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The s is Di6est, "An Analysis of t,h~ Laws i n Chapter XIX 
of Leviticus, with specia~ refe r : .. ce to r,nei r o .. : .lgin, 
oack.grounct,and da t. -: 1 11 present,ed b.t Natnan Peter t e vi!"lson. 

This thesis atl;em;t s to analyse Leviticus 19 anew. It presei:t s 

the reconstr wcted t exts o f t aese la~. s and establis nes their 

s tratification. Some of t he laws were wr i tten by H. Most 

laws re~resent olaer ~aterlal which was incorpora~ed by RB 

i nto the cba~ter. This incor~oration was an organic one, 

nec'3ssitat~d by t (le conditlo:-ts of the t iwe. In s;.iite of 

recent attempts to a&te mos~ of tbe B ~a terial aft~r th~ 

exile, ~ts ~ci lic na~u~e is - a i ntai nea in tnis t hesfs. 

Si~ce, howev~ r, so many dlve r~e~t opi~ions ba~e been put 

fort.a d urin6 the past as to the date o f t his :naterlal , the 

intere~t of thi s ~nesis bas ~bitted mure to pure ~naly sis, 

and ~he date is subord~1~te , e ven s uuject to revision . 

A new structure for these laws has been at t empted to 

e stablish . Against coowentar.o rs of tbe past ~ho tnou~ht 

to .tl~rceive liil a rr ..n~e.uen t, of .,entaci~, a me trical 

system was propos~a , consi s ting of t wo distichs wni ch 

end with " I cuo to-:: Lord," i n r..he la,,.s o f th<i! singular , and 

" I am tbe Lord, Jour God," in th~ ~lu~al for mation3 . The 

l nws are wr i tten in a J/3 meter. The old idea that Leviticus 

19 l~a1;s bea vi ly on the decalo&ues has oeen s hown t o be groundless . 

Much of tb~ d1s t urbin6 material was ass16ned to ? . Agai n s t 

iaost criti cs the vocabula•y of P has been incre .sed on the 

bas of internal e·.ridence and much ~hat unti l now was considered 

B mus t nolV oe looK~d u11on as P. 



Much thut seems undul1 as sertive in t hi s th~sis is 

d ue to yuutoful enthusia~~ r a thec th~n doglli8.ti sm. 

re i s recognized that j n a worK liA9 thi s no final 

t,ruths can be attained . In s~i te of the lar&e oioliogr apby, 

only little was used from each vol\lj)e. ~ long creative 

lines and the only books which sti~ular.ed my t.~inking 

were the "Book of the covenant", -;s pecial)¥ I I and ITI 

by M;r genstern and a treacm~nt of th&s~ ch~pt = rs b J 

paton i n JOBL • I owe mucb encoura6cment and Jaluable 

suggestions to Dr. Sh~ldon a . Blan~ and or. Eu6: n Taeuol~r . 
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It has been noted by many scholars r.bat the 

laws of Leviticus 19 employ their s ingul ar and plural 

verb forms indiscriminat el y, of ten changing in the middl e 

of a sentence . A preliminary sor ting and purely ~echanical 

separ ating of the laws on this basis would yield the 

followi ng results with r eference to the second ~erson 

singular : 
:~p 1n K7 J i· ~r ~~ 1 1 i~1 1 11 ~ rKD n1Jn ~7 9 

on ~ :nvn 1l 7 1 'l)1'7 0· 1n N7 i o1 J 01:> 1 171vn K7 101:n 10 

:CJ'it ?K itlil' 'l K 

: ilt - • 'l K l' ii?K o: n N n·nn 1 1 2 

:,~J iv 1n ~ i • :::i : n7)1D 1 ' ?n K? 7nn ~ ?t 1}1 1 nK f'\"·yn K? 13 

:ntn • • 1 -: 1'i1?Ko nK1 '1 ? ' Jn 1n:i to:? i1 y ' lD?l i n 77""n ~7 L4 

:1n•ny tH>"n pi~J 71 1l ' H > 1 1iH1 K7 l ,, ' lE> K' n ~? 13 

:n1 n· ' l ~ 1v1 ci 7 ;; 1D}1n ~? 1· o~:i 7 ' :i '"\ 11n K' 16 

:~ '..)n t'7.)) ," ·n K?t 1n " o y nK n • :i 1n n:in1 1:i:i7J 1'nK n: ~1 ~·n " 7 17 

:n t il ' ' l.' i1 ·_J 1;1'"\? n J .i~l lD>i · 1 :i n.· ion : 11 Cj n ~7 18 

ll ~ Jlrt 0 · ~1:i 1.-Jl c • tn:> ;1 t n ~? 1i. o•:n:::i ; 'J,n s ? 1noi1J 19 

:1· 1y il?)l ' t\7 

: j l p l n ~D :1 ~ n 'n ~.'O K 7 l 2'l 

: not Y1Nil i1K70l ri~ il n1t n K7 1 ililll t i17 1nJ n K 77nn ? N 29 
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• • • 1l l iHt 111' "::)! 33 

••• -,o :i l 1 n :i n~ t 34 
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we propose to begin with these laws first. 

v.9. rt is obvious that with the omission of .. ~~p tlt{ t:J:l'"l~f':ll 

c~~iH much will be gained not only as far as grammatical 

consistency is concerned but also with regard to the meter 

as we hope to est;a.blish. There seems to be left. a verse 

with two equal parts( a distich in other words). each having 

three accents (J/3). The construct formations receive one 

accefft only. The !)arallelj.smus membror:uw is evident, a 

fine instance of the synonymous kind. ·. Moreover, the 

repetition of i~P7after tl:Jl~f'>::l 1 wou1d be ext-remely· 

awkward style. It may safely be assumed then~ that only 

as reconstructed this sentence appeai.--.s satisfactory. 

The question as·to how 9act. came to be inserted here is 

of secondary importance. Two possibili t:l13s suggest 

themselves. rt is quite po~rnible that a redactor, whoever 

he might have been, ·11Vri ting in the plural, incorporated 

this law into the chapter and thus 9a d. ndght easily have 

been his attempt at harmonization. On the other hand, 

a diff'er~.:mt solutlon suggests itself from a comparison 

with Lev.23.22. There, in the context of a festival 

calendar, t.1:1.is legislation is certainly out of place. 

It is the only instance of a singular verb form :ln this 

chapter and appears at the end of the sectton, one of 

the earmar.ks of a la. ter addition. Moreover, in T..iev .19 

we have the complete legis.lation,only _part of which 

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



The law wa s re~eated here oecausc oi its 1na1rect relevance 

for the \11)11:1 ! f e s tival. Lev . <J .22&4' lftould again be a 

ha rmoni zation to the rest or the chapter which consistently 

uses the second per son plural. A later redactor of tev.19-

and that there .... ust nave oeen 4uite a few seems beyond d•JUbt

acquaint ea with Lev . 2J.22a4 and m.ssing it here s upplied it 

in the wr ong place. The forwer s v~ution av~ears si~pler, 

espec i ally since 23 .10 may h~v~ - lea to th~ inclusion of 

the similarly ~·ordad passage of chapter 19 . But still 

another consideration sup~orts the second alternative. 

Lev .19.9 us~s the word 1~;-- 7 while 2J . 22 has 11~~:i. 

One of the t~o must un~oub~edly be secondar y. If 1~~ 7 

is the or igi rle1l form no good explanation ..;an be given why 

11~~ :i should have been subs tituted for it in Lev.2J.2~ . 

On the contrary, Le v. 2J. 22 wh~ ch by the better transl~tors 

( cf . Kautzs cb) is rendered c.. s if i t were 1jent iccl with Lev .19.9 

aemonstra t es clearly t nat after T,be addition of 2.3 . <2atl\ 

1 1~ : is c..;rtainly no iaia>r uvewent of an ori binal 1~ ;' 7 

If not rel>etitiuus, it is certa..inl.y un.-anslatable. Whoever 

took ov~r Lev .19 . 9 ana inse t·~ed it i nto Lev. 2.) • .22 would have 

fared much bett er had he left the supposedl y or i ginal 1~ 7 

right wher e it was. In otbP,r wor ds, the di f ficulty here 

can only be ~x~lained by assllllling that ,,~~ )ls the original 

and was ta .~en into tev. 2J . ~r. wit h1..·ut cha~e. If we assume 

t uat 19.9act i s the creation of a r edactor of Le v . l9 anu was 

~ogetne( w1~h the r ds t o f the ver~e ta~en ov~r into Lev.23 

• 



'tDen \\ e must !JOS ~.t t,hree stages . Fit'$t, the original la .v 

which W4S utilizeo by t hi s reaactor ana whi~b lliUst hav~ 

cead: :01 7n ~7 1 i ·~ - o j>'7 t 1 1~ J 1i :·· mu:. i17::>n ~'7 

s :cond, the addit~on of 9a4b) the redactor and the taking 

over of this verse into Lev . 23. ~2 . Third, another r edactor, 

noticing the awkwardness of t he repetition in Lev.19 . 9 as 

it s tood, changed ,,~ Jinto .,~ ;-- 7 • such a procedure 

ap~ears pos sible but highly improoable. rt stands to reason 

that the same redactor ~ho aaaed ~~would also have seen 

ri&ht away this stylistic difficulty . we t herefor e return 

to our first as 5u.wption by saying that th~ process as 

outlined above is mo~e ~lousible. Firs t, ~h~ ori5i nal 
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law in tev.19 was: :ur 1;1 tn 11· ~i t:l," 7t l1~P J 11 • n:.:.> ilDri ~7 

This law was ta.IC~a over i nto t~v. <J and there the 1 ' ~P ~ ~ c:ii~~ ~t 

o~ ~ntt was added for tbe fir st t i we and withcut any a t.tempt 

at harmonizing the cvntent of the original law itself. A 

la't~r redactor who supplied the ~part i~ Lev.19 .9 noticed 

a t the same t1we i\~ difficulty i nvolved a.nu cha~ed 

i nto 1~~ 7whicb eliminated the rep~tition but of course 

read s much less smoothly ( t he only otne r exau;ple o t' t hi.s 

cons truction appears in~ Sam . 11.19) . This s eems t o be 

the only way in .• bich the appearance of t he t .'i"J t c:r llis 

a nd 1 i ' ".' )can oe explained . v.e conclude then that 

1) c:i~i~ ·1·~ 1 , nt\ c:n~jJ ) f was 3U:>.Plied fr.:>m tev . 23 . G2 

ona not vice versa and 2 ) that the origin~l l~w had 

r at he r tban ,~- ' 

,,~ J 
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For ~be sake of completeness ~t shvuld be noted that in 9aJ 

the Vul6ate read ,,~~Jl. Both Graf and Bertholet 

agree that verse 9 is ori ginal 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 

bere Paton•s preconceived codification. But even Kennedy 

claims that our laws in vv.9 ana 10 are an axtension 

of the law in chapter 23 . Of interest is Bertholet• s 

further assumption that Rb ~or~ed tbe singular pas ~ages 

into bis codification. verse 9ac (as 15a~ ~nd 19&t would 

then be his work. While the first part of tnis stat~ment 

is undouotedly correct, our prev,ous analysis would 

preclude t he possi bility of the Rh c aract ~r of 9a«. 

And , indeed, this cannot be. Rh who accept~d these 

singular pass~ges as par t of nis coae,classif1ed the~ , 

and pr~bably aaded the'~ " >~to eacb couplet, would 

not have oroken the continuity and the meter of our 

code. We hope to be able to shov1 that 1rreguler.ities 

within these laws have to be ascribed to a dif f~rent 

redactor. 

Verse 10. This verse follows logically upon v.s . The 

content is s i Lilar, ~ae saiue basic idea i s applied 

to a different situation . v;e have here, nowever, 

three sticboi rather than two. On the basis of ~be 



analogy to tbe preceding and the following laws and 

keeping the principle of parallelism i n mind, we are 

justified in e liminating vne of the sticboi as a later 

addition. Since only lOa•~ are parallel we omit lObA.. 

The repetition of 1oi:l is not onl.)I awkward but also 

out of the me~er (unless the construct receives 0ne 

ac~ent) . The use ot t:linin Kisbnab Peab 6 .5 

sugges ts that it coul.d stand by itself so tbat 10,~ 

is best omittea as an expla.aatory gloss. lObp shows 

the formula O::l'n7 ~ illil' 'l~ . Obviously, tbe 

nJ~ n7~ oeing in the plur a l must be o~itted. The 

remaining tv;o words constitute a fitting enair-& for 

these two versss , indicating perhaps that they are 

couplets. The re~aining l aws will strel'l6then this 

assu.wption. At any rate, only h~re do we have an 

added O::l 'i17 ~within the framework of the s ingular 

l aws under discussion. Other~ise, it o~curs exclusively 

with the la"·s &bat nave the .. econd p-::rson pl i;ral. 

rt can easily be explained here by analogy with the 

beginning of verse 9, tbe omi t ted part 9a«. 

verse ll. This verse shoul d be treated separately 

as not falling under ~he category of the second person 

s~ular. Moreover, it aoes not fit into our meter. 

According to most scoolars, the secona table of the 

decalogue begins here, a myth which bas unfortunately 

persisted t hroughout t he age s of Biblical criticis~ 

6 



out wbico bas no basis in fact. As a rule, these verses 

are tharefore taken, if not as !Ul original ~art of H, a t 

leas t as Rb who s upposedl.7 incorporated them into bis 

code, c leverly mimicking the decalogue. But the same 

obJection which we raised 1n connection with verse 9 

still stands. Rh cannot be accused of breakin5 up the 

continuity of t hes e laws. That must have been done by 

a lat~r editor who no l oll6er had a r : eling for met er 

and s t y l e . Who was t his editor? His hand is cle:t.r l y 

disc; rnible t~roughout th: ch~pter . He c~n b~ no ot.her 

t;ltan ?. Onis look &.t t ev . 5.il-24 will tel J . Tn~ s i1oila i t,y 

o~tween the voct;bul~ry f.b..!re i:tnd our v~ 1· <,e 1. ~, w1 r.11 tnkable • 

. rber~ can be no aoubt tb:. t a P 1:dit or is responsible 

f or tbe havoc wrought in our chapter . 

Ver se 12 . The same hold s t rue of thi s verse . Tnis i s not 

the voc ;'..bula ry of the decalogue but clearly the style of 

Leviticus 5 . i2 and 24. Bow did these P a.mplificat ions 

7 

coiae i nto t bi s chapter ? Thi~ will be difficult t o determine . 

s ut they may easily be glo~ ses, f itting in excellantl) 

with the spiri t of verses whicn ~rec ~ce and follo~ . 

l2b suddenly switc ~es to tbe singul~r ~gain . ~or0enstern 

has s hown (Book of t he cove1:antIIIp..., .8 note 13,28, .49 etc.) 

that the co11cept of the o..:· of God i s a ver y l ate postexilic 

one and certainly does not belong oere . rt :.lso occurs in 

Lev .18.21;20 . J ; 21.6;22 . 2 .15 . J2 . ~z . 20. J9;J6.20.22etc •• The 
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.:the' Vulgate tries to harmonize this passage by rendering 

12a in the singular while the Septuagint makes 12b plural. 

'The latter must incidentally have read 

llTone of the versions contribute anything to an understanding 

of the verse. We eliminate 12b therefo.re as a postexilic 

gloss~. 
\ 

verse 13. This verse presentx some additional difficulties. 

The parallelisn1 is fine, although it is expressed twice 

in 13 a which becomes too long thereby. It might safely 

be assumed then that 7L'HI :.~71 is a gloss. But another 

consideration proves_ beyond doubt that ihis 1 s so. 

'7 l .l , a word which is extremely rare occurs likewise 

in Lev. 5.23, the same place from where the glosses 

in verses 11 and 12 were ta.Ken. It goes without saying that 

the same P editor is responsible for· the addition here. 

But the b part of verse 13 is just as difficult. As it 

stands we have here forir if not five beats which is 

quite impossible. rt seems best to omit 

which may be expressed in the J "7tl ~~'7 and regard 

it as an amplifying gloss, not only unnecessary fo:i:· the 

understanding of the verse but se1•iously disturbing the 

,meter. This, however, can not be done without explaining 

how it:i:i 'i V came to be inserted into this law. 

i:he answer will not prove to be too diffi.cult. The Jewish 

.. i 

. ·J 

I!, 
I. I. 
I. 
I . 

I 
,,. ! 
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commentators already noticed that there was a differ ence 

bet\',een our l aw and the once in Deut. 2.1t- .1.4-15. In De.ut. 

the worker must be paid wh i le it is yet day,while here 

the next morning is given a s the latest hour of payment. 

On this basis they argued that tbe two l.aits take care 

of two si'tuations, one of the case of the day-laborer, 

the other of the worker employed at night - ; or 

certainly, the Torah can not be repetitious . Although 

their arguments are not acceptable , their ob servations 

are pertinent. Accordi ng to Morgenstern, Calendars of 

Ancient Israel, B.U.C. A.vol. X, p.18, neut . 24. l~f 

is ~ostexilic, apparently dependi ng upcn this passage. 

At any rate, Morgenstern correlates tnose two passages. 

Be maintains that they ref er to a time ~hen the days 

were reckoned from morning t o worning. But if the ,=') iy 

in tev.19.13 is taken so seriousl.I, surely the , ,~ · 

of oaut. 24.15 ought t o ~e considered wh t cb seems t o 

maintaiu 1 c: l • "his dayn ends with the setting of 

the S\D'.l (ct . Ra3o..1 and I bn Ezra) . Wow, it stands to 

reason t hat originally, if one la~ was dependent upon 

the other they would not have contradicted each ot her. 

1nn 1 0 1• 3 

Two possibilit i~s sugses~ th~ms~l•es. Either tue t'' ~ ~ 1J ~ ~71 

: ·1y -n of oeut. 24.15 s.nci the , .... J , I of Lev. 19.13 

have no significance with r egard to tbe beginnings of 
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the days. In chat case "l l l , ~would merely be 

an amplifying gloss, missing in Deuteronomy, as to 

woat is to be considered night. In Deuteronomy , 

the terminus a quo i s given, in Leviticus the 

terminus ad quem, both saying in effect the same thing, 

namely that the worker should be paid before the 

setting of the sun, because there is littl e 

likelihood ihat be will receive it later than that. 

On the o~her band, toe discrepancy between the two 

passages seems strange and the raoois v.·ere correct 

1• noticing it. Somehow, the i ;:- :i i;: in Lev . 19.13 

seems to say more tban the pas sage in Deute r onomy . 

rn fact , it looks like an intentional departure. 

It seems to ~ay tbis : Iot only shall ye not keep 

the vay of the woriteL· during the night, but nofi 

tha t ~e count the days fro~ evening to evening ye 

are obliged to ~ay him before the setti ng of the s un 

and not nait till morning,thinking th1:;tt only then 

the new day will begin . The ir-:i · 1 )I would then be 

a further elucidation , stressing with Deuteronomy 

that tbe day is over at ni&htfall. In OD6 of t hos e 

two ways toe "l j'J , ; may hav~ been adued to the 

original text, ~oey are ~learly distarbillo in ~neir 

present cuntext. After s uch shortening of tae 



law as found in this section we may safely restore tbe 

missing waw before the } • 7 n ~ 7 which dropped out wben 

because of the glossification of the verse its two 

disticbs arpeared to be independent laws. The wa..- i s 

retained in 40llss.LXX T,Sam.,and Saadiah. 

11 

Verse 14. This verse is in perfect meter and parall elisw. 

That verses l> and 1~ forwally bel ong togetber is proved 

by the il t ii · • l ~ c. t the end of verse 14. Is t her e any 

relationsni y in context? Ibu Ezra already noticed tha t 

t.here was . niscussing ver~e 1.3 and the way in wbich an 

empluyer can ta~e advantage of his workers he adds 

:nJ 1 1 ~ · - it J;l ~ in ''~ n ~1 )Jt 

Tbe unjust use of poV1er then is tbe idea which binds 

both verses together. There i s no douot, then, that 

we have here a second couplet, corresponding exactly 

ie me ter and content . The ,-n~c n~i •\again does not 

f it into t oe meter . Paton omi ts it ever ywhere as 

an addition of tbe non-priestly editor. This seems 

arbitrary . The phrase occurs i n P(Ex.9.30) and again 

in Lev . 25 which also ha.J tbrt:.e times tne word n • o; • 

The latter is RP a s we bav~ shown above and i n general 

this chapter is ascrioed to P. Herf ord is clearly 

mis~aKen if be c Jnsider s both i•n7 ~~ n ~~·tand n•oy 

as typical of B legislati on . . e omit the phrase t lien 



as a gloss f rom the bands of the P editor . 

verse 15. The a J.. part of this verse s oows tbe plural 

formati on. Like 15 b it i s c l early an addition to t ne 

verse. For once , the ~issing waw bef ore the 

and which ought to be t here 1f 1584.is original and 

which i n !act was supplied by 7 mss which no longer 

understood the original reading seems t o indicate 

that t he first text started with 

i5a~ also occurs in 19.35. The question is now ~here 

is it original? Dillmann would omit it i n v.15, 

Paton thinks it is indispensable there. At leas t, in 

v . 35 , an~ that ~~st be admitted, we incur no difr iculty 

as far as the plural is concernerl. LXX renders in 
y r > I 

both verses: o~ T! otfrr,£ •11 '1r'v fY tr't<rt< 

Its Ene.~isb translation interestingly enough obliges 

its r eaders b y once rende ring it i n the 1-•lur c.J. and once 

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

in ver se 15 mon faci~s quod iniquum est n , in 35 1 t 

bas the plural. These are, of cour se, clear attewpt s 

at harmonizing a text which was not understood. 

A pure analys is will show t hat the verse is 0ut 9f pl ace 

i n verse 15 as well &s in verse 35. Paton interestingly 

12 

enough render s 35 : : iii t ooJ t 7p. OJ ni o:il7 1 l/ 1. )In tn 

And this mus t be the original , toD : o 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 readings renders 

15a~ as follows: nnon facies quod iniquum est, nee 

inuste iudicabis.n This is strange. Did the Vulgate 

~reserve a b part to this sectiori which was lost in 

the Masoretic text? This seems i.mprobable, especially 

since in the a tJ.., part the tl)E.)!"Dseems to be missing. 

There is only one answer to this strange translation: 

the Vulgate for some reason or other translated 

independently from 

rts manuscript must have indicated clearly that 

there existed a break between 

71;; 1 ~yn • we conclude then, that apparent1¥ 

the 71 V 1 W}H1 ~ 7was still recogniz<?d by the Vulgate 

as standing apart and that it must have ·been a gloss¢. 

we are a step further. Vvhy such a gloss was added 

requires no explanation. Obviously, a text which 
• 

must have looked like this 7 '1 "l :J ~ r,'[1 ~ 7 /~D~D'.l 
71 'l.l - )!) "1'1iH1 ~ 71 made no sense to the reader. 

But bow can ~ve understand thi.s phenomenon? Simply .. 

The word t':>EH'>t;)'.l was another gloss, of the nature 

of a headline, indic~ting that while the first four laws 

i 1, I 

r 
1,.' 

! 

I 
i ' 



or rather two cou~lets concerned tbemselves with 

"~rivate jus tice" the following f our will handle 

14 

court matters . The ~Dt"D in v .l5 can then simply 

be explained as taken from v.15 for analogyt s sake. 

We conclude then, that the pbrase is not original 

i n 15 and • .mly t he three words '? l ~ 1 t?)1n K? 

are original with v. J5 . Verse 15b w~icb again 

contains the typical n'c)1 is clearly adued from RP 

as we have s hown i n our discussion on v. 11 and 14· 

ver~e 16. This ver~e ~resents no difficulties i n 

meter or for.tL . Fol'l ~v we must r earj with66mss 1Dl1 

ana t{ °? 1 before ioyn according to .,. 1 mss. The 

only trouble s eems to l ie in the translation of~71 

1Y"\ ci '?}I io;;n. Targ.Ps. J onatoan 

renders i ts sense:"Thou shalt not keep sil ent 

ab ~ut thy neighoor•s blood wnen t auu knowest the 

truth •• " Sif ra explains :" Thou shalt not stand 

(without helping) by t he blood of thy ne i ghbor ." 

Others r t: r..d i.:: :t : "vo not seek to take anotherts life." 

Ehrlich, pointing vUt that in t he ~5onab 

means: nauf einer Sache basie renn, transla~es : 

1bo not secure your own l) f e by the death of yo~r 

n~ighbor.n All those translations take no account 
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or the principle or parallelism which is so evident 

in thesa verses. As often, Ion Ezra bas the right 

approach wben he says that only too often talebearing 

orings about the death of people . The Vulgate translates 

as if it had a pure parallelism:nnon eris crim i nator 

nee susurro i n "opulo. 11 But rewember~g th&t the bead.line 

to our verses was : UD~ o),tbe meaning can onl; 

be that one sha .1.l not be a taleb ; a rer b ,>1 tryin.s to 

orlng a capital sent~nce a~a1nst an i!1ltoc~nt man. 

rn tni s way, ~e have a perfect parall4 l isffi ( but cf . p .61 ) . 

V1:::r s e 17. Many have not iced a i fficult ." in t ransl ation. 

T .rns, i\'!li le it i s us ually L'enuc: c-ed : "Thvu shalt. not hate 

tby orotn~r in thy heart, thou s halt s ucely rebu~e t h; 

ae i ghbor, and not bear s in becvuse of him," the Americ~n 

translation translates l?b~nbut not. incur sin because 

of him" ; Rashi takes it to meanntbou shalt not publicly 

shame him," and according to Ehrlich t ne meaning is that 

nobody should hate so .... ebody who is of fending a third 

party, nor sympathize ~ith him, and thus incur s in, 

but he should warn him. In other words, commentators 

have not understoo the vc: rse too well, i.. any cas e , 

it remains ambiguous . Do we incur sin because of hating 

ill general, or becaus e of not w~rui .~ bim, or because 

of a.Uying our s elves wit.n him, or because of offending 



16 

him publicly? If we omit the cii s turbing partl7~we 

have a more adequate parallel~sm, out s till tbe sense 

is 1uestionaule. In the fir st place, such a law is 

much too complicated. The tllion Prayer Book has a 

fin~ fe <::ling for this , v.hen it states :"Thou shalt not 

hate thy orotber in thy heart, but thou shalt love 

thy neighbor as thyself." These two are com1~lementary 

with regard to content ..:.nd sti le as was already not iced 

bY the medieval Jewish comwenta~ors. In case th; 

warning is not heeded, does that mak~ tae hating yermissible? 

But in an; case, l 7a and bA he:.ve no wea n i ng .vi thout b~ 

exvl1.t i n .ing both. But together, as 11e ha e s~en, they 

pres~nt even greoter a.iff icul~ies , not onlJ ma.Jcing toe 

verse too long and awoiguuus, out also f ormill6 the only 

l.aw in this collection dealing with a sin of omis sion. 

The kina of r ; asoning which avers that if you do not 

war n ;our rellow ~ an it is ~ s if you f ourself had committed 

the act ~oints clea rly t v a late stage of development. 

on the other hand, the omission of 17b~ re~oves al~ 

obstacles . It d~als with the simple c~mwandment not to 

bate • a~ting in itself is sinful, as tb~ syntnetic 

parallelis1u points vut. How did bctcome to be inserted? 

It is a misinte.rpr.;tation of 1.:i:i 7:1 , c3us:i11g all t riis 

coniusion. ooviously, a redactor . elieved that by 1:i:i7:i 
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was meant ~hat one should nut bate secretly. Since 

to hate openly maue no sense, the obvious meaning 

ac~ording to our glossator must have been that one 

should warn him . Thus, a beautiful law was r estricted 

in meaning to a very specific situation. As a &att ~r 

of f act, 1:i:i 7J does not express the idea of 

nsecretlyn except b.)' a forced inte rpretat i c..n. ~very 

action is JJ 7J first. To ex"ress the notion of 

secret i no:i should have been used. As it stands, 

the phrase i s a later Miarasb on the v~rse . Another 

consideration excludes every other pos si~ility . Bere. 

li tcewise, the word n •ov 1s used . As we nave sho~m 

above and as Uor~enstern intimated in his Book of the 

covenant, v. II I p . 16 footnote, n 'o 31 is P and not 

H,,. Tbe word for neighbor in our text is yi • we 

believe the evidenc~ i s cu~ulative that 17b~s a l at e 

p adaition . er . moreover, Korgenst~rn,Book of ~be 

covenant III,p.l6ff for th~ t erm ~::i n t< ... l and its 

early H character. 

verse l B. i on ~71is pleona$tic and disturbs t he 

... etec. We have to omit i on N '1 oecaus -.: t nis would be 

the only ~nstanc~n the Bible where it is used ~ith 

t oe accusati ve . once i t has t be dat ive and otnerwis~ 

it is used absolutely(Jcr.3. 5 .12 ; Ps.lOJ . ~) . r~ i s 



therefore oest to regard it as a 6loss . 

we have now coropleteo our textual r ec vnstruction 

of eight law~ which employ the second p,rson 

singular, are negative in character, and ~ritten 

in strict metet· . Each s tanza consists of t wo 

linc::1s, each of them bein& a distich. 3ach stanza or 

couplet ends 1·1i tb il 1 il • • l ~ This would 

r efute the generally acceptea t heory that the 

la,,s in this chapter are w:?."i tten in pen tads. 

Our analysis so far also estaol.ished tha t t.be 

oft repeated a ssertion ~LlB.~ cur chapt~r i s patterned 

on the decalogues has no basis in fact . The 

remaining la111·s which show the s econd person sing. 

do not belong i11 this coll ection and must be 

18 

treated separately. r~s a result we have the fol lowing 

sets of laws as reconstructed : 



: G ;,) 7 n ~ 7 1 1 ~ ;l: 1.i..;. ta p 7 , / 
( n n1 ~ ~ l ~ p ti) p 7 n ~ 7 t1 I.) i :)- t) 1 D 1 / 

~ 
: 7, 1 l .. 3 F.J i, n n- ~~ 7 , / 

(h 1 n ~ ~ l ~) : 1~1 u ,_ 7 ~ 11:i ~rn·- ~ 7 ' I 
: ~ )".> n '1~7 >1 ~ C'ti- l.~ ~n I 

(n1n~ ~l~) :110~ ~~i7 ~ln~1 / 

: 1 ~ ~ i '~ ~ ~·-till~ El, l 1~ 7 tl- ~ 7 l 
(!i ~ H~): 7"''..'.)o l nn--~7 i 1)1-" l£J71 

l11 t''--tl ~l.) h 7? t'l-~~ 7 
7 7 l)Hl ~ '7 ·p::i ·1:i l 

c1 ~ i 1 r1 ~ ~ ti.i~ n ~ '7 
. ii.I "HI ? 71,.; II ~ 7 

7 '1 " l E> £um1- t{ 7 
1b~l 7~~, 17n-~7 

1~l~l ,~~~-n~ ~J~n-N7 
1b~ ~ll-n~ bpn-~7 

or, perhaps better in verse lOi 
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After the analysis of the last series of laws we can 

now proceed in order. 

verse 1. This verse together with 2ad is P according to 

the Polychrome Bible and most scholars. The term n·1v 
i 

at least is typical¥i of P,although it might be a gloss 

(missing in 5mss.). At any rate, th•~re can be no doubt 

that in the remainder of v.2 we have a genuine piece 

of H legislation. 

Verse j. Ewald was the first to discover that there 

existed a parallel do1fulet to verses 3-4 in Lev.26.lf. 

Paton made much of this discovery, asserting that the 

verses in chapter 26 were the original ones since they 

alone 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 quoted 

by Ezekiel 2$.38 and 22.B, 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 connection ·between 

I I 
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the idea of festival legisl&tion and a place of 

worship tnan between the former and honoring one•s 

parents, tbe fic5t being part of the duties or 

worship, the latter of the duties of reverence 

(Patonts classification). Tbere can be no doubt 

that Paton is correct saying that Lev. , 6 shows 

the original version of tnis particular law. But 

this stat;~ent does not necessarily make th~ law 

genuine H l egislation . In fa~t, there i s absolutely 

nothing to com~e~d i t as such ei t her in style or 

in vocabula ry with the exception of the ill ii ' · 1~ . 

But even in our previous collection containill.6 

the laws in the second person singul ar Rh must 

have been responsible for the additions of ntn • ·1 .~ • 

The laws ~roper must have been much older. In 

tneir conciseness they have nothing in common 

with elaborate B legisl~ ion. so , here, too, 

theiltM' ~l ~alone does not y~t pro e wbethe~ a 

particular viece of l~gislation is to be a~cribed 

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

stylistic consideration it woula seem probable 

t hat parallel to •nn ~~ the original her e would 
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have read \t.:'iPO • But just this is what the 

Sepua.gint has both 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.17.3-7. We conclude 

then,that we have here an older law, known to Ezekiel, 

and that this law mtist have been written before the 

Deuteronomic legislation. The question arises now 

how such a law could have been inserted into the 

H legislation. We believe that we have ·the ansvv-er to 

this question. As Morgenstern showed in his Book of the 
---~- -

C2_y_en~,r~,III ,p. 32 footnote, fa>llowlng Wellhausen, for 

H the Sabbath is the"signnbetween God and Israel, 

Whereas in P it is circumcision which serves thii 

function. Any P editor would take exception to an H 

sabbath legislation which emphasized the idea of the 

sabbath as the nsignn. Just this, however, was the 

nature of the H legislation concerning the Sabbath 

which survives in Exodus .31.13, is clearly out of 

context there and by roost scholars considered an 

integral part of' H. A comparison between tha.t law 

and the one in Leviticus shows clearly that the former 

is a genuine H creatidn while the one ~n Leviticus is 

I 
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mer ely adapted to a need. Our conclusion is that a 

P editor substituted older Sabbath l egislation for 

the H passage which originally stood here. According 

to Morgenstern, The Book of the covenant, I II, p.58, 

the H passage in ~odus 31 consists of vv. 12,13,14t{Jl7a 

while the rest is P or RP . 

varse 4. This verse was together with v.J substituted 

by P. It i s possiole that t his part was supplied from 

the aec&logues because of its proximity t o ~he Sabbath 

l aw. The latter by itself would have been t oo short. 

The variations of the verse in tev .19 and Lev . 26 ~ould 
law 

indicate that ac t ually only the Sabbath/whi ch alone 

is the same L'l both was import ant to the P redactor. 

Thus, verse 4 mi ght be a later 6loss on verseJ . 

Verses 5-8. Many scnolar s consider these v~rsesP, 

including Kayser , Borst, while 0thars(Ba~ntsch, ~river) 

desig!lB.te only s i ng le parts of tnese verse~ as P. 

·.vellbausen, Klos termf\nn, B·~rthols t thin'-c r.he ' s.r-: f.1, 

; hi le again othe rs believe that they are out of cont~xt 

i n thi s connect1on,Pfeiffer, Paton). The rea ~on why 

ID J S t s cholars were reluctanr, to acc6pt ~nese verses 

as an ori6inal part of this chapter lies in t he f act 

tha t they mista4enly beli eved most secti ons in thi s 



chapter to belong there. The truth is, as we have 

shown, tnat almost the entire chapter consists of 

older laws or l ater modifications vf thew and that 

genuine H portions are few and tar between . It would 

.1.1ean to reverse things 11: the few authentic H passages 

were to be eliminated as extraneous . In fa~ t, as 

Klostermann already perceived, the verses here are 

i ncomplete. But Yle a!' ~ i n the fcrtunate position 

of being able to supplement them by other altar 

legi s lation wnicb 1.roves 'to be e and i s out of 

context i n its present position. we are referring 

to the passag~ in Lev. 22 .17-JJ(accoraing to Kayser 

and Borst also Pll). That ~ bis passa6e was Rppended 

to the rest of the cha~ter becomes obvious ~hen on~ 

n~tices the c hanges of person i n verse 18 from the 

third person si~ular t o the secal.d person vlural. 

Furthermore, the connection is clearly proved t o 

be an artificia l one since the superscript ion is 

directed to the priests while the c<11tent ref~rs to 

the Israelites. In ot her words, t his passage was 

~atber clumsily added to preceding priestly legisl ation. 

Most scbolars( ~ertholet,Pfeiffer, Paton and other s) saw 

' 
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that there was a logical connection between our 

verses in chapter 19 and. those in chapter 22. 

They related them with verses 29ff of chapter 22. 

cornill maintained that 22.30 corrects 19.6 on 

the basis of Lev.7.15. Kayser and Horst say that 

our verses in chapter 19 were repeated from Lev.7. 

Bertholet cannot understand bow the verses came 

into our chapter.. Appal:>ently·, there is a close 

relationship between 19.5-8,22.29ff and 7.15-18. 

But it is almost unbelievable tbat the natural 

and logical connection of this legislation has 

never been understood. The lavY is out of place 

' in chapter 22 and must therefore have its origin 

here. But not only are verses 5-8 of chapter 19 

related to the legislation in chapter 22 but the 

latter is incomplete without them. Only this 

iegis1ation begins already in 22.18. Almost the 

entire verse is RP(Kayser, Horst) and must be a 

priestly substitution for an original H passage 

employ·ing the second person plural and wit rout 

which the following legislation wouiLCB. hang in 

the air. rrhere can be no doubt that this missing 

25 
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link stands in Leviticus 19 . Only one wor d of t his 

sentence i s l eft here, namely, C:ll~i7· This word 

bas puzzled all commentators. Most of them thought 

that it was elliptical and t hat 1l'ipn must be 

supplied here. Actual~y, t here is no reason for 

doill6 so except inability t o translate other wise. 

Ac t ually, the ~erse was cut off at t bi s poi nt -

any otoer ex~lanation would be artif icial . The 

question wust now be ans~ered why the verse was 

thus aniputated . It was not done int entionally. 

It was mer elJ done i n order to explain the wor d 

D:ll ~ i'7 which was no longer unders tood . O:ll~i? 

was explained as me~ning c 'on , iii tnout bl emish . 

This wa s the i ntention of vv.18b-l 9 . Unf vrtunat ely 1 

the p&rantbesis became so long that the res t •:eis 

completely fu~gotten, namel y ~he t ext as we f i nd 

i t now in Lev. 19.6-8. l: .... en , later on s till 

another redactor t ried to bring sense int o tbe 

previous verses and rest a t ed them in verses 20- 25 

which characteri ~tically enough show a renewed change of 

the plural into the sin6Ular. Verse 20 s ay s cl eerly 

that whatever aoes not aave a blemi ~h or 010 is l 1~i 7 . 
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verses 27 and 28, otherwi~e entirely inexplicable 

merely give two othe 1• examples of cases where a 

sacrifice is not I t~i7 • This appears to be an 

obvi ous solution. That O:ll~1'7 was wisint erpreted 

by tht s later redactor can be seen f~om the fact 

t hat n~i is a technical ter m and has no necessar y 

connection with lack of blewi shes. As a matter 

of fact, tev.7.18 ~s the correct gloss as to the 

meaning of n~i· ct. also its use i n Ex.28 • .381 

tev.19.7itev.2J.111Lev.l.4;Isaiah~b.7,60.7;Jeremiab 6 .20; 

Ezekiel 20 .40.1+1;43 . 27. Its meaning i s with Ehrlich 

nanrechnenn, exactly as i 11 Lev .7.18. Both the Vulgate 

and tbe Septuagin~ completely mist ranslated her : , 

as did Dill.mann, Kautzscb anG everybody e l s e . The 

only question which remains to be answeced is wh7 

tev. ~2.18 ch8J16ed 

''Ne know from Lev . 7 tbc..t a t a l ater t 1., .. e 

included both t he J'namc Of fe ring and th~ F!'~el'l·i ll 

Of fering , the former bad to be eaten t te Sallie day, 

t he la~ter the same ~ay or the ~ext one . Tne text 

i n 11.5 was mi sl eading1 for the Tna1L~ orr~rin~ , a l so 

bei r1g par t of c~o'? t' had t o De eaten the: same day. 
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This had t o oe: co.·.:ected 1.n 22.18 . r t is obvi ous that 

t be n?v11n t ois verse is rui aaaition trying to ori n6 

an ar·til'icial distinction into t nis verse and th~ 

following . Actual.J.y , t hey are deali ng •'itb tne sawe 

suoject matt er. I t i s entir e ly i mprobable tb~t t here 

wsre t wo d. iff erent, Kinds or' sacrifices f oe tn-:: sawe 

and In adaition, this would 

be the onl> ex8..lllvle where n'7y i s used i n conn~ct1on 

w1 t ll t nese sacrifices. It i s cl1::arly a lata.r c..t tempt 

at ex~lain1 0E. away t he auplication. Ver se 21 cor cect s 

the ~re•ious verses ana recobnizes tnat oc tua~~I i i 1 

anu il J i l f&l l under the cat egory of 0' 0 7\1 • 

we must adu that t-he author of Lev.7 i s d~µendent 

u~on Lev . l~ and 2~ . Tne text i n cbapte : 19 is cl ear, 

fluent, no &los ses are necessary. The one in chapter 

7 i s awkward, misleading and far from its ori~1nal 

classic f orm. It is unbelievab .. : how Kayser and fiors t 

could have cons ! derea Lev.? the pattern for chapter 19. 

we have only to ada that w~th .:.hrli ch it is bett er t o 

read tninoot insr.ead of ninoot in verse 6. In ver se 

owe r ead with Saadiah anci Sa.ui . t'7::ittt unl ess we omlt 

i t entirely because of tne 6uduen change of per son . 

&aorgens tern owi188a0b anyhow(BooK of the covenar.t 11.I, 42 ) . 

Also omit 22 . J2ad- on analogy wi th 19 ..1(:. The rec0nstruc~ed 

t~xt, ~ontained in chapter 19 or iginal ly, wus t have read: 



:tnn~t n CJl~i7 n1n•7 C' o'~ nJt tnJt n ·~t 19 · 5 

::;,:;.·· nci • c· •7 l"il 01· -;y i n11n1 1n i noo 1 '~~· o::n.:lt ct'.:l 19 ·6 

:n ~,. ~' Klil 7llD • w · ?~n Cl ' j ?~N' 7J~i1 DK1 1 9 ·7 

:K.,' 1l1 }1 l'J~ 1 l9 · 8Bd. 

:1n ~tn OJ ~ ~ ,; ntil'? nit n nJt tn ~ t n 'J1 22 . 29 

:nin• 'lN i p .:l , , 11 00 ti•n1 n ~7 7J~' ~ 1nn 0 1'J 22.30 

:oJ t:•i t=-o i11il' 'l~ 7~i t~ • 'lJ itnJ •nD1p 11 22 . 32 ap 

: il l il ' 'l~ O'i17~7 CJ7 Ol'i11 o•,~o yiKo OJOK K'~lOil 22·33 

As a mat~er of fact, Klost~rmann would enla r ge r,a is altar 

l egislation by drawing upon Exodus ~9 . Jd-46 . Thi ~ l s 

not i mpos s iole . The ve r ses are , however, com1ios i te 

to s ucn a degree tha~ a cl ear analys is i s 'l.most 

impQs ~ iole . 

Ver se l~ . That toe verse ls composite can be seen oy 

the :Jse of singular and _plural for mat.io'1s. 19~1 s 

- ith ~r with 'l,ellhausen anel nu l .11an!l a Sye clal addition 

by a l_ter 1::dll.or, s e r ving as an i ntroductiun or a 

ho!'tator y concl:..sion of v2r s e ld with ::>ato!'l . The latter 
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scholar then tri es t o show t ha t !~umbers 15 . 37 must have 

followed here on t he anal ogy of Deuteronomy .G2 .llif . This 

can of cour se onl y be m;;: int.aineo b/ a scnol c..r who cou.Ld 

~rite:" The code pass~s so freely fro~ singular t o plural 

tnat no significance can be at~acbed to this f act.n But 

even a supe r f i ci a l comparison of the two laws must s11ow 

clearly that th~y a~e entirely diffe rent in spirit and 

vocabulary so that Pat on in his arrangements of t he laws 

nevertheless seems t o change the plural in Numbers 1,.37 

int .... i..he s i ngul ar . At any rate, ther e i s no single 

characteri stic sign of B in Lev.i9.19 as it stands. on 

the other hand, Numb~rs 15.37 i s cle&r ly vut of context 

in its JJresent ~osition ·t..d shO \ S ur...iistaKable !:. igns o f 

H. Tne r ason i s evioent . Agai:1, a :i editu1· r e oved the 

or1glnal H yassage ~ ~d suostituted it uy a ui f1 ~rent one. 

But why should a passage about. fri nges ..,e substituted 

by one about t l~l'fl ? The answe!' is simple. The blue 

thread of the fr i nges had to b.:: of wool \Eciuyoth 4.1 .• ) . 

Obvi ously , the l aw of n ~l' c·i nvalidates the l aw of the 

fringes. An editor must bllve substituted one lav: f or 
• 

' the otner. Both in spi rit and c Cl'.ltent, ~u .15 . 37 fits 

into our ch&~ter which the pr esent verse 19 does not . 
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But there is another reason why the law of frh1ges 

rn1.:.ist orlg:Lnall:l have been in our collection. Morgenstern 

showed in his Book .2.f... the ~nant,III,p .. 58, that the 

phrasent~l-' tito n.,71?Mi:iof' gxodus 31.14bGL. could not have 

been part of the H legislation but belonged originally 

to Numbers 15.32-36.. In fact, this little sentence, 

couched ln typical hoq form is the missing 11.nk there • 
• 

Morgenstern says this about it: 11 •• it must _for~_ sonL~ 

:J.:§.a.SOJ}.___Q!_~ have been transferred to its present 

pos:J..tion from some other legislat:Lve passage in which 

it stood originally-. And if so, then certainly no 

conclusion is possible other than that originally it 

was an integral part of the prasent text of Nu.15.32-36." 

we believe we have the answer of how this transference 

came about. In this chapter we have so far had two 

passages, the Sabbath leg:lslation and the law aL':Jout 

the fringes which seemed to have been removed from 

this chapter. They were originally- r"::Jmoved together 

and placed very appropriately into Numbers right after 

the P incident of Sabbath desecration in chapter 15. 

NOW, at a later age the Sabbath ldgislation must again 

! ! 
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have been displaced and was put int o Exodus Jl. 

During this process, the l i ttle piece 14bs:twas by 

mi s cake taken along 1n t,o Exoa us. This mu_, t have 

oeen the history of ~he se ve r ses. 

Verses 20-23. These verses have puzzled com~~ntators 

f or a l ong t i me. Uost scholars would sepa1·at e ~O ( H) 

from 21-22(P). Dillmann ana ereiffer thirut that 

this s~cti Jn belong s to tev . 20 . 10, Qr even 24 .18-21. 

Kennedy similarly cl ai.ns that a copyist i s to bla 11e 

f or inadvertantl~ omitting r.1 is v ~rse i n chapter ~O . 

Af~er nav _ng been placed on the m~r61n it was lat~r 

i~serted i nt o the nrOrl6 cnapter. Delitzscb i s on~ 

of t he f ew scnolars .. no cons .&.ci.e r toe law to be i n 

its or16inal setting and Knobel even sees a conn~ction 

between the unnatural miiing o f breeds and the inte~

course of ~ free man wi tn a maia . MP.edl ess to ment ion 

t hat t his was never considered impro pe r in ancient 

Israel. Paton regards all of 20-2~P; ~ellbausen, 

Kuenen,and Baentsch only V; rse s 21-22 . Mor&~nstern 

started u~on a completely new path. Recognizing t hat 

thiS law can.l'lot be und .: r s tood wi thout Ex .21. 7-11 he 
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maintains tb~t our law mus t have s tol.Xi ~n close 

proxi1Dity t.o th i s Exoaus portion. Mor6enstern •s 

by,.otoesis s::ews nigbty p~·ou;,.ble . Wit110ut the 

bacK5rvuod of the Exouus passa6e our law cannot 

o~ unaerstood . We may even go a st ep f urther . 

"!1 tbout any doubt , !!":xodus 21. 7-11 must have s tood 

befor e Laviti cus l~.20 in an older codex.It could 

.3J 

not have followed this law • Now, i t was li .Kewiae 

r ecognized by ~orgcnstern that there is a close connection 

betwe~n Deuteronomy 23 .13-29 and Exodus ~2 .l; . In 

fact , the isolat~d lsw in ~xodus is the wissing 

link in the legi~lation of Deuteronomy. Therefore, 

tnis legislation i n oeut eronomJ is part of t oe 

ancient mi spa~ codex of whicn the slave le&islation 

in Exoaus 21 is also a constit.uent. we oelieve 

tbbt ~~ have f 0 urui the ex.act place wnere Lev. l~ . 20- 22 

in its original ~ispai ~orm must have stood . In Lev. 

our law follows the law of t lU ; -;; or r·r1nges 

respectivell· In Deuterono~y tnis must also have 

been the original position, na.mel/ i mmeaiately after 

oeut . 22.12. It w~uld have ~~eceeded the l egislation 
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concer ning premarital relati~ns and adultery starting 

witb verse 1~ . The probability is thai it s r.ood 

immediately b~fore ver se 2~ . verses 13- 21 not only 

contraaict t he legis lation ~n Deuteronomy 24 . lff 

where such a procedur e as this seems not at all 

necessary, but it is also dif t erent in style and 

Qont~nt from the l~gislation in veut eronomy 22 . 22-2~. 

There, we have snor t la~·;s dealing only VJitn u...ifaithfulne ss 

in marria~e or u.urins oet1--otha:L . Tne logical connec t ion 

unmarried-married-bet rotbea which we would have to 

posit i r vv . 13-21 were ori~inal here can n~~al7 oe 

ex~lained. But e~en if we lea ve these verses here, 

tb~ ca se of the unfa l t ofulness of a maid certa i nly 

be ... ong s t o t his legisla tion rath~r ~nan to L e i t i cus ~·1 . 

Tb; latter deals with reli.;i ous i mpucir. i es, f oroidden 

relations wi thout exce~tions . Here , we nave civil 

legis l ation specif.ting wile .. an act is to be considered 

aduli;ery and v;hen not. L t:: V . 20 goes into no details 

at all . It uoes not discuss the possioili t ies o f 

ro.1ie or of betrothal. It merely wentions adultery 

to cow~lete i~ s list of for bidaen rela~ions . As a 
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matter of fac~, it is possible that verse l~ of Lev.20 

is a later addition IJy a redactor who wanted to include 

adultery in this· code of incestuous relations. rt is 

suspicious that the verse contaJ.ns net ther the word :l:;) w 

nor the phrase O~ cn~ci • Here, in Deuteronomy22 

we have the complete code which requires legislat:ion 

concerning the adultery of a maid. If we did not have 

this passage we should have to invent it. we even must 

assume that another law was lost hff.re, dealing vvit.h 

' the case of a maid who does not fall under the 

provisifuns of Exodus 21.7ff and who is not being 111-

treated by her master and yet commits adultery. such 

law must have decreed the death :penalty for both as can 

cliearly be seen from thel t'IO t ~ ~7 of Levi 1;icus 19 .20. 

But it is of course possible that this latter case 

would be included in the general prohibition against 

adultery. Since in case of marriage the law does not 

take the case of rape into consideration(unless such a 

law was lost), it is not likely that in the case of 

a maid the law would have been any m-:-)re lenient and 

provided another law for this exigency. we should likC:~ 
/ 
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to add that not onl_y does our law have its 105ical pl ace 

within tnis legislation, but it also offers an eAcell:nt 

transition f rom the slave legislation t o t hat of ~dultery. 

Cert ainl y , verse 20 a~ well ~s 21-22 are not a part of 

tev.19 which can be seen from the very tangible punishment 

nowhere e l se provided in this chapter . The evidence has 

shown, then, that our verses are out of context in 

their present position. They mus~ have come into this 

chapter through their proximity wi~b t he legislati on 

of t he . fringes and they supply a missing link in the 

old mispat codex. 

1ecses 23-25. We accept t he ~onclusions r~achea by Paton 

wi t .1 reference to these verses. Ac cording to this scholar, 

the lan is enti rely out of pl ace in thi s connection, 

although i t undouotealy belon6s t o H. This conclusion 

is correct, altnough not all the ~easons gi~en (?.g. tbat 

laws i n chapter 19 are only con~erned with morals, that 

a pentad is not compl~te here, etc.) . But there are enough 

va.J..i d argument s l eft . Chapt ers 2J .10-25. i2 a re concerned 

with worshi p that is connected wi t r. ~be harvest. The choice 

of vocabul a r y here and there i s the same ( il~1:in f or 

crop 19 . 25 ; 25.3 . 20, t he formula i n 23 .10 a.nd25 • .c:: ,transference 



of religious terms to nature, cf. i'tl in 25.5 of 

unpruned vine with 19.23 n711 fruit of youll6 treer 

rn !Jeuteronowy this law occurs liks wise imwedlately 

before the ~abbatical year in Deut.15. we therefore 

place with Paton our law into cba~ter 25 , at the v~r1 

tJeginning or the chapter. 

There are a f ew linguistic difficulties i n tois verse. 
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At fir st t.ae t 'i1> n~ n ?iv appears imiJossible. E!hrlich 

sug6 ested to read: 1 'iD n?iv on'? o t or at least ca7i}1t 
.... : -... : 

iu t he Piel declarative nye shall treat its fruit like 

a foceskin • " But thi s sounds f orced • 1 '1.D n~ i s 

best considered an explanator3 glos~ for t he aiff1cult 

tn?1~ • The 7:li,s auused for al i Alnds of s peculations. 

~fith Delitzsch it is the subJect, therefore toe 1 n?i )1 . 

Dill.JDann prov~s on the Sallie basis that it made 0•?1y 

plural. It is obviously i mpos :; i bl e t.o retain the t ext 

here,and we read witL Kittel 7,9 . The meaning of 
··r 

t hi s word is tabu, not a sacred tribute~ cf .Morgenstern 

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

fores~in as in LXX,V.Onic., out to leave standing ( Dill.mann). 

It i s a fine e.x..am ~le of the transference of a term from 

the realm of man to that of nature, accorai u.g t u nellnausen 

a Lat~ abst raction . The f ruit t ree i s regard~d a s an i nfant 



during the fi r s t ei ght days, unconsecrated. 

According to some,tbey were left for the tutel ary 

genii of the field originally (B~rtoolet , Smi th, 

Rel. of the Semites). In v .24 the athnacb must 

be removed. The Samaritan P~ntat~uch reads here 

c ' '? t '?n and t.hi ::. is the only correct reading. 

F.Jr proo~·s on t ois , ct. Mor genstern JAOS 1'1 l o- J. 7 

p . J29, Geiger, Urscbri1t 18l1f(i~ Sitzun&sb~richte 

d::: r Be rliner Akademiel88J,JJ1). Judges 9 . 27, 

Bab .Ber. J5a ,Jer.Peab /I I, 5, Sabbath VII,2 etc •• 

The Sawaritan Pentateucn has ~·o~n '? i n v . 25 ., 

out the reading is i mpossible, since no Bi pbil 

of tnis verb occurs anywaer~ else( _::hrlich) and 

it would prec~de the eating anyhow(Di ll tann) . 

Bnrlich's contenti 0n t hat tn~tJnis th~ suoject 

( "~hat its produce wi ~l ~ult1~11 ~ our f ortll!le ) 

1s not appealill6 · we must t ranslate " so t~,t 

you will have a ll the a.ore pr oduce toereoi i r. 

tbe future • n 

verses 26-Jl . These ver ses snow a unity i n 

t heir conderonat~on of oeathen pr~ctice3 . This 

was already observed by Kennedy, altnough Paton 

JS 
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would -in order to pre3s these laws into nis preconceived 

arrangement of pentads - establis h an artificial division 

between them. 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 for 

two reasons. The l egislation against the eatitl6 of 

blood occurs already in H elsewhere (Lev .17.10-L+.)• 

Moreover, 1~ makes no sense. ~\·hat does it mean: to 

eat u~on th~ blood? The exvected ~ord to have been 

used here is 7~ or ~ (as i n Gen.9.4 and Deut .12 . 23 ). 

In exodus .L2 .8 the situation is compl etely dil f ~rent, 

and the sense is not "to eat with" but literal.ly"u~onn. 

Ehrlich sees the difficult y and says ~hattbis verse 

iS no law i oroidding t he eat i ng ?f blood , but that 

it forbi ds to eat meat on a place wher~ blood flowed 

before. This , as so wany of i hrlich•s remarks, has 

lit~le to reco~wend it except waking us a~are of the 

~roblem. Thus, it s eews mor e o.nd more pr obable ~nat 

the r eading of the LXX and Ezekiel i s correct wuo 

re~der :~uo not eat upon the mountains (Ezeki ~Jhs .o . 11 . 15; 

22.9, and especiallyJJ . 25). The : ~s of cours e a 
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copyist•s mistake fo-r,y • For the present we are 

satisfied with thus stating the case. The problem 

of wnat the phrase means i~ a d1fficul~ one and 

not immediately relevant to our discussion. 

We do not presume to say that we have the soluti on. 

suffice i t to say that verse 26 a refers to some 

kind of idolatrous practice which wust have 

appeared so monstrous to certair redactors that 

they bad to substitute it with a differ~nt crime. 

verse i 6b contains two other kinds of idolatry . 

Scholar s cam:ot agree on t he meanings of e i t.h~r 

terms. .:n l ;;,eans aruong other things : 11 to wa ,,ch omina 

( Kittel ->n l .K.i n6S 20 • .33) ",thi s i s a l so the opinion 

of the Syriac version t o abov ~ cit~d verse , nawel y 

nto divi ne trow natural ouiens ,as tne ..:. Ci of bi r d.E." 

LX:X translatesneui~loy a u& uries, n ... an~ v. ould derive 

it f r om 11n1 =snake , agai n c, ;her s t hi n.K it r efers t o 

h;drowancy (divination by means of a cup o.s i n Gen.44 . ;). 

Jl ~ presents even gr eater difficulties. According 

to LXX J l ~means to divi ne by inspection of birds . 

Qt11ers believe its bas _c meaning to be nto hum," 
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or nto whispern, the one as insects, the other as leaves, 

and it is supposed to reprc;sent the low murm'~r ing of 

the diviners. Also :derived fron~ ~y = fascinate with 

evil eye, fromll~ =observing of clouds or stars as in 
i 

astrology, or from a root meaningnto meeti1, nto cover" 

as in nverdeckte K'linste treiben,11 and so forth • 

A .... 11 these speculations do not lea.d fa:r • .All we know 

is tbat the terms refer to some kind of divination, and 

we do not propose to e~large the list with more 

speculations. Two m1;.1.nuscripts,sam. and LXX have t~l?1 

before 1~n1n. This may prove that originally these 

two parts may not belong together but were joined 

by an edi toi·.. It had appar.e.ntly been the intention 

of the editor to brtng about a parallelism at all costs 

on the model of the laws previously considered. 

Verse 27. This is especially apparent in this verse 

where the two parts of the law are clearly distinct. 

·They are neither in parallelism nor are they written 

in the same style. 27a has a plural construction, 

27b the older singular. The editor, in order to 

haVe a parallel/ a..ctificially joined both laws. It 

is likely that be himself' 
I is the author of 27a. 

I 



An atte~pt a t harmonization was made by sam ., s. and 

LXX who read 1 n ' n i.7nand Sam . and LXX who bad c::> l p l 

Pat on in complete misunders t andirag of the verse, 

citing the lat er Lev. 21. 5, considers this verse an 

~ucn bas O; en said by scbolars 

a bout the possibility that 27a do~s not refer to 

a mourning custom in particular . Passages in 

p1inius (6 . 2) , Eerodotus(J . 8), Jer. 25. 23 ;9 . 25 ; 

49.32; and many ot hers were adduced to pi·o11e that 

the tonsur used to be a general custom among 

t ?le heatben1 cf . also t his custow with Greek 

prostitutes. Likewi~e, it was a custom to let 

t he hair grow and on fi~ed days shave in the temple 
~I 

or at s acr ed rountain( Smitn ,Rel. of Sewi tes, p . J25 and 

48lff). The tonsures among the Arabs were in honor of 
.. 

the god Orotal=Dionysius . Cf . a lso Nazarites , Simson , 

J osepb. Cont r o. Ap .1.22 , t he custom of the priests _Le · • 

21. 5, etc •• On the otL ·r hand , i bera is absolutely 

no 1·e~son in the wodd to suppose t hat the wr iter 

who was l ookiD6 for a mourni n6 legislat ion, i or a 

needed parallelism bad anything out j ust that i n ~ind . , 

Besi des , there are ample evi dences i n the Bible and 
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els ewhere that the shaving of the head was 

definitely a mourniDG custom,cr. Deut.14.1,Je r.16.6148.37 

and elsewhere. In other words, a l l the di s c ussions 

about thi s law not oeill6 concerned with mournin5 

are poiutless unless t bey s t r es s tbe f act that 

originally they may not have been int ended as s uch. 

In this connecti on, however, they wer~ advisedly 

used to oppose certain custows ~r mournin~ . 

This was also made clec..r by Morgenstern,Anci ent 

Agricultural Festivals,p.44 who poinr.s out t hat 

these were probably mournin6 custows for Adonis 

or 1'ammuz. Ehrlich 's s uggestion that 

comes f rom a root9 Drend means "- er zausenn and 

thC:l t n • nc•n here means n1n rrnordnW16 bringenn 
il~D ' 

while must designate ordered nair i s unacceptable • 

Verse 28 . This ver se was obviously meant t o 

be a co\.!Jlterpart to the previous one, ootb 

for ming a couple v ana closing wit" 1 i1 • • l ~ • 
, .. . . 

This means that botn the a and th~ b part mus t 

refe r t o different customs of mourn1n6. It i~ , 
the1·ef ore , hard t o believe ho" a s cholar like 

~ , 
Dillmann could ser iousl y maintain that the b part , 

lacking t he wD l did not refer to a mourning custom . 



The parallelism is too obvious. On the o ther hand, 

1t is a different s tory to maintain, as some do , 

Dhat the origin of t his custom may be found in an 

entirely different area. Thus, it is pointeu out, 

that seret, in Arabic sharat,means covenant, that 
• 

a mask or a tatoo on a person i s sbaraiat . tashrit 

are gashes over the cheekbones of th~ nativ~s in 

yecca, already performed on chiluren. The early 

tt·ibal mark 01· totem was called shart. Every man . 
bore it, otherl'•i se blood-reverige could not have 

worked . These totem signs, later on considered 
# " as fathers developed into si~ns of ~ourniili . 

For the Philistines cf . Jer. 47.5. But we hav~ 

examples from B~bylon, the Scytbi ans , Romans ( al tbcu6 h 

1t was forbidden for women according to the t.welve 

tablets ) and the marks a re 3til l found today with 

Persians , Arabs, /byssi niaus and warlJ others. r.ucian 

s ! eaies of s .rrian godde s ses and. cla i ms t.hat ma .~ks 

were burnt in the palms of the hands of all her 

worshi ppers and also int o tbe ne~ks. Pruaentius 

speaks of such mar Ks as ttsacced seals", they were 

sometimes maae with heated needles and the part 



thus marked was considered consecrated. In the 

third book of Maccabees Ptolemy Philopa~or orders 

the Jews who bad revoltdd to be marked with fire 

on the body in honor of Bacchus. In other words, 

while recognizing tbe . totemisLi c origin of incisions, 

we know that in this connection the marks are signs 

for the dead. Compare also Deuteronomy 14.l;Isalah 

44 . 5;Jeremia.b l.6 . 6,....J. .5 ; IKill6s 18.28; Hosea 7 .14 ; 

zecheriah 13 .6; Jeremiah 40 . 37, Galatians o .17 and 

many other s . (Per haps ~ome or these examples 

may illustrate the transition from wourniQ; for 

a god to gener al mourning) . On all this see 

Smith, Rel. of Semites, stad~ , ZATW ~894, Slilith, 

Kinship and Marria§e, Snouck Burgronje , ~eK.Ka II 

as quoted by ~mith, e Lc •• 

r.xX and s read O'.l 'i1 'n:after'i'l ' J":which is ru.:>re 

consistent "itb the plural. 

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

law, used by the redactor, written in the singular. 

29 bdiis awk't\ard here . Morgenstern has soown 

(Eoo~ of the co~enantII , p.142) that tbe concept 

of defiling the l and i s a l &te one and basic to ~h~ 



theology of the Priestly Code . It ~resupposes 

Yabveb ts livi ng in the temple. It i s best , then, 

to omit this part . That we have here a prohibition 

against temple prostitution and not onl;1 ag.:::inst 

ailYtltlt i s ~vident from the cont . xt . Only t he fo~mer 

would have been an imitation of heathen practices , 

the latter was quite com~on and probably accepted in 

Iscael . Pa ton main~ains , quite correctly ,tha~ 1f 

tb1s law had been a 6en~ral one , i ~ would pr ooaol J 

have been included in ch~rter 18 ra~ber than here . 

pat .m likewise omits r1~ il ill tn ~ '? 1 as a contrioution 

of the nnor t ator; editorD This law , t hen, was 

i ncluded bere by the B write~ because of its 

r el e vance for holiness as he saw it, not to imi t at e 

t he practives of the neatnen. 

ver se 32 . 1·;e do not AilOY. hov. this v . r s~ which has 

no counterpart in otb t:?r caaes( Gr lf) came to oe 

i~cluded into this sect ion. It ma1 be t hat it 

elevates the o ~ 3 ·· t as over against t he diviners 

(cf .Nuwb-=:r s ll.17) . Then, this law would nut be a 

bu11.1ani tarian out a political one. But all t tns i~ 

s ,ieculation, e spec i ally sinct: w-=: f L .d an Egypti an 
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law which says "Do not sit dov.n whi l e anol;ber who 

is older t han you is s~anding ."( Erwan,Aegyp ~en I,238). 

Similar l aws ai·e known from Sparta, Rome , and today 

from the Ori. ;nt(Dillmann). The 1 'i1'7t\o nN.1fa' 1 must 

be omitted a s in verse 14. It is also possible that 

this ve se was added in order to supply the wissing 

link of the couplet beginning with ver se 29 . In 

a sense, the/ may be considered .;ompleID.:r.tary . 

Verse 29 i s obviously addressed to a father , an 

older person. Be must fulfill the provisions of 

this l~w so that he may be honored and young 

men may ris ~ before him . we adillit, however, th~t 

we are dealin& ~~th speculation. 

Vers~ J O. Tne verse is repeti tious. I t was al.ready 

treated above as one of tle ear lier vers i ons of 

the Saobath law. It may be used in thi s chapte r 

as a fra~e, indicating the beginning and end of 

the chapter. The opinion of ::;i llmann tha1~ here 

a new set of l aws be5ins , v . Jo referrin6 t o th: 

the f irst t a olet of t he decalogue, vv.JJ -36 to the 

secona one ap~e~rs entirely i ma6 inar y . Paton would 
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regard the verse a gloss, substituting f or t wo 

other laws of a pentad. 

Ver se 31. This verse is the second part of the 

couplet beginning witn verse 26 and must originally 

have stood after that verse . Only i n t his way i s 

the s t r ucture correct, clvsing withc;)'il 'n~ illil " 'l ~~ ' 

0ut also the logical connections . ThecnJ ilKo ~7 

i s prvbably a late gloss as i n verse 29 thti •• it l l n K7 t• 

Scholars do not ..: uite agree: with r egard to t.1e 

uiffer i;;: nt shadin.ss of t oe terms :i ~ ::.nd 'l }Ji " 

smith clai~s that ) K is a hWDan sKull , used 

l or maE;i cal pur l"·oses, but Lev. 20 .6 . 27 seem to 

disprove this t hesi s . The LXX suggests ventri-

loquisw by its t r ens l at1on of I ~awuel 28 .11. 

Sowe say tba~ )~ is any spir it whi l e '1 )7 1" is 

the f a.wiliar spirit, derived i r c.m the word )Ii '. 

The l atter woula at t end a particular man {cf .Actslb . lo) . 

The term nfawili ar" i s derived frow nfamulus n=attenv.ant . 

o tners reverse t nis r elationsni p . A.gain others , a ong 

thew Dillmann ,cla~m that ootb terms ar e synonyruous , one 
.f .. y 

c.:alled :i ~ from..-11oint of vi ~w 01 his speech, the ot her 



"l j i' referring to bis knowledge. Smith cl aims 

th'= term 'l p-r "meansnacquain tance;1 Ewald transla1.es 

it" lCilower,11 one who knows =wizard . Knobel derives 

:i~ from :l'~"enemy n, Hitzi~, using the Arabic 

renaers none returning f rom net.terworld~ The oest 

deriv&t i on is s~ill from Jl~ nskin-bottld.n The 

latter is emp;,y, bollow;sound i ng. The difficulty 

i S that in soille pas sages JN seems vO be used 

in the sense of t h& diviner rather than the ~host 

( l Samuel 28.~.9;~ Kints 23 . 24: perha~s I ~aiah 8 .19) . 
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On the ot..her hand,comrare Leviticus 2.0. 27 J Deut . 18 . 11; 

I Samuel 28 . 7. LXX r ende?'s both :i ~ and 'l )Ii " with 

the san.e term. we either have t o add '1)1~wt1enever 

the div .. ner 1~ weant or assume t hat JN mcans ootb 

toe diviner and t h= divi ning spirit. In Deut eronomy 18 .11 

the one who aSJ!S ta~ deHt' i s ui s ti ne; ui-ned • ror ·~he;:i t l( '1tt r 

[lill crann maintains that at l eos t there, :l 1 ~ re1ers to 

a dh .i.r.ing Sfli ri t without connection wit 11 th # dead. 

This distinction a ~ea~s r ather Tal mudi c . 

o 'l ;i'1 'i1 '7~ conn~cts fi ith ~;::i( E.1rlicb) . 

ver ses 4b to J l a s recons tru~ted , all referring to 

i dolatrous practice s , ap~~ar as fo l lows : 
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:ti11vn k71 1 bn 1 n-~7t / c~,nn ~ V ' 7JKn-~7 26 

: o~'n7K ntn• 'lN t bp)n 7K c(1 ~ 1 · n-7~t /h )Nn 7 ~ tinn-7~ 31 

: 11 r t n~n-n~ n (n vn-~ 7 1 / c~~N i n~n 1 n~n-N7 21 

C~l 11nn- K7 VPV~ O)hJt / 0~ 1~) ) t~nn-~7 ~DS7 ~ ,&~ 28 

:~O t y,kn n~7~ 1 / nhtl~n7 ~0)-0~ 7 ~ nn -7N 29 

:ntn• •1 K \r t ' i n ~iint / o,pn hJ•w '1 no 32 
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Verse JJl .Tbis le~islation has many parallels 

throu~nout the Penta~eu~h and ~as the refore 

regarded by Dillmann as old legislation. 

upon closer inspection, ho~ever, we notice 

that most re f erences come from eitn~r H 

or P. Tnere are a few pas sages i n D , out 

tnei~ date is not a t all certain. In our 

present l egislation, we have unmistakable 

signs of P as of B. Tht re can be no doubt 

that as before an original H l aw went 

t!1rough t he hand of the P redactor . ? i n 

this cass imposed a mispa~ form upon the 

law that does not cor : espond t o the plural 

i ll the rest of tne verses. The P ele~ents 

aL'e : 

o:rn t: ll il l.l il o ::>'? · The s awe observat ion 

wa s already ~~e oy Paton . The proofs f or 

this are fow1d i n Exodus 12 .48; Number s 9 . 1.J+; 

15.14 and i n ~odus 12.49; Levi ticus 24.16.22; 

Numbers 9.14; 15.29. Sam.,LXX,Pesh.,Targuw 

read c::>nK but this i s a0ain a harmoniza t i on . 
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The Vul gate omi ts o:rn~ 1li1 ilil , but on 

'the other aana mus t have read c::>o::i t 1 on .liH~ t 

in order to narmonize . Some ft~uld consider the 

ptuasec -i~y 1l{J on''il o'il ':::>editorial. Tbe 

QUe Jtion is , uowever , ~here it is original. 

With the exception of Deuteronomy 10.19 which is 

clearly depenoant u~on the othe~s, t he phr ase 

oc~ur~ onl;; here and in &xodus 22.20;23 . 9 . The 

l atter chapters display throu5h~u't sucb similgrit i es 

w-th our legi s l ation that toey must be int imately 

connected . Toat this law must be or16inal in H 

will be answered as soon as we shall try to 

date toese ~assag~s . Their ori0 inal form was lost 

when P re ur ote r, bem. The fra6ments of th~ original 

coupl~t are : 
tn~ tltn ~? OJ ~ 1 ~ J i l 

:01 0 • 'l ~ 0·1~0 r 1 ~ 1 cn''il o' i l ' :::> i 10J t ? n .:i n~t 

ver se 351f. These verses have always puzzled 

tne com~entators . ei_bausen clai ms that they a~9 

a l a t er addition to t h ... ., Ct.Jue woi le Paton regar 01s 

thew a s H and v.o i..lu squeeze 'tlle10 i nto ver se 11. 



somenow, the pu~elJ ethical character of these 

laNs is disturoi ng . At any rate, they see~ to 

reT.ain the couplet fora (Paton thinks versa J6 is 

merely an ed.i.toi:ial comment on 35, out t here is 

no ju~ ti fication for eliminating it except Paton•s 

ar 1·angement which woul d not per iJJit him to take 

t hi s vecse along into verse 11) . we belie~e this 

verse to be original here and not i n Deut~ronomy 

~5.13-15 . we do not accept the opi nion of soepe that 

this legis l &tion i s a very old one which ~as 

quoted by EzeKiel 45 .10; Proverbs ll .1;16 .11; 20.10.23J 

Amos 8.5 ; Mi coa 6 .lOf etc .. Th~ UD~"'Obos to be 

omltted d s we have sho.vn alr~ady (notes to versel5) . 

The paral lel islli and ~e ter is e~trewcly bad . This 

wuul d seem to prove ~bat the law i s not old out 

an at ~~m~t t o imitate the s tyle of r,be la~s wnicn 

we fiL· st analy· .ed. 

verses ..)ob-37 constitute t ile closing exhortc. T.ion 

fo t uis division of the B Code. We can proceea now 

with the dating of the chapter. 



A great deal has been written on the subject 

of t he date of H and its relat ionship with Eze~iel. 

s~bolars ha ve r eac:hed op~osito conclusions on 

the ba5U of the same material • Kuenen ~ lairos 

that Ezekie l is later than B in the legal parts . 

Baentscb agrees with Kuenen assigning cba.~ter 26 

and the hortatory parts to a ~eriod after Ezekiel. 

Driv~r consid~rs even the latter to be of preexili c 

origin while ~raf maintains th~t Ezeki~l wrot e H 

and Bors t that he was the reda~tor. Dillmann th~ rucs 

that ver7 old l aws are cvatained in B while 

Klostermann maintains that Ezeki e l iwita~ed L~ v.26 

and the r e s t. loeldeAe says tb~t Hosea and Awos 

probabli already knew our laws and Ezekiel just 

ha~p~ned to have studied them well (26 was a later 

inse1·tion) . Kayser agr-=es witn Graf. Whereever nis 

theory d0€S not w~~k out, ne assi5na the passa5e to P. 

rt would have be~n impossibl~ f or anybody ~o iw: tate 

H that well without having written it. Pfeiffer tries 

to ke ~p the unity of the ~hapters ana claims that 

~ost laws were written after 3zeKiel1 and that ne ttnew 

out a few laws. Kenn ... dy agrees wi th t hose wbo consider 



all of B or preexilic origin, dating f roJ the close 

of the @onar~by. Uost of ~b~ la~ s are vr~deuteronoraic 

according to him. The same opinion is eApressed by 

cnapman whi l e Cornill tries to s c.. ve C:zeKi~l's reput~ tion 

by }ointing out ~oat if ne had .. nown R ae wu ... ld not 

haV~ written hi s Torah of the Future, that he is much 

too oribi nal anyhow , and that i r. i s i roprooable that 

ne shoul d just have copied one chapter of R. 

ru0t'6~ns t,ern follows 3aentscb 1!1 establishing Hl a nd 

H2 , E1sfeld dates h in the middl e of t be 6th century, 

Oesterley s ays that H pr ; cedes tbe Code , Car p::nte r , 

followi ll6 bis l)r edeco::s socs vuts H int,o 1,he 6tn 

centur1 and Steuerna5el and Bewer th i nk o f the year 

570 B . c . ~ • • I t woula be pr esumt uous to open the 

discussion anew . Our anal ys ·s, however, seems to ha ve 

shovm us the '' Sitz i :n Le oen 11 of our cou:ivilation . 

The pro5ra~ fo r the ~e,ple i s hol i ness. It is to be 

achieved by r emoving the peopl~ from all contami natitig 

influen~e~. Ausolute purity is to o~ achieved , the 

goal:a hol~ 1-'eopl e , an ideal co~rouni ty, a nation 

or ~riests. The Saboath is the basic law i n 
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t his l egislatio'l. ·.e are r eminded of the i wportance 

i t vla~s in Ez~kiel ~ It is this day toat seems 

esr e cially fit to preserve the ·exiles in Babylonia. 

It is a bond, a ~ ~gn between Israel and God, easily 

observ6d ever¥-wbere, a distinguisning mark between 

the holy nati on and the peoples round about . 

Another distinguishing mark is t he different dress 

the exiles ar e co~manded to "ear. The fringes , they 

are a reminaer of Israel's speci al task and holiness. 

The laws against heathen practices are again best 

t o be und~rstood from a bac~round of exile. 

Tnere is first the law about not eating on the 

mountains , whatever that may zuean, a law that 

~ust nave seemea especially urgant to Ezekiel • 

certainl; , the practices of the Babylonians are 

here described and t hose of their Jewish 

imitators ( perhaps cf. with Isaiah 57.7). 

The Ba oylonians ~re well Allown for t neir (arious 

kinds of aivination4 which were eve~ raised to tne 

i~vels of s cience. All kinds of systems were wor~ea 

0 ut on bow to interpr et omens , t he course of t be 

s t a r's ( perhaps , if I on EZ!'a' s .i.Jter pret aticn is 



correct, this is the meaning of 1ll1)10 ~?tin 

verse 26 . LiAewise, the a:t of necromancy has 

never anyv.h~re been as developed as in ancienr. 

Bacylonia. They had ' bole liorarie~ of magical 

formulas, encJantme~ts and the liAe . Numerous 

tex~s have been preserved, and all this formed 

a recognized part of puolic religion. In fact , 
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a special class of ~riests, the Ashipu were in 

~bar~e of incant ations . w~ have mentionad oefore 

~be mourning custoos prevalent among the 

Babylonians in honor of the god Tam~u~. The 

te~yle prostitution awong tbe Babylonians was 

an i wvortant part of their cult, compac~ the 

cult of Ishtar oi· MY lit ta . Of cvu1·se, many 

of to~se ~ractices wece comwon throu5bout the 

ancient Orient . But the ~01~ect.on of so ~any 

iaws , each of thew ap~ly ing to Babylonian 

conditions can nardly b · a coincidence . Tne 

three couplets danouncing heathen prac t ices wu~t 

have been =£nmpi led in oabylon1a, warning the 

exiles not ~o accept those pra~tice s . It is our 

cont~ntion that the legisl~tion for ~he stranger 
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has its origin in the exili:! . '. e mentioned 

before that we consider the law i n this chapter 

the original one upon which the others depend. 

Laws of such hi6h .social content do not develop 

in a vacuum. Psychologists tell us t hat t he 

man who bas .mown vppre~sion v;ill not oe likely 

~o arise as a cbawpion of the underdog . In 

other words , the whole reasoning ana ar~uw :ntation 

of t his law would be fallacious unless it we.·e 

wri~ ~en while still in bondage . Only a "s tranger' 

could have written such a legislation , in toe 

full consciousness of ·~·hat it means to be a 

stranger and that such an appeal would make 

sense to the l)eople at large . 

1t is very difficult to accou~t for v~rses 35 

and 36 in t t1is co?me~tion . We i lhau sen gave up 

the job as a bad j ne. But we feel that we b«ve 

no right to dispens~ with this legislation , 

not imowing the historic circumstances which 

might have brought it in~o oeing . Tbe mere 

fact that we do not under$tand a law does not 

blve us th~ ri6ht to displ~ce it or jus tify us 



in eliminating it. It may have been that just 

such a law was of the utmost importance at a 

particular t~mv . The Jews who accordi"-6 to 

Wellhausen developed r or the f irst time into 

a comm-: r cial peovle m~y h~V-3 b~en '\C '! US~d 

of L1< ccuracie s . Tnis lav. ma; be a typical 

law of tne exil e , especia .1.l y si nce Eze .<iel 

la.YS so mucn s tress on the scme t ning . v:e 

dO not claim t o know t he or igi n of this 

particular piece of l e5i slation but we i ns i st 
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that a s long as the opposite cannot be establi shed 

we have t o r et a i n i t in this c;xitext . 

The laws about sacri i ic~s are again interes t ing 

i n t hi s context . They may oe Jong to a second 

R compil ation wr itten a f ter the exile. But t his 

is not neces sary . Jus~ during the exile , the Jews 

year ning to c1me back, ~ust have studied and 

busied t hemselves with the laws of sac r ifices , muc t 

as t be Jews i n Ja ter times. I n fac~ , Ezekiel •s 

ideal temple is a proof tb~t tbis was so. Rather 

tuan proving the OP4 •0si t e, the c.ltar legisla t i on 
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su1'purts .. ur contention f or an ex111c authorship 

of these lews . We mus t now consider bow t he la~s 

in verses 9 - i 8 belong i nto th!~ connection . Agai n , 

some may think that these l aws hail from & period 

after the exi l e , t hat especiall~ ver ses 9-10 w1t b 

t heir ag1·icultur al cnaracter reveal a Pal e :::. tinian 

bac.cground. But this is not nece s sar1,i, so . ',',e 

knO\) that the Jews i n the exile li r.•;!wi ~e ea r ned 

l and, and then, as we have poi nted out before, 

111any of t he se l &1•s are ver y early and were taken 

over ~y RH i nto Dis codif ica t ion , an~ otners 

may loo.it f or~arci t o t ue ti.n.e after t 1.e r e t urr . 

I n general, it is ve r , di fficult to attawpt th ; 

da ting from one sen~ence or t wo . Tht whole 

pi~ture must t ell. Ana ~e are convinced tha t here 

in t hese laws a tremcnduus sµirit~l revolution 

is mirrored. The ~ewe song is v~rde 18 in t he 

onl y .-ossible translation ( with Enrli ch and Baeck) 

nAnd thou s halt l ove thy ne i 6 hbor 
1

1'01· he i s li~e you . n 

What does ~hat UJe an? The tiflE: before the exile wi th 

i ts many sanctuaries - ( t he Deute r or.0111..i.c reformation 

baa been a r ecent event ) , •: i t h tie cl~ishness of 
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trioai and other warfare, with tne blood-1euds and 

palace intrigues~had shown anytning ~ut a united 

people. But in the exi l e , lacking the outward 

pr otections of a sta t e, being surrounded by s ~rangers 

and in danger of dissolution they suddenly diacovered 

their togetherness • The outward pressure br ought 

about unity and consolidation . Now, they were one 

5reat family. Wot a single fawils an~more. Blood-

revenge was discouraged, for there w~s only one 

clan, one blood, everybudy was a brother . This i s 

the meaning of verse 18 a ( c · l is a t echnical term, 
• 

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

Blood revenge is an impossibi.ity, because thy neighbor 

is like you, he belongs to the se ~e clan, his blood 

is yours. From this general principle flu~ the grea t 

social comlllandu.1ents in these -·ers -::s . Tni s i s why 

talebearing is so mu~h fro«ned a~ainst, the result 

would be to ns tand against tn~ blood n of t hy n~ignbcr, 

to bring about the shedding of his blood, and wb&~ 

could be worse? eut perhaps i t weans only , to do 

wrong ~o your own f l esh and bl ood, 11 to rise up 

again.>t the blood" .• nico would be .1,a ramount to self-



destruction. In this ~ay, all the d1 1 fi ~ulties of 

translation would be overcome, it would no l onger 
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oe ~ case of bloodshed, but of treason, and is by far 

a bett er parall elism. The rest of the l aws , affirming 

the essential oneness of tbe ~eople deri ve t r om it 

the logical consequences: care for the poor, fair, 

t re8twent of the em~loyces, general principles of 

cba ritJ and l ov1D6K1ndness. such laws had been 

pr omulgated before, but not with such a justifica~ion . 

At no other ti~e could they have had a more powerful 

appeal . They were ~nc yeople, a holy people ~ith a 

5 pecial task, and therefore they .bad added obligations . 

we conclude then, that our chapte r i n its original 

parts =B or .Lginat.ed i n tht! exi l e , 1;hat RB, like .•.ise 

an exilic ~riter incorporated verses 9-18 into t ne 

H legislation ana also ~Qs resvon~iole for the laws 

a6a1ns~ heatnen pr actice • 

The original H chapter of Leviticus 19 contained t hen 

tbe followir.g l~gislation : 



6J 

c::i 'l 'l 1 'l ' J N 'i1 n 1 N ' J t io L-n • n n J ::· n t\ 1 K 

:0:> 1:1, . 0 il i il' ' l ~ ' J Cl)/ 1 '1 D::>'n117 

C:>7 ~' ii i11• ' .:> n:u;n nt\ on 1or11 

: il' OV l ~l , o ~ lilil l"Dlil i1n 1.:>l 1 n::>tn o ill iltt)l il '7:> 
I" 

0Cl1i7 O:l l.'' il ·7~ UH7)17 n:tklil n~ 7 t\'Hi ' 'l .'.l 110;· 1 

'l J :071 ,. r! '1J 

: '11 \;I .. n~ J ' r· ' 7 1-n o 1 • , }I , n 1l il t tn i n o c 1 7 ::i t\ ' o :rn J t o t • l 

:n ~ i· t-:7 t\ l il 71lD • .. ~ · 7 "' il Ol ' J '7::> ~ · ?:mil tHU 

: ~u7 • 11 t y t7 ::i~t 

: l n n :it n o ::i l ~, ? n 1 n • 7 n, 1 ii n :n 1 r. J n1 · :n 

: c ::i ui ; n n t it • • l · 7 ~ ., ~· • • l J 11 n J ' n r·i p l t 

c nn 11 OJ 'n11 · 0::> ' 1J:i • ..... 1 :. ?; n ·~ · ~ o::i'7 HiJ 
:n7::>n 7·n~ 9 1 ::in n · ~ · s 7)1 

n1n• n 1 ~0 7::i n~ oni::itt 1nK on'K11 n • s · ~7 o::i7 n' n1 

o::i •1• y • 1mu c:>ll7 •int\ 111 nn tt'71 c nt\ 0 ;1'"1}1 1 

: on ' in~ O' l t o n K i ~N 

: 0 ~ • ii 7 ~ i1 l ii • ' l K 0 ' i1 7 tot 7 

·~ -

'" . 

=> I 

' .. .. . 

} , 

- .{'I 

,_ 



:t n ~ tlt n ~? o~~1K) 11 

:cJ' il7K ntn• 'lK 0'1~0 Yl K) on ''il C'll ·~ 110J t'7 n )il~t 

: il 1 t t"O) l 7""' '"O) il 10) '7 t )1 t ii}1 n ~ 7 

~J'7 n •n• .... ,~ l'ilt p1~ nn • K pi~ ·1:i~ p1~ ' lt~o 

: 0 ·1~0 J' 1 ~0 C~ n~ • n~~lil 1 · '\ O~ 'il 'n~ ilt il ' 'l : 

:i1;i · ·1 ~ en ~ c n • :."yt ' '..)£>Wn 7 :::i mn •n r n 7 ~ :1 ~: o n 10~ .. , 

:: 

. ., 



6.5 

ADDESDA 

We propose t o deal her e i n mor e detail ~itb the 

verses which did not di r e ctly contri bute to the 

devel opment of the thes is and appeared to be of 

diffe rent ori gin . 

ve r ses 3-4· It ~as ou~ contention ~bovt tha t 

a P editor suost!tuted these laws for an ori&i~al 

S4bb~tb l egisla t i on. I t must be noticed tha t 

ti.; aaa.pt ed thest= l aw!:> to t11e s•./le of .. ne r -;s t 

of the laws . In fact , he i ffi i ta t ed tbe 11 ~n 7 ~ 

from verse J l. But be ov~rlooked the coupl: t 

a r n .ngewtn t and made each l aw close with ' "? ~~ i1 t ii • • l ~ . 

In all L·.A, 5,ano V t • :i tO t ot{i S inve r t ed a s in 

th~ decalogues . Some woula s~e i n toe vr; sent 
\. ar i·an5 :...i..ent a ref ea ·e nce to a !Da t r•.arcbat;cf . Ll . 2 . 

Toe Vul 5ate omits the t before'tl :: :. nK , perhaps 

an ind1cat1 ~n th&t these l aws were f elt t o be 

separate . c•7 · 7~ are gods according t o Berth0let. 

Oillmann q ue stions whet her C • 'r7':wnich occurs 

only t .1ice in the Pent~teucb wa s already i n the 

nors~mmlung" or was intr ouuced by t oe reoavt or . 



Ezekiel us~s 0'717Jas a rule. No~lde~e claims 

that tha- wor d connotes gods in tbe Minaean 

language. 

v~rses 11-12 of P origin are likewise wri t ten in 

strict met~r. They a lso show couQlet form. 
f , f , I t I 

: t n ' o v :i ~ ' K 1 i r ~n ~ ' 1 ; t nr :l n K 7 1 t :i l l n ~ '1 

'l ~ ·i ' i1'?~ c~ n~ r.'77nt / i p ... '7 '~o..:i 1l7:li1n K'7t 

Vee se 19. LXX and V have 

The Samaritan Pentateuch has : 

N7 0'1010 lnJi~ ~ t:i?t :i1 :i 1 y :i~in N7 1nonl 111~n 

- :l''Y n7v' ~7 ~'K7~ ,l lt c'K7~ ~ ':i1n N7 1non l 
A comparisvn wi t b Deuteronom.r will sho1: tbet t his 

is the better ver s i on , also r econs truct i ng toe 

original meter and pa~allelism ~hicb thia 
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substi ~ution must have i mitated . Th<:: t ll~).f iv which 

maK~S t h& v~rce too long ~ust be ~egarded as a gloss , 

it i s takt.n f r om Deutc r .. n vm;; and p r esume:.bly an 

Egyptian word . Tner e are ruore proofs that this 

law was a late one. .t. Sa wue l 13 . 29; 18 . 9; 1 Ki ngs I . 3J : 

lB.5: I coronicles 12. 40; Ezra ~~66 seem to s how that 

mul es wP-re very ~opular and I Ki ng s 10. 25 i ndicates . 
that tn~y wer e not all im~orted from a.broad . The same 

can be se~n from ~zeKi~l ~7.14 ar.d r sai ah 66 . 20 . 



Isaiah 28 . 25 seems to be i n open defiance of 

t he sec ~nd part of our law ( if i t was original), 

and tne clothing of the priests of the toird part. 

Since the law could not have been in effect oetween 

the time of Dav1d and Ezekiel, and s i nce it is 

extremely im~rouable ~hat tba l aw is even ol der 

than t bat, it ruust be assumed that 1~ is a ver y 
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young law, repealing t he one mentioned i n Deutervnomy . 

According to Oort, C' ~' ~ wa s corn in a vineyard 

a s a t ricute to the spirits of the field . l r. this 

case, our la~ would be a misinterpretetion of t he 

one in Deuteronomy . According to Maimonides, it 

was a custom of heathen priests t c don ~ixed 

gar ments for magical purposes, see also Goldzi~er, 

in ZATW 1900 , cook , The l aws of ~oses , p . 1~5, Berulnger, 

Archaeoiogie, p . J8 . LXX trans l e t es tl by~ n spoiled~ nfor 6ed," 

ilfalsi fied,n, t ba Coptic word denoting a f~Jse 

t extur e would co~e clos~ t o the Beur ew or igin~l,Peyrvn) . 

Cf . Ewald, Alt.p.215, Hotting~r,le~ . Bebr.,p.J74f i . 

J osepnus, Anti~uities 4,B,11, Mi snna Kilayim ~ . l , Exodus 

25 .~ f or u1ixed garments of pries ts. According to tue 

Rabbis the pri~sts were excepted from the gener al rule • 
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Vaimonides also cla ims tfil:..t the Sabaeans sowed 

barle~ and grape- seed together, thinking the vines 

could not otherwise be bood . K '?:laccording t o 

Keil and Delitzs ch means separa tion. 

verse 20ff . i1 '!U)il iS iw,.ossii:i le . 3hrl1cb 
··: . 

suggests ~1Di1' ti~ infinitive absolute. 
,.. 

a ut be s t su0 gestion D"J Driver-\'.'bite . CiteIIKings, 

J . 2::; , the infinite aosolute is usually .,·~!;'~ and i s 

used with the perrect,wbile 7 ~~ry is us ed with 

the imperfect.Here, the opposite t ook pl ace and 

ther~J.ore is wo.s cousiae1·ed o. Hofal forma 'c.ion 

by the M.as uc i t es . 

and scholars di sagree as to its meaning . Driver 

tninks it wcansnle~ally s ecuredf f:om t,he Arabic : 

acQ uired, ga lnea . Otners oeliev: s, t h-: v; .)rd co.:ies 

t roUJ the t•oot. r, 1n = pluck,de flo~er. Also compare 

i1Dt1n in Lewy Dictlonary. A¥parentl y in .udaea 

the term w~s u:>ed synonymously wit n i1 01 ,_, sir.ce toe 

TaJ.Juud stat~s in Kidausnir. 6 : 

ii D 1 1 n i1 c t 1 ~ '7 J ' 1 t 1..1 il i t ii ' :l I ::>" n • ·1 t F o • 

Oth~~s take the • o r d to mean nto ~steew lightly" 

as in J uages 5 . 18. Onkelos t rans l a tes ni ' nt' = 
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it>e- OD.£.ing topntaken possession of by •• n Earlich 

thinks the word means "limited", nawe l y to one man, 

Delitzsch ="set apart.n 1be ori ginal meani ng , 

especially after the i nte .. ·yrets.tion offe!'E:d b/ 

Morgenstern in his BooK of t be Covenant , vol.II , 

pp.44-.q.8, i s !-lrooa':>l .v t ne one given above,nestee1Ded 

ligbtly9nhatedt1 as in the Deuteronomic equivalents' or 

even .Ln Exodus21 . 8 =n t,bat sbe di d not J:.l ease him 

anymore .'' )Withuut tbis condition 'the;:: entire l aw 

would be incomplet~. Besides it i s aoubtful ~o~toer 

a i1 n D., went through a cer emony of bet1' otbal • The 

sexual rel«tionsoip i s taken t'or granted, 1; 11is i s 

poi nted ~ut by Mor6enster n in his nBeena Marria6e ~ tc . n 

p. 99ff . Al.l the transl ations that hQv~ t o do with 

betrothal , possession, ue 1lorati on and th~ like 

concern tbewsel "es wi t11 etymol ogy r Q ther than with 

sense. Since 1n 1 i s masculine , we have t o vocalize 

(wit n Ehrlich) H .. bn • 
T : •• 

ni~ ) means investiga tion, 

not with Vulgate : ntbe) shall both be beaten," or wi t h 

LXX : n they snall bt! vis it~d v1.1.. th pu11i s h1.oents ." The 

sawaritan Penta ~eucb vu 't s the olame on the man o~ly , 

but ac cording Lo Ras hi, orily t he v.oman r~ c..:: i v es n 1 J O . 
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Compare al so aishnah Kerith. 2.4, where t oe 5irl r eceives 

40 stripes . Bertholet still maintained that n i y l 

meant punishment. Ewald, Alt.285 transl ated nunt~r-

5cheidungn ~ong bef ore Ehrlic n. s ee Morgenstern, op. cit. 

for detailea ana l ysis of t ne se verses . 
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