Herford is clearly
mistaken if he counsiders both J*A78n nKY*rand nny

as typical of H legislation. e owit the phrzse then
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as a gloss from the hands of the P editor.
Verse 15. The ad part of this verse soows the plural
formation. Like 15 b it is clearly an addition to tne
verse. For once, the missing waw beiore the Ri'n 87
and which ought to be there if 15adis original and
which in fact was supplied by 7 mss which no longer
understood the original reading seews to indicate
that the first text started with P37 3D MDD R?.
15a4 also occurs in 19.35. The question is now where
is it original? Dillwann would omit it in v.15,
Paton thinks it is indispensable there. At least, in
v.35, and that wyst be admitted, we incur DNo difiiculty

as far as the plural is concerned. LXX renders in
. 3 y[ > ,6"
both verses: ov Trs:7f!rr adier €V hgtoec

Its Engiish transiation interestingly enough obliges

its readers by once rendering it in the plurzl and once

in the singular. The Vulgate, on the other hand,says

in verse 15#on faci=s guod iniquum est 7 , in 35 it

has the plural. Tnese are, of course, clear sttewpis

at harmonizing a text which was not understood.

A pure analysis will show that the verse is cut of place

in verse 15 as well as in verse 35. Paton interestingly

enough renders 35: sMMNELIY P03 ﬂ1nﬂ7ty 1.yn R?

And this must be the original, pp.p w.uld make no sense
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here. On the other hand, it could hardly have originated

in 19.15 as part of the original verse. The Vulgate
which very often preserves interesting réadings renders
15ad as follows: "non facies guod iniquunw est, nec
inuste iudiéabis." This is strange. Did the Vulgate
preserve a b part to this section which was lost in

the Masoretic text? This seems improbable, especially
gince in the a® part the whI'h seems to be wissing.

There is only one answer UO this strange translation:

the Vulgate for some reason or other translated Yoyn K9

21y independently from nHIND .

Tts manuscript musb have indicated clearly that

there existed a break between nheny and Y

Yyy 1wyn. We conclude then, that apparently
the 21y 1wyn. Rowas still recognized by the Vulgate
as standing apart and that it must have been a glossé.

We are a step further. Why such a gloss was added

~requires nNO explanation. Obviously, a text which

pust have looked like this 27 *1B Kin hb/ba il
byqa *3D AN B2 made no sense to the reader.
But how cen we understand this phenomenon? Simply.
The word wpPha was another gloss; of the nature

of a headline; indicgting that while the first four laws




or rather two couplets concerned tnemselves with
nprivate Jjusticenm the following four will handle
court matters. The ubtd in v.35 can then simply
be explained as taken from v.1l5 for analogy's sake.
Wwe conclude then, that the pnrase is not original
in 15 and only the three words 21y 1oyn R?
are original with v.35. Verss 15b woich again
contains tne typical Dn*DY is clearly adued from RP
as we have shown in our discussion on v.ll ana 14.
Verse 16. This verse presents no difficulties in
meter or foru. For] *‘pywe must read withobwss qpy
ana %9%1) before Tnyn according to 41 mss. The
only trouble seems to lie in the translation of %)
¥ @Y ?y Toyh. Targ.Ps.Jonatnan
rendars its sense:"Thou shalt not keep silent
about thy neignoor's blood when taou knowest the
truth.."” Siira explains:" Thou shalt not stand
(without helping) by the blood of thy neighbor.n
Others rerdur:'pc not seek to take another's life.n
Ehrlich, pointing vut that in the ¥isanah ?y oy
means: "auf einer Sache basisrent, translates :
"o not secure your own life by the death of your

neighbor.” All those translations take no account

———
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of the principle of parallelism which is so evident

in thess verses. As often, Ion Ezra has the right
approach when he says that only too often talebearing
orings about the death of people. The Vulgate translates

as if it had a pure parallelism:"non eris criminator

nec susurro in populo." But rewembering that the headline

tO our verses was : DD.D3I,the meaning can only

pe that one shail not be a taleb:arer by trying to

oring a capital ssntence a_ainst an ianocent man.,

In tnis way, we have a perfect parallzlisz{but cf.p.61).
Verse 17. Many have nuticed a uirficulty in translation.
Tous, waile it is usually renuered:"Thou shalt not aste
thy orothsr in thy heart, thou shalt surely rebuxge thy
neignbor, and not Dear s=in because of him," the American
translation translates 17bﬁﬂgg£ not incur sin because

of himm"; Rashi takes it to meanrthou shalt not publicly
shame him," and according to Ehrlich tne meaning is that
nobody should hate so.ebody who is ofiending a third
party, nor sympathize #ith him, and thus incur sin,

put he should warn anim. In other words, comwentators
nave not understoou the verse too well, i. any case,

it remains ambiguous. Do we incur sin because of hating
in general, or because of not warni.g him, or because

of allying ourszlves with him, or because of offending

—— e
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hiw publicly? If we omit the disturbing partlvuﬁwe
have a more adequate parallel.sm, out still the sense
is juestionable. 1In the first place, such a law is
wuch too complicated. The UDaion Prayer Book has a

fine fecling for this, when it states :"Thou shalt not
nhate thy orother in thy heart, but thou shalt love

thy neighbor as thyself." These two are compylementary
with regard to content .nd style as was alr=ady noticed

by the medieval Jewish comwentators. In case ths

warning is not heeded, does that mak= tne hating permissinle?

But in any case,l7a and bA have no meaning without bf
explaining both. But together, as we nave scen, they
pres.nt even greater aifiiculties, not only making tne
verse too long and awoiguous, but also forming the only
law in this collection dealing with : sin of owission.
The kina of rsasoning which avers that if you do not
warn your iellow .zn it is .s if you jyourself had coumitted
the act points clezrly tuv a late stage of development.
On the other hand, the owission of 17bd rewoves all
obstacles. It deals with the simple commandwent not to
hat® « Hating in itself is sinful, as the synthetic
parallelisu points out, How did bacome to be inserted?
It is a wisinterpretation of 23373 , causing all tuis

confusion. Qoviously, a redactor .elieved that by 93173
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was meant that one should nut hate secretly. Since
to hate openly waue no sense, the obvious weaning
according to our glossator must have been that one
should warn niw. Thus, a beautiful law was restricted
in weaning to a very specific situation. As a sattz=r
of fact, 733?22  does not express the idea of
ngsecretlyn except by a forced interpretaticn. Every
action is 3373 first. To expgress the notion of
secret  ND31 should have been used. 4s it stands,
the phrase is a liater Miarash ¢n the verse. Another
consideration excludes every other possivility. Here,
likewise, the word N*DY is used. As we have shown
above and as Morgenstern intimated in his Book of the
Covenant v.III p.l6footnote, n*oyis P and not
H+ The word for neighbor in our text is yn . We
believe the evidenc: is cusulative that 17bdis a late
P adaition. Cf. moreover, Morgenstz=rn,Book of %he
covenant ITI,p.l6ff for the term NOM Re) and its
early H character.
verse 18. quh N?1is pleonastic and disturbs the
seter. We have to omit -un R? cecausc tnis would be
the only .nstancein the Bible where it is us=d with
the accusative. Once it has the dative and otherwise

it is used absolutely(Jer.3.5.12;Ps.103.¥). I is
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therefore pest to regard it as a gloss.

We have now cowpleted our textual recounstruction

of eight laws which employ the second p-rson
singular, are negative in character, and written

in strict weter. SHach stanza consists of two

lines, each of thew being a distich. Zach stanza or
couplet ends with mimt 3%, This would
refute the generally accepted tneory that the

laws in this chapter are written in pentads.

Qur analysis so far also estaplished that the

oft repeated assertion that cur chapter is patterned
on the decalogues has no basis in fact. The
remaining laws which show ths sscond psrson sing.

do not belong in this collection and must be

treated separately. As a result we have the follewing

sets of laws as reconstructzd:
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After the analysis of the last series of laws we can
nmw proceed In order.

verse 1. This verse together with 2adl is P according to
the Polychrome Bible and most scholars. The Term p4y
ot least is typically of P,although it wight be & gloss
(missing in 5wss.). At any rate, there can be no doubt
that in the remainder of y.z we have a genuine piece
.of H legislation.

Verse 3. Ewald was the {irst to discover that there
existed a parallel doublet to verses 3-4 in T.eV.R6.1f.
Paton made much of this discovery, asserting that the
verses 1ln chapter 26 were the original ones since they
slone follow the order of the decalogue as would have
to be expected. In addition the verses in chapter 26
are out of context there, having no relationship either
with the following or the preceding, as the Masorites .
partly indicated by their division. Paton could have
adduced further proof as to the originality of the

version in Leviticus 26 since they are already gquoted

by Ezekiel 23.38 and 22.8, cf. also 20.16 .24, In addition,

Lev.19.30 likewise has this version. Furthermore, there

can be no doubt that there is a closer comnection between
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the idea of festival legislation and a place of
worship than between the former and honoring one's
parents, the first being part of the duties of
worship, the latter of the duties of reverence
(Paton's classification). There can be no aoubt
that Paton is correct saying that Lev.<6 shows
the original version of this particular law. But
this statczwent does not necessarily make the law

genuine H legisliation. In fact, there is absolutely

notning tc comwend it as such either in style or

in vocabulary with the exception of the mi1n* “iR.
But even in our previous collection containing

the laws in the second person singular Rh must
have been responsible for the additions of o™ *31a .
The laws proper must have besn much older. In

their conciseness they have nothing in common

with elaborate H legisla ion. 8o, here, too,

thenin® “3iRalone does not y=t prove whnether a
particular piece of legislation is to be ascribed

to H or not. As a matter of fact, irom a simple

stylistic consideration it woula seem probable

that parallel to ‘*fina. the original here would
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have read LMD But Jjust this is what the
Sepuagint has bogh in 26.2 and 19.30 and which survives
in the Masoretic text of 21.23. This clearly contrasts
with the H legislation of Lev.l7.3-7. We conclude
then,that we have here anAolder law, known to FEzekiel,
and that this law must have been written before the
Deuteronomic legislation. The guestion arises now

how such a law could have been inserted into the

H legislation. We believe that we have the answer to

this question. As Morgenstern showed in his Book of the

gpvenant,III,p.Bz‘footnote, following Wellhausen, for
H the Sabbath is the"signﬂbetween god and Israel,
whereas in P it is circumcision which serves this
function. Any P editor would take exception to an H
gabbath legislation which emphasized the idea of the
aabbath as the "sign". Just this, however, was the
‘natﬁre of the H legislation concerning the Sabbath
which survi&es in Exodus 31.13, is clearly out of
context there and by wost scholars considered an
integral part of H. A comparisqn between that law
and the one in Leviticus shows clearly that the former

is a genuine H creatidn while the one in Leviticus is
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werely adapted to a need. OJur conclusion is that a
P editor substituted older Sabbath l=gislation for

the H passage which originally stood here. Aceording

to Morgenstern, The Book of the Covenant, 1II, p.58,

the H passage in -xodus 31 consists of vv. 12,13,1443173
while the rest is P or RP.

Verse 4. This verse was together with v.3 substituted
by P. It is possiole that this part was supplied from
the aecslogues because of its proximity to the Sabbath
law. The latter by itself would have been too short.
The variations of the verse in Lev.l9 and Lev. 26 would
indicate that actually only the Sabbath}:;ich alone

is the same in both was important to the P redactor.
Thus, verse 4 might be a later gloss on verse3.

Verses 5-8. Many scnolars consider these versssp,
including Kayser, Horst, while others(Baentsch, Criver)
designate only single parts of tnese versss as P.
Wellbhausen, Klostermann, Bertholst think they are H,
#hile zgain others believe that they are out of context
in this connection(Pfeiffer, Paton). The reason why
most scholars were reluctant to accept tnese verses

as an original part of this chapter lies in the fact

that they mistasenly believed most sections in this




24

chapter to belong there. The truth is, as we have
shown, that almost the entire chapter consists of
older laws or later modifications .f thew and that
genuine H portions are few and far between. It would
wean to reverse things i~ the few authentic H passages
were to be eliminated as extraneous. In fact, as
Klostermann already perceived, the verses here are
incomplete. PBut we are in the fortunate position

of being able to supplement them by other altar
legislation which jroves to be H and 1is out of
context in its present position. We are referring

to the passage in Lev.22.17-33(accoraing to Kayser
and Horst also Pil1). That tidls passage was appended
to the rest of the chapter becomes obvious when one
notices the changes of person in verse 18 from the
third person singular tc the second person plural.
Furtherwmore, the connection is clearly proved to

be an artificiazl one since the superscription is
directed to the priests while the cantent refers to
the Israelites. In other words, this passage was
rather clumsily added to preceding priestly legislation.

wost scholars( ‘ertholest,pfeiffer, Paton and others) saw
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that there was a logical conﬁection,between our
verses in chapter 19 and those in chapter 22.
They related them with verses 29ff of chaphter 22,
cornill maintained that 22.30 corrects 19.6 on
the basis of Lev.7.15. Kayser and Horst say that
our verses iﬁ chapter 19 were repeated from Lev.7.
Bertholet cannob understand how the versges cane
into our chapter. Apparently, there is a close ' iii
relabionship between 19.5-8,22.29ff and 7.15-18.
But it is almos?t unbelicvable that the natural
and logical connection of this legislation has »
never been understood. The law is out of place \
in chapter 22 and must therefore have its origin : B
here. But not® only are verses.5m8 of chapter 19
relabed to the legislation in chapter 22 but the
latter is incomplete withoub them. Only this
legislation begins already in 22,18. Alwost the
enbire verse is RP(Kayser, Horst) and must be a
priestly subsbitution for an original H passage
employing the second person plural and without
which the following legislation would hang in

the air. Thare can be no doubt that this missing
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link stands in Leviticus 1¢. Only one word of this
sentence is left here, nauely, pa31¥qY% . This word
has puzzled all commentators, Most of them thought
that it was elliptical and that 13*9pn  must be
supplied here. Actualiy, there is no reason for
doing so except inability to translate otherwise.
tctually, the verse was cut off at this point -
any otner sxplanation would be artificial. The
question wust now bLe answered wny the verse was
thus amputated., It was not done intentionally.
It was merel; done in order to explain the word
pa3xnY%? which was no longer understood. oaixn?
was explainea as megning p'pn , witnout blemish.
This was the intention of vv.18b-19, Unfourtunately,
the parenthesis became so long that the rest was
completely forgotten, namely the text as we find
it now in Lev. 19.6-8. 1.en, later on stili
another redactor tried to bring sense into the
previous verses and restated them in verses 20-25
which characteri-tically enough show a renew=d change of
the plural into the singular. Verse 20 says clecrly

that whatever aces not have a blewish or pipis ji¥v%.
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verses 27 and 28, otherwise entirely inexplicable
merely give two other examples of cases where a
sacrifice is not 117 . This appears to be an
obvious solution. That py31¥47 was wisinterpreted

by this later redactor can be seen from the fact

that {1%7 is a technical term ana has no necessary
connection with lack of blemishes. As a matter

of fact, Lev.7.18 has the correct gloss as to tne
meaning of nyq- Cf. elso its use in Ex.28,.38;
Lev.19.7;Lev.23.113Lev.1.4;Isaiah50.7,60.7;Jeremiah 6.20;
Ezekiel 20.40441;43.27. Its meaning is with Ehrlich
manrechnen", exactly as iu Lev,.7.18. Both the Vulgate
and the Septusgint completely mistranslated hers,

as did Dillmann, Kautzsch anc everyhody else. The
only question wnich remains to be answered is why
Lev.<2.18 changed p'nopinto 453 and pgavy .
we know from Lev,7 that at z later Liue nobp
included poth the ihank Offcring and the Freewill
Offering, the forwer had to be eaten the sawe day,
the latter the same uay or the rext one. Tne text

in 1,5.5 was misleadingf for the Tnank Qfiering , also

beirng part of D'D7U had to pe eaten the same day.
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This had to ve cosrected in 22.18. 1t is obvious that
t.he n7y71n this verse is an aaaition trying to oring
an artilicial distinction into tnis verse and the
following. Actualiy, they are dealing with thne sauwe
suvject watter. It is entirely improbable that there
were two different kinds ol sacrifices for tns sawe

13 and 7393 + In adaition, this would
be the only example where n%y is used in conn:zction
witu these sacrifices. IL is clearly a later attempt
at expleining away the auplication. Verse Z21 corrects
the previous verses ana recognizes tonat actuaily =473
ana 13271 rall wunder the category of DYDY .
We wmust adu that tne author ol Lev.7 is dependent
upon Lev., 19 and 2<. Tne text in chapte: 19 is clear,
fluent, no glosses are necessary. The one in chapter
7 is awkward, wisleading and far from its original
classic form. It is unbelievab.: how Kayser and 5orst
could have considerea Lev.7 the pattern for chapter 19.
we have only to ada that with .nrlich it is better to
read 1pnqnopt instead of penppy in verse 6. In verse
38 we read with Saadiah and Sauw. y93yxy unless we owit

it entireliy beczuse of tne suduen change of person.

gorgenstern omits 84313 anynow(Book of the Covenart TiI,42).
slso omit 22.32al on analogy with 19.<, The reconstructed

t=xt, contained in chapter 19 originally, wust have read:



$IANDTN B2IXN? A1At? Do mAar 1mArn “d1 19.5

(Rt URIOCES2MT DY SY MIIAY InneDY 238 DIR2Y B1Y3 19.6

SN OR? RYA 213D ‘etrh DY 7OR VOMD DRY 19.7

IRV 131p 192R8Y 19.8ad

SIAZTN DOIX? JIAC? AN [3r ANIn Y 22.29
SIAY IR P2 Ty VIDD 1A'hIn R? 20K RIAN 813 22.30
1Y CIK DAR DOCUPY CDIZD DRRRY 22.51

s02PTED AIAY CIN O?RACY Y13 TInd thppa 22.32af

SHIAY YIN DYI?RY? D27 DY 0YI%D PORD DONR RYRIDA 22.33

As a matter of fact, Klost=rmann would enlarge tnis altar
legislation by drawing upon £xodus <9.38-46. This is

not impossible. The verses are, however, comosite

to sucn a degree that a clear analysis is zlmost
impos:zivie.

Verse ly. That ine verse is composite can be ses=n oy

the use of singular and plural formations. 19agis

zith.r with %ellhausen and Nilluann a sp=c¢cial addition

by a l.ter editor, serving as an introduction or =

nortatory conclusion of vsrse 18 with Paton. The latter



30

scholar then tries to show that Numbers 15.37 must nave
followed here on the analogy of [euteronomy 22.11lif. This
can of course only be wzintaineo by a senolur who coulid
write:" The code passcs so Ireely frow singular to plurzl
that no significance can be attached to this fact,.n But
even & superiicial comparison of the two laws must show
clearly that they are entirely different in spirit and
vocabulary so that Paton in his arrangements of tne laws
nevertheless seems to change the plural in Numbers 15.37
int. vhe singular., At any rate, there is no single
characteristic sign of H in Lev.19.19 as it stzands. On
the other hand, Nuwmbers 15.37 is clearly out of context
in its present position and showvs unwistakabie signs of
H. The r ason is eviaent. Again, an editur re.oved the
original ¥ passage wnd suostituted it by a cifiscent one.
Rut why should a passage aboul (ringes ve substituted

by one about (jwyw ? The answer is simple. The blue
thread of the fringes had to be of wool (Eauyoth 4.1.).
Obviously, the law of yjpypinvalidates the law of the
fringes. An editor wust bgve substituted onellaw for
the other, Both in spirit and cmtent,.‘fu.lﬁ.B?ﬂ fits

into our chajpter which the present verse 19 does not.
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put there 1is snother reason why the law of fringes

musht originally have been in our collection. Morgenstern

showed in his Book of the covenant,I1I,p.58, that the
phrasenni® nin mebbmy of Exodus 31,14ba could not have
peen parht of thevH legislation but belonged originally
to Nugbers 15.32-36. In fact, this 1little senbence,
couched in btypical hogq form is the missing link_thefe.
Morgenstern says this aboub iten, .1t wust for some

pegson or other have peen transferred to its present

position from some obther legislative passage in which
it shood origihally. and if so, then certainly no
conclusion is possible other than that originally it
was an integral part of the present bext of Nu.l5.32-36."
wWe believe we have the answer of how this transfserence
came about. Tn this chapter we have gso far had two
passages, the sabbath legislation and the law aboutb
the fringes which sesned to have been removed from

this chapter. They were originally removed hogether
and placed very appropriaﬁely into Numbers right after
the P incident of Sabbath desecration in chapter 15.

yow, at a later age the Sabbath lsgislation aust agaln
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have been displaced and was put into Exodus 31.
During this process, the little piece ljbadwas by
mistake taken along intc Exodus. This mu-t have
peen the history of these verses.,
Verses 20-23. These verses have puzzled comuentators
for a long tiwe. Most scuolars would sepacate 20 (H)
from 21-22(P). Dillmann ana Pieiffer think that
this section belongs to Lev.20.10, or even 24.18-21.
yennedy similarly clains that a copyist is to blaie
for inadvertantly omitting wv1is vzrse in chapter 20.
Afier nav.ng been placed on the margin it was later
inserted into the wrong cnapter, Delitzsch is on=
of the few scnolars .no consiaer tne law to be in
its original setting and Knobel even sees a connsction
between the unnatural mixing of breeds ana the inter-
course of a free man witn a maia, Needlsss to mention
that this was never considered improper in ancient
Israel. Paton regards all of 20-2ZP; ‘ellhausen,
Xuenen,and Baentsch only v:rses2l-22. Morg=nstern
started u.on a coumpletely new path. Recognizing that

this law cannot be und:rstood without Fx.21.7-11 he
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maintains that our law must have stoud in close
proximity to this Zxodus portion. Morgenstern's
hy.otnesis s=zsws nighiy pcrobable, Witnout the
background of the Exouus passage our law cannot
be understood. e may even go a stzp further.

“ithout any doubt,%xodus 21.7-11 must have stood
pefore Leviticus 1%.20 in an older codex.It could

not have followed this law . Row, it was likewise

recognized by aorgenstern that there is a close connection

petween Deuteronomy <3.13-29 and Exodus <2.15. 1In
ract,, the isolated law in kxodus is the uissing

link in the legislation of Deuteronomy. Therefore,
tnis legislation in Deuteronomy is part of' tne
ancient misSpat codex of whicn the slave legislation
in Exogus 21 :s also a constitusnt. We pelieve

that we have [uund the exact place where Lev.lv.20-<2
in its original wiSpat “orm must have stood. In Lev.
our law follows the law of j3pjuor iringes
respectively. In Deuteronowy this must also have
peen tne original position, nawmel; immeaiately after

peut.22.12. It would have .receed=d the legislation

i
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coneerning premarital relaticns and adultery starting
with verse 15. The probability is that it stood
immediately b=fore verse Z<. Verses 1l3-Z1 not only
contraaict the legislation in Deuteronomy 24.1ff

where such a procedure zs this s=ews not at all
necessary, but it is also difterent in style and

gontent from the legislation in Ueuteronomy 2<.2<-29.
There, we have snort laws dealing only witn uunfaithfulness
in mwarriage or Juring oetrothal. The logical connectiion :
unmarried-married-betrothea wnich we would have to

posit i vv.13-21 were original here can nacaly pe
explained. But even if we leave these verses here,

the case of the unfaitiofulness of a waid certainly

be.ongs to this legislation rsthsr taan to Leviticus <.
Th: latter deals with religicus impurities, forbidden
relations without exceptions. Here, we nave civil
legizlation specifying whne.. an act is to be considercd
adultery and when not. Lev.20 goes into no details

at all, It uoes not discuss the possipbilities of

rayge or of betrothal., It wmerely wentions adultery

to comylete its list of forbidaen relations. As a
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patter of fact, it is possible that verse 1o of Lev.20
is a later addition by a vedactor who wanted to include
adultery in this code of incestuous relations. It 1is
suspicious that the verse contains neither the word 10%
ﬁor the phrase Ba [T . Here,”in Deuteronomy2r

we have the comblete code which requires legislation

" concerning the adultery of a maid. If we did not have
this passage we should have to invent‘it. we even wust
 assume that anobher law was lost here, dealing wibh

the case of a maid who does not fall under the
provisions of Txodus 21.7ff and who is not being iil~
tpeated by her master and yet commits adultery. guch
law wust have decreed the death penalty for -both as can
clearly be seen from thétnm!” w of Leviticus 19.20.
But iﬁ is of course possible that this latter case
would be included in the general prohibition against
adultery. gsince in case ol marriage the law does not
take the case of rape into consideration(unless such a
1aw was lost), it is not likely‘thah in the case of

a maid the law would have been ény mnfe lenient and

provided another law for this exigency. We should like
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to add that not only does our law nave its logical place
within tnis legislation, but it also ofiers an excellent
transition Irom the slave legislation to that of zdultery.
Certainly, verse 20 as well us 21-22 are not a part of
Lev.19 which can be seen frowm the very tangible punishment
nowhere else provided in this chapter. The evidence has
shown, then, that our verses are out of context in

tneir present position. They must have cowe into this
chapter through their proxisity with the legislation

of the fringes and they supply a missing link in the

old wiSpaf codex.

yerses 23-25. We accept the conclusions rcachea by Paton
witn reference to these verses. According to this scholar,
the law is entirely out of place in this connection,
although it undountealy belongs to H. This conclusion

is correct, altnough not all the reasons given (2.g. that
laws in chapter 19 are only concerned with morals, that

a pentad is not complete here, etc.). But there are enough
vaiid arguments left. Chapters 23.10-25.2 are concerned
with worship that is connected witn the harvest., Thne choice
of vocaoulary here and there is the same ( nx1an for

erop 19.253;25.3.20, the formuls in 23.10 andZ5.<,transference
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of religious terms to nature, cf. 5+v;; in 25.5 of

unpruned vine with 19.23 %4y fruit of young tree,

In Deuteronowy this law occurs likswise imwedlately

pefore the fabbatical year in Deut.l5. Ve therefore

place with Paton our law into chapter 25, at the vzry

veginning of the chapter.

There are a few linguistic difficulties in this verse.

At first toe yeqp nﬁbn71yappears imgossible. ghrlich

sugeested to read: 135 n%4y onbny or at least pR?7y!

in the Piel declarative "ye shall treat its fruit 11ke-- :

a foreskin .m" But this sounds iorced . j*.3p nn is

pest considered an explanatory gloss for the aifficult
1n?9y « Theyxis avused for ali xinds of speculations.

With Delitzsch it is the subject, therefore tne ypyqy,

pilloann proves on the same basis that it made p*?%4y

plural. It is obviously izpossivle to retain the text

here,and we read with Kittel 734. The meaning of

this word is tabu, not a sacred tribute, cf.Morgenstern

JAOS 327 1916-17. The verb does not mean to resove the

foreskin as in LXX,V.Onk., out to leave standing (Dillmann).

It is a fine examyle of the transference of a teru frown

the realw of man to that of nature, accoraiug to jellnausen

a Late abstraction. The fruittree 1s regarded as an infant
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during the first eight days, unconsecrated.
According to some,they were left for the tutelary
genii of the field originally (Bertnolet, Swith,
Rel. or the Semites). In v.2; the athnach must
pe removed. The Sawmaritan Pentateuch reads here

p*%219n and this is the only correct reading.
For proois on thnis, cf. Morgenstern JAOS l1lylo-.17
P.329, Geiger, Urschriit 181lif{in Sitzungsb:richte
d<r Berliner Akademiel883,331). Judges 9.27,
Bab.Ber.35a,Jer.Peah/I1I1,5, Sabbath VII,2 etc.,.
The Sawaritan Pentateucn has gepaph iz v.25.,
out the reading is impossible, since no Hiphil
of tnis verb occurs anywnere else( “hrlich) and
it would precede the eating anyhow(Dillwann).
sarlich's contention that 1pnr1anis th: sudbject
( "lhat ius producs wiil multiply our fortune )
is not 4ppealing. We must translate "™ so that
you will have all the more produce thnereoi in
the future.n
yverses 26-31. These verses snow a unity in
their condeanation of neathen practices. This

was already observed by Kennedy, altinough Paton
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would -in order to press these laws into nis preconceived
arrangement of pentads - establish an artificial division
petween tnem. It goes without saying that the text is
not quite in order and that the redactor drew on older
sources.

verse 26. The a part of the verse is suspicious tor

two reasons. The legislation against the eating of

blood occurs already in H elsewhere (Lev.17.10-14)e
Moreover, it makes no sense. What does it mean: to

eat upon ths g}ood? The expected word to have been

used here is %y or 3 (as in Gen.9.4 and Deut.12.23).

In Exodus 12.8 the situation is coumpletely diifzrent,

and the sense 1s not "to eat withm but literallymuponn,
rhrlich sees the difficulty and says that this verse

is no law i1oroidding the eating =f blood , but that

it forbids to eat weat on a place where blood flowed
before. This, as so wany of zhrlich's remarks, has

l1ittle to recomuend it except waking us aware of the
problem. Thus, it seews wore and more probable that

the reading of the LXX and Ezekiel is correct who

render :"Do not eat upon the mountains (Ezekieﬂls.o.ll.lb;

22.9, and especially33.25). The :ds of course a
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copyist's mistake for?y . For the present we are
satisfied with thus stating the case. The problem
of wibat the phrase means is a difficult one and
not immediately relevant to our discussion.

We do not presume to say that we have the solution.
guffice it to say that verse 26 a refers to some
kind of idolatrous practice which wust have
appearad so monstrous to certair redactors that
they had to substitute it with a differ<nt crime.
Verse <6b contains two other kinds of idolatry.
Scholars caniot agree on the meanings of either
terms. ) @eans among other things:"to walch omina
(Rittel on 1Kings 20.33)n",this is alsc the opinion
of the Syriac version to abov:= citz=d verse , nawely
nto divine frow natural owens ,as the coy of birds.n
LXX translatesmeuyloy auguries,” .any vwould derive
it from ,p3=snake, again o hers think it refers to
hydrowancy (divination by means of a cup as in Cen..s4.5).
13y presents even greater difficulties. Lccording
to LXX ;jymeans to divine by inspection of birds.

Otners believe its bas.c wezning to be "to hum,"
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or "Lo whisper", the oﬁe as insects, the other as leaves,
and it is supposed to represent the low murmgring of

the diviners. Also :derived from]~y = fascinate with
evil eye, fromrgy =observing of clouds or stars as in
astrology, or from a root meaningmto meetﬁ, "to cover! \
as in M"verdeckte Kiinste treiben," and so forth .

A"11 these speculations do_pot lead far. ALl we know

is that the terms refer to some kind of divination, and
we do not proposé to enlarge the list with more
speculations. Two manuscripis,Sam. and LXX have nbi
pefore 1NN . This may prove that originally these

two parts may not helong together but were joined

by an editor. It had apparently been the intention

of the editor to bring about a parallelism atb éll costs
on the model of the laws previously considered.

Verse 27. This is especially apparent in this verse

where the twe parts of the law are clearly distinect.

- They are neither in parallelism mnor are they written
in the sampe style. 27a has a plural construction,
27b the older singular. The editor, in order to
pave a parallel actificially joined both laws. It /

is likely that he himself 1s the author of 27a.




An attempt at bharmonization was wade by Saw.,S. and
XX who read in‘ninand Sam.and LXX who had 0P
paton in complete misunderstanding of the verse,
citing the later Lev.21.5, considers this verse an
original unif. Kuch has b=en said by scholars

apbout the possibility that 27a does not refer to

a mourning custom in particular. Passages in

plinius (6.2), Ferodotus(3.8), Jer. 25.23;9.25;

49.32; and many others were adduced to prove that

the tonsur used to be a general custom &anong

the heathenj cf. also this custow with Greek
prostitutes., Likewise, it was a custom to let

the hair grow and on fixed days shave in the temple

or at‘éacred tountain{Smitn,Rel. of Seusites,p.325 and
481ff). The tonsures among the Arabs were in honor of
the god Orotal=Dionysius. Cf. also Nazarites , Simson,
Joseph.Contrs Ap.l.22, the custom of the priests Lev.
21.5, etc.. On the otk r nand, thers is absolutely
no reason in the workd to suppose that the writer

who was looking for a mourning legislation, lor a
needed parallelism had anything vut just that in wind.

Resides, there are awmple evidences ir the Bible and
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elsewhere that the shaving of the head was
definitely a mourning custom,cf. Deut.l4.1,Jer.16.6;48.37
and elsewhere. In other words, ail the discussions
about this law not being concerned with mourning

are pointless unless they stress the fact that

originally they may not have been intended as such,
In this connection, however, they were advisedly
used to oppose certain custows of mourning.

This was also made clear by Morgenstern,Ancient

Agricultural Festivals,p.44 who poinus out that

these were probably mourning customs for Adonis
or Tammuz. Ehrlich's suggestion that 19,0
compes from a rootfspend means "_erzausen" and
that N*NeA here means "in Unordnung bringenn
wn11;1sgust designate brdered nair'is unacceptable .
Verse 28. This verse was obvicusly meant to

be a counterpart to the previous one, both
forming a couple. ana closing witlly s 34 .
Tnis means that botn the a and the'b part must
refer to dirferent customs of mourning. It is ,
thersfore , hard to pelieve how & scholar like

pillmann could seriously waintain that the b’part ¥

lacking the &) did not refer to a wourning custom.
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The parallelism is too obvious. On the othner hand,
it is a different story to maintain, as some do ,
that the origin of this custom may be found in an
entirely different area. Thus, it is pointed out,
that séret, in Arabpic sharat,weans covenant, that

a mask or a tatoo on a person 1is sharata@t. tashrit
are gashes over the cheekbones of the natives in
Mecca, already performed on chiluren. The early
tribal mark or totem was called shart. Every man
pore it, otherwise blood-revenge could not have
worked. These totem signs, later on considered
as"fathers“developed into signs of wourning.

For the Philistines cf.Jer.47.5. But we hav:
examples from Bzbylon, the Scythians, Romans ( althcugh
it was forbidden for women according to the twelve
tablets) and the marks are still found today with
Persians, Arabs, fbyssinians and wany others. Lucian
s,eaks ol Sfyrian godaesses and claims that wmacks
were ournt in the palws of the hands of all her
worshippers and also into the necks. Prudentius
speaks of such marks as "sacred seals", they were

sometimes maae with heated needles and the part
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thus marked was considered consecrated. 1In the
third book of Maccabees Ptolemy Pnilopator orders
the Jews who had revolted to be macrked with fire

on the body in honor of Bacchus. In other words,
while recognizing the totemwistic origin of incisions,
we know that in this connection the marks are signs
for the dead. Cowpare also Deuteronomy 1l4.l;Isalah
44e53Jereniah 16.0,41.5; IKings 18.28; Hosea 7.l4;
Zecheriah 13.6; Jeremiah 45.37, Galatians o0.17 and
wany others. (Perhaps some oi these examples

may illustrate the transition from wournirg for

a god to general mourning). On all this see

Smwith, Rel. of Seuites,Stad<,ZATW :894, Swith,

Kinshipy ana Marriage, Snouck Hurgronje , vexkxka II

as quoted by -wmith, etc..

XX and S read pa*pb%uwafter % *3uwhich is more
consistent with the plural.

29.This verse is out of weter, it is an older

law, used by the redactor, written in the singular.
29 bAis awkward here. Morgenstern has snown

(Book of the CovenantII, p.l42) that the concept

of defiling the land is a late one and basic toc the



theology of the Priestly Code. It presupposes
Yahveh's living in the temple. It is best , then,

to owmit this part. That we have here a prohibition
agalnst temple prostitution and not only agzinst
anyn13t is =vident from the cont:xt. Only the former
would have been an iwmitation of heathen practices,
the latter was quite commwon and probably accepted in
Israel. Paton waintains, quite correctly,thnat if
this law had been a gen=ral ovne , iu would probaocly
have been included in chejter 18 raiher than here.
patun likewise omits pasa f3in 8?1 as a contripution
of the "nortatory editory This law ,then, was
included nere by the H writer because of its
relevance for noliness as he saw it, not to imitsate

the practives of the neatnen.

verse J2. e do not <now how this v:rss which has
no counterpart in other coaes(Gr «f) came to e
inclvded into this section. It may be that it
elevates the pYi-tas over against the diviners
(ef .Nuwbers 11.17). Then, this law would nut be a
huwanitarian out a political one. But all thnis is

speculation, especially since we fi:d an Egyptian
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law which says "Do not sit down while another who
is olaer than you is svanding."(Eruan,pegyp.en I,238).
Similar laws are known frow Sparta, Rome, znd today
from the Ori:nt(Dillwann). The TJ*f%80k nmﬁ‘l must
be omitted as in verse 14. It is also possible that
this verse was added in order to supply the uwissing
link of the couplet beginning with verse 29. In
a sense, they mzay be considered complemzntary.
Verse 29 is obviously addressed to a father , an
older person. He must fulfill the provisions of
this law so that he may be honored and young
wen way ris= before him. We adwit, however, that
we are dealing with speculation.
Verse 30. Tne verse is repetitious. It wzs already
treated above as one of the ezarlier versions of
the Szobath law. It way be used in this chapter
as a frawe, indicating the beginning and end of
the chapter. The opinion of Dillmann that here
a new szt of laws begins , v.30 referring to ths
the first taclet of the decalogue, vv.33-36 to the

seconu one appears entirely ilwaginary. Paton would
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regard the verse a gloss, substituting for two
other laws of a pentad.
Verse 3l1l. This verse is the second part of the
couplet beginning witn verse 26 and must originally
have Stooéd alter that verse. Only in this way is
the structure correct, closing with pyspon mint *i1u,
out also the logical connections. Thepns axonY
is probably a late gloss as 1n verse 29 the  _ayi1n x5
Scholars do not .uite agrec with regard to t.ue
differcnt shadings of tue terws ap=nd sypvs .
Smith claiws that 3R is a human skull, used
tor magical pur,oses, but Lev.<0.0.27 seem to
disprove this thesis. The LXX suggests ventri-
loguisu by its trenslation of I “awuel 28.11.
Sowe say that 3x is any spirit while *1737% |is
the fawiliar spirit, derived irow the word P
The latter would attend a particular man (cf.Actsl6.lo).
The term n"fawiliarm® is derived frow "famulus"=attenuant.
Qtners reverse tnis relationsnip. Again others, awcng
thew Dillmann,clais that potn lerms are synonywous, one

44 :
called ggrromzﬁgint of view ol his speech, the other



*179°" peferring to his knowledge. Smith claims
the term *)y+*means”acquaintarncey' Ewald translates
it" snower,"one who knows =wizard. Xnobel derives

ax from s*y"eneny", Hitzidg, using the Arabic
renaers "one returning from netherworldy The pest
derivation is still from 3y "skin-pottle.m" The
latter is empty, hollow,sounding. The difficulty
is that 1in sowe passages 3x seews .0 be used
in the sense of the diviner rather than the ghost
(lsamuel 28.5.93;< Kings 23.24:perha.s Isaiah 8.19).
On the other hand com.are Leviticus <0.27j Deut.18.11;
I Samuel 28.7. LXX renders both ax andiyw*with
the sane term. We either have to add ?y-wienever
the div..ner is weant or assuwe that awm=ans both
the diviner and the aivining spirit. In Deuteronomy 18.11
the one who asks tne dead 1s distingui.ned .ron Theyyig HYR™
prillrann mainteins that at least there, ai1x rerers to
a divining spirit without connection witon th: dead.
This distinction ap g ears rather Talmudic.

p3y1n 7% connscts with gra(Earlich).

Verses «b to 31 as reconstructed , all referring to

idolatrous practices , appcar as follows :
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:13fwyn &y 1bran_x?1/ p*aan %y Y2oxn_x?

:pata%r amac ar bpan 2k ptayaca-vry/hann 9k 1ion-ox

:71pt nke—nx n'nen-x%1/ phera nko 105n-nY

* v3¢ p33 1inn-8Y% ypyd nabor/ bSawaa 1inn-xY epiv vaby

sfor pakn nkoni/ nhrsrn% Gna-ny %onn—ba

st an fpr 3o havay /oden hace faso

29
32
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Verse 33! This legislation has wmany parallels
througnout the Pentateuch and was therefore
regarded by Dillwmann zs old legislation.
ppon closer inspection, houever, we notice
that most reierences cowme from eitner H

or P. There are a few passages in D , out
tueir date is not at all certain. In our
present legislation, we have unuwistakable
signs of P as of H. There can be no doubt
that as before an original H law went
through the hand of the P redactor. F in

this case imposed a miSpat form upon the
law that does not correspond to the plural
in the rest of the verses. The P elewents

are : 3 7R AN D gene DOD AOEND
oans 931 230 nay. The sace observation

was already wade oy Paton. The proofs for

this are found in Exodus i2.48; Numbers 9.ls;
15.14 and in £xodus 12.49; Leviticus 24.16.22;
Numbers 9.ls4; 15.29. Sam.,LXY¥,Pesh.,Targum

read pynR but this is again & harmonization.
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The Vulzgate omits QON8 237 237, but on

the other aqana must have readpapy 17 onanwy

in order to aarmonize. Some w.uld consider the
phrase ™y yaR1 bn*‘*a p'y) ‘> editorial. The
gue-tion is, nowever, where it is original.

with the exception of Deuteronomy 10.19 which is
clearly dependent upon the otners, ihe phrase
occurs only nere and in Exodus 22.203;23.9. The
latter chapters display through.out such similaritiss
w.th our legislation thal they wust be intimately
connected. Tnat this iaw wmust be original in H
will be answered as soon as we shall try to

date tnese uvassages. Tineir originzl form was lost
when P rewrote them. The fragments of th: original

couplet are :
IDR 131D K? DO¥ONI T2

STIAY YIX OYOED FAaRY DOttt BYad ‘2 JIp2 17 Danny

verse 35if. These varses have aiways puzzled
the comsentators. ‘ei_nausen claims that they ars
a later addition to tn.s cuue wnile Paton regaras

thew as H and woulu squeeze thnem into verse 1l.
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gsomenow, the purely ethical character of these
lawss is disturcing. At any rate, they seean to
retain the couplet form (Paton thinks verss 36 is
merely an editorial comment on 35, out there is
no Justification for eliminating it except Paton's
arcangement which would not perwit him to take
this verse along into verse 11). We believe this
verse to be original nere and not in Deut:zronowmy
<5.13-15. We do not accept the opinion of sope that
this legislation is a very old one which was
quoted by Ezexiel 45.10; Proverbs 11.1;16.11; 20.10.23%
amos 8.5; Micna 6.10f ete.. The bosphas to be
omitted as we have shown already (notes to versel’).
The parallelisw and .eter is extrewzly bad. This
would seem to prove that the law is not old out
an atiewpt to imitate the style of the laws wnicn
we first analy ed.
verses 36b-37 constitute the closing exhortation
fo tiis division of the H Code. We can proceea now

with the dating of the chapter.
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A great deal has been written on the subject

ol the date of H and its relationship with Ezexiel.
Scholars have reached opposite conclusions on

the basls of the sawme material ., Kusnen claims

that Ezekiel is later than H in the legal parts.
Raentsch agrees with Xuenen assigning cha, ter 26

and the hortatory parts to a .eriod after Ezekiel,
Driv:r considers even the latter to be of preexilie
origin while Graf maintains thu:t Ezekicel wrote H

and Horst that he was the redactor. Dillmann thinks
that very old laws are contained in H while
Klostermann maintains that Ezekiel iwitated Lev.z26
and the rest, Nosldexe says thaut Hosea and Awos
probably already knew our laws and Lzekiel just
haypened to have studisd them well (26 was a later
inserticn). Kayser agrces witn Graf. Whereever nis
theory does not wer~x out, ne assigns the passage to P.
It would have be:n impossibl: for anybody to iwmitate
g that well without having written it, pPfeiffer tries
to ke=p the unity of the chapters ana claims that
wost laws were written after Ezeniell and that ne xnew

out a few laws. Kenn.dy agrees with those who consider
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all of H oif preexilic orizin, dating fro. the close

of the wonarchy. Most of the laws are predeuteronomic
according to him. The same opinion is e~.pressed by
Chapman while Cornill tries fc suve zzexiel's reputation
by s0inting out unat if ce had .nown H ne wo.ld not
nave written nis Torah of the Future, that he is much
too original anynow, and that it is improoable that
ne should Jjust have copied one chapter of H,
worgenstern follows Baentsch in establishing Rl and
H2, Eisfeld dates hk in the middle of the o6th century,
Desterley says that. H pr:cedes ths D Code, Carp=nter,
following his predecessors puts B into uhe otn
centurﬁ and Steuernazel and Bewer think of the year
570 B.Cuxe. It would be presumtuous to open the
discussion anew. Qur analysis, however, seems to have
shown us the "Sitz iz Leven" of our cowpiiation.
The progras for the pe-ple is holiness. It is to be
achieved by rewoving the people from all contaminating
influences. Ausclute purity is to b= achieved,the
goal:a holy people, an ideal coamunity, a nation

ot priests., The Sabtath is the basic 1law in
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this legislation. e are reminded of the importancz
it plays in Ezekiel. It is this day that seeus
especially fit to preserve the exiles in Baoylonia.
It is a bond, a =.gn between Israel and God, easily
observed everywhere, a distinguisning markx between
the holy nation and the peoples round about.
pnother distinguishing mark is the different dress
the exlles are couxanded to wear. The fringes, they
are a reminaer of Israel's special task and holiness.
The laws against heathen practices are again best
t0 be undsrstood from a bacsground of exilie.
Tnere is first the law sbout not eating on the
pountains, whatever that wmay wean, a law that
osust nave seemea especially urgsnt to pzekiel .
certainly, the practices of the Babylonians are
here described and those of their Jewish
imitators{ perhaps cf. with Isaiah 57.7).
The Baoylonians are well «nown for tneir .arious
xinds of aivinationg which were even raised to tne
levels of science. All kinds of systews were workea
out on how to interpret omens, the course of the

stars ( perhaps , if Ion Ezra's .l.terpretaticn is
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correct, this is the meaning of 1331yn KR?1in
verse 26. Lizewise, the art of necromancy has
never anywhzre been as developed as in ancient
Bacylonia. They had ‘hole libraries of magical
forwulas, encaantments and the like. Numerous
texts have been preserved, and all this formed
a recognized part of puolic religion. In fact,

a special class of .riests, tne Asnipu were in
char.e of incantations. We have wentionad pefore
the mourning customs prevalent zmong the
Babylonians in honor of the god Tamwuz. The
teasple prostitution awong the Babylonians was

an iwportant part of their cult, compars the
cult of Ishter or Mylitta. Of course, many

of these practices were comwmon throughout the
ancient Orient. But the coliect.on of so many
laws , each of thew apgplying to Babylonian
conditions can nardly b a coincidence. Tue
three couplets denouncing heathen practices wust
have been-eompiled in pabylonia, warning the

exiles not Lo accept thnose practices. It is our

contention that the legislation for the stranger
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has its origin in the exil=, ‘e mentioned
before that we consider the law in this chapter
the original one upon which the others depend.
Laws of such high social content do not develop
in a vacuum..Psychologists tell us that the
man who has <nown vppression #ill not pe likely
to arise as a chawpion of the underdog. In
other words, the whole reasoning and arcuw:=ntation
of this law would be fallacious unless it wece
writien while stiil in bondage. Only a"stranger"
could have written such a legislation , in tne
full consciousness of what it means to be &
stranger and that such an appeal would make
sense to the people at large.
1t is very difficuit to account for v=rses 35
and 36 in tonis comnnection. Wellhausen gave up
the job as a bad one. But we feel that we buve
no right to dispens: with thnis legislation ,
not knowing tne historic circumstances which
might have brought it into being. The mere
fact that we do not understand a law does not

give us the right to displace it or justify us
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in eliminating it. It wmay have besn that just
such a law was of the utwost importance at a
Particular t.m:z, The Jews who according to
Wellhausen developed ror the first time into
a commsccial people may aave bean accuszd
of Ji.arecuracies. rnis leaw may be a typical
law of tne exiie, especia.ly since Ezesxiel
lays so much stress on the szwe thing. We
do not claim to know the origin of this
particular piece of legislation but we insist
that as long as the opposite cznnot be established
we have to retain it in this cuntext,

The laws about sacriiices are again interesting
in this context. They wmay ce.ong to a second

R compilation written arter the exile. But this
is not necessary. Just during the exile, the Jews
yearning to come back, mpust have studied and
pusied themselves with the laws of sacrifices,wuckt
as the Jews in later times. 1In fact, Kzekiel's
ideal temple is a proof that this was so. Ratner

tpan proving the op,osite, the zltar legislstion
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suypurts vur contention for an exiiic authorship
of these lews. We wust now consider how the laws
in verses 9-i8 belong into this connection. pgain,
some way think that these laws hail from & period
alter the exils, that especiaily verses 9-10 with
their agricultural caoaracter reveal a Palestinian
background. But this is not necessaril, so. e
know that the Jews in the exile li<e¢wise earned
land, and then, as we have pointed out before,
wany of these laws are very early and were  taken
over oy RH into nis codification , anu otners
may look forward to tue tiue after tie return.
In general, it is ver, difficult to attswpt tTh:
dating from one sentence or two. The whole
picture must tell. Ana we are convinced that here
in these laws a tremendous spiritual revolution
is mirrored. The newe song 1is verse 18 in tne
only possible translation ( with Eorlich and Baeck)
npnd thou shalt love thy neishbor’ror he 1s like you.m
What does that wean? The tige before the exile with
its wmany sanctuaries -(the Deuteronow.c reformation

had been a recent event), with e clannishness of




61
trioal and other warfare, with tne blood-ieuds and
palace intrigues-—had shown anytoing out a united
people. But in the exile, lacking the outward
protections of a state, being surrounded by stlrangers
and in danger of dissolution they suddenly discovered
thneir Logetherness . The outward pressure brought
about unity and consolidation. Now, they were one
greet family. Not a single fswily anywore. Rlcod-
revenge was discouraged, for there w.s only one
clan, one blood, everybudy was a brother. This is
the mzaning of verse 18 a ( p, 3 is a technical teru,

compare Morgenstern, Book of the Covenant,II, p.59,note).

Blood revenge is an impossipi.ity, because thy neighbor
is like you, he pbelongs to the szue clan, his blood

is yours. From this general principle fluw the gre=t
social commanduents in these versss. Tals is why
talebearing is so much frowned against, the result
would be to"stand against thes bloocm" of thy n=ignbor,
to bring about the shedding of nis blood, and what
could be worse? Put perhaps it weans only, to do
wrong to your own fleshb and bloed, " to rise up

against the blood" «nica would be iaramount to self-




destruction. 1In this way, all the diificulties of
translation would be overcome, it would no longer

pe « czse of bloodshed, but of treason, and is by far

a better parallelism., The rest of the laws, affircing
the essential oneness of the people derive from it

the logical cons=quences: care for the poor, fair.
treatuwent of the employces, general principles of
charity and lovingkindness. Such laws had been
promulgated before, but not with such a justification.
At no other tiwe could they have had a more powerful
appeal. They were one jeople, a noly people with a
special task, and therefore they had added obligations.
We conclude then, that our chapter in its original
parts =H originated in the exile, that RH, likerise
an exilic writer incorporated verses 9-18 into tne

H legislation ana also was respunsiole for the laws
against heatnen practice .

The original H chapter of Leviticus 19 contained then

the following legislation:
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ADDENDA

¥ie propose to deal here in more detail witbh the
verses which did not directly contribtute to the
developmwent of the thesis and appeared to be of
different origin.

yerses 3-4. It was our contention zbove that

a P editor suestituted these laws for an criginal
Sabbath legislation, It must be noticed that

n: adepted these laws to tne suyle of une rast
of the laws. In fact, ke inmitazted the 1350 728
from verse 31. But ne ov=rlooked the coupl:=t
arcangew=nt and mace esch law close witah “?n min®
In all L:X,5,2nd V. y*an) jppls inverted zs in
the decalogues, Some woula s=e in tne present
arcang-.ent a reference to a matrtarchaticf.zl.2.
Tne Vulgate omits the 1 beforem 21 nR, perhaps
an indicati.n that these laws were felt to be
separate.n*?"?8are gods according to Bertholet.
Diilmann questions whether D'7??wuich occurs

only twice in the Pent.teuch was already in the

ngrszomlung" or was introuuced by tone redactor.

65
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gzekiel uses p*7171as a rule. Nocldexe claims
that the word connotes gods in the Minaean
language.
verses 11-12 of P origin sre likewise written in
strict met=r. They also show couglet form.
:10%0pa o*8 1apen 821 s1endn k71 13dan Y

MIAY YIR PAYR Dw DR AP9RY /qpde dua 1yagn kY

Verse 1Y. LXX and V have 7%y n%yn

The Samaritan Pentateuch has: ‘nka ‘rax ot

=D B2 DYI0ID 3M3TP wIA?1 2137y 3070 R? jnpAa (1190

- 172y APt R? DR 1331 DOR?D ytaan &7 Jnoaa
A comparison with Deuteronomy will show theat this

is the better version, also reconstructing tne

original meter and parallelism which thiz

substitution must have imitztea., The T10yw which
mak=sS the v=rce too long must be 1egarded as a gloss,

it is tzken from Deuteroiumy and presumzbliy an

Bgyptiun word. Tunere are wore proofs that this

law was a late one. < Sauuel 13.29; 18.9; I Xings T.23;
18.5: I Coronicles l2. 40; Ezra «.606 secem to show that
gules were very popular and T Xings 10.25 iqdicates
that tnsy were not all importea from 2broad. The same

can be seen from .zexiel <7.14 ard TIsaian 06.20.
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Isalah 28.25 seems to be in open defiance of
the second part of our law ( if it was original),
and the clothing of the priests of the toird part.
Since the law could not have been in effect ocetwecn
the time of David and Ezekiel, and since it is
extrewely improuvable iLhat the law 1is even older
than that, itlmust be assumed that it is a very
young law, repealing the cne mentioned in Deuteronomy.
pccoraing to Oort, D&% was corn in a vineyard
s a tricute to the spirits of the field. 1c this

case, our law would be a misinterpretztion of the
one in Deuteronomy. According to Maimonides, it
was a custom of heathen priests tc don wixed
garments for magical purposes, see also Goldziz=r,
in ZAT% 1900, Cook ,The laws of wmOses,p.lv5, Benzinger,
Acrchaeologie,p.38. LXX transletes tiny. nspoiled} nforged,n
falsified,”, the Coptic word denoting a false
texture would cowe clos: to the Heurew origin:zl(Peyrcun).

cf. Ewald, Alt.p.215, Hottinger,leg.Hebr.,p.274fi.
Josephus, Antiquities 4,8,11, Wisnna Kilayiw %9.1 , Exodus
25.4 for wixed garwents of priests. According to the

Rabbis the priests were cxcepted frowm the general rule .
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Maimonides also clzims tnat the Sabaeans sowed
barley and grape-seed together, thinking the vines
could not otherwise be good. R?haccording to

Xell and Delitzsch wezns separation.

Verse 20ff. aaonis iwpossivle. =Zhrlich
.}
suggests d1pns the infinitive absolute.

But best su.gestion by Driver-White. CiteIIKings,
3.23, the infinite apsolute is usually fﬁg}and is
used witbh the perrect,while 200 is used with

the imperfzct.Here, the opposite took place and
therz.ore is was cousiaered a Hofal formatiion

by the Hasorites. nenan3yis a difficult word

and scholars disagree as to its meaning. Driver
thinks it weansmlegally securedy from the Arapic:

acouired, gainec. Ouners pelieves, th: word coues
{rom the sout finn = pluck,deflower. Also compare

2190 in Lewy Dictionary. Apparently in . udaea
the term wis used synonymously witn jpjiq.sirce tne
Taiwud states in Kidausnhin 6: ‘0DI1AN DR
DI ADYAR? P A2 O navTIpD .

Others take the word to wmean "to esteew lightly" .

as in Juages 5.18. Onkelos trznsl=ztes ATYAN =
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"oe.onging toynrtaken possession of by.." Earlich
thinks the word means "lisited", nawely to one man,
Delitzsch ="set apart." ‘The original mcaning,
especially after the interpretation offered by

Morgenstern in his Book of the Covenant, vol.II,

PPeb4-48, 1s provadly thne one given avbove,"estesmpeaq
lightlyymhated"as in the Deuteronomic equivalents({ or
even in gExodusz2l.® =nihat she did not please hiw
anymore." )Nithout this condition the entire law

would be incomplete. Besides it is aoubtful wnctoer

a finb. went through a ceremony of betrothal . The
sexual relationship is taken ror granted, Tois is

vointed vut by Morgenstern in his "Beens Marriage =stc."”

p.99ff. ALl the translations that have Lo do with
petrotnal , possession, ceitloration and the like
concern thewselves with etymology rather than witn
sense. Sincejn) is masculine, we have to vocalize
(wita Ehrlich) nzgq . ne~3 weans investigation,
not with Vulgate :ﬂthe; shall both pe beaten," or with
LXX :" they snall be visited with punishwents.m The
gawaritan Pentaieucn puts the blame on the man orly,

put according to Rashi, only the woman recsives hion.
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Compare also iishnah Kerith.z<.4, where toe girl receives
40 stripes. Bertholet still maintained that N3
weant punishment. Ewald, Alt.285 translated "Unter-
scheidung" Long before Enhrlich. Sce sorgenstern, op. cit.

for detailea analysis of tnese verses,
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