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The motivation for this thesis came from studying Genesis in the context set by E. 

Theodore Mullen and John Van Seters. These theorists see the Pentateuch to be a post

Babylonian exile document. In the Bible, there are few books that can be dated with the 

confidence that the book of Ezekiel can be dated. Since the exile is the context in which 

the book is set, the editing of the book can be no earlier than that time. We therefore 

expect that the text will show the perspective of the exile in ideology and religious 

mythology. A comparison of the Pentateuch and Ezekiel provides us an opportunity to 

evaluate the likelihood of post-exile composition theories of the Pentateuch. 

Chapter One ofthis thesis serves as the introduction to the work as a whole. In it 

the methodological issues of concern are laid out. One of the most significant is the 

hermeneutical strategy that allows for this comparison to be made, namely a kind of 

hermeneutic of suspicion. However, hermeneutics of suspicion frequently take a cynical 

perspective on the writers' religious sensibilities. Therefore, a more nuanced 

hermeneutic of contemplation is adopted in this thesis to allow for such genuine religious 

experiences. The introduction further lays out the plan of the study. Common legal 

elements will be examined in Chapter Two, and common narrative elements will be 
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examined in Chapter Three. 

Chapters Two and Three fonn the body of the thesis. The elements compared 

are, in Chapter Two, Torah, the location of sacrifice, Shabbat, Pesach, and in Chapter 

Three. Gog of the land of Magog, the Garden of Eden, ownership of the land, and the 

exodus from Egypt. 

Chapter Four outlines the findings and makes conclusions. We find that Ezekiel 

was unfamiliar with the Pentateuch either as a whole or in parts. His use of the common 

elements does not demonstrate reliance on the Pentateuch. Nor does the Pentateuch rely 

on Ezekiel. Both texts come out of similar cultural systems, but not the exact same 

system. Therefore, this study points to an understanding of multiple Judaisms earlier 

than has generally been discussed. It also provides support to the post-exile composition 

theorists. Since Ezekiel does not depend on the Pentateuch, it could not have been 

nonnative at the time of his writing. 
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Chapter One - Introduction 

The Book of Ezekiel presents itself as a work of prophecy written during the 

Babylonian exile by a prophet who was also a priest. Since the general assumption is that 

the Pentateuch was put together by priests before the destruction, one would expect that 

the Book of Ezekiel would be quite congruent with the Pentateuch. When an 

examination of the two works is made, we find that there are many concepts which are 

treated by both of the works, but the way that they are treated is not always consistent 

between the two works. Given what was just said about their background, this result is 

surprising. 

One example of these concepts is the visibility of God's physicalness. In the 

Pentateuch, it is somewhat obscure whether it can be seen or not. In Exodus 24, we 

read: 

n~ ~N?~1, :?t,(?\'J~ '~.i.'V~ □,~:;tV-i1 Nm,:;i~l :l'n iit:i~1 n¥,fn ?~!l \J 
:1tl\J? 0~>.;)¥,itl O~{':;>~ l'~PD m:;i~ il¥.J~tl;;i 1'?~'J nQti1 ;i~:,~~ ,;j;i~ 

~:,JNl1 o>ii';JNn-m-< ~m,, ;,, n';J\!J N·, ,N1\!n 'l'.:l ,,,~N-?N1 N' 
I .. • .... T ':" ... , -:-- "' - 'I' ..... J L •• I •• - -i T I 

ll1¥J~l 
9 Then Moses and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and seventy elders of 
Israel ascended; 10 and they saw the God oflsrael: under His feet 
there was the likeness of a pavement of sapphire, like the very sky 
for purity. 11 Yet He did not raise His hand against the leaders of 
the Israelites; they beheld God, and they ate and drank. 1 

l. Jewish Publication Society (JPS) translation used unless otherwise noted, with the exception of the 
rendering of the Tetragrammaton as "the LORD." I will render the Tetragrarnmaton as YHWH. 
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There can be little doubt that the people saw God; it is explicit. Further, in Exodus 33: 11, 

Moses is depicted as seeing God face to face: 1¥)~.;,1 □'~~-?t{ □'~~ il¥}'D-?~ i1iil~ 1:r:q 

m).!7-,~ \!,i,~ 'l'.;)j~ "YHWH would speak to Moses face to face, as one man speaks to 

another." On the other hand, there are Pentateuchal texts which indicate that only God's 

effects on nature can be perceived, but not God proper. In Deuteronomy 4, we read 

Verses 11 and 12 read: 

,~n □~,;l~D '.l?,-1).! yj~~ 1~'.J 1DD11i;li) nQ.r,i ,n~~t-111~'.l';li?t-ll N' 

□'~Y;)·\!.i Of-I~ D''J~1 '1P Y.i~v 1)T-l,;> □;,,~~ i1\il~ 1:;JJ~l ::P ::i,9:i~1 H.V :,,p ,ni~, o,~, □;,~,~ n~m.fl~ 
11 You [Israel] came forward and stood at the foot of the mountain. 
The mountain was ablaze with flames to the very skies, dark with 
densest clouds. 12 YHWH spoke to you out of the fire; you heard 
the sound of words but perceived no shape-nothing but a voice. 

From the contrast of these passages, we can see that the Pentateuch is not univocal about 

this concept. 

The Book of Ezekiel, on the other hand, is quite univocal. No confusion exists in 

the portrayal of God's visual image in EzekieJ. While God is depicted as speaking to 

Ezekiel numerous times without concern for any visual apparition, the times in which the 

vision is mentioned are all consistent. In chapter one, after a detailed description of the 

beings accompanying God, the author then describes God. 

'~1 NP.;) l'Hr.J11'$P·1:+~ il~J~? □¥}Ni·?~ 1¥i~ ~'i''J? ?~)1),;)1,:, 

?>?¥}t11'):9 I NJ~) D :n?~"i?r.:i 1,~~ □:r~ il~JtJ? mn7 NP:;>D nm7 
,,~'.fl'? ntq,;,r,:i~ n~~>i?~ ,,i.flt? il~Jl1>Y,:l '.l''.;19 ;:ii-n,i \IJ~-n~JY.)~ 
'l~~ n¥)u,D n~-:i~? n:, ::P:;ip i? n~J1 \!.i~-il~";i~:;> 'fl'~J il\'r..1?1 

n107 il~]r.J Nm '.l':;19 i:ii~D i1~J~ P □¥i~D □1';t n{';i il~~~ 
1~n1? ,1p ).11;l\!J~1 ,~~-,~ ,!ittl n~J~l niil~-,t:q 

26 Above the expanse over their heads was the semblance of a 
throne, in appearance like _sapphire; and on top, upon this 
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semblance of a throne, there was the semblance of a human form. 
27 From what appeared as his loins up, I saw a gleam as of 
amber-what looked like a fire encased in a frame; and from what 
appeared as his loins down, I saw what looked like fire. There was 
a radiance all about him. 28 Like the appearance of the bow which 
shines in the clouds on a day of rain, such was the appearance of 
the surrounding radiance. That was the appearance of the 
semblance of the Presence of the LORD. When I beheld it, I flung 
myself down on my face. And I heard the voice of someone 
speaking. 

Although the actual person of God is not described beyond saying that he had the 

appearance of a man. there can be no doubt that a vivid visual experience is intended.2 

When we look at the other depictions of God, not only are they consistent with this 

description, they frequently refer to it. For instance, in 8:4, we read ,ti!:itc ii:J~ o~-m.n1 

n~p:;iz ,~,~, iip~ i1~J~~ ,~,~~ "And the Presence of the God oflsrael appeared there, 

like the vision that I had seen in the valley," which is taken to refer to chapter one. 

Throughout there is a consistency in the depiction of God. 

After this brief review of one concept that they have in common, we can see that 

Ezekiel is at odds with some portions of the Pentateuch. However, what is more 

significant is that the experience of seeing God in Ezekiel is without parallel in the 

biblical corpus.3 It is possible to make Ezekiel's description appear consistent by 

2. C.f. Aaron, Biblical Ambiguities p. 184 on the lack of description of the actual figure. 
3. C.f. Greenberg, Ezekiel J - 20, pp. 54 - 58. His conclusion is similar to ours in that he asserts that 

"individual elements are found in the tradition, but the ensemble is unique." (p. 54) His intent differs 
from ours, however, because he concludes that this is "a new revelation of the suite of Israel's God, 
displaying, to be sure, enough of the known to be identifiable in the end, yet so new as to exclude for 
the prophet the possibility that he was merely drawing out of the stock of memory a sight that his 
heart craved." (p. 58) We would not make an assertion as to the "stock of memory" of the prophet, 
and further, without the specific assertion that Ezekiel 1 was a revelation of Israel's God, there is 
nothing in the biblical corpus that would bring one to that conclusion. 
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stressing the similarities with the Exodus 24 passage, but that involves an interpretive act 

on the part of the reader. Why is there no consistency between these works which are 

supposed to come from such similar sources? 

We are certainly not the first to notice some discrepency between Ezekiel and the 

Torah. In the Bavli, there is a story about the necessity to reconcile the laws that the two 

present. 

Rab Judah said in Rab's name: In truth, that man, Hananiah son of 
Hezekiah by name, is to be remembered for blessing: but for him, 
the Book of Ezekiel would have been hidden, for its words 
contradicted the Torah. What did he do? Three hundred barrels of 
oil were taken up to him and he sat in an upper chamber and 
reconciled them.4 

Here we can clearly see that an interpretive act of some magnitude (requiring as it did 

three hundred barrels of oil to light the many nights he spent working) was required to 

make Ezekiel palatable to the rabbis. It is easy to understand why the rabbis were 

concerned about this book. According to their chronology, the Torah was given complete 

more than a millennium before Ezekiel was writing. Further, if one reads the 2 Kings 22 

story of Josiah finding the Torah as actual history, there is very little excuse for Ezekiel 

not being in line with the Torah. 

Today, even though the liberally educated scholarly community does not hold to 

the idea of Torah miSinai (Torah from Sinai), it is still quite common to find people 

approaching Ezekiel as being a post-Pentateuch document. For some, there is a lot riding 

4. b. Shabbal I 3b, Soncino Translation page 55. C.f. also Hag. 13a, Menachot 45a. 
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on the placing of the Pentateuch as early as possible. Since the narrative within which 

the prophecies of Ezekiel are placed is so datable, and that date is considered by those 

wanting an early Pentateuch as late, it is not surprising that many still attempt to bring 

Ezekiel in line with the Pentateuch, under the assumption that he knew its material and 

found it normative. For others, it is easy to take Ezekiel at his word. He claims to be a 

priest writing during the exile. If the Pentateuch was the handbook of the priest (again 

relying on the 2 Kings 22 narrative for its existence in some form), then it is only logical 

to assume that Ezekiel must have known the work.5 

However, as can be seen from the example of the portrayal of God, the 

Pentateuch does not contain always consistent depictions, and those depictions are 

frequently at odds with Ezekiel's treatment of the same material. Further, ifwe allow for 

different chronologies for the composition of Torah, then we are left with several 

questions. What religious or ideological connections can be established between Ezekiel 

and the Pentateuch? Do they employ the same ideology? Is their understanding of the 

components of their religious systems the same? What are the implications of the 

similarities and differences that are found? To approach these questions, we must define 

a hermeneutic that will allow us to perfonn this kind of investigation, create a certain 

understanding of what is involved in cultural systems, and identify a general approach to 

the composition of the two works in question, with the understanding that this approach 

5. An excellent example of this kind of interpretation can be found in Martin Sweeney's commentary to 
Ezekiel in the Jewish Study Bible. 
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is impacted significantly by the hermeneutic that we define. 

The hermeneutic that we will employ is the one developed by D. Z. Phillips in his 

Religion and the Hermeneutics of Contemplation. There he presents the struggle that the 

contemporary discussion about the biblical text faces. There are two ideological camps, 

and it would seem that scholars become warriors who must choose a side and fight the 

other side to the finish. 6 These camps are frequently depicted as the maximalist and 

minimalist position concerning the historicity of the biblical text. Another way of 

depicting them is by using the two kinds of hermeneutic established by Paul Ricreur, 

namely the hermeneutic of recollection and the hermeneutic of suspicion. The first of 

these reflects back onto the text its own concerns and accepts the presentation of subject 

matter in a straight-forward manner. The hermeneutic of suspicion assumes that there is 

always an unspoken motive behind what the text presents and that it is the job of the 

interpreter to uncover that motive. Frequently, these two hermeneutics are facilely 

presented as the religious believer and the atheist respectively. It is assumed that one 

cannot cross over and that it is necessary to choose one of the two positions. 

Phillips is not satisfied with the depiction of the hermeneutic decision being 

either/or. He is looking for a more nuanced approach which will allow for a hermeneutic 

that falls between the maximalist and minimalist positions. He calls this approach the 

hermeneutic of contemplation. Such a hermeneutic embraces the general contemplative 

6. Anyone familiar with scholarship will not be surprised by the militaristic imagery used here, but for 
a concrete example, see the report of the dispute between William Dever and Israel Finkelstein in the 
Nov./Dec. 2004 issue of Biblical Archaeology Review. 
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character of philosophy and allows the scholar to entertain interpretations without 

endorsing them. As Phillips writes, "to contemplate possibilities of sense is different 

from advocating those possibilities." 7 Since Phillips is moving the pendulum to the 

middle with his hermeneutic, there is a perception that he is trying to move it all the way 

to the other side, and he has received some criticism for his approach by those who claim 

that it is just the hermeneutic of recollection in another guise. Phillips, however, strongly 

resists that depiction. 8 Instead he sees it as a method of expanding the sense of the text 

instead of restricting it by taking either the position of recollection or suspicion. 

Phillips also makes a firm distinction between concepts presented in a work and 

the interpretation given to those concepts. Through this distinction, we will be able to 

identify elements that are held in common between the Pentateuch and Ezekiel and still 

be able to assert their different treatment in those works. Further, by employing the 

hermeneutic of contemplation in this study, we will be able to question the interpretation 

of those concepts in each work without denying to those concepts a real religious 

meaning for the author. In other words, ifwe find both the Pentateuch and Ezekiel refer 

to, say, the sojourn in Egypt, we will be able explore the sense of the Egyptian sojourn in 

the different texts without assuming the need to reconcile the two. Similarly, if we find 

disagreements between the texts we will not need to assert that any deception is being 

perpetrated; rather we will be able to affirm the religious meaning of each text within its 

7. Phillips, p.5 
8. Phillips, p. 5 & 27 
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own context as genuine. 

This approach to the difference between concept and interpretation is 

strengthened by employing the method of cultural analysis developed by Clifford Geertz 

in his The Interpretation of Cultures. As he writes, "the whole point of a semiotic 

approach to culture is ... to aid us in gaining access to the conceptual world on which our 

subjects live so that we can, in some extended sense of the term, converse with them."9 

Geertz's view of religion is that it is 

a system of symbols which acts to establish powerful, pervasive, 
and long-lasting moods and motivations in men by formulating 
conceptions of a general order of existence and clothing these 
conceptions with such an aura of factuality that the moods and 
motivations seem uniquely realistic. 10 

Geertz lays out a method of identifying these conceptions and the aura clothing them 

(which corresponds to concept and interpretation respectively) which he calls thick 

description. 11 This method of description attempts to reveal the established "structures of 

signification ... and determine their social ground and import."12 

One of the levels of import that we will have cause to identify is the ideology 

behind the use of a particular concept. Geertz lays out two approaches to the study of 

ideology: interest and strain. 13 The interest theory essentially indicates that people's 

ideology exists in order to serve their material interests, and Geertz notes that this theory 

9. Geertz, Interpretation, p. 24 
10. Ibid., p. 90 
1 l. A notion that Geertz borrows from Gilbert Ryle, c.f. ibid, p. 6 
12. Ibid., p. 9 

13. Ibid, p. 201 
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is very well developed in Marxist literature. The strain theory asserts that ideology arises 

as a response to "sociopsychological disequilibrium."14 In other words, it is a response to 

the malintegrated nature of society and the individual interacting with that society. By 

using the strain theory, we will be able to bring into focus where the Pentateuch and 

Ezekiel disagree and on what points they find agreement. 

We can now tum to a general understanding of the chronology of the 

development of Pentateuch. As was mentioned above, it is unusual for the traditional 

Torah miSinai to be accepted by scholarship. Throughout most of the 20th century, the 

primary approach to the authorship of the Pentateuch was the Documentary Hypothesis, 

first given expression by J. Wellhausen in the 19th century. This hypothesis essentially 

divided the Pentateuchal narrative into four strands, each considered to be part of a 

document written by a single author. These four authors were assigned letters as names: 

J, E, P, and D. Over time, it was supposed, the J and E elements were brought together to 

create a new document, JE. This document was redacted with the P document to create 

JEP. Finally, D (or Deuteronomy) was grafted onto the end of the document with several 

D edits in the body of JEP. The result was the Pentateuch as we have it, and the dates 

assigned for this process began in the period of the Davi die monarchy and placed the 

final editing (but not composition) during the early part of the Babylonian exile. 15 

Although this hypothesis is still widely held within the field, R.N. Whybray 

14. Ibid 
15. Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible, p. 137 • 141, and the chart on p. 100. 
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presents arguments for dismissing all of the pillars of the Documentary Hypothesis. 16 He 

points out that these pillars rest on assumptions that Wellhausen and his followers made 

which come out of 19th century understandings of religion and history. For instance, he 

writes, "they assumed that the purpose of each of the authors of the documents was to 

write a consistent and continuous account of the origins and early history of Israel. " 17 

This assumption essentially renders the 19th century Western European historian of the 

Biblical text into the counterpart of the ancient Israelite penning the Pentateuch. By 

seeing their task as so similar to the task of the Biblical authors, they polluted the yield 

from their studies considerably. 

Whybray's critique has one central component and that is the assumption of 

consistency with which the proponents of the Documentary Hypothesis approach their 

supposed authors and redactors. 18 Whybray points out that in order to assign a segment 

of text to a particular document one must assume the existence of an author who would 

allow for no inconsistency within his text - precisely because it is on the basis of common 

elements that a document detennination can be made. There is a certain circular logic at 

work here, but even more damaging for the Documentary Hypothesis is the need for 

redactors who work in the complete opposite way. As Whybray says, 

the hypothesis depends, equally, on the concept of the 
inconsistency apparent in the larger works which are supposed to 
be the work of the redactors: that is to say, the actual distinction 
made by the critics between one passage or phrase and another as 

16. Whybmy, The Making of the Pentateuch: A Methodological Study. 

17. Whybray, p. 47 
18. Whybray pp. 29, 49- 50, among others 
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having originally belonged to different documents is made on the 
basis of the redactor's having left two conflicting passages or 
phrases side by side with no attempt to conceal their 
incompatibility. Thus the hypothesis can only be maintained on the 
assumption that, while consistency was the hallmark of the various 
documents, inconsistency was the hallmark of the redactors. 19 

Because of the reliance on standards of complete consistency that no other author in any 

known literature achieves for the demarcation of the documents, a reliance on the 

opposite standard for the redactors of the work, and the fact that no generally accepted 

definition of the criteria by which one would make a demarcation has ever been created,2° 

we can conclude safely that we need not subscribe to the Documentary Hypothesis for the 

composition of the Pentateuch. That conclusion will free us to entertain other 

compositional theories that will allow for a meaningful comparison between the 

Pentateuch and Ezekiel. 

What Whybray does not do in his book is suggest a fully developed alternative of 

his own. Several scholars have done so however, one of whom is E. Theodore Mullen, 

Jr. His approach to the text is dramatically different from the Documentary Hypothesis, 

starting with the fact that he does not concern himself with source analysis, for which he 

claims there is no basis other than a scholar's imagination since there are no extant source 

documents to which to refer. Instead he takes more of a canonical criticism approach, 

looks at the Pentateuch as we have it, and tries to identify why someone would have put it 

into the form that we have received. His approach to the Pentateuch has two organizing 

19. Whybray, p. 49 (emphasis original) 
20. Whybray, p. 41 
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principles, one literary and the other ideological. 

From a literary point of view, he sees a great divide between Deuteronomy and 

the rest of the Pentateuch, and he bases that decision on essentially literary grounds. He 

views Deuteronomy as the introduction to the Deuteronomistic history, which spans the 

period of Joshua, the kingship of David, the divided monarchy, up to and including the 

restoration. The rest of the Pentateuch for Mullen is background information that would 

be needed to put Moses' speeches into context. Establishing Deuteronomy as first and 

placing it as part of a whole Deuteronomistic history has serious implications for the 

dating of both Deuteronomy and the rest of the Pentateuch. Since Deuteronomy is for 

Mullen the introduction of a history that includes the rebuilding of the Temple, it must 

have been written after the rebuilding took place. If the first four books of the Pentateuch 

(or Tetrateuch) are essentially the prequel to Deuteronomy, they must have been written 

even later. 

From an ideological point of view, Mullen stresses the need of the returnees from 

the Babylonian exile to establish their authority over the population resident in the land, 

and he sees this function as more significant for establishing the dating than the literary 

reason cited above. For Mullen, the point of the Tetrateuch is to create an ethnic identity 

for the restoration community.21 This identity establishes a certain cohesion by creating 

the myth that the "returnees" are being faithful to the ancestral and true practice of their 

21. Mullen, Ethnic Myths and Pentateuchal Fou11dations, p. 67 
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religion while at the same time enables them to function as able vassals of the Persian 

state.22 Mullen points out that it was the policy of the Persian government to create these 

"restorations" throughout their vassal states by establishing Persian-trained officials as 

the leaders of the traditional cultic institutions in those states. The Persian vassal state of 

Y ehud was no exception. 

For the purpose of this thesis, we will not necessarily be embracing this theory of 

composition for the Pentateuch. Instead we will be following the hermeneutic of 

contemplation outlined above by being open to different possibilities. When we find 

elements in tension between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch, we will examine those tensions 

and attempt to determine some kind of priority of sequence recognizing that such a 

determination may well prove to be impossible. That being said, I must admit to my own 

prejudice against early dating of the Pentateuch. I find the work of Mullen very 

persuasive, and my own understanding of how religions develop looks to naturalistic 

explanations first. With that caveat in mind, we will examine the texts as openly as 

possible. 

To summarize the approach of this thesis, we will be employing a hermeneutic of 

contemplation that does not take for granted that a reference to the exodus from Egypt 

automatically includes the entire Exodus narrative as found in the Pentateuch in order to 

examine concepts found in Ezekiel that are also found in the Pentateuch. By applying 

22. Mullen follows Phillip Davies and Thomas Thompson in asserting that it is not at all certain that 
there was any genuine continuity between those who went into exile and those whom Persia sent to 
rebuild the Temple. 
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Chapter Two - Law 

In this chapter, we will be analyzing the use of Law in Ezekiel and the 

Pentateuch. As will be seen in the chapter, this comparison is necessarily limited by the 

narrow use of Law in Ezekiel. In Ezekiel, laws are only given concerning the Temple 

and certain functions of the priestly cult. Therefore, we will first look at the use of the 

word torah. As we are comparing torah between the texts, one issue that will arise is the 

divergence between Deuteronomy and the first four books of the Pentateuch, also called 

the Tetrateuch, in their approach to this word.23 While we are addressing that issue, we 

will next address the proper location of sacrifice which provides another take on this 

divergence. We will then look at the two time-bound festivals mentioned in Ezekiel, 

Shabbat and Pesach. 

n.,,n Torah 

Considering that the Pentateuch is commonly referred to as "The Torah" in 

Jewish religious situations, one could expect that there would be a certain common use of 

23. As we discussed in Chapter One, the differences between these are not surprising regardless of 
whether one follows the Documentary Hypothesis or some other modem theory of composition 
history. They are only problematic and in need of hannonization if one takes the traditionalist view 
that all five books were given together as a unit from a divine source. Since this study does not take 
such a traditionalist view nor are we concerned with developing a coherent compositional history for 
the Pentateuch, we will not spend too much time trying to resolve the issues of which text influenced 
which, the sequence of compostion, etc. Here we are mainly concerned with bringing to the fore 
issues of similarity and difference between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch, therefore our discussion will 
focus there, and we will note that the Pentateuch is multi-vocal on some issues. 
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the term within the Pentateuch itself. However, that is not the case. The relationship 

between the word torah and the Pentateuch is a complex one, and it is only after the 

Pentateuch was put together that it could become the "Torah ofMoses."24 Within the 

Pentateuch, the word has three essential referents. After looking at what those are, we 

will address the question of the meaning of torah for Ezekiel and ifhe would have 

associated it with something like a "Torah of Moses." 

In the Pentateuch, there is a great divide between the Tetrateuch and 

Deuteronomy on the meaning of this word. For the Tetrateuch, there are essentially two 

meanings. In some instances, it is treated as simply another category of law on par with 

"!)\!JO ''rule," pin "law,•• or in~>:) "commandment." In these instances, JPS renders the 

word "teaching" or "instruction." An excellent example of this is Leviticus 26:46 n~~ 

are the laws, rules, and instructions that YHWH established, through Moses on Mount 

Sinai, between Himself and the Israelite people." Here, we see the word presented in the 

plural along with rules and laws; there is nothing to distinguish it as something over and 

above the rules or laws. Torah is used in this sense in the following instances: Genesis 

26:5, Exodus 12:49, 16:28, 18:16, 18:20, 24:12, Leviticus 26:46, Deuteronomy 17:11, 

and 33:10. 

The second use which is dominant in the Tetrateuch is not inconsistent with the 

24. The complexities of this relationship are covered in detail in Mullen, Ethnic Myths and Pentateuchal 
Foundations, pp. 19 - 55. 
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first use, but it is defined more precisely. Predominantly in the book of Leviticus, torah 

is a special ritual instruction given to the priests. An example of this usage is Leviticus 

l'.:l 1pm DJWtl 0~11(?'.:lD-•~ n'?~iD-!J~ "Command Aaron and his sons thus: This is the 

ritual of the burnt offering: The burnt offering itself shall remain where it is burned upon 

the altar all night until morning, while the fire on the altar is kept going on it." Here we 

can see an identification of a ritual procedure as torah, in this case n',n.1;, rn,r, 'ritual of 

the burnt offering,' and then there is a description of the procedure. This usage occurs in 

Leviticus 6:2, 7, 18, 7:1, 7, 11, 37, 11:46, 12:7, 13:59, 14:2, 32, 54, 57, 32, Numbers 

5:29, 30, 6:13, 21, 19:2, 14, and 13:21. 

In Deuteronomy, we find a different use for this word. Here it refers to the body 

of God's law as a whole, with a subset of uses that also refer to a written text. An 

rules as perfect as all this Teaching that I set before you this day?" We can see in this 

verse that instead of being on par with laws and rules, those elements are here considered 

subsets of the Teaching. This usage is found in Exodus 13:9, Deuteronomy 1 :5, 4:8, 44, 

17: 19, 27:26, 29:28, 31: 12, 32:46, and 33:4. An example of the subset which refers to the 

writing of the Torah is Deuteronomy 31 :24 - 26: 

:□~-B. 1).l i~p-!J).I m,{tD-nJ1r-i;:, ,,:r:r-n~ ::i:n:;,~ n~o n1,;i,? )fP,l 1:1 

.TI~ Qi'? ,:i :'"lr.3N~ n\n~-TPJ:;t )11~ ':l:':( 0V,'0:J O~)~D-n~ j"J~)J l~'.l i7:l 

a;i,[i,~ i1\i1~-n,-:i:;i 111~ "T~r,J )riN □~'?~,. ill.ti irJ1l'liJ l~P 
1.V.< 1'.\l D~-i1'Xn. 
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When Moses had put down in writing the words of this Teaching to 
the very end, 25 Moses charged the Levites who carried the Ark of 
the Covenant ofYHWH, saying: 26 Take this book of Teaching 
and place it beside the Ark of the Covenant of YHWH your God, 
and let it remain there as a witness against you. 

We can see in this quote the importance that the concept uBook of the Teaching" acquires 

in Deuteronomy; it is placed next to the Ark, which is considered God's throne. Further, 

the book is placed there specifically to be a witness against the people. This concept of 

the Book of the Teaching is far removed from being a simple ritual instruction manual. 

As we tum to Ezekiel, we will evaluate the uses of the word torah as found in the 

book and decide if it is used in any of the ways that we have found in the Pentateuch. In 

particular, we would want to find a usage like that of Deuteronomy, because that usage is 

the most ideologically charged. Such a use would indicate some kind of connection 

between the two documents, whereas the other uses that we found are relatively free of 

ideology and therefore generic. Unfortunately, the uses that we find in Ezekiel are all 

generic. 

follow rumor. Then they shall seek vision from the prophet in vain; instruction shall 

perish from the priest, and counsel from the elders." Here torah is translated as 

instruction, but there is no real supporting infonnation to give us some insight into what 

is behind the word. What is clear, however, is that torah is the unique possession of the 

priest, and, by inference with the other two examples that surround it, torah should 
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provide answers to the questions that priests ask. As the unique possession of the priest, 

this usage is similar to the Pentateuchal use in Leviticus in which torah is the instruction 

for a priestly ritual, but the connection to ritual is tenuous here. 

Chapter 22 contains another example similar to this usage. Ezekiel is listing a 

hierarchy of authorities from Israel and impugning each one. He goes through the prince, 

the priest, the official, and the prophet; each one in its way has failed the people.25 Of the 

violated My Teaching: they have profaned what is sacred to Me, they have not 

distinguished between the sacred and the profane, they have not taught the difference 

between the unclean and the clean, and they have closed their eyes to My sabbaths. I am 

profaned in their midst." Here, JPS renders torah as Teaching with a capital T. In this 

way, the JPS translators are expressing the opinion that torah here has the Deutcronomic 

sense, but in the explication that follows in the verse, the concern is with elements of 

ritual purity. Making torah the unique possession of the priest and indicating that it deals 

with the distinguishing between the sacred and profane, etc., puts it very much within the 

context of the Leviticus usage. 

The next use occurs in the Temple instructions in 43: 11-12 

P~:;tim Vt'{~im in.i~:,l;l~ n~~D nJ1.s ~iV~-,y)~ '.:i:::>Y,) m{:;,~-□z:.<1 N' 
p,:riiin] "'ltiiin-,;n, [i,:fi,~.s] 1t,i11.s-'.:,;,,, ,,rir70,-,f 11~1 iti,~.s-~~1 

25. I follow Zimmerli and Greenberg in emending 22:25 'N':J.l to 'K'\!i.l following the Septuagint, even 
considering the concerns raised by Greenberg. C.f. Zimmerli Ezekiel I, p. 465 and Greenberg, 
Ezekiel 21 - 37, p. 461 -462, 
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,,~r:,Q-,~-nt<l inJ~~-,~-nt< nY:)~~1 □Q'l')!< :in:;,~ t>t,lN l'Jin 
J':;191 :i,:;19 ;,~~-,~ 1i;li;l wN°i-,)! n~iD n:iin llNl :i, :o-tiiN f'll~1 

n~~t'l n:iin m,{t-n~.n o~~7i? 'tljp 
11 When they are ashamed of all they have done, make known to 
them the plan of the Temple and its layout, its exits and 
entrances-its entire plan, and all the laws and instructions 
pertaining to its entire plan. Write it down before their eyes. that 
they may faithfully follow its entire plan and all its laws. 12 Such 
are the instructions for the Temple on top of the mountain: the 
entire area of its enclosure shall be most holy. Thus far the 
instructions for the Temple. 

Here, torah is used on the same level as pin in one verse. but then used alone in the 

next. Further, here we see that torah is something that is written down and that it comes 

from God by the hand of a prophet. This usage brings us very close to a Deuteronomic 

usage, but the content of torah here is far removed from what torah means in 

Deuteronomy. Here, it is only the instructions for building the Temple. There is no 

sense of it being promoted to contain all of the laws that Israel is to follow, let alone be 

something that is worthy of being set next to the Ark of the Covenant to serve as a 

witness against Israel. 

In the following chapter, Ezekiel continues to describe the building of the 

Temple, and again the word torah appears. In verse 5, we read □:rz,-r~ n\n', ~~~ 1>tN~l 

me: 0 mortal, mark well, look closely and listen carefully to everything that I tell you 

regarding all the laws of the Temple of YHWH and all the instructions regarding it. Note 

well who may enter the Temple and aU who must be excluded from the Sanctuary." We 
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find torah at the same level as p1n law, and the continuation of the chapter describes 

purity rules of which the priests must be aware while they administer the Temple. The 

usage here is very similar to the usage in Ezekiel 22:26; there is a concern with 

distinguishing between the sacred and profane which is the essential concern of the 

Levitical mindset. 

At the end of chapter 44 we find Ezekiel's final use of the word torah. Verse 24 

~\!i:fi?', ,riin~~-nt-(1 rio\1,1~ ,:7v,irJ-,;,; 'rii:'Q-n~1 "In lawsuits, too, it is they who shall act 

as judges; they shall decide them in accordance with My rules. They shall preserve My 

teachings and My laws regarding all My fixed occasions; and they shall maintain the 

sanctity of My sabbaths.0 This verse contains an expansion of the prerogative of the 

priest; he is now to officiate in legal courts. However, the torah in this verse does not 

refer to the law courts; instead it is in reference to all of the holy days of the year, which 

puts it in the context of the ritual duties of the priest. Zimmerli is convinced that this 

verse is a later addition, and if so that would mean that a later source could use the word 

torah in the Leviticus mode with no sense of the expanded Deuteronomic connotation of 

the word.26 

The conclusion that we can come to quickly from looking at the uses of the word 

torah is that there is a difference between Deuteronomy on the one hand and the 

26. Zimmerli, Ezekiel II, p. 461. In the expansion in the legal area, Zimmerli sees an indication of a 
post-exilic period in which the monarchy is no longer responsible for maintaining order. 
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Tetrateuch and Ezekiel on the other. Nowhere in either Ezekiel nor in the Tetrateuch do 

we find a use of this word that resembles the Deuteronomic use.27 Further, the uses in 

Ezekiel are consonant with the uses in the Tetrateuch. Torah is the possession of the 

priest, and concerns some kind of ritual instruction. The main difference between these 

two can be found in the ideology that Deuteronomy has fused into this word. The 

Deuteronomic author is concerned with promoting his book above everything else, and 

therefore Moses' prophecy above all others. This motivation has lead him to the idea of 

creating a book that encompasses all of the rules in one place. It is not clear why he 

chose torah to designate this book, and not, for example, "!I"-'~ regulation. But it is 

possible that as part of the Deuteronomic author's campaign of weakening the priesthood 

he took the quintessential priestly possession - torah - and put it into the hand of a 

prophet.28 

This observation raises the issue of the discordant element of having a prophet 

distribute torah at all. We are so familiar with, and today's religious systems accept as 

normative, the idea of Moses the prophet giving the Torah and all the laws contained 

therein. But when we look at the literary prophets, we do not see prophets distributing 

27. Except for Ex. 13:9 which due to lexical choice, thematic usage, and ideology we can assert is a 
Deuteronomic insert into the text. 

28. However, by seeing this difference, we arc forced to ask a question. If Deuteronomy was the first 
text written in the Pentateuch (as espoused by Mullen and some other post-Documentary Hypothesis 
theorists), then how is it that the rest does not make use of this concept of torah? All later Judaisms 
do make use of it, starting with Ezra and continuing into ancient Rabbinic Judaism down to today. 
Granted, the understanding of torah was expanded, but the essential meaning - a collection of all of 
God's law as given by Moses - was maintained. Their failure to use this concept is a problem for 
those theorists. However, for our purposes, the fact that Ezekiel does not make use of the concept 
indicates that either he did not know of it or he did not consider it normative. 
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laws. They cry out warnings, call people to account, and promise restoration in the 

future, but they do not receive law.29 When they refer to torah, it is almost invariably 

associated with the priest, and the content of that torah is never elucidated. Ezekiel, 

however, exists in a middle ground. The first 39 chapters are consistent with the rest of 

literary prophecy in this respect. Then Ezekiel recounts his Temple Vision. 

God is depicted as giving law to Ezekiel only in chapters 40 - 48 in the context of 

the Temple Vision. Ezekiel is brought in a vision to Jerusalem and is escorted by a man 

around the various parts ofa rebuilt Temple. The Presence of God enters the Temple, 

takes up residence in the Holy of Holies, and then addresses some legislation to Ezekiel. 

These laws concern the design of the Temple, certain sacrificial rituals for the priests, and 

a few rules for the prince which will maintain the purity of the Temple. For instance, in 

chapter 43: 10 - 11 God says 

□D'T.li~il,!>;;l m1~~1 n~~ti-nz, '~J~~ nl:;J.•nz, ,~.iJ 07~•1~ i1,t,~ , 
ini~.:>tJ~ n~~D nJ~~ ~VJ~-,¥)~ ,·11Y,) ~r.J!?~~-0~1 N' :n,~:;,.r,-nz, n79~ 

[,,ti·,~~] ,v,~~-~;,1 PVPQ-,~ nt<1 lfl·,~~-,;,1 ,,~;iir.n ,,~~ir.n 
in:mi-,~-n~ nt?~~1 op,~.').!? :i.'n;n □tiiN ))Jii1 [l't1·11n] 1ti"1in-,-?1 

:DtiiN ~\!JY,11'{lj;'t)-??-.Tl~1 
10 Now you, 0 mortal, describe the Temple to the House of Israel, 
and let them measure its design. But let them be ashamed of their 
iniquities: 11 When they are ashamed of all they have done, make 
known to them the plan of the Temple and its layout, its exits and 
entrances-its entire plan, and all the laws and instructions 
pertaining to its entire plan. Write it down before their eyes, that 
they may faithfully follow its entire plan and all its laws. 

29. Ehud Ben Zvi proposes the idea that the literary prophets were anthologies of a particular kind of 
literature that were intended to be read and re-read in the effort to elucidate the will of God. For Ben 
Zvi, literary prophecy docs not reflect actual historical circumstances, but rather presents short 
vignettes that are not connected with one another that reflect religious sensibilities of the authors and 
reader communities. Ben Zvi, Micah, pp. 1-13. 
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Since only these chapters and the Pentateuch use the device of God delivering law to the 

prophet, we arc left with a question: is there any similarity of purpose to be found in the 

use of the same device to communicate these Jaws? 

In order to answer this question, we need to understand that both the Pentateuch 

and Ezekiel acknowledge that there is law in existence outside of their collections. For 

Ezekiel, this is almost self evident. The scope of the law therein contained is so restricted 

that there must be other law. But in addition, Ezekiel discusses those laws, for instance 

he mentions the Sabbath and the requirement of centralization of worship in the Temple 

in Jerusalem. For the Pentateuch, the acknowledgment is not as clear. Because the scope 

is so broad, there is a tendency to consider the laws in the Pentateuch as a code like the 

Roman code. However, as Martha Roth makes clear, the "codes" from the Ancient Near 

East that we possess, including the Pentateuch, are not comp1ete presentations of all the 

laws of a society.30 An example of what is left unmentioned is laws of marriage. We 

know that there must have been some kind of law for creating a marriage because such is 

implied in the laws of leverite marriage. By putting some of their laws into the mouth of 

God, the writers of Ezekiel and the Pentateuch are able to achieve absolute authority for 

these particular laws over and above any others that may exist. Ezekiel's program of 

change was focused on proper and pure worship of God, as attested by his portrayal of 

the evil done in the basement of the Temple in chapter eight. There is an implicit 

30. Roth, Law Co/lectio11Sjrom Mesopotamia and Asia Minor. 
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understanding that he is presenting new regulations, and therefore, he needed absolute 

authority in order to do so. The implication is that the writers of the Pentateuch also were 

fully cognizant of the newness of their presentation, if not in terms of content, then in 

terms of form and structure.31 

As part of the need to develop the authority of their programs, there is the 

corresponding need to undennine the authority of others who claim also to be speaking in 

the name of God. The Pentateuch does this in two ways. First, it presents others who 

prophesy and contrasts them against Moses. Second, it presents Moses providing a 

method by which the Israelites could evaluate other prophets. 

The first method is presented in the reading of Numbers 11 and 12 together. 

Numbers 11 presents the story of 70 elders who are designated to assist Moses. In 11 :25, 

God comes down and, after speaking to Moses,''?{' 1¥'~ CH1i;J-1>;l ,in-t!l - a very 

difficult phrase to translate. JPS renders this phrase, "He drew upon some of the spirit 

that was on him... One could also render it, "He took back some of the spirit that was 

his." The idea being communicated is that some of what Moses had was distributed by 

God to the 70 elders. They immediately begin to prophesy. There are, however, two 

others who were designated but did not attend the meeting. Eldad and Medad remained 

in the camp, but when the prophesying began, they too began to prophesy. Joshua wants 

31. Levinson describes the Deuteronomic depiction of Passover as "revolutionary." Levinson, 
Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, p. 93. 
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''Would that all YHWH's people were prophets, that YHWH put His spirit upon them!" 

This passage accomplishes two things. On the one hand, it acknowledges the situation in 

which there is a group of official prophets and provides legitimacy for the lone prophet 

outside of that official organization. On the other hand, by indicating that these people 

were only able to prophesy - even Eldad and Medad - through an extension of Moses' 

spirit, it still reserves the pride of place of Moses' prophecy. Moses may want all of 

God's people to become prophets, but if they do, it is through an extension of Moses' 

authority. Moses will not be contradicted. 

Numbers 12 follows up on this theme directly. In this chapter, Aaron and Miriam 

are questioning Moses' leadership of the people. In the first verse there is a claim that the 

issue was who Moses married (a non-Israelite), but immediately the real problem is 

spoken only through Moses? Has He not spoken through us as well?"' In this instance, a 

direct challenge is made to the quality of Moses' prophecy. Neither Aaron nor Miriam 

received their prophecy through an extension of Moses' spirit; they might be able to 

claim prophecy in their own right. The author of this chapter responds by having God 

describe the priority of Moses' prophecy: 

Y~1~t" ''<~ ni,-;i~J njn~ c;,~,:;q nw~-o~ .,"J~7 z,q-un;>~ 1,;,z.,i•11 
ii~ n :N~il 1,;,~i ':1"1'~-,.;,~ i1~Y.l ,,:;i~ ,J-N, l :\:il-1~Jt:( c,,o~ 
N, ~~:-r~n "':;J.! n1n~ n:t,;nn rii'l'.'l:;t N°,1 i1t-(JY.)~ i:J-,~:r~ n!J)-,~ 

:1i~.1 o;i n\n,. ci~-,n~l" :n~h:q ,::r:;i~'.i;l 1'.i!-1~ ot,x1~ 
6 and He said, "Hear these My words: When a prophet ofYHWH 
arises among you, I make Myself known to him in a vision, I speak 
with him in a dream. 7 Not so with My servant Moses; he is trusted 
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throughout My household. 8 With him I speak mouth to mouth, 
plainly and not in riddles, and he beholds the likeness ofYHWH. 
How then did you not shrink from speaking against My servant 
Moses!" 9 Still incensed with them, YHWH departed. 

As a result of God's anger, Miriam is struck with leprosy and must remain outside of the 

camp: a warning to those who would question Moses. 

The second method that the Pentateuch uses to safeguard the authority of the 

prophet is presented both in Deuteronomy 13 and 18. In both of these chapters, Moses is 

speaking of a hypothetical time in the future when a prophet will appear, and he provides 

instruction as to how to evaluate the truth claims of such a prophet. In Deuteronomy 13, 

the prophet is encouraging the people to worship other gods, and even if the magic that 

he performs really occurs, the Israelites are to put him to death. According to this 

chapter, no valid prophet will divert the Israelites from the worship of God. In chapter 

18, Moses deals with a case that is not so clear. First, he acknowledges that genuine 

prophets will arise; they will have God's words put into their mouths. However, there 

are also prophets who only claim to be speaking in God's name. What is an Israelite to 

do? The criteria set out by Moses in this chapter accomplish two goals. On the one hand, 

they guarantee that a genuine prophet is essentially an extension of Moses; Moses says 

that the prophet will be )~·o~ "like me." Secondly, the method of determining if the 

prophet is like Moses requires a test of the veracity of what the prophet predicts. 

Obviously, this cannot be performed beforehand. As a result, the Israelite is only safe if 

he follows the guidelines set out by the Torah of Moses. In other words, this chapter 
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acknowledges and dismisses other prophets all at the same time. 32 

Ezekiel's efforts of undermining the authority of others can be seen in chapter 13. 

There he addresses two prophecies to those who are using prophet-like abilities in order 

to lead the people in what he thinks is the wrong direction. The first is against the 'N'l) 

?N1\!J' prophets of Israel who have false visions. They mislead the people by directing 

them away from the actual problems. Ezekiel uses the image of building a plaster wall 

and pretending that it will withstand an assault. The second prophecy is against women 

who 1D~~Y,) rliN~~tl~D "prophesy out of their own imagination." (13: 17) These women 

have certain magical accoutrements with which they claim to be able to protect or 

condemn people. God condemns both of these groups and promises to save Israel from 

their hands. 

When Ezekiel addresses the problem of false prophecy, there is a greater feeling 

of immediacy than in the Pentateuch. The image of building a wall that will not survive 

an assault is poignant when placed in the context of the destruction of Jerusalem. 

Similarly, the feeling of verisimilitude created by describing the women's garments 

increases the feeling that he is responding to some real circumstance. Deuteronomy I 8 is 

written about the hypothetical situation and is phrased as such. Indeed, Ezekiel 13 would 

seem to be a good case in which to apply the rule propounded in Deuteronomy I 8. We 

might even expect some kind of reference back to this chapter; after all, they both address 

32. Much of the insight into this chapter comes from 8. Levinson's commentary to Deuteronomy in 
Berlin, et al., The Jewish Study Bible, p. 408. 
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the same topic. However, an analysis of lexical density reveals little connection, and 

there are no rhetorical structures that the two have in common. Further, the ideology that 

we were able to see behind the Deuteronomy and Numbers passages is absent - the 

priority of Moses' prophecy is not mentioned. The fact that they both deal with the 

problem of false prophecy is not in itself an indication of some kind of connection 

between the two passages; this problem is resident with any system of competing 

precognistication. 

The Proper Location of Sacrifice 

The law restricting Israelite sacrifice to the Temple is another example that shows 

very different uses between the Tetrateuch, Deuteronomy, and Ezekiel. Within the 

Tetrateuch, this law is non-existent. In Deuteronomy, the centralization ofisraelite 

worship at the Temple is a main part of the Deuteronomic author's agenda. For Ezekiel, 

the law is in force, but it is not an issue for Ezekiel in the way Lhat it is for Deuteronomy. 

Instead it is an assumed quality of proper Israelite worship. In the book of Deuteronomy, 

the name of the place is never mentioned; instead the phrase ini1' 1n::i, 7'l'N □1pr.m 'the 

place which YHWH chooses' is the euphemism that the writer uses to avoid the 

anachronistic specification of the Temple in Jerusalem. In putting together the words 

1n3 'choose' and □1pr.i 'place,' the writer brought together two concepts that are charged 

with meaning in the Deuteronomic system. We will look at the use of those words in 
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Deuteronomy, the Tetrateuch, and Ezekiel to determine ifthere is any connection 

between them. Next we will look at alternate ways that the texts use to designate the 

location. Finally we will examine the ideology that is present in this law to determine the 

stressors motivating their use. 

Deuteronomy uses the construction n,n, in::i, 1't'N c:npr., 'place that YHWH will 

choose' a total of22 times: 12:5, 12.11, 12.14, 12.18, 12.21, 12.26, 14.23, 14.24, 14.25, 

15.20, 16.2, 16.6, 16.7, 16.11, 16.15, 16.16, 17.8, 17.10, 18.6, 23.17, 26.2, 31.11. As can 

be seen, usually when the text uses this phrase, it will use it again within close proximity; 

there is a need to over-emphasize this law. Both words 'place' and 'choose' are 

significant for Deuteronomy when they occur on their own as well. There are eleven 

instances ofo1pr.i 'place' without 1nJ 'choose.' They are 1.31, 1.33, 9.7, I 1.5, 11.24, 

12.2, 12.3, 12.13, 21.19, 26.9, and 29.6. The three in chapter 12 use the word to refer to 

locations of idol worship. The instance in chapter 21 refers a public place in an Israelite 

town to which the wayward and defiant son is taken. All of the other instances refer to 

illtl cip~iJ "this place," and the referent is the land oflsrael, including the areas on the 

far side of the Jordan which the Israelites conquer and distribute among the Reubenites, 

Gadites, and the half tribe of Menasseh. 1nJ 'choose' occurs nine times without c:np~ 

'place:' 4.37, 7.6, 7.7, 10.15, 14.2, 17.15, 18.5, 21.5, 30.19. In all but one of these 

(30: 19), the choice is God's choice. The first five refer to God's choice of the people or 

their ancestors as the indicator of the special quality of the people. 17:15 refers to God 

choosing a king to rule over Israel, and the last two refer to God's selection of the tribe of 
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Levi to serve in the sacrificial cult. The narrow range of meaning for these seemingly 

generic words show that, for the Deuteronomic writer, they are technical terms used with 

intention. The linking of them together is also with intention. 

The intentionality of Deuteronomy can be seen in the contrast with the 

Tetrateuch. There 1n:i 'choose' never occurs with oipn 'place.' The closest that the 

Tetrateuch comes to this expression is Exodus 20:24 'Y,)~-ni, ,,:;,~Z!( 1¥Ji-:c □ipr,;iri-,;,~ 

1'r,1:j>):;p 1'~l:'.< N1:J.~ " .. .in every place where I cause My name to be mentioned I will 

come to you and bless you." However, the context is just the opposite of what is 

intended by Deuteronomy's usage. Here is a tacit acknowledgment that sacrifice will 

occur in multiple locations and a promise that God will bless each one. 1n:i 'choose' 

only occurs eight times in the Tetrateuch: Genesis 6.2, 13.11, Exodus 14.7, 17.9, 18.25, 

Numbers 16.5, 16.7, 17.20. Only in Numbers does it refer to God's choice; chapter 16 is 

Korach's rebellion and God's choice of Moses, and chapter 17 is God's choice of 

Aaron's staff above those of the other tribes. These two uses are consonant with the 

Deuteronomistic use, but the others are generic uses of the word. The word c:npr.i 'place' 

occurs 100 times in the Tetrateuch, and there is no special connotation to the word. In 

Leviticus, it is sometimes used with ~,p 'holy,' and in those instances refer to areas in 

the Tabernacle. 

When we look to Ezekiel, we find only one use of 1n::i 'choose' in 20:5. It is 

very much within the range of meaning that Deuteronomy gives the word because in this 

instance it is God's choice of the people during the exodus. □ipr.i 'place,' however, is 
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not consonant with the Deuteronomy usage. It occurs 15 times: 3. 12, 6. I 3, 10. 11, 12.3, 

17.16, 21.35, 34.12, 38.15, 39.l I, 41.11, 42.13, 43.7, 45.4, 46.19, 46.20. Like the 

Tetrateuch, there is no predominant ideological thrust to this word here. In 6: 13 it refers 

to a site of idol worship; it refers to the location of exile in 12:3, 17: 16, and 34: 12. The 

last five instances are used in construct with io1p 'holy' and designate areas in the 

Temple; this usage is the corollary to the Tetrateuch's usage referring to areas in the 

Tabernacle. 

The surprising result is that the use of these words is similar between Ezekiel and 

the Tetrateuch which do not agree regarding the restriction of sacrifice, but they are not 

similar between Ezekiel and Deuteronomy which do agree about the restriction. Ezekiel 

does refer to the law, but not through the use of these words. For instance, 20:40 reads).'.;) 

holy mountain, on the lofty mount of Israel-declares the Lord YHWH-there, in the 

land, the entire House of Israel, all of it, must worship Me. There I will accept them, and 

there I will take note of your contributions and the choicest offerings of all your sacred 

things." This verse makes it quite clear that it is only on the Temple mount that Israel 

may worship, and it does so without Deuteronomistic language. 

Ezekiel also makes clear his understanding of this requirement through negative 

example. Chapter six is his tirade against the mountains of Israel. Verses 3 - 4 read: 

i1ltl'. 'i1ij 1>,~-i7!1 il1 'c1~ )i•~-,~::r ~))Y;)V) '.:lt:Q¥J~ '10 flJ~~, l 
o~,~~ N':;11' 'U~ ,~~n [11i,~).i11 ri,l;(~~, D'i::"Pt-:t~ 11i)J~~~1 □'Ji;]~ 
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'f-l~~i'."I, □:?,'~-~IJ ~1'.\1¥i~1 □;,,riin~w UJy}:J.11 :O~lr,Ji>J;t ':fl1'J~) JJI) 
:o::,,,,,l ,)!:l', o::,,,,ri 

••• •• • •• J • --: •• i -

3 and say: 0 mountains oflsrael, hear the word of the Lord 
YHWH. Thus said the Lord YHWH to the mountains and the hills, 
to the streams and the valleys: See, I will bring a sword against you 
and destroy your shrines. 4 Your altars shall be wrecked and your 
incense stands smashed, and I will hurl down your slain in front of 
your fetishes. 

Herc we can see Ezekiel's rejection of a distributed worship system. This usage brings 

into focus the difference with the Tetrateuch. Nowhere do we find in the Tetrateuch the 

kind of vitriol that Ezekiel reserves for worship outside of the Temple. 

Ifwe try to identify the ideology that is driving the depictions of this law, we see 

in Deuteronomy evidence of a struggle for recognition and control that is absent from the 

others. The repeated insistence on the location indicates that it is being written at a time 

that the centralized sacrificial system is not considered the norm, and the writers of 

Deuteronomy believe it to be an essential element of a proper worship of God. Although 

they are certainly concerned with restricting idol worship, they are also concerned that 

the Israelite God not be worshiped in any place but the Temple. There is the difference in 

the ideology behind Ezekiel. He has fully bought into Zion mythology, even though the 

name Zion does not appear.33 In his wildest imagination, he does not depict Israel 

worshiping God in other locations, instead he is convinced that idol worship is occurring. 

The great sin that he understands as causing Israel's current predicament is the secret 

importing of idol worship onto God's Holy Mountain, as described in chapter 8. 

33. Zimmerli, Ezekiel I, p. 41 
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For the writers of the Tetrateuch, the situation is yet different. The traditional 

way to understand the depiction of free-roaming sacrifices in the Tetrateuch was to say 

that an earlier time in Israel's history was being depicted, before the Deuteronomic law 

was promulgated. This idea is consistent with the Documentary Hypothesis, but what if 

one posits that Deuteronomy is first? As we can see in Ezekiel, it is possible to agree 

with Deuteronomy's general position in ways that are not consonant with Deuteronomy's 

language and ideological mind-set. If the writers of the Tetrateuch were operating in a 

cultural milieu that had fully accepted worship in a central location, then the battle was 

over. Depicting worship of the Israelite God apart from the Temple would then no longer 

be problematic, especially since they were retrojecting back to a time in which there was 

no Temple. They also had a goal that was different from Ezekiel and Deuteronomy. 

They were trying to create an introduction to Deuteronomy that would depict positive 

role models to whom God could give the promise of the land. As we will see in the next 

chapter, the patriarchs do not function for Ezekiel. He envisioned all previous 

generations of Israel as sinful. It would only be in the future that Israel could achieve 

righteousness. The writers of the Tetrateuch could not take that approach because they 

needed to create a claim to the land. A righteous patriarch was necessary to their story, 

and since righteousness involved proper worship of God, he had to be portrayed as 

offering sacrifices. Without a Temple, he was depicted as using the hilltops for his 

sacrifices. 
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n~ttl Shabbat 

As we consider the use of Shabbat between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch, there are 

certain elements of Shabbat that all of the uses have in common. In every instance, 

Shabbat is the seventh day.34 It is a day of rest, and it is almost invariably associated with 

holiness. As part of its holiness, there are special sacrifices at the Temple. When we 

look for what distinguishes the uses of Shabbat both within our texts and between them, 

one element stands out beyond the ideology laying behind the word. In Ezekiel, Shabbat 

is treated on the same level as other words indicating a body of law. Therefore, Ezekiel 

your God: Follow My laws and be careful to observe My rules. 20 And hallow My 

sabbaths, that they may be a sign between Me and you, that you may know that I YHWH 

am your God." In the Pentateuch, however, Shabbat is one law among many, as can be 

seen in a listing of the Ten Commandments. There are a couple of indicators that such 

was not always the case; for instance Exodus 16 portrays the giving of Shabbat as a 

separate act from the giving of the laws at Sinai. This use is an exception, however. 

The other elements of difference that can be found between the uses of Shabbat 

concern the significance that the author invests in his ideology of Shabbat. There are 

34. However, see Fishbane's connection of shabbat with the Akkadian sapatt11 meaning full moon as a 
way of explaining the frequent connection of w,,n 'new moon' and shabbat. Biblical Interpretation, 
p. 149. 
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four categories of this significance. The first links Shabbat to the exodus from Egypt. 

The second links Shabhat to creation. The third makes Shabbat a sign. The final 

category is devoid of other significance. When we look at the distribution of the verses 

among these four categories, we find that the first three have very few and the vast 

majority fall in the final category. 

The only instance of Shabbat in the book of Deuteronomy occurs in the Ten 

Commandments of Deuteronomy 5. It is also the only instance of Shabbat being 

historicized into the context of the exodus. Deuteronomy 5: 12 - 15 read 

D'Y,)~ n¥)w l' :'J'~'t< i11il~ :r,~ 1'P~i> l'l-i7i?{ n~'piD 01,-n~ ,10~ Jl 

'J'ti,~ nt;P~ n~ip ').l':;l'?it'I o;,, ,, :1ri:;11·-<~r;J-,~ fl'\!J~1-i:i)!r-i 
1jom :r-:,1w11~~~1-11:;i>-'1 'Jt1:;n-1p~ J il-FJ~ il-?N<,;,-,.;, i1¥J~t'I-N'.:i 

:')iD;> 'J~l?~l r;r:;i~ D~l! )).'~? 'J'j~y):;i 7'V~ 1";1~.11f-l~ti;,-,;,1 
,~;,, 0¥J>;l 'J't''~ n\iP, j~~ll O~J~~ 'f:lt'('.;l tl'~i;J ,:;,~ ';I ~-:i;,t1 m 
n;iwri oi,-n~ ni\!.1}!'2 ·p~,~ i7\i1~ 'JW 1;,-'.::I~ i1?m~ ~;,p~ i1vt0 

12 Observe the sabbath day and keep it holy, as YHWH your God 
has commanded you. 13 Six days you shall labor and do all your 
work, 14 but the seventh day is a sabbath of YHWH your God; you 
shall not do any work-you, your son or your daughter, your male 
or female slave, your ox or your ass, or any of your cattle, or the 
stranger in your settlements, so that your male and female slave 
may rest as you do. 15 Remember that you were a slave in the land 
of Egypt and YHWH your God freed you from there with a mighty 
hand and an outstretched arm; therefore YHWH your God has 
commanded you to observe the sabbath day. 

In these verses, we can see evidence of the elements that all of the uses of Shabbat share, 

such as holiness and rest. The final verse makes it explicit that one should observe the 

sabbath because God freed the Israelites from slavery. In no other place is that 

connection made. 

The uses of creation as the meaning behind Shabbat are more numerous than that 
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of the exodus, but not by much. In Genesis 2:2-3 God ceases from work on the seventh 

day and sanctifies the day. Here we see all of the generic elements of Shabbat, and it is 

told in connection with the story of creation. However, the noun n::iw Shabbat does not 

occur; the day is not named. The use of this root does occur in verb forms, such as 2:2's 

,l.'':;1¥iD O)~:;J n·:::i¥i~l " ... and He ceased on the seventh day," but the day is only referred to 

as the seventh day. 

The second instance of Shabbat being linked to creation is in the Ten 

Commandments of Exodus 20. Verses 8 - 11 read 

V'V-'~11J~r,i □'r,J! n~w o :i\!i7i71 n~~D 01,-n~ 1b\ n 
il.'.]N?J?-'-? nip~r,-N°, j'i;i?~ il\iP~ n~~ '~''.;1¥it1 01'1' :Jf-1:;>N~>;,-?;> 

,~ N' :J'J{'-p:;i 1¥,i~ 1-:i~, 1t-i~v:;i~ 1ti~~111:;i~ 1r-i:;i~ 1P~ 1 nrii::< 
D!D-n~ 'Q~i;l-l1?$1 D~>;l\YD-n~ illiP, ilW~ 0')',J?-11y)IQ 

n~~iJ o,,-n~ ntn', 1J:;J p-,~ ,,i,,:;ivJD o,,~ n:i.~1 □i-,~~-,;,-n~1 
:~ilW1'i7~l 

8 Remember the sabbath day and keep it holy. 9 Six days you 
shall labor and do all your work, 10 but the seventh day is a 
sabbath of YHWH your God: you shall not do any work-you, 
your son or daughter, your male or female slave, or your cattle, or 
the stranger who is within your settlements. 1 I For in six days 
YHWH made heaven and earth and sea, and all that is in them, and 
He rested on the seventh day; therefore YHWH blessed the sabbath 
day and hallowed it. 

Just as in the Deuteronomy Ten Commandments, we find all of the generic Shabbat 

elements. There is a difference between the verb which commands the sabbath - here 

'remember' and there 'observe' - but the real difference comes in the final verse. Verse 

11 historicizes the sabbath into creation and does so with language that is very consonant 

with the language in Genesis 2. 

The final usage which refers to creation is appended to the only use in the 
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Pentateuch of Shabbat only as a sign. Exodus 31 : 13 - 17 read 

niN ,:;, llO~f-1 'tln~y;-n~ 1t-t ,~N?. 'NJ·~~ '~-~-:,~ 7:;)J np~q l, 
□-r,J>,¥i~ ,, : □ ~'P1l?'iJ n\n~ ,~~ ,~ n~J< o.;,,r,i111;;, o.;,,~.>;J~ '~':;J N1;:-1 

H~ n¥J°)Jo-,;, '~ Tlt;)P nio i;l'<~Dt;) O:;>? N)i) v.iiP 'ZI n~~D-n~ 
n;,N{>;) i1¥J~~- D'P~ n'?iW m :i;l'>'}~ :JJ{?Y.l N1Dtl v.i.nti i1f!J?~1 il;JN?~ 
n;i~iJ o;,~ n~N?~ i1¥J.YQ-?~ i7\n">? v.i:fp 1in;i~ n~~ ')'':;I'#D oi~;i, 
□~'ii'.;' n;i\Yti-nt-< ni0~~ n;iwri-nt< ~:n::Q\!J~-,~.:;i ~,r,,¥,i1 m :n,;l~' nio 

O">Y,)~ 11'{..iW-'~ □~Y1 N)tl 11iN ?~J\!J~ '~.'.;I p:;:p '~'~ l' :O~iy 11'':l=l1 
:v.i~i~1 n;iip 'Y.'~'#D oi~;i~ ~Jt-tti-n~1 □~,;>~ti-n~ n\n~ n~~ 

13 Speak to the Israelite people and say: Nevertheless. you must 
keep My sabbaths, for this is a sign between Me and you 
throughout the ages, that you may know that I YHWH have 
consecrated you. 14 You shall keep the sabbath, for it is holy for 
you. He who profanes it shall be put to death: whoever does work 
on it, that person shall be cut off from among his kin. 15 Six days 
may work be done, but on the seventh day there shall be a sabbath 
of complete rest, holy to YHWH; whoever does work on the 
sabbath day shall be put to death. 16 The Israelite people shall 
keep the sabbath, observing the sabbath throughout the ages as a 
covenant for all time: 17 it shall be a sign for all time between Me 
and the people oflsrael. For in six days YHWH made heaven and 
earth, and on the seventh day He ceased from work and was 
refreshed. 

In verse 17, the connection to creation is made, but it overlaps with the framing of 

Shabbat as a sign. In this instance, the meaning of the 'sign' is creation; Shabbat is a 

double signifier. However, verse 13 contains the other Pcntateuchal use of Shabbat as a 

sign, and in that instance the meaning of the sign is the holiness that comes through being 

consecrated by God. Since we established earlier that holiness is a generic quality of 

Shabbat. verse 13 is empty of deeper meaning. The fact that Shabbat is a sign is what is 

important. Somewhere between verse 13 and verse 17 there is a seam in the text, and the 

textual element containing both creation and sign has been added to this section. 

Although one can see some repetition within this unit, there is no clear place to make the 
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break, but one could make the argument that there are three textual elements that have 

been concatenated together: 13, 14 - 15, and 16 - 17. Each one of these textual segments 

begin with the command to keep the sabbath, and each reflects a slightly different focus. 

Regardless of where the break is, the difference between 13 and 17 is one of significance. 

The rest of the Pentateuchal usages of Shabbat fa]] into the fourth category: no 

ideology. These are Exodus 16:23 -30, 23:12, 34:21, 35:2•3, Leviticus 19:3, 30, 23:3, 

24:8, Numbers 15:32 and 28:9 - 10. In each of these cases, the generic elements of 

Shabbat are mentioned; granted in some instances one will receive greater attention than 

the others. For instance, the uses in Leviticus are focused on the special sacrifices that 

are made on the day. However, in these cases Shabbat does not carry a meaning beyond 

the generic. 

As we tum to Ezekiel, we find that the categories of ideology are more limited; 

there are only two: sign and no ideology. The instances in which there is no ideology are 

Ezekiel 20:16, 22:8, 26, 23:38, 44:24, 45:17, 46:1, 3-4, 12. Notice that halfofthese fall 

within the Temple Vision and, like the Leviticus uses, focus on the special activities of 

the day. In addition, the other generic elements are mentioned. 

The instances of Shabbat being a sign only occur in chapter 20. Chapter 20 is 

Ezekiel's telling of the exodus from Egypt, and we will return to this telling in great 

detail in the next chapter. Our focus in this context is on verses 12 - 13 and 20 - 21. 

'~t:t ,~ ri~:r~ OtPl'~~ '~'i T1iN1 rii,;;,~ or,~ 'r,lrJi '.tliTl~~-r,~ o~, :i, 
t:>1;.JCI-N' 'rlli:'Q~ 1~7~~ '~J¥'~-J1''.J ,:;H1J?~l l' : □'f1i?'? i1)i1~ 

,rin~y.i-ni,1 o;;i~ 'tll □J~Cl otiN n\p~! 1¥i~ mi,,;, 'P~tpQ-nt'(l 
:□,fli'.=,~11~7~~ OQ'?.~ ,ri9n, -j!!Jy)~ 1>:ll'.q "TN)? ~,'.:,lr:, 
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12 Moreover, I gave them My sabbaths to serve as a sign between 
Me and them, that they might know that it is I the LORD who 
sanctify them. 13 But the House ofisrael rebelled against Me in 
the wilderness; they did not follow My laws and they rejected My 
rules-by the pursuit of which a man shall live-and they grossly 
desecrated My sabbaths. Then I thought to pour out My fury upon 
them in the wilderness and to make an end of them; 

i11i1~ ,~~ ,;, n)!J? o;,,~_,:;p ,~,'.11 niN1 ~,;;,1 ~'li:TP ,r,;m;i'?i-n~1 => 

,9~ip>.)-ri~1 ,:,~;;,-N·, 'PiPQ~ □'~iiJ ,:;i-nY;)!l N:> : □:;>'D~~ 
Di;Ji 'Cll D']i,i;l OtJiN i1¥J~~ 1~~ Dt)iN Tli\!J~? nr;iip-N·, 

1i17~~ t:>? 'fi'ij n1,;,1 Di;!'?.~ ,.r,,;,r,i 1.9'P? ,,,·l',q ~J~r:, 'Pin'.¥'?i-nz, 
20 And hallow My sabbaths, that they may be a sign between Me 
and you, that you may know that I the LORD am your God. 21 But 
the children rebelled against Me: they did not follow My laws and 
did not faithfully observe My rules, by the pursuit of which man 
shall live; they profaned My sabbaths. Then I resolved to pour out 
My fury upon them, to vent all My anger upon them, in the 
wilderness. 

Immediately one can see how similar these two citations are; there is a structure behind 

them that each is fulfilling. 35 Beyond the similarities, however, is the injection of 'sign' 

into the meaning of Shabbat. Again, like in Exodus 31: 13, the sign of Shabbat only 

points to holiness, a generic quality of Shabbat. Although these verses occur within the 

context of the Exodus, Shabbat is not historicized into it. As we remarked earlier, in 

Ezekiel Shabbat is one of several kinds of laws that are treated together. Just as the laws 

and rules are not contextualized as pointing to the exodus, neither is the sabbath. 

How do we explain this situation? In the vast majority of cases, Shabbat does not 

point to anything beyond itself. It remains focused on its own concerns: sanctification. 

rest, the seventh day. Further, Shabbat is found in a context of other time festivals. 

35. Indeed, the structure continues beyond the verses cited. 
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However, in the few cases that Shabbat is infused with other ideology, the presence of 

the other time festivals is lacking. In these cases, the writers felt the need to justify the 

existence of Shabbat, for that is what each of these three ideologies do. One states that 

Shabbat exists in order to remember creation. the next that it is a kind of reward for the 

years of forced labor endured before the exodus, the last that it exists in order to serve as 

an external marker of the holiness of the people's task. In most of these cases, Shabbat is 

given this greater meaning in the context of making a covenant with God. At the moment 

of forming the relationship with God, each of these writers use Shabbat as the focus of 

what he considers the essential element in the relationship. In this way, we can see that 

these writers are participating in the same cultural milieu, but there is no evidence that the 

different ideologies are influencing each other except for Exodus 31: 17. This verse is the 

exception because it shows influence from two of the ideologies and it is not given in the 

context of forming the covenant. 

r,t,,0 - Pesach Passover 

Much has been written about the relationship between the description of the 

Pesach in Exodus and Deuteronomy. The differences have been catalogued; sources 

have been identified; antiquity has been ascribed. It is not our intent here to do a 

complete analysis of the change that occurs and the reasons for it between these two 
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accounts.36 Instead we will look at the descriptions in Exodus, Deuteronomy, and 

Ezekiel, focusing on the questions of who, where, when ,what, and why and how those 

questions are answered. After this review, we will address questions about what is 

driving the ideology in each text and speculate about what our analysis implies about the 

antiquity of Pesach.31 

The description of Pesach that appears in Exodus can be found in chapter 12: I -

28 and 12:43 - 49. In the ritual described there, it is noted that this month is the now the 

first month for the people, and therefore the first day is a new year's day. The head of the 

household takes an animal from the herd, either goat or sheep, and guards it from the 

tenth day until the fourteenth day. The man then slaughters the animal at the door of the 

dwelling-place at twilight and paints all four sides of the door with blood.38 All of the 

people in the household then eat the flesh of the animal roasted, leaving none of it until 

the morning. The reason for performing this ritual is to protect the people from the 

nm\!Jo destroyer who is going through Egypt slaying the first born (there is some 

ambiguity as to whether it is God doing the destroying or if God has appointed an agent 

36. The reader who is interested can consult Propp, Exodus l - 18, pp 355 - 461, Mullen, Ethnic Myths 
and Pentateuchal Foundations, pp. 181 - 191, van Seters, The Life of Moses, pp. 113 - 127, and 
Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Jnnovation, pp. 53 - 97. An array of 
possibilities will be presented to answer the question of the development ofpesach. 

37. An essential part of the question of pesach is how it is involved with mit.l matzot, the Festival of 
Unleavened Bread. Since Wellhausen, the scholarly community is almost universal in 
acknowledging that they were separate observances originally, and at some time in the development 
of Israelite religion they were merged. The disagreements involve the question of when. One can 
review the above listed bibliography for a variety of opinions. In this study, we will only be 
addressing this issue peripherally. 

38. I am following B. Levinson's understanding of the word =,c found in Exodus 12:22. C.f. Levinson, 
Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, pp. 59 - 60. 
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for this task). 

Pesach in Deuteronomy looks somewhat different. The description is found in 

Deuteronomy 16: I - 8. In this ritual, the slaughter is not performed by the head of the 

household; instead the instruction is for "you" in the singular; therefore each individual 

Israelite is responsible. Further, there is a specific injunction that one may not perform 

the sacrifice in an Israelite settlement but only P'P? 'J>t'lJ~ il)il~ 1c,:;i~-,ip~ D1PY.)D-?t'{ 

D\!,i ir.)\!,J "at the place where YHWH your God will choose to establish His name." (Deut. 

16:5) Since the Temple is clearly indicated by this reference, there must be some priestly 

involvement in this sacrifice. So the sacrificing agents are now the individual assisted by 

a priest. The animal sacrificed is either from the flock or the herd, and it will be 

slaughtered at sundown on an unspecified day of the month of Aviv, with the implication 

being the first. The reason given for this sacrifice is as a remembrance of the exodus 

from Egypt; sundown is identified as the time that the Israelites went free. There is no 

indication of what one does with the blood of this animal and there is no mention of the 

slaying of the first born, but the flesh is to be boiled and then eaten where it is sacrificed. 

When we read Ezekiel's only reference to the Pesach, in chapter 45: 18 - 21, we 

are provided with yet a third picture. Again, there is a focus on the first day of the first 

month, but on that day the priest is to take a bull and sacrifice it in order to cleanse the 

sanctuary. The blood of this animal is smeared on the doorposts of the Temple, the four 

corners of the altar, and the doorposts of the inner court. The procedure is then repeated 

on the seventh day. On the fourteenth of the month, the sacrifice designated as the 
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Pesach is performed. The prince provides a bull for a sin offering, and then for seven 

days provides seven bulls, seven rams, one goat, a meal offering for each bull and each 

ram, and a measure of oil for each meal offering. 

For ease of comparison, refer to the following table. 

Exodus Deuteronomy Ezekiel 

Who head of household .. you"/ priest priest / prince 

Wher house, blood on the door Temple, no blood Temple, blood on door 
e and altar 

When l -10 - 14 progression Unspecified day at sunset 1 - 7 - 14 progression, no 
twilight 0":l 1)1i1 l':J 'tJY.l\!Ji1 N 1:JJ specific time for sacrifice 

What goat I sheep: flock animal of flock or herd bull: herd 

Why Exodus and protection Exodus purification of the 
ritual for 10th plague Temple 

As can be seen from this table, the Ezekiel version has only superficial 

resemblances to the Pesach of the Pentateuch; without the verse that specifically 

designates this as the Pesach, one might not think that the ritual described therein was 

Pesach. Upon closer examination, it would seem that this verse is inserted into the 

passage and is not original to it, When we read this passage without verse 21, a 

different picture develops. 
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18 Thus said the Lord GOD: On the first day of the first 11\!.iNJ~ il)iP, 'i1t-$ 1>;)~-ii:, n, 
month, you shall take a bull of the herd without iv~-,~-,~ nu,n \!J'jn~ il;lt-(:;;t 
blemish, and you shall cleanse the Sanctuary. 19 The :W']i?~tJ-n~ flN\?l:l1 0'".fl 
priest shall take some of the blood of the sin offering nN\'titl 01,;i 1r.i1>t1 nv~1 "' 
and apply it to the doorposts of the Temple, to the four YiJ~-,~1 n~itl n1n,;>-!,~ llll1 
corners of the ledge of the altar, and to the doorposts of n1n,;>-,~1 tl~W~ i1)t~O ni~~ 
the gate of the inner court. 20 You shall do the same on ,~, ::, :n'Q'~~tl ,~r;,;;i 1:)Jyi 

the seventh day of the month to purge the Temple from n~'ti v,~,, 'lJ'jnJ il\t;iv.>~ il¥J~.t:i 
uncleanness caused by unwitting or ignorant persons. :n~;r,-n~ or,r;i~:;,1 'n~~~ 

21 On the fourteenth day of the first month you shall o;, 1¥JY. i1).'~?~:i1 liWNJi NJ 
have the passover sacrifice; and during a festival of ltl np~iJ o~,. n~i;l~ wjn? 
seven days unleavened bread shall be eaten. :,:,N, nillr.l 0'Y.>' TliY:lY..i 

,. T o - • T ••~' 

22 On that day, the prince shall provide a bull of sin NmtJ oi•~ N'W-liJ i1¥J:tJ1 :3:::, 
offering on behalf of himself and of the entire 1~ "f}~O □~-,~ i~:;t!I ii~i 
population; 23 and during the seven days of the festival, ll;)C,-,~~ Tl)!:;t~1 lJ :11N\;)C, 
he shall provide daily-for seven days-seven bulls □'J~ n)!:;a'P nimi il~ill ilV,)!! 
and seven rams, without blemish, for a burnt offering to Oil2 0'.J'Y,lfl 0'~'t{ 11)!:;t~1 
the LORD, and one goat daily for a sin offering. 24 He 1'l.'¥1 nNV,Cl1 0''.J~D l'l)!:;ty.J 
shall provide a meal offering of an ephah for each bull ,~i il-9'1/:< nr;,~>;J~ i::l :oi•2 o,,~ 
and an ephah for each ram, with a hin of oil to every PD W¥-i1 if'?'~!~~~~ i1-9't<1 
ephah. :il~'~'-

There is a stress on seven days which is maintained between the two remaining 

sections. Nowhere else in the Bible is there a 1 - 7 - 14 day distribution; instead there is a 

1 - 10 - 14 distribution attested for the first month and the seventh month. When we look 

at the problematic verse in question, we can see that verse 21 has a number of internal 

problems as well. In the first place, there is the strange word order in lC, np~tJ; one 

would expect r,p~c, lC'l. There is also the strange matter of the pointing of the word 

ni)J~'cp. From its context, it should be n~;iv.;, but a scribe desiring to find all three of the 

festivals pointed it so that it would read as Shavuot, which otherwise is not mentioned in 

this passage (Sukkot being mentioned in verse 25). It is also only within this verse that 
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any mention of unleavened bread is made. By inserting this verse, a ritual that was 

similar to Pesach only by the smearing of blood on a door was reframed and made into 

Pesach itself. 39 

Even ifwe leave the questionable verse in place, however, we are left with some 

problems. The first is the involvement of Pesach with the exodus. The Exodus version 

indicates that Pesach is not only in memory of the exodus, but specifically as a protection 

from the plague of the first-born. In Deuteronomy, Pesach is only in memory of the 

exodus; if the Deuteronomy author was aware of plague traditions he suppressed them. 

In Ezekiel, there is no connection to the exodus from Egypt. This festival in the 

Pentateuch is made to reflect this essential element oflsraelite mythology. Ezekiel is 

invested in elements of the exodus mythology, but he is not concerned with making all of 

Israelite religion reflect it. 

The greater concern of Ezekiel is rather the impurity which has polluted Israelite 

worship, in this context specifically the impurity of the prince. By involving the prince 

directly within this purification ritual, Ezekiel is able to control the danger that the prince 

represents to the religious system. Neither Deuteronomy nor Exodus are concerned with 

the actions of the prince. Deuteronomy's main concern in his telling of Pesach is 

centralization of worship at the Temple.40 Three times in the eight verses the restriction 

of the sacrifice to the Temple is mentioned. Exodus, on the other hand, is in no way 

39. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2. pp. 480- 486 for the textual issues. His conclusion differ from ours. 
40. Levinson, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation, p. 62. 
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concerned either with the prince or with centralization. The driving motivation for the 

Exodus portrayal is demonstrating that Pesach has significance within the context of the 

exodus story. This goal is accomplished by making the Pesach a response to the Plague 

of the First-born; the ritual, however, could not have functioned as described in that 

context.41 In each of these contexts, the writers are working through stressors that 

function for themselves but not for the others and are using an established category 

within Israelite religion to resolve the problems. lfwe accept that the Ezekiel Pesach 

verse is a later addition, then we are faced with a situation in which Ezekiel is unaware of 

Pesach, and a later hand who is familiar at least with the combination of Pesach and 

Matzot has tried to bring him in line with the rest of Israelite tradition. 

The implication carried in both of these alternatives is the lateness of the 

Pentateuch's framing of Pesach. If before Ezekiel wrote the Pentateuch had already 

accomplished the framing of Pesach into the mythology of exodus which is so central to 

Israelite religion, how could he have ignored it? He either did not know it or did not 

consider it nonnative. Further, he is describing rituals with surface similarities to Pesach 

as described in Exodus but which are unattested in any other extant document. If we 

believe his self description as a priest and account to him some knowledge of priestly 

practice in his day, the disagreement between Pentateuch and Ezekiel is problematic 

regardless of when "his day" is assumed to be. 

41. One problem among many is the requirement of watching the animal from the tenth day. Since this 
command was given on the fourteenth day, the ritual is already violated before it could begin. 
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In conclusion, we have seen how exceptional Ezekiel is when it comes to law. 

Although the scope of law that he gives is very restricted, he is breaking with the 

paradigm set by the other literary prophets by communicating any law at all. The kind of 

law that Ezekiel gives, tarot, is in line with Leviticus, but very different from 

Deuteronomy. However, by looking at Shabbat and Pesach, we can see that Ezekiel is 

out of step with Leviticus as well. His understanding of Shabbat is divorced from the 

other time festivals and instead imbued with ideology related to the covenant of the 

exodus narrative. Further, his concept of the Spring Festival is completely at odds with 

Pesach as it develops. So, from the point of view of Law, Ezekiel is a book that 

participates in the general repertoire of the rituals of Leviticus, but at the same time 

violates the norms of that repertoire. 
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Chapter Three - Narrative 

In this chapter, we will be addressing a selection of the narrative elements that arc 

found in common between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch. Obviously, there are many 

narrative elements that find no commonality between these texts; they are telling different 

stories, and the parts of the story that directly affect the immediate context would not be 

found in both narratives. The elements that would be found in both attest to 

commonalities in the cultural milieu in which both texts were composed. There are three 

categories of commonalities that we will examine. The first are instances in which there 

is a brief reference in one text which is more fully developed in the other text. We will 

examine two examples in this category: the use of Gog of the land of Magog and the use 

of the Garden of Eden. The second category is a narrative theme which occurs in non

contiguous sections that can be compiled to create an understanding of the writers' points 

of view on a particular topic. Our example in this case will be ownership of the Land. 

The third category is contiguous narrative. In this case, our example is the exodus from 

Egypt. Through an analysis of these narrative elements we will see that the writers of 

these texts were driven by some of the same strcssors, but they created narrative solutions 

that differed but were none the less built out of narrative units that were selected from a 

common cultural heritage. 
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Category One: Brief Reference to Developed Narrative 

Our first example in this category is Magog. In Genesis I 0:2, we find the name 

Gomer, Magog, Madai, Javan, Tubal, Meshech, and Tiras." These names, and those 

listed in the following verses which indicate the sons of Gomer and Javan, are examples 

of the Pentateuch's penchant for associating geographic areas with the name of an 

ancestor, and the identifiable locations of the descendants of Japheth are all to the north 

of the land of Israel. Magog is not one for which we have a location, but since the 

geographical distribution is otherwise consistent, we are safe in assuming that Magog lies 

somewhere to the north.42 This is the only mention of Magog in the Pentateuch. 

In Ezekiel, there are two chapters of prophecy against Gog of the land of Magog: 

chapters 38 and 39. These prophecies tell the story of a battle that takes on cosmic 

dimensions when Gog and his hordes enter the land of Israel. At that time God's anger 

will be displayed and, 

\!J,;;ii;;i \!J>;r:,i;J-=7;>1 il1~D n~Q1 D~~~D ',i)l1 O!D '~.'7 ':t~r,J ~\!J~:n 
~,~~, 1:PJi;JD nr;iv~,1 ;,~:r~ri .,~~-,.\' ,~~ o:r~o ::i::,1 nr,11~0-,~ 

,i2r-i 'fJ~~ il~in-,;,1 ni:r:n~D 
"The fish of the sea, the birds of the sky, the beasts of the field, all 
creeping things that move on the ground, and every human being 
on earth shall quake before Me. Mountains shall be overthrown, 
cliffs shall topple, and every wall shall crumble to the ground." 
(Ezek. 38:20) 

42. C.f. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, pp 300 - 302 for speculations as to the location of Magog and the identity 
of Gog. 
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Zimmerli presents the argument that these prophecies arc the combination of Jeremiah's 

prophecies concerning a foe from the north and Isaiah's prophecies concerning the 

destruction of a foe on the mountains oflsrael.43 Ezekiel, in contrast to Jeremiah, has 

given the identity of the foe. That he is from the north is explicitly stated, and further he 

is assoicated with the other nations that are listed in Genesis 10:2-3. He is the ''chief 

prince of Meshech and Tubal" (38:2) and "Gomer and all its cohorts, Beth-Togannah [in] 

the remotest parts of the north"(38:6) accompany Gog in his expedition. It is difficult to 

identify a connection between these texts, but what we can say is that Ezekiel has taken 

an element of old mythology about the northern nations and imbued it with symbolic 

imagery. 

Our second example has a little more yield in the comparison between our texts, 

and that is the Garden of Eden (Gen. 2-3). Ezekiel refers to the Garden in chapters 28, 

31, and 36.44 In chapter 36, YHWH is describing how and why He will restore Israel to 

its land. In the process, the contrast is made between the land which is currently a 

desolation and its restored state after the people have been cleansed. Verse 36:35 depicts 

~:::iy.J~ ni,~:s-~ niOJ\:nD1 ni~W~D1 ni:JJDD "And men shall say, 'That land, once desolate, 

has become like the garden of Eden; and the cities, once ruined, desolate, and ravaged, 

are now populated and fortified."' In this instance, no explanation of Eden is given; there 

43. Ibid, pp 299-300. 
44. Outside of Genesis and Ezekiel, the Garden of Eden, also called the Garden of God or of YHWH is 

only found in Isaiah 51 :3 and Joel 2:3. 
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is no explication that will put Eden into context other than the situation of the restored 

land. Therefore, we can infer that Eden was a category that the writer of Ezekiel 

expected his audience to be fami1iar with. We can infer from the context also that Eden 

was a place that was well tended and produced abundance. The theme of the expulsion 

can be detected in this chapter, but it is reversed somewhat. Instead of people being 

expelled from a garden and then the land outside the garden being cursed, here we have a 

cursed land becoming the garden and the people are restored to it. Further, in the verse, 

the parallel to the Garden of Eden is .. populated and fortified." A developed Eden is at 

odds with the vision of Eden in Genesis. So the comparison is fuzzy. Clearly, Ezekiel 

expected to be understood by his audience, and he used an image of a garden which 

involves an expulsion. We cannot, however, indicate if it is the story of Genesis to which 

he is referring or some other Garden of Eden myth, nor is there enough material here to 

include some ideology behind the use of Eden. 

Returning to the first use by Ezekiel of Eden, we find in chapter 28 the King of 

Tyre being compared to a perfect being in the garden of Eden. There are a number of 

elements in this chapter that resonate with Genesis 2-3. Eden is ca11ed the garden of God, 

it is associated with creation through the use of the verb N1J in verses 13 and 15, there is 

a cherub who perfonns a shielding action, and because of a sin the being is cast out of 

Eden. There is an overlap between their uses of Eden. 

The discordant elements between the this chapter and Genesis are dramatic, 

however. The first is the adorning of the being with nine named stones. More striking is 
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the presence of God's holy mountain. Further this story is associated with a king and not 

with the first human, and the Genesis story of the garden does not include a perfect being. 

The perfect being is found in Genesis 1 which has no garden. Also, the sin of this being 

is commercial and not sexual in nature. Verse 16 reads in part, o,;,i:, 1:;,in ~;,,;, 1r1?::2J J·,zi 

o,ij;it{ 1DP 1~?Clt:'1 N\Jtnn" By your far-flung commerce You were filled with 

lawlessness And you sinned. So I have struck you down From the mountain of God." 

Even the figure of the cherub is the cause of some dispute. Because of a difficulty in the 

text, it is unclear if the angel accompanies the being or ifhe is the being.45 From these 

differences, we are lead to wonder what the relationship between these texts is. 

Van Seters, in his effort to present the J author as a late source, argues that the 

Genesis account is derived from the Ezekiel account, which in turn is a combination of 

several Ancient Near Eastern myths.46 He argues that the scenario of a created being put 

into a paradise and then expelled from that paradise is the creation of Ezekiel; he can find 

no text from the Ancient Near East which also contains this scenario. J then, according to 

van Seters, transforms Ezekiel's account by turning the king into the first man, the 

adornment of precious stones into the clothes that the deity provides them after the 

expulsion, and excising the reference to the holy mountain. 

45. The verse reads 1~1t1D n¥-i>';)Y,l ::in~-{lt{ which associates a female pronoun with a male noun. 

One solution for this problem is to read J;l~ as ntt 'with.' Zimmerli follows the Septuagint and the 
Syriac by reading the angel as a separate being, but Greenberg makes a convincing argument based 
on Biblical parallelism for reading them as the same creature. JPS agrees with Greenberg. Zimmerli, 
Ezekiel 2, p. 85. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21 - 37, pp. 587 - 590. 

46. van Seters, Prologue to History, pp. 119 - 122. 
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The weakness of this argument is that it could be made in reverse taking Genesis 

2-3 as primary. There is very little lexical commonality between these two sections of 

text; Ezekiel 28 is associated with creation through the use of N"'l'.l, but it is not a 

cosmogony. There are no rhetorical or literary structures that the two share. 

Furthermore, Ezekiel 28 makes the assumption that the audience knows what Eden is; 

there is no need for explanation. Therefore, there must be something in the cultural 

context that Ezekiel is relying on. The Genesis account does not make the same 

assumption; it fully explains what Eden is and gives a description of its environs. This 

situation by no means necessitates the Genesis passages to precede the Ezekiel passage, 

but it makes van Seters argument that there is no text that they both point two 

questionable. 

Another connection that critics look for is between the series of stones and the 

breastplate of Aaron. Greenberg, seconded by an editorial addition to his text by David 

Noel Freedman, assert that Ezekiel is connecting the High Priesthood to creation by 

putting these elements together. 47 They are not able, however, to provide a reason that 

the list is in a different order and missing three stones. Their argument is that dressing 

the High Priest in Exodus with this kind of vestment is an example of giving the 

attributes of the king to the priest, but if that step had already been taken and Ezekiel 

accepted it to the point that he would make the linkage they are claiming, why would he 

return these symbols to the king? Such an action would undermine the intent that 

4 7. Thereby reversing the priority asserted by van Seters. Greenberg, Ezekiel 2, pp. 581 - 583. 
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Greenberg and Freedman arc attributing to Ezekiel. Further, Ezekiel is invested in 

kingship; he does not envision an Israel without a king, as can be seen in chapters 34, 37, 

and 44 -48. 

An understanding of Ezekiel's intent can be brought into focus when we identify 

the ideology behind this prophecy. As was pointed out by van Seters, one of the large 

differences between this prophecy and Genesis 2 - 3 is the person at the center of 

attention. In Genesis, the problem that the author is explaining is the condition of 

humankind; the focus is on a kind of everyman because he is the first man. In Ezekiel, 

the focus is on the king, and the problem that he is explaining is the fall of the great; how 

could someone so great and powerful lose everything? When we bring the setting of 

God's Holy Mountain and the accusation that the king desecrated sanctuaries (verse 18), 

we can see that this prophecy is not directed at the king of Tyre, or even kings in general, 

but rather at the kings oflsrael. The Temple Vision makes clear that the location of the 

king's palace on the Temple Mount was a source of pollution, and the future Temple 

would avoid such proximity. What would be the point of directing this prophecy at the 

king of Tyre? He would never have the opportunity to hear it, but the exiled community 

oflsrael can understand their situation and that of their exiled king from this prophecy. 

What is now missing is an understanding of the relationship between these two 

passages. Unfortunately, we cannot yet make such an assessment because the situation is 

more complex; there is another passage in which Ezekiel refers to Eden. Chapter 31 
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likens Pharaoh to Assyria who is described as a great cedar, overwhelming in its height.4K 

Because the tree is so great, o,;j,~D n.;i i~t:t )1)!-,~~-,;, mi:-:P,i?',l "And all the trees of 

Eden which are in the garden of God envied it." (Ezekiel 31 :9, my translation) However, 

the tree becomes haughty and it is destroyed and thrown down into the undetworld. The 

trees of Eden are also brought down into the underworld where they are consoled at the 

fall of the great cedar. Herc we have another telling of a fall from greatness, and like the 

Genesis 2-3 story, a tree figures prominently. This tree, however, is not the Tree of 

Knowledge of Good and Evil. This tree is not even in the garden itself. There is much 

greater lexical density between this chapter and Genesis than there was between Ezekiel 

28 and Genesis (omn "the deep," o·,,m~m "ln' "birds of the sky," i11'llil nnn "beasts of 

the field") but there is no thematic connection to creation. Instead, this chapter is rooted 

in the story of the fall of Assyria, and it violates the understanding of the Eden myth that 

is asserted in Genesis by making the trees of Eden represent the different nations in the 

Ancient Near East who will each in their turn descent to the lowest reaches of the 

underworld. 

When we take all three of these examples of Eden from Ezekiel together, we can 

see that he is playing with a cultural image with which he expects his audience to be 

familiar. In each instance that Eden is invoked, the passage involves a fall from greatness 

48. There is some confusion created by tree's double reference to both Assyria and to Pharaoh. There 
are those who suggest that instead of,1iuK, the text originally read 1llUKn "cypress." We will follow 
the traditional reading which makes an object lesson of the fall of Assyria. For a fuller discussion. 
c.f. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21 - 37, pp. 636 - 637. 
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/ perfection occasioned by a sin.49 One chapter refers to a being in Eden, another refers to 

the trees of Eden, but it is clear that neither of these is referring to Genesis 2 - 3. The 

lexical commonalities are sparse, there is little thematic unity, the ideological function 

varies, there are no rhetorical structures held in common between the two. It is therefore 

very unlikely that either the author of Genesis was reading Ezekiel or that Ezekiel was 

reading Genesis when each composed their respective text. Instead we can conclude that 

they were relying on shared cultural idea of a perfect place called Eden, which is the 

garden of God, from which there is a fall due to sin. We might speculate that there was 

some text that told its story that they both relied on. that text, however, if it existed, is no 

longer extant. 

Narrative Theme: Ownership of the Land 

This category consists of those narrative elements, such as a theme, that are not 

found in contiguous narratives, but rather are dispersed throughout the entire text. By 

looking at the different ways in which a theme is presented, the use to which the theme is 

put can be identified. Our example for this category is ownership of the land. 

Both the Pentateuch and the book of Ezekiel are extremely concerned with 

possession of the land. While in of itself, this concern hardly makes them unique in the 

49. Chapter 36 inverts this motif by presenting the fall due to sin and then the restoration. Eden is only 
invoked once the restoration occurs. 
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corpus of Biblical literature; much of the literature shows a concern with the land. 

However, most of the Pentateuch and Ezekiel are specifically set outside of the land. 

With the exception of Genesis 12 - 28 (minus part of 24) and 33 - 38, the entire 

Pentateuch is set outside of the land. Ezekiel begins by noting that he is among the exiles 

at the Chebar Chanel and remains outside of the land except when he is transported to the 

land by a male figure who appeared to him and '\VN1 rl~':;q1 'mv~11~ n,~:;i.ri n';?y)~l 

n,~,~!)>D "stretched out the form of a hand, and took me by the hair ofmy head. A spirit 

lifted me up between heaven and earth and brought me in visions of God to Jerusalem, to 

the entrance of the Penimith Gate."(8:3)5° While it is true that parts of the Pentateuch 

show evidence of having been composed in the land and there are critics that believe 

much of Ezekiel was written in the land, it is none the less framed in a narrative that 

places the characters outside of the land. 51 

Despite the concern that they both share, they take different attitudes about the 

owners of the land in the past. Ezekiel is uninterested in the idea that the land at one time 

belonged to another group. For him, it is ,N1\!.I' '17N "the Land of Israel" and always has 

been. At one point, he indicates that Israel came forth within the land itself. He writes, 

50. Ezekiel is so transported in chapter 8, 11, and 40. This method of transportation is unattested in the 
rest of the Bible. There is similarity between this and Elijah's ascent to heaven, but here terrestrial 
transport is accomplished. 

51. An example of the Pentateuch's in-land perspective can be seen in the first verse of Deuteronomy: 

):TJ~iJ 1:;p!4 ?~)¥,1~·1,;>-?~ i1~0 i:r:r 7¥i~ □'"J~:;TiJ i1?~ "These are the words that Moses 
addressed to all Israel on the other side of the Jordan." Clearly the speaker sees himself on the west 
side of the Jordan. For a discussion of the different scholars who place the authorship of Ezekiel in 
the land, c.f Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, pp. 5-8. 
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n,r,r:, "and say: Thus said the Lord YHWH to Jerusalem: By origin and birth you are 

from the land of the Canaanites-your father was an Amorite and your mother a Hittite." 

(16:3) Even though the phrase 'land of the Canaanites' is used, Israel is not separate 

from these entities; rather it came out of them. When he does tell the story of the exodus 

(see below), he ignores the actual process of entering the land which would involve some 

kind of conquest. Showing a conquest narrative would be contrary to his intent in that 

passage as it would be in every passage; the land is and has been Israel's. 

Such is not the case with the Pentateuch. When Abraham enters the land for the 

first time, we are told that "Q~f- l~ '~~-!'.(>ti "The Canaanites were still in the land." (Gen 

12:6) When the land is described, it is frequently depicted as being inhabited by a group 

of nations. 52 It is 1.YD '<iN "the Land of Canaan." Abraham is never portrayed as owning 

the land; when he wants to bury his wife the narrator recounts an extensive haggling 

process for the purchase of a burial plot. (Genesis 23) Further, after the exodus, the 

Israelites send in spies to view the land, and those spies return with tales of the gigantic 

stature of those dwelling there. (Numbers 13) It is clear that something will have to be 

done to these inhabitants who currently occupy the land; the Pentateuch's solution is 

military conquest, although such conquest is only accomplished for the east side of the 

Jordan in the Pentateuch itself. The rest of the land is conquered in Joshua. 

52. The secondary nature of the list of these groups is most obvious in Genesis 15: 18. There the list of 
nations does not participate in a complete thought and has clearly been appended to a chapter that 
shows much evidence of editing. 
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Behind the development of the mythology of the iniquity of the inhabitants of the 

land and the conquest narrative is the need of the Pentateuchal writers to justify their 

claim to the land; that need is one of the stressors behind the entire structure of the 

Pentateuch. Since the writers are aware that the land does not clearly belong to their 

designated group, they create the myth of the righteous ancestor who is worthy of 

receiving the promise of the land. Through this ancestor, Israel is given title to the land 

even though others have occupied it for as long as anyone can remember. The 

Pentateuch takes another step in disenfranchising the inhabitants of the land by 

establishing that they do not deserve the land. P. Lemche shows that there was no nation 

which was the nation of Canaan in the Ancient Near East; rather the word 'Canaan' in the 

Pentateuch is a derogatory term used to indicate the inhabitants of the land, regardless of 

their nation of origin. 53 These Canaanites are sinful, the descendants of Ham who 

laughed at his father Noah's drunken state. When Abraham first comes to the land it is 

not given to him because ,-j~t,t;;i ll~ o~w-1,i, "the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet 

complete." By implication, once their iniquity has come to fruition, they will be 

dispossessed and the land can be given to Israel. 

This understanding of the relationship between iniquity and being expelled from 

the land serves another purpose of the writers of the Pentateuch: it allows them to explain 

why Israel is exiled from its land. Once Israel's iniquities are multiplied, it too will be 

53. Lemche, The Israelites in History and Tradition, p. 124. 
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expelled. However, by creating the structure of the covenant, the Pentateuchal authors 

are able to maintain God's relationship with the people in spite of their iniquity, thereby 

providing the solution to the problem of exile. The Canaanites lose for good because 

they do not have a relationship with God, but Israel will get another chance in the land 

because of the covenant. 

There are different views of possession in the future as well. Throughout the 

Pentateuch there is a great concern with the tribal structure of the Israelites. Censuses are 

taken, the tribes are arranged around the Tabernacle, and blessings are given to each 

tribe. These tribal distinctions play a large role in the attitude that the Pentateuch takes 

concerning future possession and therefore distribution of the ]and. 

With the exception of the final chapter of the book, Ezekiel is unconcerned with 

the tribal system of Israel. Unlike other prophetic books, he does not establish a 

dichotomy between Judah and Israel. The closest that he comes is in chapter 37: 15 - 28. 

There God instructs Ezekiel to take two sticks and make them one. The sticks are those 

[''')Jn,] ~')JO,~')\!)~ '~_:;1~1 i171i7'~ "of Judah and the Israelites associated with him" and 

YJ'.;)Q ,~:i\V~ J7':;l-?;,1 D~J-?~ '(~ <-n;:,i,'.;' "of Joseph-the stick of Ephraim-and all the 

House oflsrael associated with him." He makes them one to indicate the united 

condition of an Israel under a new David. Instead of seeing some kind of tribal structure 

which will influence the political system, those differences are wiped away~ the division 

comes between the leaders of these two groups. The followers are both portrayed as 

Israel. Therefore, this portrayal does not represent an inherited tribal system with ten 
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tribes on one side and two on the other; instead we see here a conflict about the kingship 

between two groups with the mass of people undifferentiated. Throughout most of his 

book, Israel is just Israel. 54 

In the one chapter from Ezekiel which is the exception in this case, we see a fully 

developed tribal system. The final chapter of Ezekiel contains detailed instructions for 

the future distribution of the land among the twelve tribes, and because of its out-of-step 

character with the rest of the book it would appear to be a secondary addition. Zimmerli 

acknowledges this sequence as coming from the "school" of Ezekiel, later scribes who 

worked on Ezekiel's original oracles.55 Although Zimmerli concludes that this chapter is 

based on older material about the tribal land allocation from the book of Judges, he does 

not fully explore the significance that the "earlier" Ezekiel material ignores tribal 

differences and the "later" Ezekiel material does not. Further, the allocation of land that 

occurs in this chapter is done with no regard for any features of the landscape. Twelve 

tribes are allocated blocks of land in stripes across the land. Such an allocation is clearly 

done from an exilic point of view; someone far removed from the land is creating an ideal 

distribution. On the one hand, this distribution shows cognizance of certain Israelite 

mythology: after the exodus and travel through the wilderness, the land is distributed 

among the tribes. We saw this mythology in the Pentateuchal material. As part of a 

second exodus, the final chapter of Ezekiel portrays the same thing. However, another 

54. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, pp. 43 and 53. 
55. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, p. 542. 
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element of Israelite mythology is that the ten tribes dispersed by the Assyrians are lost 

forever. Further, the tribes in the list are consistent with the sons of Jacob as reported in 

Genesis in that it includes Joseph and Levi as tribes (although in a different order), but 

not with the tribe lists that occur in other parts of the Pentateuch that disenfranchise Levi 

and split Joseph into Menasheh and Ephraim. How could a "later" hand violate the 

mythology of the destruction by bringing all the tribes together and the developments of 

who those tribes were? 

The distribution into the amphictyony of twelve tribes has long been seen to be a 

reflection of some historical situation, and the changes that the list undergoes in different 

sections of the text are taken to reflect historical developments in the tribal system of 

Israel. Lemche demonstrates that there is no historical situation to which the list of 

twelve tribes responds, but rather it - and the changes to it - fulfills the literary needs of 

the Pentateuch as its narrative unfolds.56 He also sees a reflection of the situation 

depicted in Nehemiah in which the administration of the Persian dependancy of Yehudah 

is distributed among twelve men (Nehemiah 7:7). This administrative distribution into 

twelve could have been retrojected back into the history of Israel thus creating the need 

for an amphictyony in the past. Such a situation might explain the late addition to the 

Ezekiel text, but it does not account for structure of the list. 

Another element of the tribal system which is important to the mythology of the 

56. Lemche, The Israelites in Hisl01y and Tradition, pp. 97 - 107. 
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amphictyony is the arrangement of the tribes around the Tabernacle in the desert. The 

idea of the tribes arranged around the central sanctuary is also important in Ezekiel 48, 

and the idea is conveyed by naming the gates of Jcrusa]em after the tribes. When we 

compare the arrangement, we can see the differences: 

Benjamin 
Manasseh 
Ephraim 

Dan - Asher - Naphtali 

Numbers 2 

Gad - Simeon - Reuben 

Judah 
lssachar 
Zebulun 

Naphtali 
Asher 
Gad 

Reuben - Judah - Levi 

Ezekiel 48 

Joseph 
Benjam 
Dan 

Zebulun - Issachar - Simeon 

We can also look at these lists in the order that they are described in the texts: 

Genesis 29 Exodus 1 Num 1: Num Numbers Dent. 33 Ezekiel 48 
6-16 l :20-43 2 

Reuben Reuben Reuben Reuben Reuben Reuben Reuben 

Shimeon Shimeon Shimeon Shimeon Shimeon Judah Judah 

Levi Levi Gad Levi Levi 

Judah Ephraim Benjamin Joseph 

Dan Menasheh Joseph Benjamin 

Benjamin Zebulun Dan 

Dan Gad Shimcon 

Benjamin Menasheh Asher 
Ii,, 

Dan 

Dan Benjamin Naphtali 

Dan Asher 

Joseph 

Benjamin =;..;;;;;;;=....:..:....:.J,;,.....:..:.......:..:...;,_;,_;;_ N~~~~-~.·/•·• 
*Joseph is not named in this list because of the context of Exodus I. However, as can be 
seen, this is the position in which he would belong. 
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Lemche shows how the list of tribes was manipulated in order to give prominent 

locations in the arrangement of tribes to Judah and Ephraim which otherwise are left in 

subordinate positions. In Numbers I - 2, the list of tribes is given three times in slightly 

different orders to accomplish the prioritization of Judah and Ephraim. Looking at the 

table, we can see that from Exodus to Numbers I: 6-16, Levi is eliminated and Joseph is 

split in two. In the next list, Gad is moved up in order to position Ephraim, and then the 

Judah - lssachar - Zebulun block is moved down in order to position Judah.57 Using these 

insights, we can see in the Ezekiel listing that a similar manipulation has occurred, but 

only for Judah. Again, starting at the Exodus list, the Judah-lssachar-Zebulun block is 

moved down, and then Shimeon and Judah exchange places, thus giving priority of place 

to Judah. The literary requirements that brought about the elimination of Levi and the 

splitting of Joseph do not exist for Ezekiel. His starting point is before those happened. 

Both Ezekiel and the Pentateuchal authors are starting from the same place. 

Contiguous Narrative: The Exodus of Ezekiel 20 

The story of the exodus from Egypt is the main narrative of the Pentateuch; 

telling the story covers all of the books of Exodus through Deuteronomy, and much of 

Genesis is involved in laying the exodus groundwork. Ezekiel's treatment of this 

57. Ibid., pp. 102 - 104. 
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narrative is contained in chapter 20, and despite the number of commonalities between 

the versions of the Pentateuch and of Ezekiel, the number of differences makes it clear 

that Ezekiel is not relying on the Pentateuch (or vice-versa) as the source for his material. 

We will examine some of the commonalities and differences. After that, an analysis of 

the structure of this chapter will reveal that Ezekiel does not employ any of the plot 

elements on which the Pentateuch is based and that his version is quite generic. Finally, 

we will assess the ideology behind Ezekiel's portrayal of this narrative and speculate as 

to how those motivations were used to tell his story. 

The elements that the Ezekiel version of the exodus has in common with the 

Pentateuch are numerous. In the first place is the general story: God brings the people of 

Israel out of Egypt, leads them through a wilderness, and brings them to a land flowing 

with milk and honey. We can divide these commonalities into several groups: lexical 

elements, themes, and a motif. 

The first common lexical element is the expression □'7!:lO '<7NO N'!:llil, "to take 

out of the land of Egypt." A form of this expression is found in verses 6, 9, and 10. '<7N 

VJ1l :1,n l1J't ''a land flowing with milk and honey" is used to describe the land that God 

promises to the people in verses 6 and 15. In verses 11, 13, and 21 God describes God's 

laws as ones that a person can Oil) ln "live by them." The Israelites worshiping 

correctly is described in verse 28 and 4 I as nm)) n,, "a pleasing odor," an expression 

that is only found in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers outside of this chapter. The,, 

iPlOJ ).Inn ilpm "strong hand and outstretched arm" is used in verses 33 and 34. In 
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verse 35, the Israelites view God Q)J!J ,N 0')!:l "face to face." Finally, a r,,,::i "covenant" 

is made in verse 37. These expressions are almost unique in the Bible to the Pentateuch 

and this chapter; there is a strong connection between them and the story of the exodus. 

There are a number of themes that are found in common, as well. The most 

obvious is the God who frees the Israelites. But a God who gives laws plays a strong role 

in this chapter as well. There is also a focus on idolatry and what constitutes the proper 

worship of God. These point to the theme of the proper relationship between the 

Israelites and God, which is summed up in one word: covenant. This chapter presents the 

idea that it is only in covenant with God that Israel will act appropriately. In general, 

these themes are more non-specific than the lexical elements; these themes can be found 

in much of biblical literature. 

The motif which is used several times in this chapter is God condemning the 

people, and then relenting of the destruction on account of God's reputation. God has 

revealed an intent in front of other nations; if God does not follow through on that intent, 

then it would impugn God's power. In this chapter, this idea is expressed by the 

phrase O~)iliJ ,~_').:'', ,or., '.fl1:;l'. 'Y,)¥,i n'Y.l,. ·\!..l~~l "But I acted for the sake of My name, that 

it might not be profaned in the sight of the nations" (verse 9, 14, and 22). This motifis 

used in Exodus 32, Numbers 14, and Deuteronomy 32, but there are no lexical 

commonalities between this chapter and those three. 

The differences between the narratives are somewhat considerable. If we proceed 

verse by verse through the chapter, then we can identify numerous discrepancies with the 
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Shemot Rabbah 3:13 

AND IT SHALL COME TO PASS, IF THEY WILL NOT BELIEVE EVEN THFSE 
TWO SIGNS, etc. (IV, 9). Why did God perform these signs? To correspond with 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

-------------
ANALYSIS 

Belief in something (or someone) requires a partnership of sorts - a covenant. It is a 
necessary element on the part of any leader, and it is a necessary element for any 
community. To believe in something is to have faith in it. It seems that Moses does not 
have much faith in the Israelites. If that is true, why should they have faith in him? His 
doubts would only naturally cause doubts amongst the Israelites. 

Why does God tum to miracles in order to persuade? Here we see three miracles: the 
staff turning to a snake, Moses' hand becoming leprous, and water turning into blood. 
All of these miracles are meant to prove God's might. But does not God's appearance 
and promise of redemption constitute might itself? It begs the question of any Jewish 
leader: What does one need to convince him/herself that s/he is doing the right thing? 
In other words, do we, like Moses, need to see miracles to be convinced that we are 
doing is right and being efficacious? 

God responds by showing Moses miracles involving an object belonging to Moses and a 
part of Moses' body as well. Perhaps God did not want Moses' faith to be enhanced by 
miracles. Faith, alone, should have been enough for Moses. BUT IS THAT TRUE? Would 
we believe (in anything?) more if we saw some concrete indication that proved 
something to us? 

Faith Is the core for any covenantal relationship. There are many examples that show 
that the Israelites have the faith that Is required for a covenantal relationship: 

• Exodus 4:31 - and' tlie peopt:e were convinced'. 
• Exodus 14:31-Jl,uf w/im Israe{saw t!i8 wond'rous powerwfiicf,Jltfonai tf'uf tllJllinst tlie 

'Egyptians, tlie peopfe Jearetf }ltfona,· tliey fuuf faitfr. in}ltfonai and'Ku servant ~oses. 
• Exodus 19:9- )Ind'}l.tfonai saiato!Moses, "I wilt come to you ina tlik(cfoud; in ortfertliat 

t!i8 peopfe wilt liearwhen I spea{ witli you and' will trust you from tliat point on. " 
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(}Jut 9vloses said to jldonai, "<Pfease my Lora, I am not a man 
of words, not since yesterday or the day 6efore that, 
nor si.nce 'You 6egan to speak,to me, 'Your servant. 

I am sfow of speech and slow of tongue. " 

~ocfus4:10 
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Shemot Rabbah 3:14 

AND MOSFS SAID UNTO THE LORD: OH LORD (IV, 10). Moses said to God: 
'Thou art Lord of the Universe, and dost Thou wish that I should be Thy 
messenger? SURELY, I AM NOT A MAN OF WORDS. The Sages say: Seven 
whole days previously did God urge Moses to go on his mission, but he refused 
to go till the incident of the thorn-bush. This is what is meant by the words: I AM 
NOT A MAN OF WORDS-which he said on the first day; MITEMOL indicates 
the second day; GAM the third day; MISHILSHOM the fourth day; GAM the fifth 
day; ME' AZ the sixth day; DIBERCHA the seventh day. R. Phinehas, the priest, 
said that Moses argued: 'I am not a man of words, and moreover, I see no place 
for words here. For the man to whom I am to go is a slave (Gen. 9:25) and will 
not accept reproof, as it says:" A servant will not be corrected by words" (Prov. 
XX.IX, 19). I will only go if I can chastise him with suffering. Hence we read: 
"And the Lord said that you do all those wonders before Pharaoh which I have 
put in your hand. But I will harden his heart, so that he will not let the people 
go." (IV, 21). 

-------------
ANALYSIS 

Now we begin to hear panic in Moses' voice.15 Whereas before his objections were 
calculated and strategic in nature, this one is a plea of desperation. His objections, and 
God's assurances and promises, all regarded external forces: What if they want to know 
Your name? Will they believe that You called out to me? What if they want proof? This 
objection addresses Moses' personal limitations. It seems curious that Moses would not 
have started here, but, perhaps, in addition to being humble and modest, he was also 
embarrassed to show his deficiencies, even to God. 

15 Most of the commentators are in agreement that Moses' plea oP:i is meant to show just how 
panicked he was. However, there are two commentators who offer a very different reading. Ibn 
Ezra, in his commentary to Ex. 4: 10, understands ':J in its literal sense: "mine," and he uses as his 
prooftext the verse from I Samuel 25:24: 

11Vi.:J i 1~ ~~~-.. ~ 
Let tlw 6(11:me 6e mine, rrry fortf. .. 

Moses is so convinced that he is incapable of taking on such great a task that he is telling God to 
punish him - DO ANYTHING GOD WANTS TO HIM! -, but just as long as God leaves Moses 
alone and sends someone else in his place. Abarbanel takes a very different approach both from 
Halevi and the majority of the medieval commentators. He reads ':1 as a simple request to have 
the speech impediment cured. 
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This Midrash suggests that the conversation between God and Moses began long before 
the revelation at the burning bush. Seven days prior, God had begun The Call, and for 
seven days Moses refused. It was not until Moses saw something- SOMETHING 
AMAZING - that he began to wonder if he was destined for something greater than 
shepherding sheep. 

How strong must Moses' hesitation have been to refuse to accept God's call for SEVEN 
WHOLE DAYS? But it would seem that his convictions would create an oxymoron of 
sorts when coupled with his extreme humility. It begs the question: Could Moses have 
been so humble to believe that he was not worthy of the task, but at the same time, so 
strong with his convictions to turn down God for an entire week? But perhaps these 
were not convictions at all. Perhaps Moses' self-doubt and fears are still paramount to 
his objections. 

The mid rash offers another explanation of Moses' plea. R. Phinehas points out that the 
task to go before Pharaoh was not a task that required words at all. The midrash likens 
Pharaoh to a slave using Gen. 9:25 as its prooftext. This verse links us back to the 
previous chapter in Exodus 3:19. Proverbs 29:19 is meant to prove that a slave can 
never be corrected through words. But perhaps there is a word missing here. Perhaps 
the midrash should read, "a slave can never be corrected through words ALONE." It 
seems that R. Phinehas, intentionally or not, is suggesting that only through words AND 
deeds (action) will Israel's redemption come about. 

Moses, although deficient in speech, will have the proper tools with him when he goes 
before Pharaoh. 

-------------
Devarim Rabbah 1:1 

THFSE ARE 1HE WORDS. 
R. Levi said: Why learn this from an extraneous passage? Let us rather learn it 
from the context. For see, of Moses before he was privileged to receive the Torah, 
Scriphlre writes, "I am not a man of words" (Ex. IV, 10); but after he had proved 
himself worthy of the Torah, his tongue became cured and he began to speak 
words. Whence do we know this? From what we have read in the passage under 
comment, THESE ARE 1HE WORDS WHICH MOSFS SPOKE. 
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-------------
ANALYSIS 

If we move the narrative forward a bit, it seems like only yesterday that Moses was 
pleading to God that he was unfit to be the voice of the Israelites. A man with a speech 
impediment, he felt, would be the wrong choice to go before Pharaoh to demand the 
Israelites' freedom. 

But sometimes our biggest deficiencies can be our greatest gifts. Moses believed that 
he did not have the verbal skills to accept God's charge. His great sense of humility 
proved that he was worthy to receive Torah, and, as the midrash says, "His tongue 
became cured and he began to speak words." And not just any words. The last book of 
the Torah, Deuteronomy, is almost entirely a long and eloquent speech delivered by 
Moses. The once humble speaker is now a passionate and energetic orator. 

-------------
Otzer Midrashim, "Divrei Ha Yamim l'Moshe Rabbeinu" 

When Moses was an infant, he was brought to the royal palace. He "began to 
dazzle the king and his court with his intelligence. He became the most spoiled 
of children. And also the most precocious: at three years of age he displayed the 
gifts of a healer. And of a prophet. And since he was an exceptionally 
handsome child, people showered him with love. Batya, his adoptive mother, 
was constantly cajoling him. he was given all the advantages of the best 
education available; he studied with teachers from afar, stunning them with his 
industry and understanding. In hardly any time at all, he mastered several 
languages and the exact sciences. Pharaoh himself could not keep from covering 
the boy with signs of affection and often took him on his lap to play with him
an intimacy not without danger. One day, when the child playfully took the 
crown from the royal head and placed it on his own, the Pharaoh's counselors 
were dismayed; they called it high treason and the priests declared it a bad 
omen. All agreed that the child should be put to death before it was too late. 
Fortunately, one advisor - an angel in disguise - suggested a less radical 
solution. Set two plates before the child, one piled high with gold and precious 
stones, the other with burning coals: should the child reach for the gold, it would 
bear out that he indeed harbored suspicious intentions and that he had to be 
killed, but if instead he reached for the hot coals, then it would simply mean that 
he was attracted to shiny objects. This was done, and Moses indeed stretched 
out his hand to touch the gold and precious stones, but the angel Gabriel pushed 
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him so hard that his hand seized a hot coal and brought it to his mouth. Thus 
Moses was saved-but his tongue was burned, and from then on he stuttered."16 

,,,,.,,,,, ,,,.,_,, ,,,,,,_ ,,,.,_,, ,,,.,._, ,,,.,,.,,, ,,,,,,_ ,,,.,._, ,,,.,_,, ,,,,,,_ ,,,.,,.,,, ,,,.,,.,,, ,,,.,,.,,, 

ANALYSIS 

This beautiful minor mldrash Indicates Moses' propensity and desire, even as a young 
child, for leadership. But that desire came at a cost. Now, years later, Moses still suffers 
from a fear of being hurt. I do not mean to suggest that Moses thinks God will hurt him 
if he does stand up and accept God's charge. But, as this mid rash points out, there 
seems to be a great amount of residual anxiety from the experiences of his childhood. 

There is something else going on in this midrash as well. It is interesting to note that, 
according to this mid rash, It was the angel Gabriel who caused Moses to burn his 
mouth. Perhaps God, with Gabriel as God's aide, felt it best to make Israel's future 
leader flawed, at least physically. This would remove any doubt in God's absolute 
sovereignty over all of mankind. Because of God's concern and power, even someone 
with a speech defect was able to go before Pharaoh to demand the release of the 
Israelites from slavery. 

16 The midrash is quoted by Elie Wiesel, Messengers of God: Biblical Portraits and Legends 
(New York: Random House, 1976), 183-184. 
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'To wnich )tcfonai respond'ea, "'Who gives man speech? 'Wlio 
mak.§s man aum6 or d'eaf or seeing or 6Cina? Is it not I, 

}f.aonai? Now go, ana I ivi,{{ 6e ivitli you ana wi{[ instruct 
C, _ II you wnat to say. 

~odus 4:11-12 
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Shemot Rabbah 3:15 

AND THE LORD SAID UNTO HIM: WHO HA TH MADE MAN'S MOUTH (IV, 
11)? He said unto him: 'Do not fear even if thou art not a man of words. Have I 
not created all the mouths in the world? I have made dumb him whom I wished, 
and deaf and blind, and have endowed others with the faculties of seeing and 
hearing; and had I desired that thou shouldst be a man of words, thou wouldst 
be so, only I wish to perform a miracle with thee when thou art actually 
speaking, that thy words may be appropriate, because I will be with thy mouth' -
hence AND I WILL BE WITH THY MOUTH (IV, 12). What is the meaning of 
AND I WILL TEACH THEE (HOREITIKHA) WHAT THOU SHALT SPEAK? R. 
Abahu said: I will throw (moreh) My words into thy mouth as with an arrow, as it 
says: "or shot through-yaroh" (ib. XIX, 13). R. Simeon said: I will create thee into a 
new being, as it is said: 'And the woman conceived-watalmr' (ib. II, 2). 

---,.._, ---------
ANALYSIS 

I believe that through his journey deep into the wilderness with Jethro's sheep, Moses 
sought out God. He recognized the miracle of the burning bush. He heard God's voice 
and answered it. He gained comfort in knowing God's name and its significance. He 
asked for proof beyond God's name and was shown miracles that only God could 
perform. And yet, still, Moses tried to point out to God his speech defect, as if God may 
not have been aware of it. 

The reader can begin to get a sense that God's patience is wearing thin. Moses still does 
not recognize God's power. "Who puts words into one's mouth? Who puts sounds into 
one's ears?" God is reminding Moses of the obvious: God is the Creator of all life. Why 
does this simple fact escape Moses? The answer is clear: his doubt and ego. It does not 
matter to Moses that God causes man to have sight or to be blind, have the ability to 
hear or to be deaf. God gives man wisdom or foolishness, strength or weakness, the 
ability to lead or the ability to follow. But all of that does not matter. When we have 
doubts in our abilities or when we know we have certain weaknesses, regardless of the 
support we may be receiving, it does not matter. That is what we focus on. God has 
assured him a number of times that he would not be alone, but all Moses can focus on is 
his inability to speak. He is blind to everything else.17 

17 Ibn Ezra picks up on a point made by Abarbanel in the previous verse. lbn Ezra's words speak 
directly to the heart of Moses' great sense of doubt: 

Notice that He does not say He will cure his speech impediment, 
as Moses expected-merely that He will give him words to say 
that don't contain the sounds he finds difficult to pronounce. 
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As for ego, this is a common pitfall for any leader. 7,n,iini 7'!) ·ci il"ilN '~lNi 
: i::lin 1VJN is God's reminder that a leader can never function alone. "I will help you 
speak," is exactly what any religious leader needs to hear at his/her most doubtful 
moments. Moses needs to understand that "You can lean on Me," Is the message 
delivered by God. But it takes a humble person to be able to say, "I cannot do this 
alone. I need help." Perhaps Moses was afraid to ask for help. 

The compassion of God highlighted here, like that of a parent or teacher, it is plentiful and never
ending. 
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(But he saitf, "O/i, my Lord, pkase send someone else. " 

~ocfus4.·13 
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Shemot Rabbah 3:16 

AND HE SAID: OH LORD, SEND, I PRAY TI-IEE, BY THE HAND OF HIM 
WHOM THOU WILT SEND (IV, 13). R. Hiyya, the Great, said that Moses 
pleaded: 'Lord of the Universe! Thou desirest me to redeem the children of 
Abraham who proclaimed Thee Lord over all the creatures?' ''Send, I pray Thee, 
by the hand of him whom Thou wilt send." Which is dearer to a man, his 
nephew or his grandchild? Of course, the grandchild. When Thou didst seek to 
save Lot, the son of Abraham's brother, Thou didst send angels to deliver him, 
and now Thou dost send me to deliver the six hundred thousand children of 
Abraham? Send, therefore, Thy angels, whom Thou dost usually send.' 

-------------
ANALYSIS 

Moses is determined to tum down the call. He will do anything and everything to 
convince God that he is not the right choice. This quiet, humble shepherd is so 
convinced that he is unable to take on God's charge that he uses his own people's 
history as proof that he is unqualified. The midrash from Exodus Rabbah shows Moses' 
plea with God. "To save one person you sent angels, but to save six hundred thousand -
an entire nation!-you send me? Why? This is not a task for a human, especially a 
human as meek and flawed as I." Moses feels that this task is simply too large for him. 

This midrash points out something that Is unique to Moses' objections. Nowhere in the 
previous four objections does Moses refuse outright to accept God's charge: 

1. Who am I? I am not worthy to take on such a task. 
2. What am I to say to the Israelites if they ask, "Who sent you on this mission?" 
3. What should I do If they demand to be shown the miracles that I have seen? 

How will I do that? 
4. I have a speech Impediment and am simply unable to do what you ask. 

In fact, each objection, and subsequent dialogue with God, brings Moses closer to the 
mission. It was only when Moses began to approach "the actual execution of the 
mission, he became anxious about himself."18 This seems to be the crux of this last 
objection: "Please God, send someone else. Anyone else other than me!" Moses is 
showing such great desperation and pleading to God to send someone else. 

18 Jacob, Exodus, 90. 
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Shemot Rabbah 3:16 (cont.) 

The Rabbis say that one must not think that Moses refused to go, he only wished 
to pay respect to Aaron; for Moses said: "Before I arose, my brother Aaron 
prophesied to them in Egypt for eighty years," as it is written: "I made Myself 
known unto them in the land of Egypt" (Ezek. XX, 5). Whence do we know that 
it was Aaron who prophesied? For so it says: "And there came a man of God 
unto Eli, and said unto him: Thus saith the Lord: Did I reveal Myself unto the 
house of thy father, when they were in Egyptian bondage to Pharaoh's house? 
And did I choose him out of all the tribes of Israel to be My priest?" (I Sam. II, 27, 
28). Moses thought: 1 If I now trespass upon the domain of my brother, he will be 
vexed.' On this account, he was reluctant to go. Immediately was THE ANGER 
OF lHE LORD KINDLED AGAINST MOSES (IV, 14). 

,,....,, ,,....,, ,,,,._ ,,....,, ,,,,.,.,,,,, ,,,,._ ,,,,._ ,,....,, ,,....,, ,,....,, ,,....,, ,,....,, ,,....,, 

ANALYSIS 

Another idea offered in the midrash underscores Moses' deep humility, but in a 
different way. Here we see a person who Is overcome with respect for his older 
brother, Aaron. Who is he that he should be chosen for this task over his older brother, 

Aaron. It is almost as if his first objection of ":,lK "7-, and this last one of KlM?lU 
: n',,ur,·,.,:::i are addressing the same point. "You have the wrong guy. It is my 
brother you ought to be talking to." In fact, as the mldrash shows, Aaron had been 
prophesying for eighty years before Moses was even born. He has the necessary 
experience, and he has been the Israelites' leader the entire time in Egypt. Here, Moses 
is showing his humility in another way. His deference is not directed towards God but, 
rather, towards his brother. 

,.,,.,,,, - ,,.._,, ----------
Shemot Rabbah 7:2 

It says: "Lo, all these things doth God work, twice, yea, thrice, with a man" O ob 
XXXIII, 29). Three times doth He wait for man; if he repents then all is well; but if 
not, He visits upon him even his first iniquities. So you find, too, in the case of 
Moses: when God first said to him: 'Go, and I will send thee unto Pharaoh,' he 
first said: 'Behold, they will not believe me,' then he added: 'I am not a man of 
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words,' and finally: ' Send, I pray thee, by the hand of him whom Thou wilt 
send' -three excuses; seeing that still he did not retract his words but even added: 
'Behold, the children of Israel have not hearkened unto me,' the Divine word was 
communicated to Aaron too, as it says: AND THE LORD SPOKE UNTO MOSES 
AND UNTO AARON. 

,-,,,,,,. ,-,,,,,,. - ,-,,,,,,. - ----------
ANALYSIS 

Why communicate to Aaron as well? Did God finally accept the fact that Moses felt that 
he simply could not do it alone? Or perhaps God realized that Moses could not do it 
alone. Or perhaps there is even a more important message being offered here. Perhaps 
it was never intended for Moses to go before Pharaoh alone. Although it was not made 
explicitly clear to Moses, Shemot Rabbah 7:2 seems to be suggesting that Moses needed 
not just a partner with God but a partner with his brother, Aaron, as well. 

-------------
Bamidbar Rabbah 21:15 

LET THE LORD ... SET A MAN (XXVII, 16) ... R. Samuel b. Nahmani said: For 
seven days the Holy One, blessed be He, tried to persuade Moses to go on His 
mission and the latter replied: "Send, I pray Thee, by the hand of him whom 
Thou wilt send (Ex. IV, 13), I am not a man of words, neither was I yesterday, nor 
the day before" (ib. 10). Th.is makes a total of seven days. After a time the Holy 
One, blessed be He, persuaded him and he went on His mission, and through 
him He performed all those well-known miracles. In the end He said to him: Ye 
shall not bring this assembly into the land (Num. XX, 12). Moses said to Him: 1 

Sovereign of the Universe! I did not ask to be allowed to go! 

--------------
ANALYSIS 

There is something equally poignant and upsetting about the story of Moses that is 
pointed out in this mid rash. Moses so desperately did not feel that he was the right 
person to lead the Israelites out of Egypt. He pleaded his case in a number of ways: 
showing God that he was not worthy, explaining that the Israelites would question his 
authority, reminding God that he was unskilled and even unable to do some of the 
things God asked of him. But, as this mid rash suggests, I wonder if he did not want to 
set himself up for disappointment. In other words, even though God has promised that 
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he would not be alone, what if he wondered to himself, "What if I fail? What will God 
think of me? What will God do to me?" Perhaps he did not want to be placed in a 
situation in which he would not succeed. This is the crucial point of his final objection. 
For him, the (potential) risk outweighed the (potential) reward, and he tried to get out 
of God's charge to lead his people. 

At the heart of any successful leader is the ability/desire to take a risk. There are no 
guarantees that the mission will be fulfilled and that he will be rewarded. Becoming and 
acting as a leader, particularly a religious one, is a risky endeavor. What ifthey see you 
as being inauthentic? What if your authority is challenged? What if you make the 
wrong decisions? What if the people you are leading let you down? The worries can go 
on and on with a crippling affect. But a leader needs to put those concerns aside and be 
willing to "step off the cliff." At times a leader must make him/herself vulnerable to the 
potential for failure. At times a leader must be willing to separate him/herself from 
his/her flock in order to prove a point or set an example. 
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