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FORMS OF PRIESTLY BLWSSINGS AND CURSINGS AND TOROTH IN ANCIENT ISRAEL

INTRODUCTION

In recent studies of the OT. there has been frequent discussion of
1

topics related to the priestly office in ancient Israel, but there has been
2

little overall investigation of the Israelite priestly office as such. This
is all the more surprising since nearly all recent work has been influenced
by the increased interest in the cultic significance of the various parts of

3

the OT. and Israelite institutions. Most of the emphasis, however, has been

1. Cf. the numerous articles listed in the bibliography.

2o Apart from the dictionary articles of W.R. Smith, G. H8lscher,
N. Snaith, A. Lefévre, K. Koch, G. Fohrer, D.R. Jones, E. Nielsen
(cf. bibliog.), the last full-scale treatment was in 1889, namely
W.von Baudissin, Die Geschichte des alttestamentlichen Priestertums
untersucht, W. Eichrodt, Theolozy of the OT., Vol. I, pP.392-433,
although sound and balanced in its treatment, does not pretend to
discuss the problems of priesthood in ancient Israel fully. The
comprehensive and up-to-date treatment of priesthood in De Vaux,
Ancient Israel, pp.345-406, is unfortunately lackinsg in footnotes or
references, other than scriptwal. It is in the nature of a considered
opinion; a fuller discussion is still needed. E.O. James, The Mature
and Function of Priesthood, is concerned with priesthood as a whole
from an anthropological point of view and devotes only a few nages to
ancient Israel. The recently published Habilitationsschrift of A.H.d.
Gunneweg, Leviten und Priester, is an interesting excention to this
comparative neglect; cf. p.3, n.2 below.

3. Cf. the seminal work of Mowinckel, esp. Psalmenstudien I - VI; cf,
also S.H. Hooke (ed.), Myth and Ritual; The Labyrinth. On cult and
law-giving see the bibliog. under A. Alt, G.v.Rad, M. Noth,

W. Zimmerli, K. Baltzer, W. Beyerlin and the develoonment of the theme
of cult and covenant in R. Catholic exegetes such as N.Lohfink,

D. McCarthy, J.L'Hour, etc.; cf. pp.184f. below. On cult and kingship
see Mowinckel, Engnell, Widengren, Johnson, etc.; criticism of these
views can be found in Alt, Noth and eswecially Bernhardt. On cultic
prophecy see Jepsen, Mowinckel, Johnson, Engnell, v. Rad, Zimmerli,

v. Reventlow. On the cultic use of the Psalms gsee Mowinckel, Bentzen,
Johnson, Weiser.,
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placed on the. cult itself, particularly the festivals, the place of the king
and the cultic language and status of the prophets? In all this discussion
the prieét has not been brought into the new perspective. The unquestioned
acceptance of the priestly office in Israel's religious observances has
probably contributed to this comparative neglect. Dogmatic grounds have also
played their part; priesthood has been regarded simply as man's way to God,
and tﬁerefore relatively unimportant in comparison with God's way to man?
A new discussion of the vriestly office as a whole is called for,
dealing with the work of the priest in dispensing torah and with the place

of the priest in the sacrificial cultus. Aspects of these two functions of

priesthood have been the subject of numerous articles in recent years,
|

1. Scandinavian and English scholars have emphasised the royal enthronement
festival (cf. Mowinckel, Engnell, Johnson, Segal); German scholars have
tended to deny this in favour of a festival of covenant-renewal or
amphictyonic festival (cf. v. Rad, Noth, Beyerlin) or Zion-festival
(Kraus). Cf. the critical discussion of N.Snaith, Jewish New Year Fest-

ivale.
2. Cf. the works cited in the previous note. K-H Bernhardt, Das Problem

der altorientaslischen KUnigsideologie im AT., gives a good list of the
innumerable articles devoted to this problem. His criteria for a
distinctively Israelite non-sacral kingship - namely, the rejection of
the identity of God and king, refusal to worship the king, and denial of
the king's power over the forces of nature - are insufficient, howesver.

5.  Cf. §. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien III; G. Widengren, Literary and

| Psngglpgical Aspects of the Hebrew Provhets; A. Johnson, The Cultic
Prophet in Ancient Israel; I. Engnell, 'The Call of Isaiah',

W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel.

b, Cf. L. K8hler, 0ld Testament Theology, vp.I®. Cf. P. Volz,
Prophetengestalten des AT., p.56. The absence of reference to a
separate priesthood within the primitive church of the NT. has - in the
hands of dogmatic and systematic theology - also tended to make the
place of the priests of less importance than the subject deserves. The
Wellhausenian view of the primacy of the prophets in 0.T. religion has |
been a further contributory factor. From the Jewish side, the des-
truction of the Temple in AD.70 meant not only an end of sacrificing
priests but also a lessening of interest in the priesthood of ancient |
Israel. (This did not apply to Samaritans, of course). Cf. R.Jeremizh,
c.AD.300, Sifra 86b on IT Sam.vii«19, 'This is Torah for man, O Lord
God. And it is not written; this is the Torah for priests, Levites
and Isrd€lites’'.
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but there are still large areas of obscurity and uncertain hypothesis. The

present limited study, concentrating on the verbal activity of the »nriest, is

to be seen as vart of such a wider undertaking% A traditio-historical

examination of the forms of priestly toroth, blessings and cursings, will,

it is hoped, shed some =light on certain important aspects of priestly activity

and on certain controversial hypotheses regarding the nature of Israelite

religion in the pre-exilic period. Although we are given more information

1.

On torah - J.Begrich, 'Die priesterliche Tora'; G. Ostborn, Tora in the
OT.; M. Noth, 'Die Gesetze im Pentateuch'; W.Zimmerli, 'Das Gesetz im
AT'; G.V.Rad, 0ld Testament Theolosy, Vol. I, pp.190-203; 219-231;

H-J Kraus, 'Freude an Gottes Gesetz'; E. Robertson, 'Temple and Torah';
H.W. Robinson, Inspgration and Revelation in the OT., pp.199-221;

van der Bloeg, 'Studies in Biblical Law'; In his foreword to Begrich's
Gesammelte Studien W. Zimmerli expresses regret that Begrich was not
able to carry through his intended monograph on the concept of tora;
'die darin geplante Aufgabe ist bis heute trotz mehrfacher Bemllhung um
das Problem der Tora noch keineswegs gel¥st'.

On sacrifice - R.J. Thompson, Penitence and Sacrifice in Farly Israel
outside the Levitical law; R. de Vaux, Les Sacrifices de l'Ancien
Testament; W.B. Stevenson, 'Hebrew '0lzh and Zebach Sacrifices'; L. Rost,
'Erwgungen zum israelitischen Brandopfer'; H.H. Rowley, 'Fhe meaning
of sacrifice in the OT.'; N. Snaith, 'Sacrifices in the OT.';

R. Rendtorff, Studien zur Geschichte des Opfers im a3lten Israel
(Maschinenschrift),

This is still required, despite A.H.J. Gunneweg's Leviten und Priester.
He builds on recent studies of the Levites, which have emvhasised that

in the earliest traditions (Judg.17-18), as in some of the Deuteronomic
traditions, the Levite is regarded primarily as a sojourner (ger) who

had special connections with the Israelite amphictyony (Judg.19-20).

He contrasts priests and Levites even in the »re-Josianic mneriod, saying
that the Levites were on the whole not priests, but possessed a swecial
amphictyonic status. The priests, on the other hand, wanted to become
Levites in order to obtain a privileged position within the amphictyony.
This argument is a stimulating attempt to overcome the difficulties
created by the views of Wellhausen; it questions the fundamental
assumption that priests and Levites were not distinct in the earliest
traditions, whilst accepting that P is a late composition. Unfortunately,
such a radical solution, which is attractive in its simolicity (like

that of Wellhausen), fails to do justice to the evidence. In particular,
the alleged relation of amphictyonic and secular tribe (fundamental to
the thesis that Levites were not priests) seems unsubstantiated.




Lo
about what the priests did than about what they gg;gj a traditio-historical
study of their verbal activity reveals several useful pieces of information.

In view of the importance of the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis, often
criticised®but still defended, and in view of the major role of the
priesthood in Wellhausen's reconstruction, we shall preface our introductory
survey of the material and our approach to it with a closer reference to
Wellhausen's views, particularly with regard to torah.

What Wellhausen says about priesthood cannot be separated from his
épproach to the documents of the OT. In the Introduction to his
Pfolegomena he refers to the ohvious difference between prophetc and
narrative portions of the OT. and its legal and cultic sections, and the
impression which this made on him as a student% Far from helping him,

existing Histories of Israel (e.g. Ewald's History of Israel) only confused

him. Then he saw the lizht. 'At last, in the course of a casual visit in
GBttingen in the summer of 1867, I learned through Ritschl that Karl
Heinrich Graf placed the Law later than the Provphets, and, almost without

knowing his reasons for the hypothesis, I was prevared to accept it; I

1. This is especially true of the sacrificial activity of the priest (cf.
the rubrics in Leviticus i-vii).

2. B.g. G. H8lscher, Geschichte der israelitischen und jlldischen Relirion,
pp. 130-4; A.C. Welch, The Code of Deuteronomy, pp.18f., 165f.;
E. Robertson, 'Temple and Torah', pp.34Ff.; J. Pedersen, Israel III-IV,
pp.725f.

3, E.g. R.H, Pfeiffer, Introduction to the OT., p.141

L, Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel, pp.1-13
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readily acknowledged to myself the possibility of understanding Hehrew antiouity
without the book of the Torah'! This impression leads to the formulation of the
argument which dominates the introduction and which is used to determine the
order of the various parts of the OT. - viz. the Law (priestly) is not referred
to in the period of the Kings or earlier. In dealing with the place of worshin2
' Wellhausen rightly points out that for the earliest veriod of the nistory of
Israel, all that precedes the bnildimg of the Temple, not a trace can be

found of any sanctuary of exclusive legitimacy. Even after the Temple was built
it was not the only sénctuary. The vrophets would have been saved A great

deal of trouble if it had been. But his attempt to prove that, because D
demands local unity of worship, whereas P presupposes it, only the order

J E D P meets the chronological. recuirements of history, is less convincing,
once it is admitted that J E D P are not static or uniform sources but

embody oral traditions from different periods. Although he was not unavare

of the importance of oral tradition in the formation of the OT., he worked

with a rigid dichotomy of pre-exilic/post-exilic and equated P's origin

with the date of P's literary fixation. Wellhausen's chronology is strictly
applicable only to the final litsrary redaction. His discussion of the

3

Levites”is chiefly concerned to note the discrepancy between P and pre-exilic

facts rather than to describe their functions.

1. Ibid. v.3. For a rather different reconstruction of early Israelite
history showing how the vrovohets are hardly to be understood excent in
the lisht of the Law gefe W. Zimmerli, The Law 2nd the Prophets.

2. Ibid. pp.17-52. For a rather different estimate of the relation of
Temple and Ark cf. F. Cross, BA x, 3, 1947, »p.45-68; W. Beyerlin,
Origin and History of the Earliest Sinai-traditions, »np.114f., 148f.
Cf. the following notes

3, Ibid. pp. 121-153.
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It is not surprising that Wellhausen maintains that we have very
little evidence for the early history of pfiesthood in Israel. Nevertheiess,
he does make several interesting comments on Torah in thié early period.
'Throughout the whole of ‘the older period the Torah was no finished legislative
code, but consisted entirely of the oral'decisioné and instructions of the
priesfs1; as a whole it was potential only; what actually existed were the
individual sentences given by the priesthood as they were asked for. Thus
Moses was not regarded as the promulgator once for all of a national
constitution, but rather as the first to call into activity the actual sense
for law énd justice, and to begin the series of oral decisions which were
continued after him by the priest:Z

Since Wellhausen time has brought several considerable changes

in the outlook and equipment of OT. scholars. In the first place, the modern

1. The rightness of this view, however, is called in question by W.Zimmerli,
The Law and the Prophets, p.lii2. 'Admittedly the law in the form given to
it by the Priestly Document is later than the prophets, but the prophets
themselves belonged to a people who traced their origin to the proclamation
of the law. Not only were they familiar with it in the form of oral
instruction of torah, as Wellhausen accepted, but as a divine law, form-
ulated in awesome statutes and recited at regular intervals in the name of
Yahweh.'Examination of the forms of priestly toroth in the present study
(ppok9f) confirms the tenacity of certain established forms, but does not
determine how soon they were fixed in writing. Hos.viib12 points to written
torah in the 8th cent.B.C. W.Graf Baudissin, although he accepted the
critical method and its sigla J E D P, was already seeking to refute some
of Wellhausen's theories in 1889, but his greatest difference from Well-
hausen lay in his pre-exilic dating for much of P and his inversion of the
order of D and P rather than a different picture of priestly functions or
a new understanding of priestly toroth.(cf.Die Geschiéke des alttestament-
lichen Priesterthums untersucht, p.132). A.Kuenen, Gesammelte Abhandlungen
zur Biblischen Wisggpschaft,pp0465-500, made a strong reply in the
following year to Baudissin's departures from the Wellhausenian schema, but
did not attempt to paint a different picture of priestly activity in respect
of torah or sacrifice. -

>. J. Wellhausen, art. 'Israel' (EncyceBrit.), reprinted in the Meridian
Library edition of the Prolegomena,p.438 and 468, A similar view of the
relation of priest and torah is expessed by W.R. Smith, art.'Priest',
Encyc.Bib. III, cols.3838f.,Sec.3=k, although he emphasises the connection
of the earliest forms of Hebrew priesthood with the Arabian sadin (door-

keeper, guardian of the shirine) rather than the kahin (soothsayer).
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student of the OT. is less likely to assume or accept without careful
scrutiny certain methodological presuppositions which were common in
the 19th cent. and whose application to the OT. was assumed rather than
verified. In the late 19th cent. biological evolution and evolutionary
method in other disciplines made a great impact on men's ways of thinkingj
Theology was not immune% and even if Wellhausen pursued a very different
method from Vatke, there is no doubt that Wellhausen's methods reflect
the assumptioniof his period? Hence, because he fails to do justice to
the richness of variety in his sources, his history of Israel fails today
to satisfy the historical consciousness which he sought to serve% The
fossil embedded in a later stratum is not unnoticed, but no serious attempt
is made to come to grips with the interplay of different periods of history
within the sources that he distinguishes. The picture of early Israel was
not only framed and adopted by P; it was also painted by him according to

Wellhausen.

1. Cf. B. Russell, History of W.Philosophy,p.750, commenting on Darwin's
influence.

2. E.g. W. Vatke, Die Religion des AT I,. Cf. L. Perlitt, Vatke und Yell-
hausen, pp.58f, 159f, 178f, 206f., who seeks to emphasise the difference
between Vatke and Wellhausen. Wellhausen stands with Niebuhr, Ranke and
Mommsen rather than with Hegel and Schelling, he argues. He concedes that
Wellhausen shared some of the 'romantic' presuppositions of his time; cf.
J. Barr, 0ld and Newsz in Interprdation p.180nﬂ,P.260 additional note;

Like Perlitt, Barr suggests that Wellhausen's work cannot be accounted for
on the grounds of Hegelian or evolutionary presuppositions.

3. This does not mean that O.T. scholars today are without suppositions, of
course; only that they are less liable to make the mistakes of Wellhausen,
cf. the work of Barr cited in the previous note, dealing with, presuppos-
itions of more recent Biblical scholars particularly in respect of the
terms 'history' and 'revelation'.

L, Cf. R.J. Thompson, Penitence and Sacrifice in early Israel outside the
Leviticg¢al Law, v.19 m.1, who questions whether the modern threefold
time-scheme of desert, pre-monarchical period and monarchy is sufficiently
rich and pliable tc do justice to the »r

e-exilic neriod of 1,000 years.

o —




-8-

The figure of P which emerges is somewhat of a caricature, in spite of certain

illuminating insights on the part of Wellhausen. It seems most unlikely

that all the contradictions and inaccuracies which Wellhausen discovers

can be solved by a simple distinction of pre-exilic and post-exilic documents.

This is particularly importaﬁt in examining a document such as Deuteronomy ,

which embodies a great number of different traditions from different periods.

-Connected with the reaction against over-strict evolutionary theories

has beenthe growth of form-criticism and more latterly the traditio-

historical viewpoint. One of the foremost pioneers of form-criticism was

H. Gunkel in his researches into the Psalms and Genesis.2 By stressing

the power of custom and oral tradition in the shaping of later literary

forms and by calling attention to the Sitz im Leben of such forms, which have

a pre-literary history, Gunkel broke through - at least in principle - the

documentary Wellhausenian scheme. The form-critical approach was developed

further by Gressmann

)

and Altu, in their studies of Mosaic traditions and

Pentateuchal legal material respectively. Alt's work will be discussed more

fully in connection with our examination of Dt. xxvii. At this point we need

only refer to the way in which he sought to penetrate behind the literary

1.

2e

.

Eg. Prolegomena, pp.171 & 182: '... the difference of spirit (between Kings
and Chronicles) arises from the influence of the Priestly Code. ... See what
Chronicles has made out of David! The founder of the kingdom has become the
founder of the Temple and public worship, the king and hero at the head of his

‘companions in arms has become the singer and master of ceremonies at the head

of a swarm of priests and Levites; his clearly cw#tl figure has become a feeble
holy picture, seen through a cloud of incense.'

Genesis, HK 1/1, 1910; Die Psalmen HK, 1926 .

Mose und seine Zeit,

Die Ursprilnge des israelitischen Rechts\
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document to the original living tradition and show how the Pentateuch contains
two very-different types of legal material (short, urgent apodeictic prohibitions
which were genuinely Israelite and conhected with Israel's worship, and longer
casuistic clagses which were-verf similar to what was found among Isragl's
neighbours and were administered by 'the men at the gate') which do not correspond
fully to the literary documents in which they now stand. Alt's distinctions
have been severely attacked recently, and, as we shall see, they must be modified;
they do,.however, contain an important element of truth (cf. p.68 above). Begrichls
form-critical essays on priestly torah and priestly 'Heilsorakel', which seek
to exclude the priest,'at least in the pre=-exilic period, from a more than
rituallcompefence, seem to illustrate the weaknesses, however, of a purely
form-critical approach (cf. pp. 87 fabove); hypothetical forms are invented
and false conclusions drawn.

Form-griéicism in the hands of these and other scholars has been
closély lipkéd with two other équally important developments in the study of
the OT., namely the growing amount of evidence (especially as a result of
archaeological discovery) relating to neighbouring cultures1 and a growing
realisation of the cultic roots of life in the ancient Near-East generally and
in agcient Israel also.2 There is plenty of evi&ence on both these points
within the OT. itself, but it is only in recent years that it has been more

fully appreciated. Israel's geographical position between the fertile

1; The importance of the finds at Mari, Nuzi, Amarna and Ras Shamra is described
in most modern histories of ancient Israel,cf. M. Noth, History of Israel;
J. Bright, A History of Israel; G.E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology.

2 Cf. pe1 n.3 and p.2 nn.1-2, above,.
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Mesopotamian river-valleys, an area of successive great empires, and the two lands
of the Nile, ruled over by various Egyptian dynasties, has always underlined
the possibility of political and cultural influence from both these areas.

But the extent of this influence on Israel's religion has never been discussed
with any degree of unanimity. Some scholars have derived most of israel's
ideas and inétitutions from Babylon1 or Egypta; others have been equally
emphatic about the uniqueness of Israelite religionB. Slowly but surely,
however, archaeological discoveries and further research have been modifying
the views of extremists andclarifying both the range of Israel's borrowing

and the distinctiveness of Israel's faith. The discovery of material at

Ras Shamra and thg resultant pictufe of Ugaritic life and literature#, although
it is still controversiai in detail, have been responsible for the most decisive
re-orisitation of OT. studiess. The Canaanite environment was undoubtedly

the most immediate external influence on Israel and we are now in a better
p051t10n than ever before to assess this. - Unfortunately there are

6

only infrequent references to ' priests ' in what has been discovered so

1. Eg. H. Winckler, Geschlcte Israels; Religionsgeschiehtler und geschichtlicher
Orient.

2. Eg. some of the worksof Gressmann; E.H. Sugden, Israels debt to Egypt.

3. Ego B.D. Eerdmans.

L, Cf. Ugaritic HandbookLManua]!i Grammar, Literature of C.H. Gordon; dJd.
Nougayrole, Le palais royal d'Ugarit IVf, for a brief selection of the
voluminous secondary literature} cf. J. Gray, The Legacy of Canaan.

5. Cf. W.F. Albright in OTMS p.33 and in Peake's Commentary (1962) seal49a

6. Ugaritic priests are most frequently mentioned in administrative texts
and are not mentioned in connection with the sacrifices referred to in
ritual and epic texts. Cf.D.Urie,'0Officials of the cult at Ugarit',PEQ

80,1948, pp. k2f.
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far at Ras Shamra, but this is probably fortuitous in view of the great
deal of material relating to sacrifice. There is, at any rate, sufficient
matérial from other surrounding cultures to show that priests were often
charged with prbnduncing blessing, curse or law, as well as officiating at

sacrificese.

The importance of the cult was stressed by Mowinckel in his Psalmenstudien

and succeeding works1, and although his arguments have not convinced

all scholars the majority now concede the importance of the cult for a

true understanding of the documents of the OT.and the life of Isrgela.
Mowinékel has consistently advocated the cultic interpretation of the Psalms
and has applied what he himself calls a 'cult functional' method of approach.
Cult is defined as 'the socially established and regulated holy acts and
words in which the encounter and commnion of the Deity with the congregation
is established, developed and brought to its ultimate goal.'3 A cult-
fupctional approach means that content as well as form is iﬁterpreted from

the point of view of its cultic Sitz im Leben. In the cult something happens.

'Whatlthe congregation wants to achieve through the cult, and what the "power"
from God is to ¢reate, is lifg (and blessing). Blessing is to be created,
increased and secured through the cult; the office of the priest is to "Bless
in Yahweh's name". Both life and blessing have their ultimate source in the
Deity.'l+ A1l this has obvious reference to the theme of our study (cf. esp.
pp.15- 3. |

These_insights into the sway of methodological presuppositions, the pre-

litérary form and structure of our present texts, the influence of neighbouring

1. Religion und Kultus; He that Cometh; The Psalms in Israel's Worship.

2. Cf. I.P. Seierstad, Teologi og kirke, 1/34, 1963, pp.33f.

3. The Psalms in Israel's Worship I, p.15
L, Ibid. p.17
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cultures on Israel and the significance of the cult have enabled successive
_scholars to build up a rather different picture of Israelite religion and the
Biblical sources than that obtained by Wellﬁausen.1

Writing on the priestly office in 1931 Bentzen was already able to
iﬁéorporate some of these advantages.2 Starting from a suggestion of
Mowinckel and Hall regarding the hypocoristic name of Zadok (and Nathan) in
I. K.i.8 he uses Ps. cx. and Gen. xiv.18-20 to build up a picture of a native
Canaanite (Jebusite) priesthood ﬁélonging to the defeated king of Jerusalem
who were taken over: by David as Temple-personnel.3 David's reign becomes the
history of various struggles for power. The period is characterised by
struggles between the king and the priests of Jerusalem and between the priests
of Jerusalem and the non-Jerusalemite priests. With Solomon the Zadokites begin
to oust the Israelite priests who are banished to Anathoth. Deuteronomy is

a programme of religious reform stemming from the non-Jerusalemite Levitical

priests, who were influenced by early prophetic ideals prevalent in N.Israel as
well as by a growing monotheism and by the idea that the shrine was the 'navel’
.of the earth'.h P., a barty document sponsored by the Zadokites, claiming
descent from Aaron and making biassed recommendations in favour of their own

coterie, is also a programme of religious reform - to rebut those of D.5 Bentzen

1. Cf. the works of Alt, Noth, v.Rad, Albright etc. Differences of interpret-
ation, especially in detail, still remain, of course.

2. Det zadokidiske praesteskabs historie.

3. The objection of K.Budde, 'Die Herkunft $adoks', ZAW 1934, pp.42-50, based
on the view that Ps. cx is Maccabaean, is bes1de the mark. The reading
in II.Sam.Vi.3,k is without support. On the other hand, Rowley's 1nterpre
ation of Ps. cx ('Melchizedek and Zadok',Bertholet Festschrift_1950,pp.461-72:
cannot be regarded as more than conjectural. Cf. the different suggestion of
Ahlstrtm, VT 13, 196¥, pp.l113f.Cf. also M.Noth, 'Gott +KBnig, Volk im AT",Ges".
Studien, pp. 188-230.

l'|'o Ibid. p028
5. Ibid, p.39
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is well aware of the interplay and conflict of different traditions within our
documentary sources and of the place of the cult and Jerusalem in Israel's
history, but the role and functions of the pre-monarchical priesthood wefe not
eiamined, and he later devoted his attention to other aspects of Hebrew
religious.history.1

Brief reference must also be made to the reconstructions of
J. Morgenstern, who:in a series of monographs has written what is virtually
a history of Israel's priesthood.2 But in so far as it is a development of
the ddcumentary views of Wellhausen and consigns thé power of the priest to
the post-exilic period, it requires not separate discussion here.3

It-ié clear, therefore, that in spite of great advances in our
understanding of Hebrew history and religion, there is still much work to be

done in connection with the priestly office in ancient Israel. %t is to this

need that the present work is directed.

1. Eg. sacral kingship in King and Messiah,

2. 'The three calendars of ancient Israel', HUCA 192L4; 'Supplementary studies
in the calénddrs of ancient Israel', HUCA 1935; 'The Book of the Covenant',
Pts. I - II, HUCA 1930-2; 'Amos Studies', HUCA 1936-8; 'The Ark, The Ephod
and the Tent of Meeting', HUCA 1942-3.

3. Morgenstern dis%inguishes between an earlier and a later strand within the P,

code. In the earlier, adapted by P from J, the name for the tabernacle in
the wilderness is the 'tent of meeting'; in the later strand the tabernacle
is called the 'dwelling place' (miSkan) and the imagery is that of the
temple restored in 404 BC., when a period of religious tolerance began with
the accession of Artaxerxes II. Historical support for these conjectures is
not strong, however, and there is little within the present text of the OT.
to suggest these late dates.

4, Cf. Ge.ve.Rad, Old Testament Theology, Vol.I.p.71 n.5 "..Today we are further
than ever from any knowledge of the life and activity of the pre-exilic
Leyitesy and of their cultic functions and their history". Cf. also
A.H.J. Gunneweg, Leviten und Priester, p.80, 'Schwieriger istes, die
Funktionen und Aufgaben des Levitentums zu ermitteln'; he does, however,
rightly point to the Levites as 'guardians of legal traditions'. It should
also be added that despite his pessimism about the Levites G.v.Rad has

elucidated certain forms of priestly toroth (cf. pp. 98f. below).

1
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The scope and plan of our examination is as follows. We shall first
consider the meaning of blessing in general and examine certain priestly
blessings invoked, a) upon the individual, b) upon the community gathered
in wofship. Discussion of priestly bléssings at the end of an act of
_ covenant-making will be deferred and treated in conjunction with priestly
cursings. Examination of the meaning and function of curses in general and
of priestly curses invoked upon the individual will be followed by a
detailed study of Dt.xxvii.15f., where curses are pronounced by Levites on
the gathered people. This.will lead to a comparison of Dt.xxvii and
'apodeictic' laws in the law-codes of the OT., which will involve a
discussion of the much contested judicial activity of the priest. We shall
then turn to an e#amination of the forms of priestly ritual toroth. The
alleged oonnection of Dt.xxvii with a festival of covenant renewal will
lead to a fresh examination of the curses and blessings in Dt.xxviii. Finally
we shall draw together what we have been able to glean about priesthood in
ancient Israel through a study of the forms of priestly blessings, curses and

toroth.



-‘]5'—
BLESSING

'Blessing' (beraksh) in ancient Israel was related to every aspect

of life and included everything that was valued in those days - long life,

health, prosperity, children, flocks, herds, prowess in battle, wisdom

and the ability to give éood counsel. It signified both 'the inner

" strength of the soul' 1and also God's presence. King David is a good

example of a man whose soul is full of blessing, full of wisdom and

good bounsel, able to communicate blessing to others: this is because God

is

'with him'.

Ta The blessing is never inappropriate, but always supplies

what is needed and required (cf. Gen. xlix. 28). At the same time there

are common traits, seen in the frequent connection of blessing and the

gharge to 'multiply and be fruitful' (cf. Gen.i.28; ix.1; xii.2;

xvii.6; xxiv.60; xxvi.2l; xxviii.};'xlviii.16; x1ix.25; cf.x0¢.30;

I S.ii.20)2. For a woman to have children and for a man to get himself

a house (i.e. to ensure the continued existence of name and family)

was a great blessing.3 The connection of blessing and fertility is

quite pronounced (cf. Gen.xiie2; xxviiie3; x1lviii.16; x1ix.25; Jobexxi.8-13;

x1ii.12; cf. Ex.xxiii.25=6; Dt.vii.12-14;.xi.14-5{ xxviii.1=13; Lev.xxv.Z‘I).’+ N

1.

1a.

J..Pedersen, Israel I-1I, p.182.

David also typifies the man under the curse in II S.xii.14; xxiv.1f. Cf.

. A. Carlson, David the Chosen King, for a traditio-historical study of

3
4,

II Samuel, based on the theme of 'David under the Blessing/Curse'.

Cf. C. Westermann, Forschung am A¥., p.33, 'In einer ausserordentlich
reichen und vielflltigen Traditionsgeschidte haben die drei Grundelemente:
Verheissung eines Sohnes - Verheissung des Landes - Segen und Mehrung ---
das Werden und Wachsen der VHtergeschiate bestimmt'.

Cf. F. Horst, Gottes Recht, pp.194f.

Cf. also the Keret epic and the tale of Aghat from Ras Shamra, ANET,
p.146 A, 150B; cf. also the building inscription of Azitawadda of
Adama (9-th cent. BC.). ANET p.500A; and the Hittite prayer for the

king, ANET, p.397B.
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Other recurrent manifestations of bleésing are wealth and prosperity
(cf. Gen. xxvi.12; xxvii.27) and success in war (Gen. xxvii.29; Num.xxiv.17;
Gen. x1ix.8-12). Pedersen, who summarises these common traits as

'fertility, prosperity and victory' concludes that blessing is 'the
' : 1
kernel of life, the very life itself' (cf. Dt. xxx.19). J.Hempel comes

to a'éimilar conclusion, although expressing it rather differently;
'If one seeks a comprehensive formula which includes everything that the

ancient Oriental desired by "blessing? for himself, his family and his
o . 2
people, there is only one word possible: 5210m' , i.e. man's highest welfare.

It is significant, however, that the privilege of blessing is
particularly linked with certain groups of people. He who blesses gives

something of his own soul and the man who is not possessed of the

3

blessing can create nothing in others, although it must be added that 'the

transferability of the blessing also depends on the receptivity of
L

the one who is being blessed'. Blessing is communicated by Tathers

5
to’ their children (Gen. xxvii.lL,7,10,19;23,25,27,33,38,41; xxviii.l,6;

xxxii.l; x1viii.9,15,20; x1ix.18; IT 8.vi.20; I Chron. xvi.k3), by kings

1. Op. cit., p.210

2. J. Hempel, 'Die israelitische Anschauungen von Segen und Fluch im
Lichte altorientalischer Parallelen', Apoxysmata p.58, n.134.

3. J. Pedersen, op.cit., p.200.

L. S.Mowinckel. The Psalms in Israel's Worship, II, p.45

"5, QGen.xxiv.60 seems to be an instance of mother and son blessing but is
not clear. It may refer to the group as a whole (cf.Gen.x1viii.20). It
should also be added that 'fathers' refers almost entirely to Abraham and
the patriarchs; once to King David.
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. 1
to their people (II S.vi.18; I K.viii.lh,55; I Chron.xvi.2), by tioses
2.
and Aaron (Bx.xxxix.43; Lev.ix.22; Dt.xxxiii.l), by Joshua (Josh.xiv.13;

3 - .
xxii.7), and not least by the priests (Num.vi.23; Dt.x.8; Judg.xviii.6;

"I 8.i.17; ii.20; Ps.cxviii.26b; cxxix.8; cxxv.5; cxxii.8; II Chron.xxx.27;
' L

Mal.ii.2). There is no mention, however, of prophets wusing a bleésing
formula, although their méssage may herald salvation and peace. Nor is’

there any instance of things or objects being blessed by men, although

- Yahweh may £ill inanimate objects with blessing (cf. Ex.xxiii.25-6; Ps.lxv.ld)
'_and a gift may be a blessing (cf. II K.v.15). J. Hempel adduces II S.vi.ll

to show how an inanimate object may in turn communicate its blessing to

5

men , but it is instructiive that the text states that the Zord (not the
Ark) blessed Obededom, although the Ark was undoubtedly regarded as a sign

of God's presence and, therefae, blessing.

1. Moses, Aaron and Joshua are Tinked togPtﬁgx-as "Bundesmittler’ by
Scharbert, ggzpitvpvﬁé 'Segen und Fluch im A¥.' ,Bib.39, 1958,p.23. This
term, talen over by Scherbert from M. Noth and h-J. Kraus, dees not solve
afiy problems, however, until it is clear who performed the functions of
'Bundesmittler'. The figure:of Moses is frequently regarded as royal
(cf. J.R, Porter, Moses and Monarchy) as well as prophetic (cf. H-J Kraus,
Die prophetische Verlklindigung des Rechts in Israel), but it may equally
well be priestly (cf.G.B.Gray, Sacrifice in the OT.).

" 2. Joshua slso displays both royal and priestly traits..

3. Cf. A.Haldar, Associations of Cult Prophets among the ancient Semites,
p-6L n.lL. The pronouncement of imprecation and benediction formulae are
typical features & priestly activity, cf. G. Widengren, Psalmagp.299.

L. Cf. J. Scharbert op.cit p.23, Contra J. Hempel, op.cit., p.87, who says
. that the charisma of blessing is even stronger in the case of seers and

prophets than in the case of the inherited priesthood. As typical prophets,
however, he quotes Moses and Samuel (ef. Dt.xxxiii.l., Ex.xxxix.h3., I S.ix.13
see below p.20) "In der prophetischen Flirbitte lebt dieser prophetische
Segen weiter." He does not, however, quote any other instances than those
referred to. ."Prophetische Segen" must be con51dered an ill-chosen phrase
and the conclusion fallacious.

5. Op.cit., p.55
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Ultimately, blessing is always an act of God. This is rightly
stressed by Scharbertlglin contrast to those (e.g. Hempel and Mowinckel) who
link blessingwmore closely with a self-warking magical power. It is doubtful,
however; whether Scharbert's interpretation of I S.ix.13, where it is clearly
stated that Samuel, who is elsewhere described as & levite and who perfams

. 2
priestly tasks, 'used to bless the sacrifice', is correct. Against

Mowinckel3 and Hempel, for instance, he urges that this is a misuse of
blessiné language by the maidens and is preservéd as such by the author

of the tradition. It attributes a far greater degree of sophistication

to the tradentthan seems probable. At any rate, even Scharbert would have
to admit that'the:blessing of a sacrifice' was not alien to populer
thought. Theﬁéuspicion that Scharbert does not do justice to the priéstly
blessing, however, is further strengthened by his interpreation of
Num.ﬁi.27. Desiring to stress that blessing is always an act o God he

says that Num:;i.27 shows that the Aaronite blessing is 'nur ein Gebed

um Segen, den Gott bewlhren muss'.LlL But; in fact, Num.vi.27 says that by their
words (vi.24~6) the priests 'put God's paﬁe on the people of Israel'. This
is the equivalent of God's 'I bless'. There is no suggestion that God
might separate his blessing-from the pﬁiestly blessing, just as it would be

equally mistaken to imagine that the priest could proneounce a blessing

apart from Yahweh.

1. Op.cit., p.23f.

2. OE.cit.,p;24. There is of course, no dispute that priests 'consecrated’

objects (kadal).

3. "The Psalms in Israel's Worship, II, p.47/

L|.. OE-Cita, p-23
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Because Yahweh is the source of all blessing it is natﬁral that
'the holy place where Yahweh "lives" is the home of all blessing'

| (cf. Ps. &ixxiii.}; Ezk.xlviii; Ps.:.clvi.5).1 Hence, too, the natural
place of the blessing in the éult and its mediation by the priest.
'To procure, secure and increase "the blessing", that was the object of
the temple services in Israel, pué in a nutsheil'.2

In view of the way that blessing was mediated it is also natural
that other great assemblies, cultic or otherwise, should conclude with a
blessing 'so that everwbne may teke away with him the strength of the
community' (Josh. xxii.7; II S. vi.18; I K. viii.66).3

Sometimes the object of blessing is God himself. ‘'Blessed be God
who ---' (I Chron. xxix.10; Ps.cxix.12, etc.). In these cases barak seems
to mean 'to-praise' or 'to speak well of' rather than 'bless".LF
Man is acknowledging Yahweh as the source of all blessing. Similarly,
the king may be blessed by his subjects; the great and the strong by the
weaker.

Gifts and presents, greetings and leave-takings are described as 'blessings'
because they represent and communicate the strength and value of the person

or psyche of the giver or the traveller (cf. II K. iv.29; Josh. xiv.13;

Gen.xxxiii.1ll; I §. xxv.18-27; IT K. x.15; II 8. xix.39).

1. Mowinckel, op.cit., p.4b.
2. Tbid., p.Lé.
3. Pedersen, op.cit., p.203.

4. Scharbert, op.cit., p.18.
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PRIESTLY BIESSINGS

In dealing with priestly blessings we shall consider first those
which were pronounced upon an individual or group of individuals in a
specific situation. One such instance is recorded in I Sam. ii.20, where
Eli is stated to ﬁave blessed Samuel's parents, Elkanah and Hannah, each
year when they came to Shiloh, with a present of clothing for their child,
to offer sacrifice to Yahweh. The words of the blessing were as

follows:

Yasen ybwh 1°k3 zerak
Hin-hd'i$33h hazzd't tahat ha$s®?6lah
@ %er ¥3'al layhwh.
The blessing consists of a wish or prayer, of which God is the subject
('may.he gfan --=~') concluded by a brief relative clause defining the
_ preceding clause more fully.
fhere is a similar form of words in I Sam. i.17, where Eli tells Hannah,

who has been praying in great distress, that she may 'go in peace':

1°%t 1°331om
W' 815hd; yidrasl yittén ‘et 381438k

afer $3’alt métimmd.
1
This last passage is described by Zimmerli as one of the finest narrative
: 2

examples of Begrich's ?riestly 'Heilsorakel' (= 'ErhBrungsorakel').

1. ®rkenntnis Gottes nach dem Buche Ezechiel', Ges.Stud., p.82

2. ‘'Das priesterliche Heilsorakel', Ges.Stud., pp.217-32. TFor the identification
of 'Heilsorakel! and 'Erhbrungsorakel' cf. Begrich, Stud.zu Dt-Is., p.lk.
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If this.is true, it would seem to suggest_that there is no essential
differénce (of form or content?) between priestly 'Heilsorakel' and
.prieﬁtly blessing in certain situations..Unfortunately,Begrich's article
is limitéd to a collation of passages from the Psalms and Dt.-Is.,so that
even if hié demonstration of the complémehtéry nature of the individual
1ament.and thé promissory exhortations of Dt.-Is. is correct,we are given

no solid evidence that the prophet was indeed using a form of speech

: 1
specially borrowed from the priesthood. Even if Begrich's analysis is
2 ' : _
correct ,therefore,it is not possible to build on it as a complete
- 3

description of the priestly 'Heilsorakel'. One of the essential criterie

of Begrich's priestly 'Hellsorakel!,namely that it must be & direct word
L

of Yahweh himself (in the first person singular) is not found in I Sam.i.17.

1. It is difficult to denote the phrase 'fear not' as specifically priestly
in view of the lexicographical evidence. The phrase occurs chiefly in the
narrative literature of the Pentateuch,in Dt.-Is. and in Jer.,and is
completely absent in the Psalms (cf.S.Plath,Furcht Gottes m p.122). It is
the natural response of the adviser or helper to the person in difficulty
(e.g. the midwife to the woman in travail - Gen.xxxv.1l7, I Sam.iv.20; the
leader to his people and fighting men - Num.xiv.9, Dt.i.21,29; the king to
his subjects - I Sam.xxviii.l3, II Sam.ix.7; and hence used of God's word
of reassurance to those in distress or those whom Je commissions - Num,xxi.
34, Josh.viii.l, II K.i.1l5). It is not surprising,therefore, to find that
the priest also uses the phrase - Dt.xx.3; but to regard it as specifically

priestly is hardly Jjustified.

2. Begrich has clearly established_the formal connection of the individual
lament and the affirmations of Dt.-Is.. But he is not entitled to infer
from this that Dt.-Is.was coveting priestly respect and authority.

3, Account would also have to be taken of the change of mood in the Psalms,
a fact to which Begrich (following Ktichler and Gunkel) drew attention.

L. Ges, Stud.,p.219.
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Is, then, Zimmerli's classification of I Sam.i.17 as a priestly

'"ErhBrungsorakel' at fault?l The evidence of Judg. xviii.6 suggest§hot.
A group of Danites scouting for a place in which their tribe might settle
seek lodging with Micah, who has recently acquired a Ievite as priest.
The Danites ask the Levite priest to 'inquire* of God that we may know whether
the journey on which we are setting out will succeed'. And the priest said
to them:

1°ih 1%%5160

n61;:a.h yhwh dark®kem

8o t81°%Ki-bah.
The form is ndt exactly the same as Eli's reply to Hammah in I Sam.i.l7,
bﬁt it is very similar - a brief imperative ('go in.peace'), followed by
2 statement (or promise?) in Judg.xviii.6 and by a wish or prayer in
I Ss.i.17, éondluded by a brief relative clause defining the preceding clause
more fully. TIt-seems clear, therefore, that Zimmerli is jﬁs£ified in
describing I Sam.i.l7 as a priestly oracle. On the other hand, there seems
nothing specifically priestly about the vbcabulary or form of the above
statements; they might easily be regarded as general religious utterances,2
and it might be expected-that similar sentences would occur elsewhere in the
O0T. In fact, however, there are only three other instances of the phrase

3

'go in peace' (using halak and 1°3316m), namely Ex.iv.18, I Sam.xx..42; and

l. Zimmerli's example does not comply with the formal criteria proposed by
Begrich. :

2. As examples of wishes in which Yahweh is the subject of the active verb
cf. Num.xi.29; Dt.i.11; II Sam.xxiv.3. Cf. too the blessings on p.25f. -
Ps.xxdx.1ljcxv.1h; exxviii.h; exxxiv.3; Gen.xxwiii.3. - . _

5. There are, of course, several other instances of 'go in peace' in the English
versions (eg. Gen.xliv.17; I Sam.xxv.35; xxix.7; IT Sam.iii.21-3; xv.9;
I Koxx.18; xxii.l7; Jer.x1iii.l2 and IT Chron.xviii.27). But these sentences
are construed with b°$a18m, which more often means 'peacably', or with '3lahf
Nor are they followed by a succeeding prayer or wish. They are not ,therefce,
exactly parallel to the priestly blessings adduced above.
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II X.v.19. In-ExLiv.lB the speaker is Jethro, the Midianite priest,
in I Sam.xx.42 it is Jonathan, who has Jjust entered into a' solemn covenant
ﬁith'David, and in_II K.v.19 the words are used by Elisha, the man of God.
In Ex.%ﬁ.lB and IT K.v.19, however, there is nothing beyond the words 'go in peace
In no cése is there an exact parallel to the form we find“iﬁ Judg.xviii.6
and I Sam.i.17. It may be accidental that no further parallels occur in
which no priest is mentioned, bgt there is at least a strong suspicion
that this may not be the case. |
In I Sam.ii.20 the introductory imperative 'go in peace' is missing
and the verb precedes the subject, but the sentence is otherwise closely
parallel to I Sam.i.l7. I Sam.ii.20, however, is introduced as a priestly
'blessing', a term which is not inappropriate to I Sam.i.l7 and Judg.xviii.6.
(although the word 'blessing' is not used). If this is true it would
seen to Suggest there was no essential difference between the priestly
blessing given in specific situations and the priestly 'Heilsorakel'.l
| It is difficult to assesé the exfgnt.or importance of such individual
' priéstly blessings in the total activity of a priest. They may represent
quite a large part of the werk of the local priest who was responsible for

2
superintending the local shrine and delivering oracles. On the other hand,

1. We are not, of course, referring here to the liturgical priestly blessing
pronounced on the community at worship. '

2. TWhether the alleged 'oracles' in the Psalms were delivered by a priest
or cultic prophet lies outside the scope of the present theme. The
evidence is indecisive but points perhaps to the priest. Cf. N. Porteous,
'Prophet and Priest in Ancient Israel', ET lxii. 1950/1, pp.4f. "May we
not suppose there was a cumulation of functions in the case of the priests, so
that, to adopt Mowinckel's terminology, they were capable of carrying out
both the sacrificial and sacramental parts of the cult?" There is no question,
however, of a cultic prophet pronouncing the blessings to which we shall turn.
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the blessing pronounced ﬁpon the community gathered in worship is more
fully attested in the Psalms.
One of the tasks reserved exclusively for the priests at a later perid
~in Jewish history was this liturgical blessing.1 One of the oldest
forms of this blessing that has come.down to us is that preserved in Num.
vi;24~6, which is generally regerded as embodying ancient material, even if its
present form reflects later liturgical tradifion;2 In view of the tenacity
of liturgicalipractice, however, even the form may be equally ancient.3
The text of Num.vi.24-6 is as follows:
| yepérél_cel_ca yhwh weyisSnereka
yarer yhwh pandw '€1°kd wihunnekd
yila! yhwh pansw '81°ka wSyasém 1%ka $316m.
The strong rhythm and barallelism of the blessing is immediately obvious.

It is built up of a steadily mounting sequence 3/5/7, culminating with great

force in the final word Eélﬁm. Rach of the three clauses consists of two

1. Cf. Mishnah, Tamid vii.2; cf.S8ir.50.20f. _
2. Cf. G.Gray, Numbers, p.7l-k4. 'The blessing is introduced by a formula
characteristic of P (" -the Lord said to Moses, 'Say to Aaron and his sons -
But while ik formed part of P, there neither has been nor can be much doubt
felt that it was not composed by P, and that is is consequently of earlier
origin than the date of its’incorporation in P. The linguistic affinities
(and indeed the general tenor and feeling) of the blessing, while they
decisively distinguish it from P, relate it to the Psalms. -- It is probable
then, that the blessing is pre-exilic in origin; -- a citation from an early
Psalm, as Addis suggests, or more probably a blessing actually used in the
Temple at Jerusalem before the exile.' :
.3, Cf. A.Bentzen, Introduction to the OT., I, p.186:
Ea rejoice over thee
Damkine, the queen of the ocean, illumirethee by her face,
Marduk, the prince of the gods, raise up thy head.

I® it possible to see here the origin of the threefold structure of Num.vi.

' 1-67 In this case an original polytheistic blessing has been transformed in

the hands of the Israelite priests. There is,however, at least one other three-
fold blessing in the OT., Hamely Gen.xlviii.16-20(E), of which G.v.Rad,
Genesis, p.L412 says,*It begins solemnly with a wide-ranging, threefold
Invocation of God. Its style is that of a cultie hymn". It may be, therefore,
that Num.vi.2h-6 stems from the hymn tradition without having polytheistic
roots, Tt is significant that this hymn tradition is well represented both

in the patriarchal narratives and in the Psalms. In ei

seems to be indicated as the sustainer of the tragitioz?er case Jerusalen

(XA
/
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op%ative verbs, the subject each time being Yahweh. If.this form of
blessing were regularly used in the cult we should expect to find éome
trace of it, either in the colouring bf language or in the influencing
of form, elsewhere in the 0T., even though the exact words of the blessing
are only quoted in Num.vi.24~6. This is, in fact, what we find. Ps.lxvii,
once used as a harvest-festival thanksgiving hymn with a refrain in vv.3
and 5, is éerhaps the clearest example of the influence of the form and
1anguége of the Aaronite Blessing. Ps.lxxx, possibly a community lament
recited at the central amphictyonic shrine as a result of losses of territory
under Hoshea.,1 the last . king of N.Israel, also reflects the same influence.
Ps.iv.Z and 7 is another example.

- It is not difficult to trace other shorter liturgical priestly biessings
with the help of Wum.vi.2k-6. Whether these preceded or folloved Numvi
is impossible to say in view of the fact that most of them are found in
Psalms which admit of no precise dating.2 In their present form they show
how Yahweh's blessing has become linked with Jerusalem.3

Both Ps.cxxviii.5,most probably a=® Wisdom psalm describing the blessings

of faﬁily life,and cxxxiv.3 which concludes the Book of Pilgrim Songs and
appeals to the priests or Levites(?) to 'bless' Yahweh by singing songs of
praise, use identical words to link Yahweh's blessing with his dwelling on
Zion (ie. in the Temple):

y°barek®ka yhwh migifon

1. Cf. A. Weiser, Psalms, p.5k7; 0.Eissfeldt, Alt Festschrift, pp.65f.

2. TIiebrefch, 'The Song of Ascents and the Priestly Blessing', JBL 7k, pp. 33-6,
-simply assumes that Ps.120-135 are based on the Priestly Blessing. He then
points out similarities of phraseology.

3. Cf. J.Schreiner, 'Segen flr die V8lker", BZ NF 6, 1962, PP-i-}l. er.
R.E. Clements, God and Temple, “pp.50f. and 75-6.
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The first two words correspond to the opening words of Numyi., 24. Whether
Num.vi. 24f. is an expansion and development of Ps.cxxviii.b, or Ps.cxxviii.5.
an abbreviation of Num.vi.2k, the éonnecting link in the tradition seems
to be Jerusalem. Ps.cxxxiii.3 (another Wisdom psalm, relating the blessing
of family life to the blessing that emanates from Yahweh's temple in
Jerusalem) picks up the word Zion and concludes:

' KT ¥am siwwah yhwh 'et—habbefékgh'bayyim ‘ad-hafolan.
The firit two of these psalms close with a liturgical blessing spoken by the

priest. Another passage linking y®barek®ka yhwh with Jerusalem is
> —

Jer.xxxi.237

yebarek Cka yhwh r°wéh-sedek har-hakkodes

There seems little doubt that ySbarek®ka yhwh misifmwas a well-established
3 parce £ SRS

form of priestly blessing. So also bEra@nﬁ%gm mibbéE;thh (Ps.cxviii.26).

The third word of Num.vi.2h-6 (wCyismCrekd) also points to the existence

of another priestly blessing.gémgg can refer to those who look after sheep,

1. Cf.p.2B n.2. There is no question of a cultic prophet here.

2. Weiser, Jeremiah, ATD, p.291 contests the view (e.s. Hyatt, IB 5, p.1034fF.)
that the verses must be secondary because of their message of restoration for
Judah (cf.iii.16; vii.1O0; xvii.1l2). 'Die Heilsweissagung hat hier die Form
eines,'Segenswunsches“, die uns aus der liturgischen Poesie bekannt ist’

cf.Ps.125.5; 13k.3) --Da Jeremia in v.23 einen liturgischen Segenswusch
verwendet, ist es nicht sicher, ob die Predikate, Aue des Heils" (sedek) und.
yheiliger Berg" eigene Prigungen des Propheten oder aus der Kultsprache
Ubernommene Wendungen sind.'

' 3. Ruth ii.l, where the people, in response to Boaz' greeting (yhwh_‘immskem),
' say y°barek®ka yhwh, uses the phrase purely as a greeting. cf.IT K.iv.29;
x.15. A contrasting phenomenehis to be found in Ps.cxv.15, which belongs to
the type 'baruk Bttah/ ‘attem', used in I S.xv.13,xxiii.2l, xxv.35, xxvi.25,
I S.ii.5 & Ruth 1ii.l0 of a greeting. Ps.cxv.l5, however, is clearly not
simply a greeting but a priestly blessing.
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a garden,'4way, etc., and is used of God keeping Israel like a shepherd in
Jer.xxxi.10. In Ps.cxxi S@mar is used six times within a brief compass, on
each occasion referring to God's guardianship of Israel. The psalm was used
as a pilgrim song, even if it was not originally composed as such. The
interpretation of the dialogue is unceftain,‘but probably involved a priestly
response in the form of a blessing,1 delivered perhaps at the entrance to the
shrine or in the context of the cult (cf. Ps.xxiv.5).

_Num.vi.2hn6 cﬁlminates in.éélég, which, as we have already indicated,
sums up the whole content of blessing. It is not impossible, therefore,
that the final words of Ps.cxxv and cxxviii (cf. Ps.cxxii.8), 'peace be in
Israel' were spoken by a priest and represent a brief concluding priestly
blessing. |

So far we have used Num.vi.2L~6 to trace the existence of other blessing
formulas. We have noted their connection with Jerusalem. We shall now

investigate the interaction of Num.vi.24-6 and traditions of blessing at

Jerusalem more closely by means of Ps.lxvii.

1. Cf. Weiser, Psalms, p.746: 'We can think either of a conversation between
a father and his son or of the comfort, intercession, promise and blessing
which a priest gives in response to the question of a man who asks for his
help; this latter view is supparted by a certain liturgical and solemn ring
about the answer.'
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One of the significant features about the distfibution of PEEEEEE
in the 0.T. is the predominance of Genesis and the Psa.lms.1 At first
sight the connection bgtﬁeen'the blessingé of Genesis and the Psalter is
far from obvious. The differenées are more striking. In Genesis they are
usually pronounced by God or the patriarchs and relate to fertility,
prosperity and material success. In the Psalms their cultic context points
to a priest having pronounced them and they are, as we have already seen from
some.examples, connected with Jerusalem. The specific content of the
 blessings is rarely stated so explicifly as in the Patrigrchal narratives,
where the theme of blessing is not only like a silver cord binding everything
together, but is also vividly described with a wealth of detail.2

It has long been recognised that the blessing of'Abragam in Gen.xii.2-3

represents a decisive point in the construction of Genesis. It comes at

the end of a mounting series of curses which have culminated in the. confusion

1.. 83 times in Genesis; 73 times in Psalms; 194 times elsewhere; the majority
of these remainder are in Deuteronomy.

2. Cf. Gen.xxiv.35f.; xxvii.27f.; xxviii.3-4; xlix.1f.

3. Budde, Die biblische Urgeschichte, p.409; G.v.Rad, Das formgeschichtliche

&

Problem des Hexateuch (0Ges,Stud.p.72)
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1

© of Babel; in Gen.v.29 and viii.21 the curse is partly stayed but it is
OnLy-finally ovércome at the p&int where 'Urgeschiclte! is taken up into
'Hqilsgesghiche', namely Gen.xii. Thereafter blessing predominates over
) cur;e.2

H.W. Wolff has recently sought to show how Gen.xii.3 represents the
'quintgssence df the missionary 'kerygma; of the Yahwist ('Abraham-Israel
is to'be a blessing to the na%ions‘) and how this message is expounded in

3

our present Tetrateuch. In the céurse of this he draws attention to

the way in which the Yahwist picks up and adapts older ma’ceria.l.l+ The

tradition of the promised land ('Landverheissung') must certainly have ranked
among the traditions available for the Yahwist to draw upon, but it remains
singularly un@eveloped, compared with the tradition of the promised mople
CNachkommenﬁerheissung’y; 'Abraham is to become a great people'. This, says
Wolff, was certainly not the invention of the Yahwist but refers back to

older material (e.g. Gen.xxiv.34~6, 60; xxvi.2h (J)ﬁ-xxii.17 (Rje); x1viii.15(E);
(xxviii.B(P)).5 Beginning with the old family blessing in which the word

itself was powerful and effective (cf. Gen.xxiv.34-6), Wolff traces the

development of the Yahwist's message via the tradition of Gen.xxvii.29(=Num.xxiv.9)

1. Cf. R. Rendtorff, 'Gen.8.21 und die Urgeschichte des Yahwisten', KuD 7 (1961).
2. The proportion is roughly 30:2.
3. 'Das Kerygme des Yahwisten', Ges.Stud, pp.3L45-7k.

k. Op.oit., p.354 'Hat sie (i.e. die Aussage des Yahwisten) Anhalt in der ihm
vorgegebenenTradition?'. Wie geht der Yahwist in seiner Interpretation nit

den Tradenda um?'!

‘5. Op.cit. pp.354-5-
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'nack dem sich Segen und Fluch der Umwelt an ihrem Verhalten zu Israel
entscheiden'? Gen.xii.3,on the'other hand; by its confext and form has
been given a far deeper meaning. Insteéé of a cultic pronouncement (3§£§£/
EE&EE --) the Yahwist has given us & word of promise from-God himself, 'I
will bless/ curse '. Moreover,’arar is changed to_kll when the object is
Israel ,and the one who curses Israel is set in the singular,as if such a
person were an exception. Gen.xii.3, there;ore ,represents a distinct re-
modelling of ancient tra.dition.2 Wolff's exposition of thc way in which the
Yahwist's message of Gen.xii.3 is referred to and developed in the subsequent
parts;of-the Tetrateuch is not relevant to our present purpose. But his
suggestions about the way in which the Yahwist's ‘'kerygma' found echo in
lafer writingsj,such as Ps.xlvii,Is.xix.23-5 aﬁd Jer,iv.3,seem to have a
definite ﬁearing on the tradition of Num,vi.2h~6.and the problem of-the
priestly blessings. Ps.x1lvii.2 reads:
God reigns ovér the nations
' Gocl.sits on his holy throne.
The princes of the people.gather
as the people of the God of Abraham .
From this Wolff rightly infers that Gen.xii.3 has been taken up by the cult

: 5
tradition. Following Schreiner,he links this specifically with the theme of

1.0p.cit., p-358
2.0p.cit., p-359

3.0p.cit., p.370

4.So RSV. Even if ‘*3m (! peoplet)is vocalised as ‘Im ('with'),cf.A.Johnson,
Sacral Klngshlp,ijzs n.l, the reference to the God of Abraham is
sufficient of itself to suggest Gen.xii.3. It is more then likely,however,
that *Im tam ('with the people') should be read. Cf.B.H.,loc.cit..

5.d. Schrelner,'Segen fhr die VBlker in der Verheissung an die Viter', BZ
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Yahweh's kingship. But it is instructive to note that the motifs of 'blessing,
curse'! and 'other nations! appear together in the same psalm even when there
. is no mention of kingship (e.g. Ps.lix.13; 1xvii.2,8 ), This is particularly
clear 'in Ps.lxvii.1lf.: .
.May God be gracious to us and bless usl
And make his face to shine upon us
That thy way may be known upon eérth
Thy saving power among all nations,
.There is no doﬁbt that Jerusalem and blessing were closely connected because
. of the kingship ideology, however we interpret 'kingship ideology'. But was
this the sole or chief reason? To what exteht were other motives also at
-worké To. what extent was blessing a priestly function of the king?
In facﬁ,Ps.lxvii,taken in conjunction with other passages,seems to
suggest a comnection of priestly blessing and Jerusalem irrespective of
the king. And this;even if it does nbt allow us to infer the origin of Num,
Qi.2h~6{reinfqrces the likelihood off its comnection with Jerusalem. Whether
this particular form of priestly blessing was found elsewhere than at

Jerusalem is uncertain because of lack of evidence.Ps.lxvii,at any rate,seems

. to combine the tradition of Num.vi.2i-6 and Gen.zii.3f. It is not quite clear

Whether 'thy saving power among all nations' reflects more than a prayer that
other nations might be converted by noting how God haes blessed Israel (cf.Ps.
xcviii.2—3;lxvi.8;xviii;43f;;xxii.27f.). Israel's missionary vocation is not
. expressed so unequivocally as in Gen.xii.3f. But there seems 1little doubt that

“the nations are to share in Israel's blessing if they submit to Yahweh.

1.1t is one of the eight passages that contains the word - barek uttered as
a prayer with God as subject; in addition,it contains three ee other words of

the 'Aaronite Blessing!.

S —. B * —
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When we turn t; other passages which speak of the nations submitting
to Yahweh we are again confronted with the piace occupied by Jerusalem
(cf. Ps.cxlix; cx; xcix.2; lxxvij; xlvi-vii, xx; xiv.7; ii; 1x.) There are
indications, too, that some of these Jerusalem traditions were transmitted

by circles that kept alive the torah (i.e. priest and prophet):1a

It shall come to pass in the latter days
that the mountain of the house of the Lord

shall be established as the highest of the mountains,
and shall be raised above the hills; .

and all the nations shall flow to it,
and many peoples shall come and say:

'Come, let us go up to the mountain of the Lord,

"~ to the house of the God of Jacob;

that he may teach us his ways
and that we may walk in his paths.'

For out of Zion shall go forth the law,
and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.

He shall judge between the nationms,
and shall decide for many peoples =--.(Is.ii.2-l)

In Is.iie2=-4 (= Mic.iv.1-3), which also provides evidence of a possible 8th
cent. date,1 we have referenée to the torah of Yahweh emanating from
Jerusalem, the nations coming to Jerusalem, and Yahweh judging between the
ﬂations. The description of Yahweh as Judge of all the earth (cf. Gen.xviii.25;
Is.xxxiii.22; Ps.xcviii.9; Amfi.Bf.) is connected with the stylised descriptions
of the divine-king in the ancient Near-East; but it should be remembered that
these forms of address were probably mediated by Jerusalem and its cult
personnel, if, as s;ems'likely, many of its Jebusite traditions were taken
- over and re-interpreted in the light of the Ark traditions etc. when the
city was captured by David.

The connection of priestly blessing and Jerusalem finds further support
in Gen.xiv.19-20, wﬁere Meichizekek, king of Salem and priest of El Elyon,

blesses Abraham in the following words:

1a. On question of priestly/prophetic oracle cf. p.iﬂ above.
1. The occurrence of the passage in both Is. and Mic. may have arisen because bot}

are drawing on an already existing Temple tradition. Cf.H.Wildberger, 'Die
V8lkerwallfahrt zum Z10n,Jes.2.1-§',!2 741957,pp62=-81. In that case an

earlier date cannot be excluded,
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barik Yabram 1 el “elyon koneh éimayim'wé'éreg2
fbarik el felyon '2Ser miggen sarekd bSyadeka
The interéretation of the passage in all-its details is much disﬁuted, but
there is little doubt that the blessing embodies ancient priestly material which
was linked with Jerusalem.2 Fufther, it seems to illustrate how the nations,.
representéd here by the Jebusites, find blessing in Yahweh through Abraham..

In short, Ps.lxvii, a hafvest thanksgiving hymn in its present form,
_combines the original patriarchal emphasis upon victory and fertility with the
Yahwist's stress on 'blessing for the nation'and with the priestly tradition
of Num.vi.24-6; It is not impossible that the patriarchal blessings in general
(eege Genexxive3h=6; xxvi.2l; xxviie29; xlviii.15f.) reflect Canaanite priestly

3

blessings” and were handed down in the pre-monarchical cult at Jerusalem.
Certainly some of the Psalms reflect the unreformed spirit of Gen.xxvii.29
rather than the Yahwist's re-interpretation (Genexiie.3f.). We cannot be sure
of the origins of Num.vi.2l-6 but there is little doubt that it was connected
with Jerusalem ap a later date. It clearly exerted an influence on Ps.lxvii,

which, taken in conjunction with Gen.xiie.3f. and Is.ii.2-%, suggests that the

"Jerusalem priesthood not only espoused and transmitted the patriarchal blessing

1. Although *65éhand konéh are two very different words, their meaning is very
similar and the frequency of this description of Yahweh in psalms from the
Jerusalem Temple (cf. Ps.cxv.15; cxxi.2; cxxiv.8; cxxxiv.3; cxlvi.6°) suggests

. that there is a connection between the blessing of Melchizedek and Jerusalem
Temple traditions. Cf. M. Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts, pp.25,52;
R.E. Clements, God and Temple, pp.46 f.-

2. Cf. G.v.Rad, Genesis, ATD, p.151; Speiser, Genesis, p.104, 'Now that this
chapter is amply attested as a source unto itself, it is not only unnecessary
but fallacious to harmonise its contents with other portions of the OT. As
a Cdnaanite priest, Melchizedek would invoke his deity or deities by name'.

3. Cf. Bentzen, Introductionkto the O.Te VoleI., pe187 n.5.
1
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but also, under ?he influence of the Yahwist, gave support to a new
in£erpretation of the patriarchal blessing that was one day to find
fulfilment in the full-orbed missionary Qessage of Deutero-~Isaiash
(cf. Is.xlix.5-6). |

The final form of priestly Blessing to be considered is that used
in connection with the keeping of the law. The word b°rakah is not frequently
linked with the law apart from Deut. (e.g. viie13; xiv.29; xvel; xvi.15;
xxiii.éO; xxive19; and especially xi.27 and ¥xx.16; cf. Josh.viiie33-U;
PSexxive5)e Thé three great legal sections of the OT., however, are all
concluded with a reference to blessing (Ex.xxiii.23-33; Lev.xxvi.3-13; Dt.
xxviii.1=14), There.is notdirect reference to priesthood in these passages,
but it will be necessary to consider these passageé in cgnnection with our

study of priestly cursing to which we shall now turn.
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CURSING

Like the blessing the curse played an important part in ancient life.
There are frequént references in the Psalms to the destructive and divisive
power of imprecations-invbked by one man against another and which threaten
thé welfare of the whole community (cf. Ps.vii.13; xii.2; lii.k; lvii.h;
1xii.5; liiv.4; cxx.l; cxl.4). 'Through the Psalms we are acquainted with
a community of strong discords, as it develoéed in towns like Jerusalem'.1
The man who trusted in Yahweh also resorted to curses - at least he pra&ed
that Yahweh would curse those who had cursed him (cf. Ps.lxix.; cix).
To be_cufsed in this way waé to experience want and degradation, and above
all the pain_and corruption of death; it was to be cut off from:the source
of life énd blessing, from community and fellowship with man and God.
In the words of Pedersen: 'the same features pervade all of these violent
curses; thetvitality of_th soul is undermined, the ties which connect it
with the organism from which it seeks sfrength ﬁnd nourishment are gnawn
asunder; peace, honour and blessing are lost'.2

The way in which curses are regarded in the Psalms makes it clear

~that they are 'words of power'.3 It has been the contribution of Pedersen

and Mowinckel farticularly to draw attention to the importance of understanding

1l. Pedersen, Israel, I-II, pp.44lf.

2. Op.cit., p.451

3. Cf.J. Gray, Kings,p.206 commeﬁting on I K.viii.31l: 'The verb nisgh implies
a quasi-material conception of the curse which could be lifted up and

imposed as a burden (massa’)$.Be then compares the prophetic oracle and the
patriarchal blessing-and continues, 'In .such instances, as in the invocation
of the name of God (I K.viii.h3} the Hebrew conception of the creative farce

of the word is well illustrated’.
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Hebrew culture and psychology in order %o interpret correctly such concepts
as blessing and cursing. 'The curse acts within the soul and it acts
thoroughly. The whole of the soul is made empty by it, and all its
fundamental values are undermined, honour‘as well as blessing and peacé. -
To be cursed is the same as to perish'.1 This insight is also characteristic .
of the work of Mowinck@d. 'Curse is the very opposite of blessing; it is
blessing with a negative.sign. --- the cursed one fails in everything, he
is smitten by all sorts of disaster and suffers from want of all that makes
life worth living; prematurely he meets with evil and sudden death, and his
family and name are obliterated from earth.'2

Wot least among the occasions when cursing is referred to in the
OT. is in connection with the sanctuary, 'Like the blessing it may be
Materialised! in words and rites --- (it) has its place in the cult and the
rites of Israel'.3 The man who has been slandered (cf. Ps.vii.l3) protects
his innocence by taking an oath of purgation (vv.3-5) and then calls upon
God to pass judgement'(vv.6-8).4 The 'false witnesses' of Ps.xxvii.l2

refers perhaps to s similar sort of situation. Whatever we decide about

such Psalms there is no doubt that it was the function of the priest on

1. Pedersen, Israel, I-II, p.k4l. Cf. Pedersen's development of the ban
sEpect of the curse in connection with Yarar; Cain is cut off from the
tilled land (Gen.iv.1ll), and the serpent is put outside the community of
other animals (Gen.iii.l4). 'When a man has sinned so greatly that he
must be removed from the community, then it is the curse which is carried
out and, as we have seen, it is accomplished in a more or less radiceal
manner, through expulsion, burning or stoning.'

2. lowinckel, The Psalms in Israel's Worship, II p..48.

3. Qp.cit. p-48.

"k, Cf. A Weiser, Psalms, p.135
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occasion to pronounce a curse (cf.Num.v.11-31; I K.viii.31;Dt.xxvii.15-26).

The ritual curse was used as a sanciion and punishment against undiscovered

theft or crimes committed in secret such as adultery. In such cases it
became 2 legitimate defence against wrong-doers; Yahweh's curse would
overtake the evildoer and bring him to justice. The only Hebrew inscription
yet discovered on which 'Brir is attested is in connection with tomb-robbing.1
In fact,perhaps the most frequent use of the curse is in connection
with the bfeaking of law and right conduct. The '3rir formula, 'cursed be ---',
is directed against disobedient sons by the tribal fathers (Gen.ix.25;xlix.7),
against disloyal contemporaries and their families and property (DB. xxviii.1l6-
19;Josh.vi26; T Sam.xiv.2k,28). and against the dependents of foreign nations
(Josh.ix.23) by Israel's leaders, against their own and God's opponents by
the prophets (Jer.xi.3;xvii.5;x1viii.10;Ma1.i.14), and against those who break
the sworn covenant-law or a common decision by the assembled people and their
priests (Db.xxvii.l5-26;Judg.xxi.18). The curse (*alah) is frequently
connected with a covenant (e.s. Cen. xxiv.hl;xxvi. 28;Hos. x. ksJer.xi, 3;xxiii. 10;
Is.xxiv.6;Ezk.xvi.59;xvii.11—l9;Neh.x.BO;II Chron.xxxiv.24; Dan.ix.11l; Dt.
Xxix.19; xxx.?).z This usage is amply illustrated amongst Israel's neighbours,
where curses (an& less frequently blessings) are found in treaties,boundary-

3

stones and building inscriptions. King Seti I protected the temple of Osiris

1.N.Avigad, 'The epitaph of a royal steward from Silomm Village',IEJ 1953,
pp.157-52;c£.IEJ 1963, pp. 7h~92.

2.0f.J.Hempel,op.cit.,pp.52 and 106.

3.For a good éurvey see J.Scharbert,Solidaritit im Segen und Fluch im Alten
Testament und in seiner Umwelt,pp.38f.




~38~
1
at Abydos by means of a curse; a grave at Aniba in Nubia is similarly

protected. Other similar curses are found in Mari,Sumeria,Chaldaea,the

-
land of the Hittites and Phoenicia. Among the most amply documented curses
L
are those in comnection with treaties. In almost every case the curse is

5

directed to the destruction of the land,name or family of the wrongdoer.

It is not sufficient ,however, in discussing the 01d Testament
simply to refer to curse in general. One of the great gains of modern studies
of the curse in ancient Israel has been the empljasis on the different words
used for 'cursé'.7 In a valuable monograph,discussing the meaning of the
passages in which the various Biblical words for 'curse' appear, C.H.Brichto,
rejecting the emphasis upon magic (Hempel) ,upon the absence of the name
Yahweh(S.Blank) ,or upon the verbal nature of the curse (most authors),has

sought to show that "the specific Biblical term for curse in the sense

of 'imprecation' is 'alah --- which is resorted to when

1. Cf.ANET ,p.327 ;'--—the owner of the property (sc.Osiris) shall be behind
him(sc.the thief) and his wife and children,to blot out his name,destroy
his life and prevent his corpse being laid to rest in the necropolis'.

2. CP.ANET,p.328 n.8; '--- Amon-Re,King of the Gods,shall be after (him) to
destroy him'.

5."Vid.J.Scharbert,op.cit.,pp.38f.

L, Cf.ANET,pp.205f;J.Friedrich,Staatsvertrége des Hatti-Reiches in hethitischer

Sprache,I-IT; D.J.McCarthy,Treaty and Covenant;D.R.Hillers, Treaty Curses
and the 01d Testament Prophets.

5. Cf.J.Scharbert,op.cit.,p.38.

6. C.H.Brichto, The Problem of 'Curse' in the Hebrew Bible; J.Scharbert,loc.cit.

7.  But .cf. M.Noth,Exodus,p.187.
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a failure of human resources is acknowledged or anticipated". !rr, on

the other hand, refers to the operation of a curse rather than its
pronouncement énd 'has the sense of to impose a ban or a barrier, a paralysis
on movement and other capabilities'. Brichto is at pains to correct
the view of S.Blank and S.H. Gevirtz that the passive formula, 'cursed (légﬁg) .
be he who —-' reveals the underlying notion that the curse is automatic and
self;fulfilling, the power residing in the spoken word itself. He points
out that in Mesopotamia the nagming of gods who are actively fulfilling
curses is highly necessary in view of the number of gods (of both sexes and
multitudinous functions). 'By contrast a soclety which recognised but a
single source of power éould use passival constructions in its imprecations
(ana prayers) without there being any question as to the agent who rewards
2
and punishes, vindicates and condemns'. The broadest and most general
semantic range is possessed by the third main root for 'curse', namely

qll. The piel stands for a wide range of abuse, from spoken insult to inflicted

destruction. 'As an antonym of berék and kibbed it means "to treat in a
disrespectful manner". With parents or kings as object it may have the sense
of "repudiate". With the Deity as object it represents a lack of respect

for the moral standards sanctioned by the Deity and is the expression antonymous

I TC.4. Brichto, op.cit., p.215. Cf. p.62 where 'alzh is described 2s a
'conditional self-curse'. "If the asseveration implicit in the oath is
false, the condition is thereby fulfilled and the taker of the oath knows

that he has thereby invoked a curse{’3dlih) upon himself".

2. Op.cit., p-21l. Cf. M. Noth, Gesammelte Studien, pp.167-8. Brichto finds
support for his view in T Sam.xi./ (kohy&*3se): 'The follow ng clause,
"There fell upon the people the terror of YHWH, with the result that they

« came forth as one men", demonstrates conclusively that despite the passive
voice in the imprecation there was no question that the agent invoked was

YHWH'.




~L0-

to yars! '€lohim, "to show respect for (the moral standards ordained by) God";

thus it never refefs to imprecation against the Deity,. a concept alien to
' 1
)
the biblical mind. Scharbert's differentiation of the three terms is

basically similar.

1. Brichto, op.cit., p-215.
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PRIESTLY CURSING

We are now in a position to turn to fhe texts in which priests
deliver curses. The first passage that calls for exanination is Numv.

According to the present text the woman who is suspected by her husband
of having committed édultery but who cannot be proved to have done so
may be brought by her husband to the priest. The priest is to bring her
into Yahweh's presence, unbind her hair, té&e dust and water for 'water of
bitterness', place in her hands the cereal offefing of jealousy/remembrance
and maké her take an oath:¥ 'if no men has lein with you and you have not
turned asidé to uncleanness while you were under your husband's authority,
be free from this water of Dbitterness that brings the curse'. If she is
guilty the curse willlbring a swelling body and a falling thigh (the signs
of pregnancy but without the issue).2 The woman must say, 'Amen'. The
priest then writes the curses in a book and washes them off into the water
of bitterness; the womaﬁ then drinks the water and the priest offers her
cereal offering.

The present text is probaﬁly the result of a period of growth and

~ 5 .
conflation. The ritual is certainly not clear and free from obscurity.

1. Cf. Driver and Miles, The Babylonian Laws, Vol.II sec.138: 'If the husband
of a married lady has accused her but she is not caught lying with another
man, she shall take an oath by the life of a god and return to her house'.
Many of the comments on this law are instructive for Num.v. E.z. Vol.I.
p-467:'In four passages one of the prties is required to "invoke the life o
the god" (Bab.nis ilim zakarum) and the documents shor clearly that this pro-

_ cedure took place at the door of the temple, or before a shirine, or w thin
the temple before the god or his emblem. --The oath-- is always accepted as
final, since the talking of a false oath is inconceivable and to refuse the
oath is tantamount to admitting one's guilt or the invalidity of one's case.'
And p.467 n.1: 'Cuq EDB 348-9 suggests that a payment may have been made to
the priests administering the oath; this im in itself likely but is not yet
proved.! : . .

2. G. Gray, Numbers, p.48 guoting H.W. Robinson.

3. Contra J. Pedersen, Der Eid bei den Semiten, p.lOLf. "Dieser g nzer Ritus
1st vollkommen klar —- Nicht einmal eine Aurufung Yahwes findet statt"
V.21 may be a later interpolation, but at least it is not obvious or
undisputed. '
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Gray suggeststhat the present text may be a compilation from two parallel
buﬁ distinct £§£§EE or alternatively a single text that has been modified
and interpreted.l At any rate, in our present text the woman is twice
brought before Yahﬁeh (vv.16 and 18), twice made to swear (vv.19 and 21)
and %wice, if not thrice, to drink the potion (vv.23f and 26f.), although
the general import of the ritual requires only a single performance of each
action.

There are other obscurities in the passage, but these need not be
examined further in the present context where we are chiefly interested
in the forms of.priestly utterance. The words that concern us most run
as. follows:

v.2l  yittén yhwh 'Ttak 1%'alah w®lisbi*ah b0k fammék

be§é§ thh 'et—yerékék nopelet %F’et;bitnék sébﬁh

v.22a Ubar{ hammaylm ham®'ar®rim ha'élleh bemé‘aylk 1las®bot beten
welanpil yarek.

Even in its present form there is a certain rhythm about this curse, but
it seems likely that the original form has been disturbed by expansion: the
rhythm would certainly be improved by excision. The second and third

" lines (vv.21b and 22a) are verbose and prolix. It is not clear, however,

1. Op.cit., p.49. Cf. p.55, '--if a compiler could kill Korah and his company
' twice over (xvi.31-35), he would not have hesitated to give the woman two
draughts instead of one. 8%till, uninfentional disarrangement and glossing
may suffice to account for the text.'
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which has been added later. The repetition of Yahweh in the second line
seems unnecessaryl, which might point to v.21b. being a later addition.
On the other hand most soqrce-critics2 assign vv.21l and 22 to different
sources; in the one (v.22j Yahweh finds no mention and the curse waks
automatically (via. %he.water).

In view of the previous redupliéations that we have noted it is more
than 1ikely that this is also true of vv.21-22. Failing a more satisfactory
solution the division is probably best made between v.21 and v.22a, leaving
a 4/3 4/2 rhythm in v.21.

. There are reasons for thinking that the procedure was not limited

to cases of unchastity.in view of (a) the oath of purgation in Ex.xxii.9

and I K.v¥ii.31. (b) the 'offering of memorial', a category which may well
have included more then the 'offering of jealousy'. (c) names like En-WMishpat
and Me-Mergbah. Unfortunately none of these passages sheds any light Bn

the forms of priestly curses which may have been used in connection with

such adeals. The present custom, which is only seldom attested in the OT.
-(cf.Ps.cix.le; Prov.vi.27—9),certainly survived into the post-exilic period,3

but it must be confessed that there seems to be no parallel to this form of

individual priestly curse in the 0.T.

1. This infinitive construct form is not uncommon with Yahweh (cf.Dt.i.Z?;
vii.8; I K.x.9; Is.xiii.19) but then Yahweh is not usually the subject of
the main clause (but c¢f. I K.x.9; Dt.vii.8). Cf. Gesenius - K.p.3kl.

2. R. Press, 'Ordal im AT I', ZAW 1933, p.123f: Holzinger, Numeri, loc.cit,
assigns 22b to the same source as 21, but separates 21 and 22a. On p.13k
Press considers that v.21 is possibly a late doublet of v.22, although his

earlier distinction of two separate rituals makes no chronological asseriions.

. 3. The Mishnéh (§2§2£ ix.9) states. that it was only abolished by Johanan
b.Zaccai, who flourished in the last third of the first cent. A.D.



Ll

There are, unfortunately, no definite criteria which allow us to
determiﬁe whether any of the imprecations in the Psalms should be classified
as 'priestly cursings', although there is little doubt that these curses
were uttered in the context of the cult (eege Ps.viel1; viie17; xxve.l=8;
%x1.15; 1xxe3; lxxie.13; lxix.2L-6; lxiii.Z§9; Ixxix.12; loocxiii.14=18;
cix.6-195. vii.l7 seems the most probably instance of the imprecation
being ﬁttered by a priest, but there is no gertainty even in this case.

In Ps.cix.hit may be that the curses are the 'words of hate' used against
the Psalmist (and) which he is quoting.

The classification of the forms of OT. curses, which'is not yet solved,
throws no light on our problem. S.'Blank1 has suggesteq a simple division
into three types: (a) the simple curse formula - 'arur, followed by its
subject, noun, pfonoun or noun clause, and sometimes by a conditional clause
with Ei; (b) the composite curse, containing the previous curse formula,
followed by curses freely composed, with the main verb in each main clause
in the third person imperf. (or perfect with waw consecutive); (cj curses
-freely composed without the formula. Both the first and third divisions,

however, conceal a variety of different forms, hence so does the second.

1. S.H. Blank, 'The Curse, Blasphemy, the Spell,the Oath', HUCA 23, 1950-1,
pp-73-95. The evidence of this formal scheme certainly does not support
the view that 'the biblical evidence concerning the curse suggests a
development from the curse as a profane wish - profane in the sense of
non-religious - to the curse as imprecatory prayer' (p.73). Cf.
.D.R. Hillers, Treaty Curses and the 0T. Prophets, (esp.p.34n.13) who has
a fuller treatment of one section of Blank's third division - which he

labels 'futility curses'.
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Is there, then, any other evidence of individual priestly cursings
apart from Num.v.? ‘There are 22 examples1 of the simple curse formula
and 16 example52 of the comﬁosite curse. But only the twelve simple
Gurses of Dt.xxviii.15-26 have any épparent connection with the priesthood,
although the cultic context of curses with 152@3 is generally admitted.
Whether the curses in Dt.xxvii.15f. and xxviiii are, in fact, related to
prieétly cursings or not, it would be premature at this stage to assume.

This also applies to priestly curses delivered in comnection with the

making of a covenant. We turn first, therefore, to an examination of

Dt.xxvii.15f.

1. Gen.xxvii.29; Num.xxiv.9; Dt.xxvii.1l5-26; Judg.xxi.18; T Sam.xiv.24,28;
xxvi.19; Jer.xlviii.lOa, 10b; Mal.i.lka; Ps.cxix.21.

2. Gen.iii.lk, 17; iv.1l; ix.25; x1ix.7; Db.xxviii.16-19, 20; Josh.vi.26;
1x'23; JeI‘.XVii-5; EX.}CX- lLl', 15.
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DEUTERONOMY XXVII - CURSE, LAW -

1
At first glance Dt.xxvii.l5f. seems a clear example of priestly

cursings. Akloser examination,“however, reveals that this is by no means

so certain. Dt.xxvii, which seems to interrupt the sequence of chaps.xxvi

2 3

and xxviii., is a conflation of several traditions; but there is no

agreement as to the precise delimitation and origin of the various units

L

within the chapter. Vv.2-3 are substantially the same as vv.L and 8; v.9

5

seems to begin a new section, as des v.1ll; v.lhk does not easily follow

7

Vv.11-13;" singular and plural fluctuate without apparent reason; and the

8

Levites are referred to in three different ways. It may be, therefore,

1.

For the question whether the Levites were priests, particularly with
reference to Gunneweg's contention that the Levites were originally not
priests cf. p.l n.2 above. At least Deut. tradition regards them as
PrleStS and Judg.xvii-xviii regards a Levite as an extremely suitable

- pePson to officiate as priest.

Both chap.xxvi and xxviii are in the form of direct speech and the
Speaker (presumably Moses) is presupposed. Chap.xxvii breaks this con-
tinuity. In fact chap.xxviii as it stands is spoken by the Levites.

See G.E. Wright, IB II, p.488; G.v.Rad,ATD 8, pp.117f.; M.Noth,Stimme,

P-73 n.2 and BExkurs II, esp.pp.lilf. and 150; Nielsen, Shechem, pp.52f.;
J.L. 'Hour, RB 'L'Alliance de Sichem', RB‘9 1962,pp.5-36, 161-18L, 350-368;
Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien V, pp. 76f., Driver, Deuteronomy, pp.300f.

Even to the extent that within a single verse (e.g. vV, 2 an d L) both 2nd
pers. sing. and 2nd pers. plural are used (e.g. td&‘abri -- sadta;

b® 'abrCken -- dadta).

|
|
Moses is mentioned again (cf.v.l) as if for the first time; he is mentioned

with the Ievitical priests in v.9 and alone in v.11.

In vv.11-13 the Levites seem to belong to one of the groups of the people
and are allocated to Mt.Gerizim to bless the people; in v.1L they alone
are responsible for uttering curses.

BE.g. vv.2 and L; but of. xiii.6, etc.

As Levitical priests (v.9), Levi (v.11) and Levites (v.1.).
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that, if v.1k is a later addition, 4ne cyrses in Dt.xxvii.15f. should not
be connected with the Levites; in this case the passage would shed no light
on the form of priestly cursings, unless there are other grounds for
asserting that they were, in fact, pronounced by priests and not by any:
other group of Israelite society.

It will be necessary, etherefore, before proceeding further to examine
the relationship of vv.11-13,v.1l4 and vv.15-26.

It is clear that if the curse (v.13) is declared by six of the tribes
(which do’ not include levi), then v.1l4 must represent a variant and irrecon-
cilsble tradition. In this case vv.15 f. follow éither v.13 or v.lh, and if
they follow v.l3 then the passage throws no light on forms of priestly

2
cursing. It is by no means certain, however, that v.13 entails that the

2
curse was declared by the six named tribes. Nielsen has suggested that the

- tribes in vv.12-13% were only introduced at a later date by a Judaean editor
and that originally 'these --- these (ha'é&eh)' in vv.12-13 referred to two
I

groups of Levites. J.L'Hour objects to this - on what seem to be mistaken

1. So Mowinckel, op.cit., p.76f.; but cf. Ji Hemgl, Apoxysmata, p.86 n.268

21 This is also true of the reconstruction of E. lLewy, 'The Puzzle of
Dt.xxvii: Blessings announced but curses noted', VI, .12, 1962, pp.207-11.
Regarding Dt. as an essentially Northern document with Jerusalemite
additions, he allocates xxvii.1,2,4,5-8,11-14 (but omitting levites in
v.1lh as a Jerusalem addition) to his Northern source; the blessings and
Curses are to be found in xxviii. la, 2-6, 15-19; all this was con-
cluded by xxvii.l6-25 (exc.20ab,22ab, which like xxvii. 15,26 were
added by the Jerusalemite source), which were presusiably (it is not
clear in Lewy's account) offeredby Lewy's "leader or elders".

3. Shechem, p.75f.

k. BB 69, 1962, p.165.
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grounds - but like Nielsen accepts that thelevites, or at least one of the
2
- Levites, was responsible for uttering the curses. A rather different line
3
of approach is advocated by H.C. Brichto (following the textual notes of

L _
A.B. Ehrlich) who points out that curse and blessing (g®lalah - bSrakan)

are not necessarily, or even chiefly, verbal, but rather stand for 'good

and bad fortune'. According to Brichto the curious phrase 21 hakk®1313h
means that the tribes do no£ sing out curses and blessings, but represent the
two contrasting fates (good and bad fortune) by their stance alone. This
would also dispose of the objection that a list of blessings, parallel to

the curses in vv.15-26, ‘has fallen out of the text at some stage of the

5
tradition. In this case there need never have been a separate list of

1. He claims that Nielsen has overlooked the fact that the zroup of six
tribes in which the Levites are placed are to 'bless the people' (his
italics 'Cependant Nielsen ne tient pas suffisament compte des textes.
Au.v.12, il est dit explicitement que c'est 'le peuple', donc tout le
peuple, qui est beni.' But on p- 168 Nielsen is quite explicit: 'the
narrator has avoided the compietely parallel ®al-habyrdledh, evidently
because he wanted to state that it was the people &s ¢ ithole (Mielsen's
italics) which was to be blessed. It was not the whole people tirich was
to be cursed; only those elements among the people which might have become
apostate are threatened by the curses'. Nielsen's solution is not
1ncompatlb1e with a b16351ng of all the people; in fact, it explicitly
reguires it.

2. Op.cit., pp.165-6. 'lLe lévite seul énonce la malédiction, maic le peuple
Tgﬁbng ’amén. --- un héraut proclﬁme d'abord les bénedictions sur tout
le peuple, les six tribus du Geizim répondent "Amen"; puis le heraut

P > P

PRV E

profére les malédictions et les six tribus de 1'Ebal répondent "Amen".

3. Op. cit pp.184~5.

5. ©§. cit., pp.181f.
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blessingi; the blessings are sufficiently représentéd by the presence of the
group on Gerizim? It seems reasonable,therefore,to follow Brichto and Nielsen
in retaining the tradition of v.1l4 and linking it with vv.11-13 and vv.15f.,
without deciding between the subsequent divergent interpretations of Brichto
and Nielsen.

If,therefore,vv.11-13 do not imply that there were two groups,each
consisting of six tribes,which spoke the blessing and the curse,it is no
longe? necessary to separate v.1lh from vv.11l-13 or from vv.lEf? Thus from
the point of view of form alons there is no conclusive evidence against
the connection of the Ievites and the utterance of the curse. In fact,there

are good reasons for maintaining this link. Confirmation of this can be

found in a closer examination of vv.15-26 and related traditions.

1.Cf.BDB Sy ,sec.7 (c).

2.Mishnah,Sote vii.5, assumes the Levites pronounce 12 blessings and 12
curses (the blessings being the reverse of Dt.xxvii.15-26). As Lewy
remarks, 'This is a not very plausible attempt of harmonization'.

B.G.v;Rad,oE.cit.,p.119 seems to think there were two separate ceremonies.
'Es ist durchaus damit zu rechnen, dass hinter beiden Anordnungen
Erinnerungen an zwei verschiedene kultische Begehungen stehen,die in alter
Jeit bei Sichem zelebriert wurden. Bei ihrer Kombination ist allerdings
die erste zugunsten der zweiten stark verklrzt worden ---'. He is here
following S.Bllow, 'Der Berg des Fluches',ZDPV 1957,pp.100-7,wvho interprets
Dt.xxvii.12-13 in the light of Josh.viii.33 and Dt.xi.29 and concludes
that the people faced Ebal and Gerizim in the ceremony of the curse and
blessing (cf.Tonneau,RB 35,1926,pp.98f.),the words of which,apart from the
tamen',were spoken by a cultic official. Bilow,stressing the physical aptness
of Gerizim(fertile) and Ebal(barren ahd dry) to represent blessing and curse,
and noting the distance of the hils from the terebinth shrine at Shechen,
argues that there must have been two ceremonies in two different places.
But such a recounstruction is unnecessary if the whole of the proceedings
are conducted in the valley at the foot of the hills, That such a ceremony
of cursing and blessing at the conclusion of an act of covenant-making or
—renewal should have been permanently linked with Shechem because of Ebal
and Gerizim is highly unlikely (cf.lev.xxvi), although Bllow's explanation
in terms of physical geography may be valid for the original choice of
Shechemn.
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Dt.xxvii.15-26 has been labelled a 'sexual Decalogue' or, with
more point, a 'list of secret.sins'z, but neither description will stand
closer inspection. Driver's modest summary, which does not claim to dis-
cover any principle on which the curses are constructed, is much more
accurate. 'The offences against vhich they are directed are the dishonour
of Jéhovah, certain grave breaches of filial and neighbourly duty and
certain typicai fofms of immorality. The principles upon which the
particular offences named are selected is not apparent' (p.299). By
stressing the connections between vv.15-26 and other prohibitions in
other.law codes, however, we shall attempt to demonstrate some sort of
principle behind the list.

It is generally accepted that the present form of these curses is

J .
fairly late. This conclusion is based chiefly on vv.15 and 26; by its

C b
length and its reference to 'graven or molten image' the first curse shows
signs of several later hands, and 'torah' in the last curse seems to be

~equivalent to 'the Deuferonomic code'. On the other hand, most

commentators find in the series of curses as a whole survivals of primitive

1. H. Gressmann.

2. G.v.Rad, op.cit;, p.120; Moses, p.57.

3. Cf. Driver, Deuferonomz, p-300; Mowinckel, Psalmenfstudien V, p...79;
. .R. Pfeiffer, Introduction, pp.226-8.

4. Mowinckel, op.cit., p. 179 ; G.v. Rad, op.cit., 120.
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usage.1 G. Fohrér seems alone among modern commentators in regarding the
passage as aﬂpurely literary compositon.2 Opinion is fairly evehly
diVided; however, aélto whether this primitive usage actually stemmed
from Shechem3 or whether it was only brought into connection with Shechem

: L
at a later date.

Before entering into a discussion of these various views and essaying
Our own interpretation we shall examine each curse in turn: The text to be

€Xamined is as follows:

1. Cf. Driver, op.cit., p.300: 'The text thus beine constructed without
Special reference to D '(ie. the aims of the Deuteronomic
legislation as a whole) ‘it is probable that it is in reality not the
work of the author of Dewt., but an o0ld liturgical office, used on
solemn occasions, which has been inserted by a later hand in the text of
Dt., and accommodated to its position there by the addition (or adaptation)
of v.26'; Pfeiffer, op.cit, p.228, 'A date in the 9th or 8th cent. B.C.
seems to be in harmony vith the characteristics of these curses';

G-V-Rad, op.cit, p.119, 'Der sichemitische Dodekalog ist die altertimlieh-
ste Verbotsreihe, die uns im AT, erhalten ist und eines der wichtigsten
Dokumente, das uns etwas von dem Geist und der liturgischen Form des
frihen Yahwehglaubens zu erkennen gibt.'

2. 'Das sogennante apodiktisch formulierte Recht und der Dekalog', Kerygma und
Dogma, 11/1, 1965, pp.L49-7k4: 'Die Reihe —-- ist daher in der deuteronomist-
i§chen Zeit entstanden und in den Rahmen des Buches Deuteronomiums fir
die Darstellung eines fingierten kultischen Aktes eingearbeitet worden'.
But why should anyone compose such a list when more specific definitions
of wrongful acts and penalties already existed (e.g. in the Book of the
Covenant), if older traditions are not being taken up? If this is the
case, then it is not sufficient to give reasons for doubting the use of our
present Deuteronomy as a sort of cultic text-book; it must also be shown
That the traditions incorporated did not have cultic reference. (&f. p.90
below) at any previous time. Cf. C. Steuernagel, Deuteronomium, p.149,

'As the individual curses do not refer to Beuteronomy on the whole but to
the Book of the Govenant arnd the Holiness Code it is to be assumed that the
author lived during the Exile at the earliest'. We know too:little about
the formation of our present OT. to rule out this possibility altogether,
but from what we do know of 0.T. life and literature it seems improhable,
to say the least; see p.8§ below. Even if the Bk. of the Cov. and the H.
Code received their present literary form during the Exile, they are neither
purely literary compositions nor of late origin.

3. So Sellin, Geschidte, p.101; Alt, X1. Schriften I, p-324f.; Wright, IB 2,
pp-325-6 Nielsen, gp.cit., 52¢ 5 V.Rad, op.cit., p.119.

L. So Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien G; p-79, Noth, Stimme, P-73 n.2 and p.14d;
Pfeiffer, op.cit., p.226-8 -
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ha'fs '*fer yat®deh pesel lmassekah t3'®patyhwh ma‘2deh y°ab-

haras w®43m bassdter

e — e__- . ~
W *Znu kol-ha®am w 'amrd '3mén (£ Response Ia)

Y=oA
arur

makleh 'abiw w°'immd

e .
W amar kol-hat*am.’amén (=Response I)

‘- A
srur
Tardr

B -
arur

Apart

followed by

formula' by

massig gébﬁl r&*&hi --- (Response I)

maégeh_‘iwwér_baddirek -—~ (Response I)

matteh mispat gér-yatom w®'almdnzh --- (Response I)

S0kEb ¢im-efet 'abiw ki Zilldh k®nap Yabiw --- (Response I)

%6k8b ‘im-kol-b®hémah --- (Response I)

$5kEb *im-?2hotd bat-'abIw '3 bat-'immé --- (Response I)

$0¥eb *im-photanto --- (Résponse 1)

makkéh rg&*éhl bassater --- (Response I)

16k8al 50had 1%hakkdt nepes dam nogl --- (Response I)

Yafer 10-yakim 'et-dibr@ hattorab-hazzZot 1a*@s6t '6tam --- (Respons
1)

from the first and last cﬁrses all are construed with 2arir

an active participle. This has been labelled 'the simple curse
1 )
S.H. Blank. The subject of the kal passive participle of 'arar

may, of course, vary; it may be a common noun, a proper noun, a pronoun or a

noun clause

with '2Zer instead of a participle. It is sometimes follwmed by a

condition introduced by Ei (cf. Gen.xlix.7; I Sem.xxvi.l9; Jer.xi.3;

Dt.xxvii.l?). It is doubtful, however, whether we can determine the mood and

tense of 'arir as striftly as Blank does; the tense is future rather than

1. HUCA 23/1, 1950/1, pp.73f.
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present, and the mooa optative rather than declarative, he states. This is
almost certainly true of Dt.xxvii1 which is dealing with actions which may
not yet have been committed, but it would not be tfue of'Gen.iii.lh ete.

The truth, in Blank's view,is that whenever the curse comes into effect
(present or future) its influence is not limited to the present but extends
into tﬁe future. Blank's view that the tense is future means almost
inevitably that the mood is labelled 'ogtative'. It is not possible, however,
to be so dogmatic; just as the curse may be in the present tense there is no
reason why it should not be declarative, especially when pronounced by God.
The passive fom of the participle, a;hnoted above (p.39), dees nét nmean that
the :Efﬁi curse was regarded as 'automatic and self-fulfilling'. Blank's
'simpie curse formula', as nded on p.4d above, contains a variety of forms;
these are best subdivided for purposes of clarity even if they are all

united by their use of Yarur + noun or participle (+ i} clause sometimes).
:éfﬁg followed by a participle, meaning 'cursed be the man who --'. occurs 10
times in Dt.xxvii.15-26, and once in each of the following places - Gen.xxvii.
29 (= I\Tum.x_xiv.9);'Juag;xxi.lB; Jer.x1lviii.1l0;s=d Mel.i.lk; Ps.cxix.21.
Closely related to this éroﬁp are those Gases where arur is folloved by -

h -y
A a. arur & _participl
‘%15 " Ser mearing,like 56— = Q

PP e cursed be the man who --', as in

Dt.xxvii.15,26 (without 128 1¢15); Josh.vi. 26; I S.xiv. 2L,28 Jer.xi.3;xvii.5

(heggeber instead of 19%3); xx.15; Jer.xx.lhk (with hayyom instead of 515),

1. But even here DT1JaP. Deutercenomy, p- 501, says: 'The copula is unexpressed

in the Hebrew; and "is, be or shall be® must be understood according to
the context. Here is is most suitable'.
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is probably better grouped with the curseg relating to objects and things
(group 5). A third group consists o curses addressed directly to the
persdn éoncenned (and not qualified by'conditions) - Gen.iii.lh; iv.1l;
Dt.xxviii.léa, 16b, 19a, 19b; Josh. ix.23 (plural); Mal.iii.9 (with ne'arinm
(niph.) insteaa of légﬁg). Closely related to this group are two other
icursgs,-one using a proper Rame (Gen.ix.2L) and fhe other using the pronoun
hém ('they') (I S.%xvi.19). A fifth group consists of curses relating to
objects - Gen.iii.l7 (the land), xlix.7 (their anger), Dt.xxviii.17/18 (thy
basket and thy kneading trough, the fruit of thy body and the fruit & thy
ground, the increase of thy cattle and the young of thy flock), Jer.xx.lh
(the day). |

The primary formal difference is that between the first two groups on
the one hand and group three on the other; the former are couched in the
third berson sing. and are of general application providing the subject
fulfils certain conditions, whereas the latter aré couched in the 2nd person
(usually sing.) and cohfrpnt someone directly without conditions (if there
are ény then they must be ;ssumed to have been fulfilled already). Of this
second group Gen.iil.lh énd iv.11 and Mal.iii.9 are spoken by God; the
directtunconditional‘curse is here uttered by the one who-fulfils it. The
other curses in this group are possibly dependent on those in which God is
represented as pronouncing the curse. Cursing on the lips of Yahweh however
can hardly have been the original model of the curse; this would be the

reverse of all that we know about religious terminology and anthropomorphism.

1. Cf. p.@D below on ymat, yémﬁt and tamut.
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On the other hand, unconditional curses such as we find in Dt.xxviii.16,19

and Josh.ix.23 or Gen.ix.2L4 or I S.xxvi.l9 must heve been precedéd by a

condition at least implicifly.

Even if ﬁe omit Dt.xxvii-xxviii for thé moment, therefare, we find that
common to all the grodbs is the undoubted antiquity of a high proportion of
the curses in each group.l (e.g. Gen.xxvii.29 = Nu.xxiv.9; Judg.xdi.18;

. 2
Josh.vi.26; I Sam.xiv.2k, xxvi.19; Gen.iii.lh; iv.1l; ix.24; and Josh.ix.23) .

There is nothing in principle, therefore, that demands a late date for the ‘
use. of :§£§£ in-Dt.xxvii.lEf. In fact, quite the reverse.

In that all the curses aparf from the first and the last are followed
by a participle it seems likely that the original form o these two curses
has been altered; this is further suggesfed by the urusual length and the
vocabulary of these two c;rses. The original form seems best preserved in
those with only four words3 (e.g. vv.16-28,21,23-4). This short form is

easily retored in vv.19-20, 22 also.

1. Cf. the invitation of the angel of the Lord to curse Meroz in Judg.v.23,
commonly acknowledged to be one of the oldest poems in the OT.

2. There is no reason to regard Josh.vi.26 as H.G.May, Peake's Comam., p-294
does, as 'prophecy post eventum'; even so he dates it to the 9th Cent.B.C-
There are numerous ancient parallels to the cursing of a captured city so
that it shall not be rebuilt (cf. Judg.ix.45). Cf. S. Gevirtz, 'Jericho
and Shechem; a religio-literary aspect of city destruction', VI 13,

1963, pp.52-62. Josh.ix.23 may also owe its place in the tradition to
its zetiological relevance (cf. the later Temple nethinim), but this says
nothing about its origin, which may well be early. Judg.xxi.1l8 is linked
with the early amphictyonic cult by Noth, Stimme, p.lOLfin view of

n baldh and 'Israel'scf.xx.6,10.

3, Cf. A. Alt, Kleine Schriften I, p.3lk; 'Dann ergibt sich -~ ein Vierer-'
metrum ohne Z&sur fur die Urform'. It is by no means impossible, however,
that some if not all of the curses originally consisted of only 3
members, especially if in vv.21-4 ‘im be counted with its following noun.
V.17 would end with gebll; v.18 with ‘iwwer; v.19 with mispat; v.20 with

A

Y3biw; v.22 with 'ah6td; v.2k with r&*ehld; v.25 with fohad.
———— RN BonY ———— T e
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xxvii.1l5. In v.15 we have the unusual occurrence of pesel and masséksh,
1

otherwise foﬁnd together only in Judg.xvii.3-L and xviii.lL ( where it is

thought by many scholars to be a sign that two accounts have been conflated)
and Naeh.i.l4k. “2sah pesel (without masséksh) is not infrequent in Dt.iv

(vv.16,23,25). The expression t6*abat yhwh also occurs several times in Dt.,

in one of two forms : a)by itself to signify 'something abominable', always
2
in connection with the worship of other gods and b) in the phrase 'for it

is an abomination of Yahweh' or 'whoever does this is an abomination of
3

Yahweh',usually connected in this case with a prohibition. That the phrase
need not necessarily betray later revision and conflation,however,seems indic-

ated by the épitaph on the tomb of Tabnit,priest of Astatte,king of Sidon.

"My curse be with whatsoever man thou art that bringest forth this coffin !

Don't,don't open it and don't disturb me,for such a thing would be an

L

abomination to Astarte'. But t6*abat yhwh adds nothing new or important

1.In xviii.17 and 18 the two nouns are separated,so that even if the phrase
were once hendiadys two separate objects must be thought of. In vv. 20,30
and 31 massékdh is absent and pesel alone does duty for whatever object is
to be thought of. A further difficulty is caused by the question whether
the story presupposes a period when the use of images in the worship of
Yahweh was not prohibited. If images were once pernitted, as is suggested
by Judg.xvii-xviii( unless the view of M.Noth, 'The Background of Judg.17-18',
that these chapters are satirical be accepted) this would mean that Dt.
xxvii must be dated later than such a period.

2.Dt.vii.26;xiii.15; xiv.3; xvii.lh; xviii.9; xx.18; xxiv.l; xoxii.lé.
3,Dt.vii.25; xvii.l; xviii.l0-12; xxii.b; *xiii.19; xxv.13-16.

4.Cf.ANET,p.505,where the inscription is dated c.300 BC; it is dated by N.
Avigad,IEJ 1953,p.148 to the 5-4th cent.EC. Cf.also ANET,pp.421-L: the
teaching of Amen-Em-Opet,xiii.l5, 'Do not talk with a man falsely. The
abomination of the god.' xv.20,'Do not confuse a man with a pen upon
papyrus. The abomination of the god.' Cf.Prov.xi.20;xii.22; xv.8,9,26;
xx.10,23; xxi.27; xvi.5; xvii.lb.
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in Dt.xxvii.l5 and is probably secondary. §§§§§§§£ is used with reference
t0 other sins committed secretly in II Sam.xii.l12 ; Ps.ci.5; Job.xiii.lO;
Xxxi.27; Prov.ix.17. In Job xxiv.13f. ,which offers a list of crimes which
men prefer to do in darkness and secret - murder,adultery,theft - there is
a reference to their portion in the land being cursed (v.18 - t€kullal).
Other grimes similar to those of Dt.xxvii.lbf. are mentioned earlier in the
same chapter ,Job xxiv.2-4. Whether this points to an early connection of
'curse'! and ' crimes done in secret' is impossible to say, except in the
general sense that it was natural,as we have seen, to invoke the curse as
a sanction in cases where tangible evidence was lacking., There is insufficient
evidence to support a more decisive conclusion : s&€ter is not mentioned in
Job xxiv.2-4 and the crimes listed in Job xxiv.13f. bear as much resemblance
to the Decalogue as to Bt.ixvii. In fact, séter may not be original to Dt.
Xxvii, It is an exaggeration to call Dt.xxvii a list of typical secret sins1

and a mistake to emphasise this aspect of Db.xxvii in comparison with Ex.xx

and other‘groups of commandments. There are parallels to xxvii.1l5 in Lev.xix.

L; Bx.xx.l and Lev.xxvi.l:

w'é10he; massékah 10’ ta‘25d likem Lev.xix.k
13? ta‘aseh 1°ka pesel Ex. X%, 4
16" tat®3f likem '€1ilim Upesel Gmaggebdh  Lev.xxvi.l

xxvii.16. The second curse has several parallels in the 0T.- Lev.xx.9

(twice) ;Ex.xxi.15;17; Lev.xix.3; Ex.xx.12; Prov.xv.20. Apart from Dbt.xxvii.

1.It is presumably partly because of the emphatic position of séter at the
end of the first curse that some scholars have interpreted the curses as
referring to a list of secret sins (cf.p.50 above). The most that can be
said with certainty,however,is that this was the interpretation placed on

the curses at a later date.




16,however,§§l§g is used only rarely elsewhere in the OT. (Dt.xxv.3; I Sam.
xviii.23; Is.iii.5; xvi.4; Prov.xii.9),and &lways,apart from here, in the
niphal, H.Ca.zelles:L notes thet the root klh occurs at Ras Shamra (eg. I AB
1.37) meaning 's'incliner humblement,tomber a terre'. J.Gamberoni2 has
pointed out the frequency of'paSSages dealing with relations to parents in the
OT. ,usually where rules and principles of conduct are being .inculcated.
For our present purposes the most significant factor about such passages
is the variety of constructions used and the indications of equivalences
to 1§£§£ . Thus,in Ex.xxi.15 and 17 we have mot yumdt preceded by an active
participle; in Lev.xx.9b damo b6 ; in Lev.xx.9a mOt yumdj preceded by 11§
4% '3%er plus imperfect ; the original form of Ex?%é may have contained
the prohibitive 18" plus imperfect ('thou shalt not dishonour,curse--')z;
and a more poetic version of the same commandment is found in Prov,xx.20
(cf.xv.20).

xxvii.l7. Aﬁart from a few instances ,mostly in the Psalms, of
éﬁg meaning 'turn away' in a general sense,the word occurs only in Dt.
xxvii.l7; xix.ls; Hos.v.10; Prov.xxii.28; xxiii.1lO0;Job.xxiv.2 and Mic.vi.
14, and always with 5ggg; as object,except in Mic.vi.lh. The sacredne;s of
boundary landmarks is attested in Babyloi,GreeceSand Rome? The only direct

7
parallel in the OT. is Dt.xix.lh, a prohibition with 16 plus imperfect.

1.Btudes sur le Code de 1'Alliance,p.52

».7Das Elterngebot im A.T.',BZ 8, 1964,pp.161-91.

3.Cf.A.Alt,Kleine Schriften I,p.321 n.l.

4.Cf.M.Noth,Ges.Stud. ,p.163 n.25

5.Cf.Plato,laws VIII 842e, 'probably repeating an older law',according to
Driver, Deuteronomy,p.234.

6.Dion.Hal., II.7L.
7.Contra E.Gerstenberger,Wesen und Herkunft des sogenannten apodiktischen

Rechts im A.T.,p.90 : 'Db.xxvii.l7 und xix.lh sind zwei verschiedene
Gattungen. Die Prohibitive,anstatt die verbotene Handlung unter den Fluch
zu stellen,tendieren viel eher dahin,die bBsen Folgen einer Uberschreitung
des Verbots —-- in einem begrlindendem Satz anzugeben'. Cf.pp.63f.,73f.below.
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xxvii.18. §4gah (hi.) occurs only in Ps.xxix.10;Prov.xxviii.1l0 and Job
xii,16,on each occasion with a metaphorical meaning,although derek is also
used in Prov,xxviii,lO0. The closest parallel is Lev.xix.llL, another
prohibition with 15'.

xxvii.19. natdh (hi.) occurs frequently with 'heart' (especially in Kings)
or 'ears' (especially in Jeremiah) as object,meaning 'to turn one's heart,eye,
(?).ear'. It is used in Ex.xxiii.2 & 6; Dt.xvi.19; xxiv.17; I Sam.viii.3;
Job.xxiv.L;Prov.xvii.23; xviii.b; Is.x.2;xxix.21; Lam,iii.35; Am.ii.7;v.12;
and Mal,iii.5 in connection with justice and the needy ,meaning 'to deflect
(the course of justice)' or 'brush aside (the n.eedy)'.1 MiSpat is the object
of nitdh (hi.) in Ex.xxiii.6; Df.xvi.19; xxiv.17; I Sam.wiii.3 and Lam.iii.35;

cf.Prov.xvii.23 (Yorhot mispat), xviii.5 (saddik bammispa}). In Isaiah and

Amos the poor or the righteous (cf.Prov.xviii.5)are the object and in
Malachi it is the gér. The closest parallel is in Dt.xxiv.17: 1lo? tatteh

mispat gér yitom . The phrase 'the sojourner,fatherless and widow' is found

only in Dt.xiv.29;xvi.1l,1Lk;xxiv.17,19,20,21; xxvi.1l2-13; Jer.vii.6;xxiif. 3;

Ps.xciv.6; cexlvi.9. It would seem to be 'Deuteronomic',therefore. On the other
hand,thig need not necessarily indicate a late origin of the phrase if it is
remembered that 'Deuteronomic' expressions are often 'cultic' expressions.3

Tt should be noted that Dt.xxvii.l9 and xxiv.17f. are terser in style (eg.the

omission of 'among you','in your towns' as well as the definite article)than

1.Tn Ex.xxiii.2,where it is used without object,Cazelles,op.cit.,p.87 compares
I.K.ii.28;viii.58;Prov.xvii.23,and translates with the Syriac 'prevariquer'.

2.Cf.W.R.Smith,KinshiE,pp.AS,168,193 on gér:'men who had sought the protection
of another tribe for various reasons'. There are frequent references to gér
in the Holiness Code. Cf.the parity of native and gér in Num.xv.
3.Cf.S.Mowinckel,Le Décalogue,p.7; W.Beyerlin,Origins and History of the
0ldest Sinaitic Traditions,p.70,n.229.
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the other passages in Dt. This is especia11§ important in view of the fact
that the closest parallel (xxiv.17) has the form of a proh;bition with 1o0'
and may well represent material taken over by Dt. (cf.Ex.xxii,21). Support
for this may be found in the two passages from Jeremiah,which also assemble
the words in the style of Dt.xxiv.l7 , xxvii.}9, and are also prohibitions
with 16%set in a context of Yahweh's ethical requirements (Jer.vii.6;xxii.3).
bt.x.18 aiso,which speaks of God's care for the ger etc.,may meflect ancient

law material ,now couched in the homiletic style of Bt..The phrase fisah

mispat tsedakah is common in Jer. and Ezk;(Jer.xxii.3,15;xxiii.5;xxxiii.15;

Ezk.xviii.5,19,21,27; xxxiii.lh,l6,l9),often in contexts of cult and covenant-

1
law. Ps.xciv,which portrays God as judge (vv.1-2),reflects a group of

prohibitions in v.6 and refers to the crimes being committed in secret in
_ textual
V.7. TFinally mention must be made of an insignificant/variation in Dt.

. . ) -
xxvii.19 -weyatdm (cf.LXX kai orphanou ) insteed of yatom.

xxvii.20 is paralleled in Lev.xviii.18 (1o’ prohibition),xx.1l (18

1afer + mbt yim®tld + d°méhem bam) and Dt.xxii.30 (187 prohibition). Dt.xxdi.30

suggests that §kb refers to marriage rather than intercourse outside marriage.
xxvii.21 is paralleled in Lev.xviii.23 (1o prohibition),xx.15 (*is
8¢ . mdt yomat)and Ex.xxii.18 (Participle+ mohk yumdt). Similar practices
3

2
are described in Gilgamesh Epic vi.L7; Hittiée Lew-code 1i.87f. and

Herodotus II L46. Cazelles ,commenting on Bx.xxii.18,says, 'le mieux est de
voir la une pratique mi-rituelle,mi-magique,comme on peut en concevoir une
chez une peuple pasteur pour obtenir la fécondite des troupeaux'. It is not
impossible that such ritual practices obtained in Canaan (cf.the anti-

Canaanite tendency of the law against boiling a kid in its mother's milR).

1.Cf.W. Zimmerli, Gottes Offenbarung,pp.178-192%esp.pp.180-5.
2.Cf.ANET, p. 8k 3.0f. ANET, pp.196-7. L.0p.cit.,p.76.
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xxvii.22 TIs paralleled only in Lev.xviii.9 (13® prohibigion) and xx.17

(nikrets —'thejshall be cut off'). The terminus post quem of such a law as this

must be later than the patriarchal period, bécause marriage with a sister was

allowed then (eg. Gen.xx12). There is one unimportant textuval variation; Cod.
Vat.85 omifs *daughter of', thus altering the relationship from that of half-

éisfer to that of aunt (cf. Lev.xviii.l2), but this reading has no support and
seems to ﬂéVe arisen through a wrd being omitted in transmission.

xxvii.23. Hatan occurs only here. There is no exact parallel to this curse,
therefore, but Lev.xviii.l7 (13" prohibitioﬁ) and %x.lh (el 2 20r - zimmdh hti?)
.deal with the same relationship.

It is striking that the curses using 3kb (vv.20-23) are paralleled on each
occasion in Lev.xviii and xx. More significant, perhaps, is the fact that on

 three occasionsthe parallels occur in what K. Elligerl has argued t#be an early
preAmdnarchical Decalogue regulating relations within the 'Grossfamilie’'. On the
other haﬁd, it should be noted that Dt.xxvii has adopted a different order from
that of Iev.xviii. (closer'to that of Lev.xx?).

xxvii.2h. TIs paralleled in Ex.xxi.12 (participle + mdt ylmat). Cf. Ex.xx.13-
(15 prohibition). Apart from the frequent use ;f rea® in phrases such as 'and
one said to another', a high proportion of the sentences in which rea‘ occurs are
exhortations or prohibitions, giving guidance in social conduct and occurring
predominanfly in the Decalogue, the Book_of the Covenant,the Holiness Code,
Deuteronomié.lél prohibitions and ProverBs(eg. Ex.xx.16-7; xxi.1k,18,35; xxii.6-10,
13,25; Lev.xix.16,18; xx.10; Dt.v.éO—l; xix.b=5, 11, lh; xxii.2k, 26; xxiii.25-6;
Prov.i1ii.28; vi.29; xxiv.28; xxv.8-9; 1 K.viii.31 @ II Chron. vi.22; cf. Jer.

xxii.1l3; Bzk.xviii.6, 11, 15; Zech.viii.10-17).

1. ZAW. 1955, p-lf.
‘ . _ : i
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xxvii.25. There are two much shorter parallel§ in Ex.xxiii.8 (weééhad

15 tikkah) and Dt.xvi.19 (wCtikkeh 15 $ohad). sohed is used twenty four

times altogether in the OT.,and of the nineteen instances where it means
'bribe' thirteen passages ,at least, are explicitly concerned with the
administration of justice (Is.v.23;xxxiii.l5;Mic.iii.ll; II Chron.xix.1l;
Ex.xxiii.8a,8b; Dt.xvi.1l9a,19b; x.17;xxvii.25;I Sam.viii.3; Ps.xv.5; Prov.
xvii,23). In Bzk.xxii,12 'Balking bribes' is linked with the 'shedding of
blogd!'. ‘'Innocent blodd' is referred to on a score of occasions in the
0T; ;the following passages are the most significant for our purposes -
Dt.xix.13; xxv.9; I Sam.xix.5;Jer.vii.6; Prov.vi.1l7 ; Ps.xciv.2l. Two of
these passages, Jer.vii.6 and Ps.xciv, have already been referred to in
connection with Dt.xxvii.19 (pp.59-60). The two passages from Dt.xix and
xxi are part of a series of h:; stipulations (in which the dbject is
usually hara' - Dt.xiii.6;xvii.7,12; xix.13,19; xxi.9,21; xxii.21-2;
xxiv.7;xxvi.13~1}4) which have some claim to be considered as a body of
legislation taken over by Deu.teronomy.1 I Sem.xix.5 is in the context of
an oath ?im yﬁmét.z

One of the outstanding facts that emerges from such a lexicographical
survey is the number of parallels to Dt.xxvii.15f. within other law-codes

and passages dealing with Yahweh's moral demands. Several of these

passages contain more than one parallel to Dt.xxvii,15f. Equally striking

1.Cf.J.L'Hour,Bib. 4k, 1963,pp.1~28; BB 71,196k, pp.L4B1-502.

2. xxvii.26 seems to have been added by the Dt.editor. This is suggested by
vocabulary,style and content. Dibrﬁj'hattéréh occurs only in Dt.itself or
verses shaped by Dt.(i.e. Dt.xvii.19;xxvii.3,8,26; xxviii,.58;x¥ix.28; xxxi.
2L;xxxii.L6; Josh.viii.3k; IT K.xxiii,3,24; IT Chron.xxxiv.19; Neh.viii.9).
Hékim dibréj with man as subject occurs in I Sam.xv.11l,13;Jer.xxxiv.18;

II K.meEETB,ZA. "This law' (cf.IT K.xxiii.2h) seems to refer to the whole
Deuteronomic code,not just the preceding curses. Possibly there were only
ten curses originally.
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is the way in which the curse (Yarur) form is replaced by sentences con-
strued with mét yumdt or 16" (Dt.xxvii.l5 - thrice paralleded by 15"
clauses; xxvii.l6 - twice by mo% z@ mat ; xxvii.l7 - once by 18’ ; xxvii.
18 - once by 167; xxvii.19 - four times by 15'; xxvii.20 - once by mdt
yimat , twice by 157; xxvii.2l - twice by mdt yUmdt,once by 16 ; xxvii.
22 - once by 10?,once by nikretld ; xxvii.23 - once by 10'; xxvii.ZL -
twice by mét ylmdt ,once by 10'; xxvii.25 - twice by 10" ). That the

connection of 'arur , mét yumit and 10' is not accidental seems sufficiently

demonstrated by the number of inst%nces. But confirmatory evidence is

not lacking. In Judg.xxi.5 and 18 the zssembly of the people takes an
oath; on the first occasion it is expressed by mot zﬁgég, on the second
by 'arur and participle. There is little doubt that the two forms of
speech are equivalent here. This is quite explicit in I Sam.xiv.24,28,39,
if yambt is accepted as equivalent to yumat here; of. LXX Jﬂbe;vifw in
v.h2. Yamit may correspond to the fact that in this case the person
speaking is also the one who is/will be resnonsible for carrying out the
penalty; i.e. it is really egquivalent to tamut (cf, Gen.ii.l7; iii.17). That
“the death penalty could be exacted for breaches of 18 prohibitions (agzin
cf.Gen.ii.17f.) seems to be indicated by I K.xxi,the case of IMNaboth,who

was chareed with breaking the 10! prohibition of Ex.xxii.27. The fact that
g g 0" I

the charge was false is irrelevant in the present connection.

1. The following passages. form three of the six instances of 'Bundes-
strafrecht' according to W.Preiser, 'Vergeltung und Stthne im
altisraelitischen Strafrecht!,pp.7-39; the other three instances
relate to Achan (Josh.vii), Saul's descendants (II Sem.xxi) and
Jeremiah (Jer.xxvi). In Josh.ix.23 we have an interesting case of
the curse being mitigated by a previous oath; the Gibeonites are not
killed but simply relegated to the status of 'hewers of wood and drawers
of water'. They are not completely 'cut off' but are benned from full
fellowship with the Israelites.
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One of the most significant contributions towards an interpretetion

of these parallels .was made by A.Alt in Ursprlinge des israelitischen Rquﬁﬁ,l

where he linked the 1§£§£ series in Dt.xxvii.15f. with the origins of Israelite
apoﬁeioﬁig_law. Applying the form-critical methods used by Gunkel2 and Gressmann3
he soughﬁ to pehetrate behipd the literary complexes of legal corpora in the

or., partiéularly the Book of the Covenant. Alt dealt firstly writh casuistic lav.r}+

which he regarded as merked by 'if ---' (?Im or ¥i), the impersonal third person

('Whoever dees --/ If anyone does --'). Its Sitz im Leben was the normal justice
administered b& lay leaders at ﬁhe townrgate.5 Compared with law codes among
Israel's neighbours there w;s nothing distinctively Israelite about the formlof
these laws (miSpapim). They.derive from Israel's environment and reflect the
usage not.so much of local Canaanite shrines (so Jepsen, Caspari) but general
Canaanite practice.6 Alt then drew attention to other laws which did not sub-
scribe to the above pattern, either in form or in content. These he called
without detailed reference to possible variations of circumstance,.coniuding with
the words mot Yﬁgég. A second seriés was our present passage Dt.xxvii.l5-25, which
was again characterised by brief, urgent prohibitions, this time dealing with
;ecret sins against'Yahweh and acting as a sort of complement to the previous

2

series in Ex.xxi.' A third series, more limited in theme and content but also

1. Kleine Schriften, pp.278-333.
2. Genesis; Die Psalmen.
3. Mose und seine Zeit.
k. Op.cit., p.285f. _
5. . Op.cit.; p.289, 'Sie wissen nichts von beamteten Richtern, erwhhnen die
Priesterschaft fberhaupt nicht, und berthren das sakrale Gebiet nur bei
Bestimmungen liber Rechtsakte die vor der Gottheit vollzogen werden missen'.
Op.cit., p.297 -

7. Op.cit. p.3Lk

N
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regarded by Alt as apodeictic, consisted of lev.xviii.8-17, where there is a

‘striking use of 16! instead of the normal lgl.l A fourth series is to be
traced in Ex.xxiii.1-3, 6-9, a sort of 'Richterspiegel', again characterised by
the use of }él.z Finally, by eliminating later expansions from the Decalogue
in Ex.xx Alt produced another series of pithy apodeictic prohibitions, but
nore comprehensive in scope than Ex.xxi, Dt.xxvii, and Lev.xviii.

It was at this point that Dt.xxvii assumed crucial importance in Alt's

reconstruction. As the Sitz im Leben of these apodeictic series he looked for a

situation 'in der Wirklich die ganze Volksgemeinschawft und durch sie ihr Gott

den Einzelnén so gebieterisch ansprechen und mit Verboten oder Androhungen von
Fluch und Tod belegen'kann'.3 This he found ready to hand in Dt.xxvii. 'The
apodeictic series here forms the kgrnel of a sacral act of national proportions,

in whi:h'Yqhweh commissions the spokésmen, namely the Levitical priests, whose funct
ion in the community was not limited to attending to man's cultic relationéhip

with Yahweh, but_involved'also the duty of making his demaﬁds known in Israel'.l+

In Dt.xxvii Alt found proof of the sacral character of Israelite apodeictic law.
Evidence that Dt;xxvii referred to a régular ceremény rather than a single
occurrence5 was found by Alt in Dbt.xxxi.9, where a reading of the Eéféﬁ at the

Feast of Booths every seven years is mentioned.

. Op.cit., p.315
Op-cit. p.316
Op.cit., p.32L

Op.cit., p.32L
v.der Ploeg, CBQ, 1950, p.42k referring to D*.xxv11 makes the surprising

statement 'Curses pronounced in the presence of the whole people and ratified
by .their"Amen". exercised their influence not only on those present at the
ceremony but also on future generations. It was not, therefore, necessary to
repeat them, though it may have been done, '

6. Op.cit. p.326

U W N
L ]
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It seemed, therefore, that the Sitz im Leben of the curses in Db.xxvii
waé established. In fact, Alt's contantioné have been largely accepted up to the
lpreéent, although it has occasionally been pointed out that some of the so-called
apodeictic laws were hardly specifically Israelite in character.l Now, however,
as a result of increasing information about early Israel's neighbours in Canaan
Egypt and Mesopotamia it i's becoming increasingly élear that what distinctions
there may.be between apodeictic and casuistic law must be expressed differently
and that it is no longer possible to lodge claims of unigueness for Israel's
apodeictic law in the way that Alt did,2 although there are scholars who still
accept Alt's conclusions and seek to build on them.3 There is no doubt that
apodeictic law of the sart envisaged by Alt was not peculiar to Israe14 and cannot
be regarded as a distinctive ezpression of Israel's faith in Yahwihn, except insofar
as the worship of all gods but Yahweh is prohibited. . On theother hand, it has been
QUestioned5 - rightiy in our opinion'- whether the so-called césuistic law is simply

to be regarded as Israel's inheritance from the surrounding wold.

1. R.H. Pfeiffer, Introduction, p.227; Nielsen, Shechem, p.18L n.6; G. Ostborn,

'~ Tora in the 0T., p.70 n.4

2. Cf. I. Rapaport, 'The Origins of Hebrew Law', p.166; E Gerstenberger, Wesen und
Herkunft des sogenannten apodiktischen Rechts im AT.; R. Kilian, 'Apodiktisches
und kasuistisches Recht im Lichi dgyptischer Analogien', pp.185f; S.Gevirtsz,
'"West Semitic Curses and the Problem of the Origins of Hebrew Law', pp.l137-58;
F.C. Fensham, 'Malediction and Benediction in Ancient Near-Eastern Vassal
Treaties and the O0T', pp.1-9; J.G. Williams, 'Concerning One of the Apodeictic
Formulas', pp.4B4~9; and 'Addenda to "Concerning One of the Apodeictic Formulas|
pp.113-115;. .

3. Cf. H-J Kraus, Gottesdient im alten Israel 1954.p.45, 'Das apodiktisch
formulierte Recht ist Gottesrecht --'.

L, Cf. n.%, esp. Gerstenberger, Kilian & Gevirtz, Cf glso T.J. Meek, Hebr.Origins,
P.72 and ANET p.183 n.24; G.F. Mendenhall, B H. Cazelles, p.128.

5. 1. Rapaoort op.cit., points out that Ex.xxi. 2 (¢ibri), xxi.6 (door-post ceremony
and xxii.7-8,10 (YHWH), all regarded as casuistic by Alt, show signs of being
specifically Israelite.
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The present debate regarding Israel's law inevitably lacks finality and wholeness
~in view of the re-orientation of ideas that is taking place, but if due regard

is paid to the close parallels in the various law-codes within the OT. itself

a more balanced and satisfying solution to some of these difficulties may be
found. In.this task a proper understanding of Dt.xxvii.15-26 can play a useful
- part. And this, in turn, will contribute to a fresh understanding of the role of

" the priest in pre-exilic Israel.

1 . 2 J
Gerstenberger and Kilian (to name but a few)

The analytical work of Gese,
hes made it clear that Alt's broad classification of 'apodeictic' law was too
diffuse, in that it included several different forms, and too exaggerated in the

claims it made for distinctivemess. The participial forms of Alt's apodeictic

0 ' [ - - . . 3 .
law (i.e. mot yimdt and 'drur series) bear a strong resemblance to the casuistic
' L

form, in that the participle can be translated 'if a man does ---/ whoever does --.

The question has naturally been asked, therefore, whether such series should not
5

be included'among the casuistic stipulations, or at any rate distinguished from

the 15? ‘prohibitions and treated separately. Parallels in other ancient N.E.
=7 - 8

material énd in the tribal wisdom of Israel have been used to discountenance

1. 'Beobachtungen zum Stil alttestamentlicher RechtgssBtze', ThLZ 85, 1960, cols.
147-150. " Apodeictic law, says Gese, 'establishes what is wrong in principle,
but does not make it possible to pronounce sentence (Richten) because it con-
tains no penalties' (col.148). The mot ylmat clauses are not apodeictic,
therefore. - -

Op.cit., is mainly concerned with an analysis of 10' prohibitions. See below.
Iiterarkritische v. formgeschiehfliche Untersuchung des Helligkeitsgesetdes,
1963, edp. pp.l-ik.

Cf. Gese, op.cit., p.l148.

Cf. H.J. Boecker, Redeformen des Rechtslebens im A.T., pp.l4l f.

Cf. Gerstemberger, op.cit.; R. Kilian, op.cit., p.62, who treats géﬁ_zﬁmét as
curse.

Cf. ANET pp.412-26 (wisdom sayings from Egypt)

. Cf. Jer.xxxv.6f.; Prov.iii.27f. et passim.

o\ B W N
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the cultic origin of the brief 10! prohibitions, although it is admitted that
. : . 1
they found their way in to the cult at an early date. Nevertheless, it would

be mistaken &5 ignore the similarities between the various groups of Alt's

apodeicticllaws, which our examination blet.xxvii.15f. so far has underlined.
6ne of the déhgers in the present debate is that partial truths are exaggerated
and a view of the whole is lost sight of. Both finer differentiation ana more
careful synthe;is are needed. Alt correctly noted certain differences between
his casuistic and apodeictic law but unfortunately.confused the difference between
their origin and theif use.'2 A similar confusion is to be found in H.J. Boecker's
discussion of the mot zﬁmét f‘ormula;3 because he thinké he has established a non-
cultic ﬁse of such a formula he assumes it was non-cultic in origin also.

We ghall continue oJur eiamination of Dt.xxvii., then, in the light of this

debate. One vital aspect of Dt.xxvii.l5-26 which we have so far ignored is the

response made by the assembled people to each curse. This response is the same

on each occasion - Yamén (LXX genoito - 'so be it'); apart from after the first
curse; where :égg ('and they reply') is added, each curse is followed by the wods
'and all the people shall séy (:Egggrsing),'"Amen"'. These words seem to confirm
the view that Dt.xxvii.1l5f. has preserved genuinely cultic material, even if the
curses héd an independenﬁ existence before they became part of the cult and at a
later stage became a purely literary trédition. Of the 13 instances in which ‘Amen'
is used in the_Oé, (excluding Dt.xxvii for the moment) every single reference has

L

S0me connection with blessing or cursing. Num.v. and the ceremony of cursing in

1. Eg. by Gerstenberger, op.cit., pp.115-6. Repeated in 'Covenant and Commandment'
JBL 84, 1965, pp.38-52. ' : :
. - Cf. Mowinckel, 'Zur Geschichte der Dekaloge', ZAW 55, 1937, p.219, n.1.

2
5. Op.cit., p.l42f.
b

Cf. the congregation's response to the ble551ngu and curses, which conclude

mrm
The Daily Prayer of the King' in Hatts - ANET. p.397 col.B. Cf. also the

Hittite 'g -
oldier's Oath' and their response - ANET p, 353,
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the case of the woman suspécted of adultery we have already noted. Neh.v.13
re;ords-a cursé.invoked by Nehemiah (following the oath taken by the priests)
to which the assembiy responds 'Amen'. - In Neh.viii.6 Ezra blesses the Lord and
the people answer 'Amen!, lifting their hands, bowing their heads and worshipping
thé Lord. in Jer.xi.j Jeremiah says 'Amen' to God's conditional curse (which
~Will be put.into effect if the stipulations of the covenant are broken) and
promisé'of biessing. E&en if the passage is not from Jeremiah himself1 it bears
. witness to the tenacious connection of 'Amen' with bles§ing and cursing and the
worship of ancient Iéréel; The four instances of 'amén in the Psalms are part of
the-blessing formula which concludes the first four boéks of the Psalter (i.e.
Ps.x1i.1l4; 1xxii.19; lxxxix.53; cvi.4B8). Again, even if added by a later editor
they must have been thought appropriate to the worship of the Temple. I Chron.
xvi.}6 records_the 'Amen' pronounced by the people at the end of the hymn of
b1e351ng sung by the newly installed sons of Asaph on the occasion of David's
transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem. Is.lxv.l6f.2 describes the reversal of the curses

~of Genidii. and Dt.xxviii (cf. Gen.i.l - Is.lxv.17; Gen.iii.17b - Is.lxv.22b;
| Dt.xxviii.30 - Is.1xv.21) in the new golden age of blessing. I K.i.36 and Jer.
xxviii.6 record the use -of 'Amen' linked with an invocation of Yahweh in response
to a previous.solémn utterance (of implied blessing). The view that the cultic
nature af Df.xxvii islpurely fictitious fails to give an adequate explanation of

this use of ‘'Amen'. Moreover, why should anyone invent a series o curses of

'extremely broad definition and application at a time when case-law had developed

1. J.P. Hyatt, IB 5, pp.905-6, notes several Deuteronomisms in the passage.

2. D.R. Jones in Peake's Comm., (1962) p.534 comments, 'All other instances of
this word ('Amen') are liturgical!

3. G.Fohrer, 'Das sogenannte apodiktisch’ formullerue Recht und der Dekalog',

Kerygma und Dogman, 11/1, 1965, pp.L49-7y.,
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formulas capable of dealing with more specific breaches of law and was able to
-apply more appropriate sanctions.and peﬁalties? The most obvious implication is
that 21@93 traditions are incorporated in Dt.xxvii.15-26. The question to be
asked, therefore, is not whether these wads were used as part of a cultic
Cceremony as they standl but rather, whether, espclaily in view of their parallels,

they had at any stage in the history of their tradition a place in the cult. An

affirmative answer seems-clearly indicated by the reference to the Levites, the

use of ’arir and Yamén, and by'the way in which the stipulations are assembled.

If, fhen, Dt.xxvii. is connected with the cult, can its Sitz im Leben be

located more exactly? It has been suggested that the Zurses in Dt.xxvii formed
the.conclusioﬁlof an act of oovenant-ma.king.1 G.v.Rad thinks that the farm of
Deuteronomy as a whole (viz.a) Historical description of the events of Sinai +
parenesis.— Dt.i.-xi; b) Proclamation of the Law - Dt.xii.-xxvi.15; c) Affirmation
of covenant-obligation ('Bundesverpflichtung') - Dt.xxvi.16-19; &) Blessing and o
durse - Dbt.xxviif.) refiects a cultic act of covenant-making similar to fhat found
'in;Ex.xix - xxiv.  This suggestion has recently been taken up with renewed vigour
by J.L'Hpurjléé a result of the attention that is being given to connections of
ancient N.E. treaties in general and Hittite vassal-treaties in particular (which

L

ended with a list of blessings and cursings) with the Sinaitic covenant.

1. Cf. G.E. Wright, IB 2, p.488f.; G.v.Rad, Das formgeschichtliche Problem des
. Hexateuch (= Gesammelte Studien, Pp. 9—86), and, in connection with the
amphictyony, M. Noth, The History of Israel,p92f.

2. Op.cit., pp.3L4-5.

3. 'L'Alliance de Sichem', BB 69, 1962, pp.5-36, 161-8L, 350-68.

L. G.E. Mendenhall, 'Covenant Forms in Israelite Tradition', BA 17/3, 1954, pp.
50-76;K.  Baltzer, Das Bundesformular; W. Beyerlin, Origins and History of the
(Odest Sinaitic Traditions; D. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant; N. Lohfink,

'Der Bundesschluss im Lande Moab', BZ NF 6, 1962, pp.32-56.
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Stressing the concluaing act of blessing and cursing, L'Hour has sought
to show that Dt.xxvii.l5-26 was part of the concluding sct of (blessing
and) cursing of a covenant made at Shechem, and that the stipuiations of
this covenant are to be found essentially in the Book of the Covenant.1
Against such interpretations of Dt.xxvii,15-26,however, is the fact
that it is not a list of curses of the same nature as those which conclude
ancient N.E. treaties. It is not so much a divine sanction against the

breaking of the covenant as a reiteration of the stipulations of the

covenant in the form of a curse. Dt.xxvii.15-26 does not represent a

66H81uding list of curses but a series of stipulations sipilar to those

found in the Book of the Covenant and the Holiness Code. There is much more

justification for finding traces of the.concluding act of blessing and
cursing in Dt.xxviii and Lev.xxvi.2 Whether Dt.xxvii.l5-26,interpreted
as a list of stipulations, can still be given a place within the covenant-
festival is a question that requires further investigation. It is in
itself feasible and the conclusions of the present study would not rule
out such a possibility.

+ might perhaps be argued that Dt.xzxvii would make a useful
conclusion to a covenant-renewal ceremony which.had included the reading

of the law; it would pick up representative covenant-stipulations,and thus

enforce not only these but all the covenant-stipulations with the curse.

1.0p.cit.,p.361l. This stimulating theory is well argued and it is more
than likely that the legal codes of the 0T. represent syntheses of local
usage,but it inevitably falls short of proof in view of the complete
absence of geographical references within the Book of the Covenant.
Such references are hazardous anyway,if Israel's pre-monarchical cult
was linked with a mobile Ark and amphictyony.

2.Cf.Pp.104f . below.
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Against this,however,is‘the unrepresentative nature of the curses in Dt.
xxvii. Tt is difficult to see why this particular list of offences should
) have been singled out unless they are,in fact,actual stipulations - with
no more representative function than any other group of stipulations which
might have been chosen.

If this is so, and if the arguments adduced above for retaining

the connections of Dt.xxvii with the cult are valid, can it be shown that
the stipulations in the other law-codes also formed part of the cult, or

that they were declared by the priest?
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PRIEST AND LAW

In the course of.the following pages we shall seek to show that many
of the stipulations in the three main law-codes in the 0T. were guarded and
Tecited within the cult By the priests/Levites. We shall not, at first, seek
to determiné the specific nature of this cultic eventl¥centra1 amphictyonic

shrine or local sanctuary, festival for the renewal of the covenant or

otherwise - more narrowly, but will concentrate on the role of the priest

"in the transmission,ef maintenance and development of legal traditions. This
Wikl necéssitafe a further examination of Alt's apodeictic law (especially the
w8t ydust series), other relevant phrases within the law codes, and references
to priest}y Judicial activity scattered throughout the 01d Testament,

The thesis of derstenberger, that the brief 16’*prohibitions (which for

him are the only genuine apodeictic commandments) originate in the sphere of
' 2
tribal wisdom (cf. Jer.xxxv.6f.; the non-cultic contents of the 13’
O 3
prohibitions; the parallels in Proverbs and other ancient N.E. wisdom material)
L

does not precude their later cultic use , and is not, therefore, a decisive

5

objection 1o the view to be advanced here; namely, thet at an early period in

"the transmission of these stipulations they were safeguargded and recited by the

1. It may well have changed its character over the years; hence precision as to
its form is closely linked with chronological problems.

2. Wesen u. Herkunft des sogenannten apodiktischen Rechts im A%.

3. Cf. p.BY above. '

L. Og.cit.,-pp.115-6, 'Da die Sippenordnung von jeher als unter gbttlichen Schutz
Stehend gedacht wurde, muss eine Beziehung der Prohibitive zum Kult sehr alt sein!
Cf. 'Covenant & Commandment, JBL 8L, 1965, p.52, 'Moral requirements must have
entered the cultic zone verysoon.'

5. Apart from certain sentences which seem to take a stronger line, e.g. op.cit.
p.84 ' ——-die grosse Masse der behandelten Prohibitive wire sinnlos in einem
Bundesschlussakt zwischen Yahweh wid Israel.!
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-priests.

A mbre-serious objection is that of Boecker, who seeks to make the gég
Zﬁgég series nbn—cultic.l He blames Alt's essay on the origins of Israel's
law for the perpetuation of the faise notion that mot zﬁmét has nothing to dqhith
legai ppéxié or casuistic law. On the basis of Num. xxxv.9-3L, which he regards
as casﬁisfiq (and therefo?e equivalent to juégement at the gate) he infers that
?ecause mot yﬁﬁét'occurs here in the context of non-apodeictic law then the
formula a§eé not belong %o sacral lgw at all, éxcept in a derived sense. He
référs ﬁo_E. Gerstenberger's work as evidence that Alt's sacral derivation of
apodeictic law is mistaken - at least in the case of lo? préhibitions. Boecker's
" interpretation seems to be supported by the fact that mot yuimat could be construed
as a fixeéd penalty, in this case the death penalty, for the breaking of the law.
It seems to receive additioﬁal support from the way in which mot yumat is picked
up by phréges such as 'they shall stone (him) to death with stoﬁes'. On the
other hand, the short mwot yimat form pointed out by Alt has strong clains to be
nore originél than tbe longer form (ﬁith its more precise description of how
death was to be inflicted) and there is no evidence in Ex.xxi.15f. of a more
specific death penalty evér.having existéd. There are strong grounds for
regarding the stoning in Lév.xk.Z, for example, as a léter addition. In other
Words,'ﬁhe authér of the sanction was, as in the case of the i@zﬁ; stipulations,
Yahweh himself. Even Boecker has to admit that the karet formule (cf. p.&0 above
on Df.xxvii.ZZ), which belongs to the shphefe of sacral law, offers close parallels
to the ﬁgj zﬁmét series. .'In this dase one can speak of a curse- or ban-formula,
for £ﬁe aeath of a sinnef mentioned in these clauses is not executed by man, but

: 1 :
remains the privilege of God'. Apart from the evidence just discussed

1. Redeformen des Rechtslebens im AT., p.14> n.k.
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Boecker assumég'that sacral law has borrowed the terminology of secular legal

1

Praxis and, in fact, he uses sacral law traditions as if they were casuistic

and profane.

This raises the question whether it is possible to distinguish sacred and
2

Secular law in this way in ancient Israel. Could not a single formula be

used by several different groups of tradents in the course of its history?

G.H. Reventlow, who has emphasised that it is impossible to distinguish between

apodeictic and casuistic law in the way that Alt did, speaks of 'apodiktisch-

3

kasuistisches Rechf'.- He confuses use and origin, howéver, in the way that

L

Alt did , when he proceeds to ask whether 'apodiktisch-Kasuistisches Recht' did

not have its origin in the cult. This confusion is made worse by his re-

introduction bf‘the terms 'casuistic' and 'apodeictic’ (now distinguished) to

refer to sepafate phenomena, and his emphasis on the cultic use of the latter.

From the e&idence preserved in the OT. of the judicial power of the king (II 8.

xii.1l; xiv.l; %xv.1-6; I K.iii.16; II K.viii.l-6; Ps.cxxii.3-5) Reventlow concludes

that this is "im unmittelbarsten Sinne kultisches Recht! (!). Continuing to

1.

Op.cit., p.14l, 'Wenn als Quelle auch sakralrechtliche Passagen herangezogen
wurden, so geschah es deshalb, weil anzunehmen ist, dass von Sakralrecht Formulie
-rungen des 'profanen' Rechts aufgenommen worden sind'.

Cf. J.R. Porter, Moses and Monarchy, p.l12 n.26; G. Mendenhall, 'Relation of the
Individual to Political Seocidéty', Biblical Studies, pp.105-6; R. Knierim, 'Bx.18
und die Neuordnung der mosaischen Gerichtsbarkeit', ZAW 73, 1961, p.lL7f. Contra
M. Noth, Exodus, p.150.

'Kultisches Recht im AT.', ZThK 60, 1963, pp.267-305. '-- die von Alt vorgenom-
mene Trennung zwischen apodiktischen und kasuistischen Recht ins Wanken gerit;
ein grundsftzlich verschiedener Sitz im Leben 1%sst sich nicht konstatieren'
(p.282)% On p.283 he speaks of 'die apodiktisch-kasuistische Gesetzgebung'. But
on p.295 he speaks of the different planes of 'kultisch-apodiktisches Recht!

and 'das kasuistisches Recht der Torgerichtsbarkeit!'.

Cf. p.68 ahove.
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distinguiéh between 'apodeictic' and 'casuistic' he draws on the work of v. Rad
and Zimmerli relating to cultic declaration formulas to describe this distinction
as follows: 'Der Unterschied zwischen der mot yﬁgég Strafdrohung und der Vorschrift
einer angemessenen Sthne im kasuistischen Récht scheint vielmehr darin zu be;tehen,
dass hier das Gottesfefhﬁltnis selbst in Spiel ist, ‘es geht um einen Bann, um
eiﬁen Fluch'.l A 1itt1e.1ater this 'GottesverhBltnis' is made more precise by
a'referepce to law-giving on the occasion of Yahweh's ephiphany. Following
J._Wéissmannz,-he locétes the distinctiveness of mot yUmat sentences in their
ipubiic hatpre'.3 It is not necessary to follow the argument further in its

atfempt to show that the prophetic office was connected with the covenant-cult

and the proclamation of sacral law. Reventlow's attempt to distinguish the origins

of cultic law and 'Torgericht' (p..297) must be pronounced a failure: their

allegedly distinguishing-feature is what they have in common.

1. Op. cit. p.289

2. 'Takion und Bffentliche Strafe im Mosaischen Rechie', Festschekft A. Wach I,
1913, pp.92f. '

3. .Op.cit. p.29k, "Bffentliche Delikte".
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Mqre germane to our purpose is the obvious difficulty of Reventlow
in separating what he has once joined (and vice-versa). Most of this
difficulty stems from confusing 'use' and 'origin', from lack of clarity
in the use of such térms as 'sécral law'} and from failing to see that OT.
I.traditions and their transmission were not the prerogative of one group of
Hebrew society.. Further difficulties inevitably arise when any attempt is
made to_trace in detail the historical development of Hebrew law and its
admini;tration: the nature of our sources precludes such an exact
chronological recopstruction. Our particular concern at the moment is much
less ambitious: namely, to show that Israel's so-called secular legal tradition
aced not have been the sole prerogative of the men at the gate, and that priests
played an.important part in the recital and-preservation of both sacral and

secular law.

1. Reventlow op.cit.,p.270: Wenn man in diesem Zusammehhang von einem kultlschen

Recht spricht,muss man allerdings beachten,dass dieser Begriff in elner
wesentlichen anderen Firbung gebraucht wird, als es der altgewohnten

Unterscheidung zwischen , kultisch’ und ,ethisch‘ oder auch , kultisch’ und
y,Wweltlich® entspricht. In jenem Sinne whre ,kultisches’ Recht alles das,was

dem engpriesterlichen Bereich entstammt und der Regelung der sakral—rltuellen

Dinge dient: nach dem Begriffe Begrichs ,prlesterllche Thora‘. Aber gerade
diese Stoffe kommen auf keinen Fall als genuin israelitisch in Frage und -

weisen WYberhaupt keine ursprlingliche Beziehung zu den Bundesinstitutionen auf.

Stofflich 1¥sst sich ausserdem zwischen Kultischem und Profanem oder
Ethischem im gewohnten Sinne beim israelitischen Bundesrecht gerade nicht
trennen; Presier sagt rlchtlg,»dass eine derartige Vermischung das
Vorhandensein rein ,weltlicher‘ Vorschriften keineswegs hindert,da der
salral’ Charakter einer Gesetzgebung sich in der Hauptsache auf Herkunfi
und Geltungsgrund der in ihr zusammengefassten Bestlmmunsen und nicht
notwendig auf ihren Inhalt erstreckt.¢ Unter ,kultischem’ Recht verstehen
wir nach diesem Begriffe alle die Stoffe die in der Rechisproklamation.des
Bundesfestes von dem bevollmBchtigten Sprecher als Gotteswille verklndigt
werden - ,kultisch' im Rahmen einer Gestalt des Gottesdientes,der Israel
von den Kultformen aller umliegenden VBlker gerade unterscheidet,welche
die Bezeichnung ,Kultus' im gewohnten Sinne verdienen,
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This is denied or ignored by many modern scholars of the 0T., even
1

when the 'sacral' character of all OT. law is recognised. This stems in part

from a distinction between 'priestly torah' (relating to purely ritual

2

matters) and torah in general (relating to the whole field of personal and

.social-life). In part it is due to the late form of the present codes and a

natural unwillingness to accept their statements at face value. There

1'

N

Cf. G.E. Mendenhall, op.cit., pp.105-6. 'In time there grew up in the
villages a body of customary law in which no distinction was made or even
possible between secular and sacred law. --- The problem which faces us and
which faced the later OT. community is a false question to early Israel.

A sacred vs. secular law is a problem only where there is a clear-cut con—
trast, and early Israel presumably saw only the contrast between the law of
Israel and that of its pagan neighbours. The sacred law of Moses as a body of
legal tradition and religious obligation became an important issue because it

‘contrasted with the secular law (at least to a large extent) which grew up

during the Monarchy and for which we have almost no evidence at all.' UNendenhall
subsequently emphasises, however, that 'the elders, not priests, were the

legal administrators and arbitrators'. ' Similarly, R.deVaux, Ancient Israel,
P-154f., 'All this presupposes that the priest took a certain part in

Judicial affairs. The problem is to know exactly what their competence was.
---It would seem, then, that the priests' role was only to distinguish between
the sacred and the profane, clean and unclean. ---It seems that the priests

were the authentic interpreters of the law, that they judged all strictly

' religious matters, 'the affairs of Yahweh!' (2 Chr.xix.1l), and intervened in

civil cases at least when these involved some religious law or religious
brocedure.' But cf. H. Kleinknecht and W. Gutbrod, Law, p.24 n.l. 'Although
it seems that it was the priests who recited the law_{Dt.xxxi.ll, xxxiii.10)
tradition points to Moses, who was not a priest, (Z&2) for the Decalogue.'
nb. p.29‘But the task of the priest is not only to give directions about clean
and unclean. He has also to declare at the national assemblies the law as
handed down, and to preserve it at the shrine. Furthermore, he is concerned
with the divine judgement in those difficult cases in which the community
approaches the ehrine for a legal decision. This does not mean that the priest
actually exercises a judicial function. The relationship between priest and
law makes it proper to look for the formation of the Book of the Covenant in
priestly circles.

Begrich, 'Die priesterliche Tora'.

'Torah' is a term of extremely wide meaning. We are not seeking to blur

useful distinctions between dififerent types of torah but to revise these

‘distinctions which rest on a mistaken view of priestly torah.
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are,in féct, clear indicationélwithin the OT. of the connection between law
and ;p]:‘_iesthood.:L (Dt.xxvii.14f, ;Ex. xxi.6; ixii.?—lO; Dt.xvii.8f.; II Bhron.xix.
5f.jEx.xviii.14f.; I Sam.iv.18; vii.15f.;'xii.23; Judg.xvii.6; xviii.l; xix.l;
xxi;25; Dt.xxxiii.16 ; Lev.xvii-xxvi passim). We shall now turn to an examination
of these paséages.

-'The'first:biece of evidence - apart from Dt.xxvii.lhf. - is to be found
"within the Book of-the Covenant in Ex, xxi.6 and xxii.?—lo. Sometimes the trans-

lation ' judges' for 'eléhim has beén adopted,but there is no’ good reason for this.

'Nﬁr is there any feason to alter the reading yhwh in xxii.lO.3 C.H.Gordonhhas
usefuixy pointed to the term ilanu ('gods') in Nuzi legal texts; the ilani are used
in domestic law to symbolise the right to private property and in communal law to
lenfofce an oath (i.e; ordeal). A.Draffqun's5suggestion that *€1ohim in Ex.xxi.6

= 'household gods! is 1€ss convincing. The best commentary both on this passage and

on the role of the priest in.the administration of justice is that of S.R.Driver:

1.To accept this does not involve a denial of the place of the judge or king

" or elders in the administration of justice. Cf.G.0stborn,Tora in the OT.,p.58
- n.5, '-—-the notion that the priests had no judicial functions in the pre-
exilic period can scarcely be correct'. . B

2. Contra L.KBhler,Hebrew Man,p.163, 'First the question concerning the influence
of the priests on legal .practice. It is apparently much less than we are
tempted to assume on a first examination of the 01ld Testament'. -—-(The lively
and important part of priests in legal assembly was ) 'as citizens and not as

riests'. ——-As a last resort in difficult cases there was the priestly oracle.
"But we have little information concerning this, and we may guess that it was
. +exceptional and seldom occurred.'

3.As Budde,ZAW 1891,p.99,does.

u.ggg 54,1935,p.139. Cf.ANET,p.220 B - a lawsuit at Nuzi regarding a slave. Nb.
"_—-go and take the oath of the gods --'.

5.JBL 76,1957,p.222.




-80-

'From Ex.xxi.6,'kxii.7f. (cf. I Sam.ii.25) it may be inferred that in anciené
Israel judgemeﬁt, especially in difficult or crucial cases, was regarded as a
"divine decision, and delivered at a sanctuary' ————'-—;— the priests would thus
possess an hereditary knowledée of civil and criminal law not I ss than of cere-
monial law, which, éspecially at a time ﬁhen-Hebrew'lw&was still imperfectly
codified, would naturally givé.them an advantage over either the local 'elders'
- or the.ordinary lay judges. Hence they would be properly represented on a
tribuhal, appointed express1y for the purpose of déaliﬁg with difficult or serious
égses'.l This.avoids the suggestion that resort to the sanctuary priest in legal
issues was exceptional or équivalent to abandoning rational justice and the
nbrmal channels in favour of epigmatic divine guidance. It is true that priestly
decisiohs were-ofteﬁ communicated by oracle or.by lot; but such 'tools' depended
for their ﬁsefulness on an experienced practitioner (cf. Hittite evid.ence)2 and
the priesfs who manipulated the lot or oracle would be aware of the growing body
of Israelite law. Nor is it improbable that their interpreletion of the law in
difficuit cases was not tied to the lot or oracle. It mﬁst, of course, be
admitted that Ex.xxi.6 and xxii.7f. alone do% not permit any far-reaching con-
clusioné about the role of the priest in the administration of justice in
ancient Israel. |
in Dt.xvii.8f. (cf. xix.17; xxi.5f.), however, there is explicit mention

of Levitical priests taking part in the administration of justice) at the 'central

sahctuary'. This- supreme tribunal is apparently already in existence and its

Deuteronomy, p.199 and 207.

Gurney,dittites,  p.089. _ _

there is no need to excise ‘the judge’ in Dt.xvii.9 as a zloss, as HBlscher,
‘Puuko and Hempel do; nor is there any need to excise 'the priests' as Hoth
(%Das Amt des, Richters Israel®, pp.kOh-1/) does.

(SN I o]




-81-

: 1
.constitution is taken for granted. It may be, therefore, that the priesthood

. is here taking over aﬁ_established institution. In this éaée we need to know the
earliest date to which this institution can be traced and ét what date it was
linked with the priesthood. In this connection the remarkable similarities both
"with Ei.xviii.14~27 and IT Chron.xix.5-11, to which we 'shall return latér, should
~ be noted. An interesting question of interpretation is raised by the words

d?bar mispat (Dt.xzvii.9; II Chron.xix.6). Can this mean that the central

tribunal of priests and lay judges did not actually pronounce the verdict but
recited the appropriate statute: which was to be followed in a particularly

difficult instance? 1In favour of this is the fact that in II Chron.xix, the

only other passage where d°bar midpat occurs (v.6), thé priests-judges are told
tol'instrﬁct' (rhr) those who come to them (v.10). Both in II Chron.xix 10 and
Ex.xviii.20 {@dwr; probably means 'to instruct! rather than 'to pronounce a verdict'.
Further support for this intefpretation of Dt.xvii.8 is the fact that here, as in
II Chron.xix.10 (and Ex.%viii.l6f.), the person(s) wholconsults the central
tribunal is not the defendant or his accuser but the local judge. This is not
éxplicitly stated in IT Chron.xix.10 but is most likely in view of the phrase

'that they may ndt inﬁur guilt before the Lord'. What does this phraéé mean if

it refers to the defendant or his accuser? In other words this is a case of

'Rechtverklindigung' rather than 'Rechtentscheidung'.

1. The passage is regarded by Welch (Cole of Deuteronomy, p.165) as favouring
an early date (9 - 8th cent.BC) for Deuteronomy. 'There must have come a time
when both priests and judges were administering justice without their relation
to each other being precisely defined. --- It is to this transitional period
in Israel's national development that the law here under consideration —- may
naturally be referred.!' Pedersen Israel ITII - IV, p.163 says, of Dt.17° -7,
'——— as tradition created mare comprehensive and complex laws, the expert
knowledge of the priesthood was necessary for their administration. -- But
gradually as the expert knowledge of the priests came to play a greater and
greater part, we must assume, though we know nothing about it, that he (the king)
came to lean largely on the priests in his function as judge.-- Dt. shows that
the priesthood could do without (the king).!
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.Eurthgr evide?ce_po?nting to judicial activity by the priest is to be found
in the references to.Eli and Samuel 'judging' (I Sam.iv.lB; vii.lS—l?)? De Vaux
simply says that Eli iéhere 'improperly assimilated to the Judges 6f Israel'.2
Hertzberg is more p§Sitive, however. After noting that Eli has previously appeared
ohly-as a priest, he cqﬁtinues: 'there is no compelling objection to his having
been judge, as welllas priesﬁ of . the well-known shrine. It is not impossible that
Eli;s.name originally bélonged to the list of “minor‘judge;" of vhich parts are
préservéd in judges X ; xii'.

'Thefe is a similér conflict of opinion over the judicial acitivity of Samael
(I Sém.vii;i5—l7), whquaccording to another tredition was a Levite as well as a
prophét. Noth distrusts the tradition of Ié;vii.15 although he grants the
ﬁisporicity of the place‘names in I Sam.vii.15-1?.4 Weiser accepts that there is
a gepuine historical kérnel and fhét the passage 'is based on an ancient Samuel
tradition'.B. ﬁe agrees with Noth in thinking that this.judicial acitivity was not
thé.game as_fhat of the tribél.elders at the city gate but 'die Verwaltung und6
Verkﬁndigung des Got"cesrechts am Zentralheiligtum des sakralen Stlmmeverbands'

The losgof the Ark pobably necessitated using local shrines instead of one central
sapctuary, accordiné to Weiser.

7

I Sam.xii.23 provides anpthef reference to Samuel's fpriestly) judicial
activity.
Have, then any traces of this judibial activity survived in older sources/

traditions? It has been noted in recent discussion of Judg.xvii - xviii, xix - xxi

'Forty.yéars' is probably a rouﬁd figure, meaning a generation.: The IXX says

1.
' “'twenty years'.

2. ILe Sainté Bible, Samuel, p. 36.

3. I & II Samuel, p.49. ET.196L.

4. U - Studiden, p.56 n.6.

5. Samuel, p.10. Cf. G.v. Rad, 014 Testament Theolog;, Vol.I, p.33; Wildberger,
Thz, 13, 1957, p- 465

6. Op cit. p.10. :

7. DNoi prophetic, contra Wélser, op.cit., p. 16f.
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that the Levite iﬁ ch.xix seems to possess a certain 'amphictyonic status' (i.e.
the cruel murdér of the Levite's concubine and the infringement of haspitablity is
avenged by the amphictyony - would this have involved the amphictyony if he had
been regarded as a purely private individua.l?).1 In cb.xvii—xviii we hear only
that the Ievite was a 'sojourner' (gér) and that he agreed to serve in the shrine
of Miéaﬂ,until he received a better offer from the Danites. Of his aclivity during
his wanderings and during his sojourn with Micah we know very little, apart from
the fact that he was consultea, gave oracles and pronounced Yahweh's blessing.
There are indications within the story, however, of possible judicial acivity.
M, Nofh2 has drewn attention to certain recurrent expressions in Judg.xvii-xxi
%hich have frequehtly been regarded as 'editirial expansion' or 'Deuteronomic add-
ition' (ie.xvii.6; xviii.l; xix.1l; xxi.25). Disputing their purely editarial
nature Noth has used xvii.6 and xviii.l tc trace 'a polemical narrative stemming

from the @ircle of the royal Israelite sanctuary of Dan which was established by

Jeroﬁoam“I'. In the nature of the case it is hardly possible to prove that the

verses referred to are not.glosses, but Noth has given good reason for regarding

them as important glosses, at least, which attest the connection of kKing and priest;
it can hardly be accidental that mention of th#king in xvii.6; xviii.l; and xix.l
is preceded by'referende to the Levite. It is significant also, we would add, that

king and levite are linked with 'doing what is right' (yasar). Is it not possible,

1. Cf. H. Strauss, Untersuchungen zu den ﬁberlieferungen der vorexilischen ILeviten',
PP 109 f.; A.H.J. Gunneweg, Leviten und Priester, pp.25f.

2. 'The Background of Judges 17-18', Muilemburg Festschrift, pp.68-86. The present
writer had independently noted this connection of priest and king when studying
Judg.17-18 from the standpoint of its contribution to our knowledge o the
Priestly office in early Israel.
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therefore,to go one step further than Noth and link'the absence of a royally
appointed priest or Levite with the alleged ahsence of law and order? In short,

to find here a further trace of the judicial activity of the priest? In Dt.
: 1

xxxiii.10,at any rate,even if this verse is later than Df.xxxiii.8 and 11 ,
: g 2

there is clear attestation of the connection of priest/Levite and mispat.

It is significant that there are ample signs of cultic framework in all

three main law-codes - Book of the Covenant,Holiness Code and Deuteronomic Code.

2
This is commonly admitted, although it is usually maintained that this frame-

work is secondary and late. For our present purposes the dates of the several
frameworks are less important than their correct interpretation. H,G.Reventlow,

in his interpretation of the Holiness Code in terms of a festival of covenant-

L

renewal, rejects Mowinckel's: suggestion that priests may have been responsible

for its transmission in favour of prophets who had an official position in the
5 |

cult as covenant-mediators. There are several occasions when this interpretation

is obViously difficult to carry through (e.g. in the interpretation of rules

1.Cf.F.M.Cross-D.N,Freedman, 'The Blessing.of Moses',JBL 67,1948,pp.181f.

o.The close commection of mifpat and yasar (onfy yasdr occurs in Judg.xvii.6)
is attested by I K.xi.53; Ex.xv.26; Dt.vi.18; xii.8,25,28. I K.xi.38,xiv.8
link yadar with mingt;cf.Jer.xxxiv.15;Mic.iii.9;Ps.xxxvii.3?; IT Chron.xxxi.
20f. In II K.xii.2,which probably stems from priestly tradition,this relation
of king,priest and yadar is quite explicit:'And Jehoash did what was right
(yasar) in the eyes of the Lord all his days,because Jehoiada the priest
instructed (horahd) him'.

3.Cf.E.Gerstenberger,op.cit.,p.55, referring to Bx.xxii.21,2k4,26: 'Diese
Rahmung und Stilisierung der Prohibitivreihen ist ganz offensichtlich
kultischen Ursprungs'. Cf.more positively,B.Gemser,VIS 1,1953,p.62,'The
intrinsic connection of the lawcodes with the cultic life of the people
must be kept in mind. The big gatherings of the people or of the amphictyony
of a group of tribes at the sanctuaries undoubtedly were the occasions of
their promulgation and of their recitation and re-encatment. There is certainly
historical truth in the tradition which connects all the principal lawcodes
with one or other general assembly of the people at a place of epipheny,
revelation or guidance of God.'

L.Das Heiligkeitsgesetz,p.25f.

5.But. the only evidence offered for this is Dt.xviii.18,following H-J.Kraus,
Die prophetische Verklindigung des Rechts in Israel, and v.Rad's ‘interpret-
ation of Lev.xix as 'community instruction of a popular character carried

" out by the Levites'(Studies in Deuteronomy,p.3l). His analysis of Lev.xvii
-xxvi is often illuminating,but he uses the!:homilétic framework' to claim

that everything is now declared by a cultic prophet.
L
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relating to priests in Lev.xxi-xxii; in the ritual legislation of Lev.xxiii;
and in the context of xix.22 and xxiii.20). Reventlow's forced interpretation,
however, is most apparent in his attempt to equate the recurrent formula, 'And

_the Lord said to Moses, "Say to Aaron /the people of Israel, If any one --" ',

with ﬁhé prophetic formula 'Thus says the Lord', on the basis of II Sam.vii.l...1
Tn fact,the former represents the priestly mediator, the latter prophetic
directness. Eveﬁ formally the two passages are hardly comparable.

In connedtion with the cultic framework of thé 0T law-codes B.Gemser2
has suggested that the refrain 'for I am the Lord' in Lev.xix 'can better be
understood as a kind of antiphon to the recital of the laws by the priest at
the aséembly in the sanctuary or like the response 'Amen' to the arur of the
Podécalogue of Cﬁrses(Dt.27) than as an.ipsertion of a scribe and redactor’.
This is not improbable and would lend fu;ther weight to our'argument if proven.

Reference has already been made to the connection of ®drir and mét ylmat
(cf.p.63 above). Gen.ii.l3-1k4,17;iii.L also seem to point to the close
connection of cult,curse and 1aw3 (and hence priest and law). In ii.17 God

_ b
commands, 'Do not eat--' (186® --) on pain of the penalty of death (mdt tamit).

' 1.'--the word of the Lord came to Nathan,Go tell my servant David,Thus says

the Lord'.
2,'Motive Clauses in the OT.',VIS 1, 1953,pp.50f.
3.The connection of curse and law is also attested by Gen.ix.6. Cf.H.Gunkel,
Genesis,p.149 ('*mag ein alter Rechtsspruch sein');and G.v.Rad,Genesis,
p.109 ('eine alte Sentenz .aus der sakralen Rechtssprache'). Cf.also

C.Westermann,Forschung am AT.,p.49 ;and Is.xxiv.5-6.

L. Tt is true that the phrase mof yimat is not found here,but in view af the
fact that the person speaking(Yahweh) is also responsible for carrying the
death penalty into effect,it is natural that the penalty should be put in
the second person (cf. I-Sem.xiv.39 and p.63 above).This seems preferable
to the distinction of N.Greenberg,'Some Postulates of Biblical Criminal

" Law',p.22 n.3%6,between a judicial provision and a theological dictum,
reserving yimat for the former.
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In Gen.iii.3 Eve's version of God's command (*--and do not touch--')is often
regarded as her exaggeration. This.is possible,but it is more important for
our présent purpose to notice that the word 'touch'? occurs frequently in
passages connected with the priesthood' (eg. Lev,v.2-3;vi.11,20;vii. 19-21;xi.
8,24,26-7,31,36,39; xii.L; xv.5,7,10-12,19,21-3,27; Num.iv.15;xvi.26;xix.11,
13,16,18,21-2; xixi.19;nt.xiv.8; Hagg.ii.12-13;Lam.iv.15) and is significantly
. linked with prohibitions whose sanction is the death penalty (EQEQXéﬂéﬁ) in Ex,
xixf12 ahd éen.xxvi.ll.2 If,as Ringgren?suggests,Genli—iii was recited in the
: . other priestly
cult,it_is quite possible that it was also influenced by/traditions which
related curse and law. This specudation does not pefhaps carry much weight by
itself,but taken in conjumc%ion_with the evidence already given and the
fprther evidence to be considered it is significant. N
-The place claimed for the priest in our argument is sometimes assigned

exclusively ﬁo the prophet. We have already given reason for rejecting some of
" these views (pp.8A~5 above). R.Reﬁdtorff,hﬁontesting H.W.Wolff's viewsthat Hosea
was linked with Levitical sources,but'accepting'thatlHdsea drew on amphictyonic
traditions,has attemfted to link early ﬁrophecy with the amphictyony and the
.,office:ofl'Judge'. His view that Num.xv.32—6;ix.6;aﬁd xxvii.l represent cases
-of 'inspirierte Rpchtsentschéidung',which was thé function of pronhets,at least
: éfter the emergeﬁce of the monarchy,takes no accauht,however,of the priestly
.character of the passages. His warning that 'we should not distigguish too

shérply between charismatic and purely institutional functions' én the amphict-

. 'yon& does not entail that the prophet rather than the priest was responsible

1.Cf.U.Cassuto,Commentary on Genesis,Vol.I,p.l1l45

2.Cf.Job i.11;cf.also Prov.vi.29,a poetic adaptation of apodeictic law?

3, "Ar den bibliska skapelseberBttelsen en kulttext?',§§£ 13,1948, pp.9-21.

L. 'Erwigungen zur Fréhgeschichte des Prophetentums in Israel',ZThK 59,1962,p. 1kl

| 5.'Hoseas geistige Heimat',Ges.Stud.,pp.232-251.
. 6.0p.cit.,p.162 -
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. for law-making. His use of the amphictyony to infer the activity of cultic
prophets ,even when they are not mentioned,leads him to misinﬁerpret several
passages in the Book of Numbers. In each case (Num.xv.e %man who gethered sticks
on the Sabbath; ch.ix --those unable to keep the Passover because of impurity;
ch.xxvii - the right of daughters to inherit ) Moseslwaits on the Lord to
discover his will (cf.Dt.xvii.8f.;Ex.xviii.3f.) . The replies have the form of
AAlt's apodeictic and casvistic laws. They point ,in fact,to the connection of
‘priest and lew (cf.Num. xxxv and Lev.xxiv.lOf.).2

There remains one final §roup of passages to be considered as evidence
of judicial activity on the part of the priest (Hos.iv.6;viii.12;Ex. xviii.13-27
iI Chron.xix.5-1l). So far we havé ﬁqted various indications that the proclama-
tion of justice was not entieely in éhe hands of the village elders or confined
to the town gate. A fundamental objection to our argument,however,is the view of
Begrich? that'priestly torah had nothing to do with secular law or with the
delivery of an oraclesapart from the distinction of clean and unclean. In spite
of many sound observations about ritual his remarks on the form of priestly
torah. lack cOgencyu and his éonclusions about the purely ritual nature of pries
tly torah must Dbe rejected as unfounded; Tt is necessary to emphasise this,as

his conclusions have been taken over by a number of later scholars and in-

corporated either accidentally or fundamentally in their theories. Begrich's

1.0n the priesyly traits of Moses cf.p.17 n.l and p.96 n.2.

8.Since this study was finished,J.Weingreen, 'The case of the daug ters of
Zelophehad',VT 16,1966,pp.518-22,has drawn attention to the role of divine
ruling in the growth of case-law. "One should not regard these recorded
Cases (i.e.Lev.xxiv.10—16;Num.xv.32—6;Num.xxvii.1-11) as isolated instances
which necessitated recourse to the divine ruling,nor should one conclude
that the resultant legislation which flowed from the revealed verdicts were
the only laws to have been enacted in this manner --- they are indicative
of the growth of case-law in ancient Israel'. _

3. 'Die priesterliche Tora',Ges.Stud.,pp.236—61,esp.p.257 n.39: 'die priester-

liche Torah schafft und vermittelt keinerlei weltliches Recht'.But cf.p.78 above

L.Why,for instance,shoudd the 2nd pers.pl.imperative of Am,iv.Lf.preserve the

form rather then the 2nd pers.sing.imper. with 10%or the 3rd pers.sing./pl.?

L
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_ _ : 1 2 3 N
standpoint is assumed, for instance, by Reventlow, Boecker, Feucht, v.Rad,
5 6

and Alt. Ostborn also, after discussing the possibility that torah in Dt.xxvii

and Josh.xxiv.26 included secular mispatim and hukiim concludes, 'In the main,
however, tora was used, I feel, of utterances made by priests regarding cults
and rites of the kind now preserved in Lev. and Num. ---'. Begrich's narrow def-

2

initioh of priestly torah has been noticed-by seve?al ﬁriters (e.g. Mowinckel,
Wéiser,8 Mbkenzie)9, but even McKenzie, who attacks Begrich specifically, concludes
that the original reference of torah was very probably to the cultic-ritual
content of the priestly instruction. Rendforfflo questions Begrich's limitation
of priestly torah in Leviticus but does not object to the more fundamental
limitation of torah to ritual matters.

One of the difficulties impliéit in any attempt to understand the meaning
.and developﬁent of torah in ancient Israel is that of dating the traditions
incorporétea in the O0T. This is rightly stressed by Begrich, but it seems
capricious to assume from the outset that Hagg.ii.1l1-12 (and other late prophetic
statements) provides evidence of the éarliest usage, even though it may be
granted tﬁat priestly tradition and usage may have been tenacious. It is a pity

that 6stborn,lin spite of his wide-ranging aiscussion, makes novattempt to date

the traditions of the OT. with the result that the picture which he paints is

" 2Th X, 60 p.270 n.17

1.

2. Op.cit., pp.l4lf.

3. Untersuchungen zum Heiligkeitsgesetz, p. 108f.

L. G.v.Rad, Theologie des ATs.I, p.243f. _

5. Kleine Schriften, p.285 n.2. This is all the more surprising in view of his use
of Dt.xxvii.

6. OE'cj:.t'." p.68 :

7. The Psalms in Israel's Worship, II p.53f.% .. ..—.

8. ATD Kl. Propheten I, p.32.

9. 'Knowledge of God, JBL 7k, 1955, pp.22~7. [in Hosea'

1 .

0. Die Gesetzé in der Priesterschrift, p.if.
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1
chronologically flat. It must be admitted that torah seems to cdmit of very
: o 5 .

hat are clearly early and that tue texts quoted 23 lin'ding priest

ct

few instences
and torah are mostiy from the late pre—exilic or post-exilic period (Jer.xviii.l8;
Ezk.vii.26; cf. iinc.li_ii.ll). But already in the first certain use of %torzh
(Hos.iv.6;.viii.12), where it is linked with da‘at ’eléhim'and priests, it can

% .

hardly be referring -solely to cultic-ritual matters, One of the first clear

historical references goes against Begrich's usage, therefore.

Hos.viii.12 implies that torah was.alreédy fixed in writing and the way
in which Hosea refers to torah implies that.it was no new or foreign body in
Israelite sbciety. Is it then possible to trace the antecedents of this torah
fur'.ther?Lh Has it any connection wi#h priestly judicial activity? 1In his article
on 'Hoseas geistige Heimat' H.W. Wolff located the background of Hosea and his
theology in N. Isreel,in circles Which-were connected with Deuteronomy and
Levitical groups. After obéerving that much of Hosea's invective is directed

against priests Wolff concludes from an examination of Hos.vi.h4-6, ix.7-9,

xii.8-11, '13-15 that Hosea 'is only acquainted with prophets who are willing

1. Cf. C. NWorth's criticism of Pedersen and the Uppsala school in OTAS, p.77.

2. Ex.xxiv.12 is generally regarded as a late editorial addition. The date of
Dt.xxxiii.l0 is uncertain, but is probably later than vv.8 or 1l, which may
be 10th cent.Cf.Cross-Freedman, 'The Blessing of Moses',JBL 67,19&8,pp.181f.

3. Cf. A. Weiser, Kl.Proph. ATD I p.3%2; H.W. Wolff, Ges.Stud., pp.193-k, n.53-L4;
W. Robinson, Inspiration and Revelation in the OT., p.201 n.2.

4. It is doubtful whether it may be assumed, as van der Ploeg 'Studies in
Biblical ILaw', CBQ 12 1950, p.253, does, on the basis of Hos.viii.l2, and
Deuteronomic passages where torah and covenant are associated, that 'already
for Osee the torah of Yahweh was that which Yahweh had given to Moses at
Sinai.' ©Nor can we assume that the occurrence of torah in Hos. (a northern
prophet) and in Is. and Mic. (southern prophets) proves thet 'this law already
existed during the time of the united kingdom'.
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instruments.of Yahweh, and that he considers himself like them in opposition
to tﬁé present official Israel and its cﬁltus'l. This, however, does not
explain a)ithe obvious cultic interésts, background and knowledge of Hosea or
5) his knpwledge and familiarity with the traditions of early Isreel such as the
Exodus and jacob traditions. Nothing in the prophetic qircles of the-N. kingdom
would lead us to expect such emphases. Further, Hosea judges the priests not
by purely;ritual standards but by their faithfulness ih proclaiming God's law
(cf.iv.l, 6; vi.6; viii.1,12; xiii.2; ii.lO?.xi.l ctf. p.l94). Hence 'die Aufgabe
ist unumg&hglich,.heben den Prophetenkreisen nach andereﬁ Gruppen zu suchen, die
sowohl mit Kultus wie mit ﬁberlieferungen der Frlhzeit rege beschiftigt wareﬁaund
die zugleich wie Hosea und die Prophetenkreise in Opposition gedringt waren'.

Such a group is to be found in the Levites of N. Israel, who were, temporarily
at any réte,.éxcludéd froﬁ office by Jeroboam (I K. xii.131) and who seem to have
been in obposition ﬁo the official priests for some time_at any rate (cf. BEx.
xXxxii; ng;xxxiv.25; Dt.xxxiii.9; Gen.xlix.5; Ezk.x1iv.9). This is supported by
an:exegésis of Hos.vi.4~6 (whicﬁ is interprgted as referring to a line of opposition
pfophets),ix.7—9 (where Gibea is taken as referring to the Levite's death in
'Gibea in_Judg,xix.-xxi), xii.8-11 (where the early wilderness traditions ana
prophetié paréileis are linked with Levitical interests by means of xii.lOa,

.'i an Yéhwéh thy éod whé brought thee out of Egypt', which belongs fo the solemn
proélamatioﬁ of divine law) and xii.13-15 (where Moses, who elsewhere is firmly
fixed in ie&itical traditions, is'descfibed as the prophet). Finally confirmation
for thislhypothesis is sought in'Deuteronomy, which has strong Levitical interests

ang probébiy stemmed from N. Israel; prophets and Levites are also associated

1. Op.cit., p.2h3
2. Op.cit., p.2kk
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under loses in Deuteroﬁomy.

One of the obvioﬁs weaknessesof this otherwise convincing reconstruction is
that in its present form it depends on certain unproven assumétions about the
Levites (e.g. as proclaimers of sacral amphictyonic iaw).l To argue solely on
the basis.of Deut. is to argue in a circle. In the preceding pages, however, we
have given other evidence relating to possible priestly 'Rechtspechung'. We
shall now turn to a form-critical study of Ex.xviii, 13-27, which contains what
is probably the earliest attested use of toreh. - The passage has been extensively
_ commented uéon&the implications of the passage for the origins of Yahwism and
Mosaic religion have not gone unnoticed,2 but no special attention has been
paid to the occurreﬁce of torah in vv.16 and 20.3 There are, in fact, several
points about Ex.xviii deserving further study.

.Ex.xviii.1—12 is generally regarded as E-material with occasional J-
€Xpansions; xviii.l3-27 is generally referred almost entirely to E, and most
commentators consider V. 13—27 a unity.h There are, however, several perplexing
and dlsputed points in- the chapter. What, for inétance, is the relation of the
first incident to the second? What is the meaning of Jethro offering sacrifice?

What does the division of judicial activity in vv.13-27 refer to0? Does the

narrative contain reliable historical information?

1. Cf. R.'Rendtorff; 'Erwdgungen zur Frllhgeschichte des Prophetentums in Israel!
ZThK 59, 1962, p.151. R's-attempt to identify prophetic and amphictyonic
Traditions and deduce the early history of prophecy from this is equally
unproven, however. Cf. p.®8 above.

2. Cf. H.H. Rowley, From Moses to Qumran, p.52f.; C.H.W. Brekelmans, OTS X, 1954,
p.-215; T.J. Meek, Hebrew Origins, p.88; M. Buber, Moses, p.%. A. H.J. Gunneweg,
'Mose in Midian', ZThK 60/1, 196k, p.1f. refers only to vv.1-12.

3. But cf. H.W. Robinson, on, op.cit., p.203 and n.1l; cf. the works of Knierim and
Junge referred to below. ,

L. Cf. M. Noth, #-Studien, pp.151f.; Bxodus, pp-1l46f. But Simpson, The Early
Traditions of Israel, pp.555 and 628 finds 2 somewhat contradictory strands.
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R. Knierim, in a”traditio—historiéal.examination of the passage, relates it
closely to vv.;l.-12.1 V.8 contains a recital of Yahweh's saving acts, vv.9-11 are
a doxoldgy and confession of faith in Yahweh by Jefhro, v.12 describes a sacrifice

and cultic meal, and vv.13-27 the executioh and proclamation 6f Justice on the

following'dayJ In short, the proclamation of law is closely attached in form and

-content to the cultic gathering. Interpreting 'able men' (v.21) as a reference

to 'men who already had a profbssion connected with judging' in view of the three
epithéts ('Godrfearing, trustworthy men,who hate a bribe') which follow (cf.
Prév.iix.25; xxix.1lh; Ezk.xviii.8; Zech.vii;9; viii.16; Jer;ix.h; I Sam.viii.3;
Is.xxxiii.15; Hab.ii.9; Bx.xxiii.1-3, 6-9) Knierim suggests that they were now
being offidially 'inducted' into an office (whéreas the "Ortsgerichtsgemeinde’

is something one gfowslup into). Hoses' office of Judge is now decentralised, but

-'nq distinction of ‘'civil' and sacral justice'is implied. This judicial innovation,

which in the history of the tfadition has been connectéd with a military innovation,

namely ‘the organisation of the levy, afcts everyone and is to be permanent

(cf.vv.21-2). This leads naturally to the question of the Sitz im Leben of this

. 3
tradition about 'professional judges'.
L o

' Following Noth, XKnierim regards vv. 1-12 as an old tradition referring to

a cultic'meéﬁing between Israel andthe priest of Midian at a Midianite shrine on
the 'mt. of God'. V.1l. represents a confession of faith in Yahweh.by Jethro,

'but.is probably the composition of E, and cannot be reconciled with the older trad-

1. *Ex.18 und die Neuordnung der mosaischen Gerichtsbarkeit', ZAW 73, 1961, p.
146-71. 8o also Noth, Exodus, p.l46; this represents a shift of opinion from
U-Studien, p.150 ('keine sachliche Beziehung zueinander').

.Op.cit., p.148

Op.cit., p.155¢.
.B-Studien, p.151 TR
Cf. W. Zimmerli, Gesammelte Aufsltze, p.85.
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ition in v.12 according to which Jethro offers sacrifice and Aaron and the

elders of Israel eat with'hiﬁ. fhe mention of Aarén in v.12 is regarded as a
sign that we are dealing'with_a levitical cﬁlt-aetiology.l In view of their
voéabulary Vv.16a, ZOa, 20b, and 21b are regarded as later E additions, as is
25b. This means that judge énd ievy were only linked together at a later stage of
tradition.2 . The aétiologicgl qharacter of vv.13—27 is confirmed by 'at all times'
(vv.22a, 26a) and by the position of ch.xviii, which acts as a sort of introd—
uctioﬁ to.tﬁe 1egai.qrganisation of Israel after the Exodus.3 Building on Noth
and Kraus, Knierim régards vv.13-27 as an old original tradition which referred
to Moses judging,'fiiled out with prophetic features in vv.16b and 20 by E.LIr

- In its present form fhe tradition.is'aetiological rather than historical, but it
points to a historical situation which Knierim identifies with the judicial

reforms of Jehoshapat in II Chron.xix.5 Thus, the significance of the passage

(vv.13-27) as a whole is seen not in the separation of sacral and secular Justice

1. This identification of Aaron and Levi is not suwpported by any evidence.

2. Op.cit., p-154

5. Cf. H. Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit, p.l75F.

L.  Op.cit. p.156

5. The court of appeal set up in II Chron.xix. did not simply deal with cases
between civil personnel and soldiers(so Rudoph), nor did it institute royal
officials for the levy and temple officials for temple problems, leaving
normal judicial procedures untouched (so #alling), but it acted in all dis-
PUted-cases-in-Jerusalem (so Knierim), aud function discharged by the judges
of v.5(8) in the country.
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(so Noth), but in the subdivision -of royal sacral law and the claim of certain
groups, naeely the judées appointed by Jehéshapat to serve in the garrison cities
of Judah, to be the.continuers of an office established.by IvIoses.2

This is a useful and positive reconstruction, but it is open to correction
in part. In.particular the place of the Levites in the relationship of Ex.xviii.
and IT Chron.xix_calls-for further comment. The alleged ‘prophetic' features of
Ex.xviii.16 & 20 reveal distincfly priestly features on closer inspection. The
Passage contains valuable traéition not 6n1y about the regular lay judges who dealt
with ?outine cases, but also about the judges (Levitical and lay) who continued
Moses' work of dealing with difficult disputed cases. An examination of vv.1b6
;n@ 20 will shed some light on this. ‘he difference between Loses' procedure in
V.lb'and v.20.is not perfec.ly clear at first sight except that the latter is

undoubtedly intended to be less burdensome for him. In v.16 Hoses 'melkes them

know the statutes of God and his toroth’ (hoda t1 Vet nukk£4ha’ ©16him w° ‘et

torotaw), in v.20 he 'makes then know the way in which they must walk' (wehdda'td

ldhem et hadde"eg yel® ku bah). But in v.16 koses actually pronounces judgement

himgel# (weéépatti), whereas in vv.19-20 he 'represents the people before God
pat ) ¢

. " - - A e, . e. -
and teaches(?) them the statutes and toroth' (mil ha’®1dhim --- w hiz hartah

Yethem 'et-hahulkkin we‘egfhattGrBt), i.e. he apparently delesetes his work of

pronouncing judgement, except in difficult cases, to others. Knierim emphasises

' _ ' - 3 .
the connection of judge and levy under Jehoshapat ; but the verb zhr points rather

1. Exodus, p.150; cf. Stalker on Ex.xviii.l3-27 in Peake's Commentary (1962);
J.R. Porter, 'lioses and Monarchy', &=fe=d;3105Z  p.12 says, 'Ioth's categories
of sacral and state lew ultlmatelv depend on modern notions which are '
inapplicable "to the ancient Kear Eastern world'.

2. . Op.cit., p. 163f.

3. ‘his is certalnly preferable to Junge's restriction of the levy to the time

of Josiah (Der Wiederaufbau des Heerwesens des Reiches Juda unter Josia, p.83)
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" to the linking of judge and Levite (priest). The verb zhr occurs elsewhere

only in Ezk;iii and xxxiii. (passim), in passages which probably derive from a
background pf sacral 1éw; in Ps.xix.12 in a context of jézgg; in IT X.vi.1l0 of
ﬁlisha's advice to the King of Israel; by Bcélesiastes of the advice given to a
king (iv.13) or to the reader (xii.l12); and in IT Chron.xix.10, where Jehoshapat
commissions the Levites to act_as.judges. There is nothing prophetic about these
_passages, apa?t poséibly from IT K.vi.1l0, whereas se%eral link the word with
priestly éctivity. It is true that the Chrénicler of'ten relies on Deut. traditions,
and.this passage is reminiscent of Dt.xvii.9-11,2 which we have already looked at
in connectioﬁ ﬁith priestly judiéial activ:.i.ty,3 but thefe is no reason to impugn
the historicity of the Chronicler's accoﬁnt at this poiz'vc'.L'F Rather, it looks as

if he has preserved an accidental (?) referemce to an aspect of Levitical work

which he did not otherwise stress. In fact, tordt in Ex.xviii.16 and 20 may also

l. Cf. W. Zimmerli, ' "Leben" u. "Tod" im Buche des Propheten Ezeclkiels', Ges.
Aufshtze, pp.181f., 186f. '
2. Cf. Driver, Deuteronomy, p.200. Cf. p.6L above.
3. P.@ﬂ-above. '
L. Cf. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, pp.153-f.; W.F. Albright, 'The Judicial Reform
of Jehoshapat', Alexander Marx Jubilee Vol, pp.61-82, esp.pp.74f., also records
. examples of judicial activity by Egyptian priests (cf. JNES v. 1946, pp.260-76).
It is interesting to speculate on the origins of Jehoshapat's reform. Was he
. perhaps introducing a Northern levitical tradition? It is known that he

married into the Northern kingdom.
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represent good historical tradition - the earliest attested use of torah? -
_ ' : 1
rather than late interpretation.

If this $& so we have yet another piece of evidence pointing to the
5udicia1 activity of the priest/levite at an early date.2 In short,there is
ampie.external support for our_interprefation of Dt.xxvii.1l5-26 as a list of
stipulations,similaf to pafts of other law-codes in the OT.,pronounced by

Levites,rather than as a concluding list of curses recited at a covenant-

_rénewal festival.

1.'Torah' in Ex.xxiv.12 is generally regarded as 'late' by literary critics,
although it is appealed to by Ustborn as if it were early. J.Hyatt,'Torah
in Jeremiah',JBL 60 1941,p.386 makes an interesting comment on Jer.ii.8:
'Although Jer. professes to be talking about various groups who have led
the people astray between the time of the desert sojourn and his own day,we &
may suppose that he was really concerned with leaders of his own day. It is
easy to understand that the necessity for interpreters and administrators of
Torah would have arisen with the publication of Dt. Their concern would have
been with what we term jurisprudence in the wider sense, as Dt. contains not
only ritualistic prescriptions but adso regulations dealing with business
practices,the establishment of social justice,family life and the like. It
is impossible to determine precisely what the sphere of the tof€se hattorah
was,and what was their relationship to the priests on the one hand and to
the secular judges on the other. In spite of the fact that the present passa-

. ge makes them appear to be a separate class,they probably were a subdivision
of the priesthood.' If this was so at a later date,the practice may well
have antedated Dt. In fact,Jer.ii.B seems to refer to an established
practice,not an innovation.

2.Cf.C.Hauret,Bib.40,1959,p.518,quoting G.B.Gray, 'Noses here (in Ex.18) appears
not as legislator and priest, or as legislator prior to legislating priests,
but as priest in legislative activity; not as creating in the capacity of
non-priestly legislator the primitive nucleus of future law to which man
acting in a different,viz. a priestly capacity and by different methods
subsequently added: but as creating that nucleus of Hebrew law by the same
method as that characteristically used by the later priests in amplifying
the law,viz. the oracular consultation of God --- Moses creates the nucleus
of Hebrew law as the first of the Hebrew priests'. (Gray,p.205 of Sacrifice
in the 0T.) .But Bstborn ,op.cit.,p.58 (*In Ex.xviii we do not know if
Woses is priest or king') and Pedersen,Israel III-IV,pp.162-3 are less
certain. For evidence of the judicial authority of baru priests in
Mesopotamia in Hammurabi's time see A.Haldar, Associations of Cult Prophets
among the Andient Semites,p.65. For Egypt see ANET,p.212f. and H.Kees,

Rgypten,pp.220f. ,256.
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This brings us to the end of our examination of Dt.xxvii.l5-26 and
priestly stipulations delivered in the form of a curse. It also brings us to
the end of our-examination:of the role of the priest in relationship to the
precesses of law.. From all this it appears that the Yirdr form of words,
even if it was characteristic of one group of priestly stipulations, was
not the onl& forﬁ (cf.mot zﬁmét etc.).l*Moreover ,the Yarir stipulations
occur- elsewhere2 and even if some of these passages have prlestly connecuons,3
there is no evidence which would allow us to limit thls form of speech to
the priests,or even to show that it was original to the pr‘iests.LF But it
has been shown that the above forms.of speech were,in fact,used by the, priests
and have judicial reference. And this is important for an understanding of
the priestly.office in ancient Israel.5 The question of priestly curses (and

blessings) concluding an act of covenant-renewal (cf.pp.lk,70.96 above) has

yet to be examined; this will be undertaken in connection with a study of

Dt.xxviii (pp.l10& f.).

Cf.pp.56f. ,63.
Cf.pp.53f. -
.Cf.pp.53-5,85-6.
Cf.pp.67-8,73f.
Cf.p.117.
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Ritual Toroth

We shall turn next fb an éxaminétion of other forms of priestly jégé;&,
namely thoée délivered in connection with ritual and sacrifice. OQur examination
at this point will not raise anj new issues; but will consist largely of a qualified
restatemgnt of the views of Begrich,l.v.Radh and Rendtorff.3 Although Begrich's
Views on priestly torah in general are restricted in value and sometimes misleading,
yet when he discusses the priest's task of distinguishing between clean and unclean
(qf. Ezk.xxii.26; x1iv.23; Lev.x.10; xiv.57; cf. Zeph.iii.#) he is both sound and
| illuminating; This c}eaq/unplean torah is not limited to the cult, although this
is its primary reference (cf. Lev.vi.1-3; vii.1lf; Is.i.13). The laity need to know
how to approgcﬁ Yahweh properly - at the right time, in the right place, in the
right mannef and with ﬁhe right off‘er‘ing.lF This explainé why there is such great
étress on preventing fhé contact of clean and unclean (cf. Ps.lxxix.1l; Num.xix.?20;
Lev.xi§.46; xv;4~9, 21-27; Hagg.ii.i}). Begrich distinguishes betﬁeen torah,
delivered by'the priest for the laity, and da‘at, which is applicable only to the

5

priests (cf.'Lev.vi—vii). The latter is a late, post-exilic development of torah,
he thinks, aﬁd is not strictly torah.

G.V.Rad[s contribution consists chiefly in drawing attention to certain
other-WOrds similar to 'clean/unclean' (e.g. 'aéceptable/ﬁnacceptable‘) which seem
to have acquired a technical meaning in the cult as 'declaration formulas® pro—.

: : 7
nounced by the priest. This view was taken up and developed by R. Rendtorff,

'Die priesterliche Tora', Gesammelte Studien, pp.232-61.

'Die Anrechnung des Glaubens zur Gerechtigkeit', Ges. Studien, pp.130-136.
- Die)Gesetze in der Priesterschrift.

Begrich, ®p.cit., pp.240-2

Op.cit., p.258

Op.cit., pp.258-9

G.v.Rad, Op.cit., pp.131-2

~N O™ N
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who rightly noted that Eegrich's discussion omits several relevant passages
(e.g:;;v)l and questioned whether it is possible to ju#taspose later da‘at and
earlier Eéség in the waylthat.Begrich does. Rendlorff, therefore, examines the
material, mostly in Leviticus, neglected-by Begrich but noted by v. Rad, and shows
that this consisted of a) short, repeated sentences. which made up and accompanied
a E}EEEE? fb)“ether instructions of a more complex nature, for the priest. The
former (e.g. Lev. i-v) was not finally given its preseﬁt form until the Exile; the
.1atter represents a gradual gTOth over many years and cannot be dated, although

3

it gives an ins 1de view of the cult and its workings.

The forms of priestly torah adcording to Beg:r‘ichlF were as follows:
'a)'imperatives,.ﬁsuall§ein tﬁe second persoﬁ plural (cf. Am.iv.,4-5; Is.i.16; Am.
v.5; Lev.xi.8), addressed to the people as a whole and elaiming to be words of
Yahweh, and impefsonal issives (cf. Am.v.2L4; Lev.xi.l3; xix.6); b) statements in

direct speech.by Yanweh (ef. Is.i.11); c¢) decisions or promouncements with an

object, event, or person as the subject (cf. Is.i.13-16; 1xvi.3; Lev.xix77; xi.

1. OE.cit » P-2 and n.7

2. Op.cit. p.22. These rituals were not intended specifically for either
priests or laity to the exclusion of mthe other, but were intended for recital
(by the priests) in the Temple at Jerusalem, possibly in the pre-exilic period
but more probably later, according to Rendtorff.

3. Op.cit., p.77

L. Op.cit., pp.243-6

5. When v. Rad, Studies in Deute“onoqy, p-2k n.2, says, of priestly torah, 'Its
general form is that of a command in which God speaks in the first person'
this is true but has 1little use as a criterion of the form of nriestly torah.

It points also;the weakness of Begrich's classification.
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4-8, 10-23); and d) a statement of conseguences, usually in the imperfect or
perfect Consecﬁtivum and.often dependent on a coadition (cf. Lev.vii.27; xix.7).
As 1liusLqu10n of' several of the above forms occuming together (usually the
forms are only found separately) Begrich instances Am.iv.L4-5 and Is.t.10-17.

Unfoftunately Begrich's justification for pickin; out these particular
forms of torah rests_on reeher general and inconclusive considerations, in spite
of an appearance of formal precision. He refers back. to the beginning of his
essay; where he hed noted that torsh is often coupled with Yahweh and, therefore,
consists essentiallyfin a word of Yahweh;this was delivered not just to the
individual but to the whole people. He then proceeds to describe the formal
charactefistics on the basis of a small group of a) prophetic b) Pentateuchal
passages where‘forah'occurs.1 His method, however, is most unsatisfactory. For
example, versee are taken which occur in the same chapter as 'torah'; but other
verees ﬁhich also occur in the same chapter as 'torah' are omitﬁed - because they
do not sﬁit his prior definition, based essentially on the general characteristics
noted at the beglnnlng of his essay (i.e. a word of Yahweh to the whole people).
The dlffereﬂce between his third and fourth categories (c) and (d) is quite fluid,
as may be seeen from ILev.xix.7/ which is common %o both.

'__These weaknesses in Begrich's article, however, should not obscure the fact
that he:hae.correctly pointed to certain forms of speech in lev.vii.-xi. as forms
of priestly torah:

a) --- 15' o k81l, 'you shall eat no (fat)'. (Lev.vii.22). Cf.v.26

2
b) --- 10" hapasti, 'I do not delight in (= reject) (the blood of bulls)'.

(Ts.3.13; 2 8. 292 5.34-9)

1. Ap.iv.4-5; v.4-5, 21-L; Hos.vi.6; Is.i.10-17; lxvi.2b-3; Mal,i.lO and Lev.
vii.22-5, 26-7; xi.1-8, 9-12, 13-19, 20-3; xix.5-8; Dt.xiv.4-8, 9-10, 11-20.

2. The majo¥ity of 1nstances of hapag have no sacrificial or prlestly reference,
however.
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¢)---piggdl hd?, 157 yerigeh 'it is an abomination,it will not be
. accepted' (Lev.xix.7).

d)---wnikretdh hennepes hehl' mé‘ammeydh 'that person shall be cut off®
= - from ks people (Lev.vii.27).

Statements about being 'cut off from the people' bear strong similarities

to the 5érﬁr and mét yomdt stipulations, which we have already considered in

connectign ﬁith Dt.xxvii.15f. The other sentences have been convincingly
interpreted by G.v.Rad aa@riestly 'declaratory formulas'. Starting from the
word hasab. ('it is reckoned' cf.Gen.xv.6) ,which occurs in Lev.vii.18b (cf.

Num.xviii.27;Lev.xvii.L;Ps.cvi.31; Lev.xxvii.23),v.Rad elucidates a whole
- 1 :
series of similar formulas :
2
(16") yéraseh -'it is (not) pleasing,acceptable! (cf.II Sam.xxiv.23;
B : Jer.xiv.12;Ezk.xx.40;x111i.27;Hos.viii,13;Am. v.22; Mal.
- 1.10; Lev.i.k; vii.18;xix.7; xxii.23,25,27)

taméh ha - 'it is unclean' (cf.lev.xiii.15,36,46,51,66).
4ahdr hilY 'it is clean' (of.lev.xiii.8,13,17,39-Lk1).
sirafat hi' 'it is leprosy' (cf.lev.xiii.8,25).

He proceeds to link such priestly ‘'decldratory formulas' with the recurrent

stereotyped phrasés that occur in comnection with sacrifice,agein in

: . 3
unmistakeably priestly contexts:

‘5lah hii? 'it is a burnt offering' (cf.Bx.xxix.28;Lev.i.9,13,17).
hattat hi? 17t is a sin offering' (cf.Ex.xxix.lh;Llev.iv.21,24;v.9).

1.Ges.Stud.p.132, 'There is no doubt that the priest pronounced this
authoritative ."it is leprosy™ or "it is clean® in the presemce of the man
concerned!. ' ‘

2.1t is perhaps significant,however, that in the prophetic and historical
passages rsh is used in the Ist pers.sing.,and placed on the lips of Yahweh.

3.0p.cit.p.152 3
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minhdh hi?  'it is a cereal offering' (cf. Iev.ii.6, 15)

kodes kodasfm hi? 'it is most holy' (cf. Lev.vi.10, 18, 22; vii.l etc.)

- dekes hi? 'it is an abomination' (cf. Lev.xi.hl)
A further occasion for such formulas in view of Ezk.xviii.9b and Pss.xv and xxiv

may have been on entering a shrine, if Ps.xv and xxiv belohg to temple-entrance
1
liturgies.

R. Rendtorff, concentrating on Lev.i-v, has shown how these brief impersonal
sentences; regerded by v.Rad as.'declaratory formﬁlas', probably formed part of

the sacrificial ritual along with such stereotyped expressions as 'he shall offer
Q- lay his hand -- kill --' (throw the blodd)z -- flay -- burn' (Lev.i.3-9; 10-13;
iii.1-5; 6-11; ;2-17; iv.3-12; 14~21; 22-6; 27-31; 32-35). ;hese rituals, suggests
Rendtorff, were applicable to both priest and lza.i’cy,l\L and not confined to the

5
sphere of priestly da*at . Nevertheless, if these rituals were recited (by the
priests) in the Temple, as Rendtorff suggests,. then we have here another example

of a priestly form of speech. But they can only be regarded as examples of

priestly toroth in an extended sense; they are not so much instruction delivered

1. Cf. K. Koch, 'Tempeleinlassliturgien und Dekaloge', Studien zur AT. Uberlieferu
-ngen, pp.45-60; E. Whrthwein, 'Kultpolemik oder Kultbescheid', Tradition und
Situation, pp.115-31.

2. This may have been a later addition; whereas the other verbs are in the
singular, this verb is always in the plural and has as its subject 'sons of

Aaron'.

Op.cit., pp.1 ff.
Op.cit., p.22

Contra Begrich. : .
But whether these rubrics should count as priestly torot., even according to

our extended definition, is perhaps doubtful.

o\ Uy W
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Ex_the priést ﬁé instruction fgt the ﬁriest offering the sacrifice and guidance
for the ISraelife'bringing his gift.
By fheir éonnscfion with the place of sacrifice andthe fact that they occur
predomiﬁantly in P these sacrificial torotﬁ seem to have become linked with the
Temple af Jerusalem, at ahy raté at a later stage of the tradition, even if not

ofiginaliy. The form of these toroth does not permit any more definite conclusion.
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DEUTERONOMY XXVITI

We are now in a position to examine the question of priestly blessings
: 1
and cursings used at the end of an act of covenant-making. We shall begin

with an examination of the blessings and cursings in Dt.xxviii. Before
we can proceed to analyse the forms of blessings and curses in Dt.xxviii,
however, it will be necessary to examine the date and structure of Dt.xxviii,

since it contains a variety ofmaterial and is commonly held to contain
2 .
extensive later additions. Vv.47f. are regarded as (postl\:/gxﬂic additions

because v.45 seems to represent a final summary and because the following

verses, by their reference to siege and cannibalism, seemto reflect the confiitions

3

of 586 BC. in Jerusalem. Vv.58-68 may represent a separate later -addition in
' ‘ L

view of the reference to a book of torah. Vv.25-42 are also regarded as \

5

containing later traditions. Because of the parallelism of v.7 and v.25

l. Ex.xxiii.21-33; Lev.xxvi; Dt.xxviii; cf. Josh.xx1ii.15-16; xxiv.27;
"Neh.x.29; IT Chron.xv.1l3. '
2. Cf. C. Steuernagel, Deuteronomium, pp.99-105; M.Noth, 'Die mit des
. Gesetzes Werken umgehen, die sind unter dem Fluch', Bes.Stud. pp.155-72;
G.v.Rad, Deuteronomium, ATD 8, p.124; G.E. Wright, IB 2, p.493. Naturally
these authors do not agree in detail. S.R. Driver, Deuteronomy, rejects
the view that the chap. is a later addition or has been subjected to any
appeciable interpolation (p.30k). E. Mgrstad, 'Overveielser til Dtn.28',
NIT 60, 1959, pp.224~-32, D. McCarthy, freaty and Covenant, and D.R. Hillers,
-Treaty Curses and the OT. Prophets, regard the chapter as embodying ancient
treaty-curse traditions.
5. Cf. Lam.ii.lOf.
L. Cf. p.112n.1  below.
5. M. Noth, op.cit., p.160 considers vv.20b, 21b, 29, 34, 36, 37 as definitely
later; vv.38-41 are also probably later. Vv.22, 27, 28, 35 which display the
' same form may once have been joined together, and only came to be separate
due to the addition of Iater material. Vv.35 and 41 are regarded as late
even by Driver, op.cit., p.303.
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*&. v. Rad thinks v.25 stood at the head of the prose curses, as v.7 stands
at the héad of the prose blessings; vv.20-25, thgreﬂore,.are=regarded“as;ar.”.
later'addition,lalthough they are parallel to vv.7-14 and earlier than vv.25f,

As a result we are left with the two groups of brief parallel blessings
and curses in vv.3—6,'16-19, which are generaliy regarded as ancient in view
of their form,2 although there are differeﬁces of opinion as to the original
form because of the irexact parallelism betweeﬁ vv.L4 and 18 and the inordinate
length of these two verses compared with the other verses.3 Vv.3-6, 16-19 read
as follows:

barhk attah batir

ﬁpérﬁk-httéh baésageh

bé;ﬁk.peri-bitnské Gp°rl ‘agmat®ka fip°rl b hemtBia 5%gar *1apfic W tast®roy

' ' s6'neka

bartlk tan'®ks, dmi3'art¥ks ‘

bé;ﬁk‘atfah.bepa'éka

Ubarlk ‘attah begé’gika

Yarir ‘attah ba'ir.

W &rlir ‘attah bassadeh

Darar @an'aké imi 3 art@ka

’érﬁr'perﬁ—éitneké ﬁgeri '2dmat®ka s€gar ’alaggké wrast®rot §6’n§ké

Yarir ‘attdh bHor8ka

wearir attah bSsd? teka

1. G. v. BRad, op.cit., p. 125 _

2. G.E. Wright, op.cit., p. 498f. ; G.v. Rad, op.cit., 125

3. S. Mowinckel, Ps.Stud. V, pp.114~5, omits the phrase 'the fruit of your

. beasts' in vv.4 and 18 (with the LXX of v.4) in view of its omission in both

LXX and Hebrew in v.18 (he thinks it is probably a gloss from v.1ll) but makes
v.4 and vJ/8 into* four separate blessings o curses. With the addition of a
blessing and a curse from Dt.vii.l3 this gives a total of 10 blessings and 10
curses as the reconstructed original form. It -seems odd, however, to describe
the present unbalanced text as a liturgical reconstruction (based on Dt.xxvii.
12-3).
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These curses belong to the third and fourth groups listed on p. 4k & 5%
- i.e. those which are couched in the 2nd peIson 51ngular and addressed
dlrectly to theberson concerned. Three of the four instances in this group,
i.e. omlttlng for the present the four instances in Deuteronbmy, are uttered
by God. These curses are to all appearances uncénditional, although it is not
: impossible that conditions are pesupposed.

The blessings belong to the categorles nOued on p.léf.,26. Blessings
of the type, 'blessed art thou ---', are usually followed by layhwh ('Blessed
art thou to/by the Lprd'). Dt.xxviii.3f., I Sam.xxv.33b, xxvi.25, however, are
not. The verses in I Sam. are spoken by David (to Abigail] and Saul (to David)
respectively; Theré is nothing particularly priéstly of liturgical about them.
.Ps.cxv, which does contain priestly elements, includes theiphrase layhwh.

Closer consideration of the blessings and curses in vv.3-6, 16-19,
particularly vv.3 and 6, 16 and 19, shows %hat the phrase 'in the city and in
the field' occurs only seldom in close juxtapdsition - Gen.xxxiv.28, I K.xiv.11
(= xviuh = "xxi.24)ﬁ 'The two ﬁdrds are also found, but less.closely connected,
in Dt.xxii.23-5, Judg.ix.32-3, Bzk.vii.15. "Town and country' is a natural
contrastitq.modern ears, but even in this general sense the two words occur only
seldom in the oT. - Lev.xi§.55; Judg.ix.43-5; xix.15 - 17; xx.31; I Sam.vi.1l8;
I Chron.'i,h6; xix.9_(cf. Lev.xxv.3k; Dt.xx.19; I Sam.xxvii.5; Neh.xii.klk; I Chron.
xxvii.28; II:Chron. x%%i.19). Is it accidental, however, that the only ezact
.pafallel to tﬁe use of 'in town and country' (Dt xxviii.3 ené 16) occurs in a
Eﬁiﬁi’ pranounced by 2 prophet in the name of Yahweh (I K.x1v 11 = xvi.4 =

xxi.2h, verses‘which_may-be the composition of the Deuteronomist, but may rest
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. 1 :
on ancient tradition).
The phrase 'go out and come in' admits of two clief uses, firstly in
connection with'military exploit (cf. Dt.xxxi.2; Josh.xiv.11; I Sam,xxi.6;
cf. Am.v.3; I Chron.xxvi.l; I Sam.xviii.l3, 16; Is.xxxvii.28), and secondly
with reference to participation in the cult (e.g. Ex. xxviii. 35; Lev. xvi.
17; BEzk.x1vi.10: in fhe first two instances ofthis gfoup, where it refers to
entering the inner sanctumry, the chief priest alone seems to be designated).
In Ps.cxxi.8 (cf. élso I K. iii. 7 and II Chron. xv.5) the reference seems
mofe géneral. This is also true of Dt.xxviii: the reference is not clearly
éultic or clearly military. ©Nor is it clear,whether 'thou' is individual
or collective in reference, although the rest of the chapter is clearly

referring to the Eeéple as a whole (cf. v.9).

It is when we seek the original Sitz im Leben of the passage, however,

that the difficulties already mentioned become acute. If we separate the

verses from thgir context, as the different literary form of the verses
encoﬁrages us to do, it seems necessary to restore a preceding confiitional
glause (eépecially, perhaps, if 'thou' is interpreted collectively) or to supply
two different groups‘as objects of the blessing apd curse. The same group
camnot be blessed ggg cursed unconditionally in one breath.2 But to remove
”wthe blessings énd éﬁfses from their present conditional struchire and then

reconstruct. a similar conditional structure is both conjectural and unsatis-

factory; it involves an unnecessary multiplication of hypotheses.  To supply

1. Cf. G. v.Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, p.82 n.l

2. Cf. Jer.xvii.5. This is the only other passage where Yariir and baruk are
used together, and here the conditional nature of the curse is very plain.
-The same point is also clear from Gen.xxviii: Isaac blesses Jacob, and

curses Esau.
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differenﬁ objecfs of blessing and curse. also finds no justification within the
text.l |

One further possibility remains: if no conditipnal clause is presuprosed
~and the subject/dbject is the Séme in both;cases, if may be that either the
blessing or the curse has been modelled on the other and added later. It is
not difficult fo im;gine an unconditional blessing being original (cf. Ps.cxxi).
On the other hand, the only significant parallel to vv.3 and 16 is related to éhe
curse, not the blessing, which_might point to the curse being original. There
is, howevef, no evidential justifiqation for regarding either the blessing or
the curée.aSLsecondany.

Tt must be asked, therefbré; whether the customary literary isolation of

'vv.3—6, 16~19, which makes them unconditional, is, in fact, justified. Our

teit in its present form is clearly conditional. Jer. xvii.5f. illustrates the
possibility of curse and blessing being set in contrast to each other when

- used conditioﬁally.' Moreover, there are good reasons for thiniing that

H Dt. xxviii is much more of a unity than has often been supposed in the past.

It has been recognised for some time thét Dt. xxviii as a whole presents a close
parallel“to'fhé way in which quex Hammurabi concludeslit; stipulations with a

list of'blessings and cursés in which curses predominate. Further parallels

have beenldiscoveréd in Hittite state-treaties and in Babylonian kudurri

1. There are no good grounds for transferring the blessings and curses to
Dt.xxvii, where they would refer to two separate groups.
2. Cf. M. Noth, 'Die mit des Gesetzes Wérken umgehen, die sind unter dem

Fluch', Ges. Stud., pp.160 f.
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(border stones). The fuhction of these curses was apparently to ensure that
the law was carried outl, eépecially in céses where no giggi sanction than the
curse was available.

In recent years much more attention has been paid to the treaty forms of the
ancient ﬂeaf East by OT. scholars.2 As in the recent discussion surrounding
.'Alt's distinction of apddeictic and casuistic law exaggérated claims are
sometimeslmade in discussing Isréelite and other ancient NE.covenant forms.

A general re-orientation of ideas is not-accomplished without a certain amount

of conflict, and thefe are no signs yet that the debate is nearing a verdict,
partly becgﬁse of thé need for more evidence concerning Israel's neighbours and
partly bécause'of the need for more assured interpretation of the evidence we
already have.5 Beafing this provisional.situation in mind, we shall argue for

& position’which, even if less certain than that maintained above (pp.63-73)
in,cghnection with Dt.xxvii. 15-26, does, nevertheless, do justicé to several
important factors.

L 5

Building oh Korosec's study of Hittite vassal treaties, Mendenhall,
6 : 7 '

Baltzer and Beyerlin , in particular, have sought to establish the similarity

of the forms of the Hittite vassal treaty and the forms of Israel's covenant

1. Op.cit., p.164

Cf. nn. 5- 7 below.; cf. also D. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant; DrR. Hillers,
Treaty Curses and the OT Prophets; relevant articles will be found in the
Bibliography under the names of E. Gerstenberger, J. L'Hour, H. Huffmon.

- For a discussion of discrepant interpretations in this field c¢f. E.
Gerstenberger, 'Covenant and Commandment', JBL 84, 1965, pp.38-52.
Hethitische Staatsvertrige

'Covenant Forms in Israelite Tradition', BA 1]/3, 1954, pp.50-76.

Das Bundesformular
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with Yahweh. The naturé of this similarity is expressed somewhat differently
by the ab&ve scholars, but is agreed to consist of: a historical prologue,
followed.by the stipulations of the stronger partner, concluded by sanctions (
(curses) in the event of the treaty being broken by the vassal. Beyerlin also
emphasiseslthat these tregties, like_Israel's covenant with Yahweh, were drawn
- up in Writing,'depésited in a.shrine, regularly recited and attested by
lwitnesses.l

'Mendenﬁall, Baltzer and Beyerlin have concentrated on the Decalogue as
a typical representative of these covenant-treaty features, but other scholars
havg not been'slow to point out the distinctive gifferences: for example, the

Hebrew covenant is between God and man in Ex.xx; the Decalogue in its present

3

‘FPorn comes from a later period; there are no specific commands, other than
. . ) ) h.
 commands td.obey the treaty, in Hittite and_other treaties. J. L.'Hour has

sought to interpret the Book of the Cwuvenant (11n“1ng it with Shechem) as a

more plausible illustration of the treaty form, and has designated Dt. xxvii.
5

15-26 as the concluding list of treaty-sanctions.

Making full use of the rich supply of evidence from surrounding cultures,

6 7

McCarthy and Hillers have pointed to Dt.xxviii. and Lev.xxvi as examples of

the curses which concluded such treaties. The preponderance of the curse over

the blessing (in both ancient N.E. treaties and Dt.xxviii) is a recurrent feature,
8

9

as Noth saw,' and need not imply an incomplete or revised tradition. Hence,

1. Op.cit., pp.65-L (E1).

2. Cf. H. Seebass, ZDPV 78,1963 , reviewing Beyerlin.

3. Cf. McCarthy, op.cit., p.159-60; R. Knierim, 'Das.erste Gebot', ZAW 77, 1965
- pp-20-40; -G. Fohrer, 'Das sogenannte apodiktisch formulierte Rech und der

Dekalog' Kerygma und Dogma, 11/1, 1965, pp.L9 - 7.

Cf. E. Gerstenbeger, 'Covenant and Commandment', JBL 84 1965, pp.38-52.

'L'Alliance de Sichem', BB 69, 1962, p. 6. Op.cit., pp.l09f.

Op.cit., p.30f. . 8. Op.cit., pp.160f. |

Cf. MeCarthy, op.cit.; p.122f.; Hillers, op.cit., pp.35f.

SN0 U
L]
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it is argued, some of the commonly accepted 1iterary—critical reconstructioﬁs
and ipterprefations, which tend to eliminate some of the.curses of Dt.xxviii as
late, muét-be re-examined. There is notintrinsic reason_fsr regarding any of the
curses 35 latéf additions.f A-de%ailéd.cdmparisdn,'ih'%act, reveals numerous

. between Dt.xxviii and ancient NE.treaties
loci communes/ (e.g. the references to bread-making, drought, defeat, plague,

. , . 1
illness, blindness, slavery, exile, locusts, ruin of the city and cannibalism).

In both Dt.xxviii and the tredties considered by McCarthy &he curse refers to a
2 .
future possibility rather than a present fact. And lastly but not least Di.xxviii.

1 and 15 seem to reproduce closely the form in which certain treaties (e.g. the

Hittite treaty between Suppiluliumas and Mattiwaza; and especially the

3

Esarhaddon treaties)'express their sanction. McCarthy concludes that Dt.xxviii

'reflects the ancieni canonical curses of Mééopotamia, with, of course,
: : ' L
significant differences' (e.g. no pdytheism oq%itual magic).

D.R, Hillers has pointed out that the feature of .several conclusions and
introductions within Dt.xxviii (e.g. vv.15, L7, 58) is characteristic of the

curse-liﬁt aftached to the Esarhaddon treaty (cf. L1k, 494~512, 513 f.) and to
' 5

a lesser degree of several other treaties. Further, 'the reference to

6

stipulations- written in a “bqok“-(D*.28,58) is normal treaty term;nology' and

. Cf. McCarthy, op.cit., p.222
. Ibid., p.121

. Ibid. p.121

o Tbid., p.1l23

d OE.Cit., p132
. Tbia. p.32

oN\WUD Wi
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oo 1
need not be dependent on the publication of the Deuteronomic code. Changes
of singular and plural without apparen% reésons, changes in style, the marked
use of repetitton.and the absemce of a logical progression of ideas are all
typical of the ancient N.E. treaty curses.2 There is clear evidence that other
sections than vv.3-6, 16-19 may also be early: there are frequent parallels
in anciénﬁ ﬁ.E. treaties to thoée curses which G.E. Wright, for instance, styles
'the product of free Deuteronomic composition'. Loreover, even if the form
of vv.30;2 and 38-41 is'not adequétely characterised by the description
'futility 6urses'3 the brief curses in these verses do seem to represent a
defiﬁite %raditional fgrm: |

Yi§ah ﬁe'éréé / wets Yaher yisgilenndh

' bayit tibneh / w157-te88b bS |

kerem tittal / wo15" t°hall®lennti (v. _36)

These sentences possess a ?egular pattern and rhythm (2:2 in the three clauses

of v.30, 3:3 in the‘three clauses of v.31). ‘In vv.38-41 a third clause

- ) . [ Yy .
introduced by 1 is added to each curse:

1. It is difficult to dissociate ‘'book of the torah' in xxviii.58 from xxix.?20,
xxxi.2k,26 and the 'words of the torah' frequently referred to in Dt.
But Hos.viii.l2 points to the existence of written ftorah at an early date.
The scope of the 'book of the torah' referred to in IT K. xxiii. is uncertain
but II X.xxii.l9 points to it haveing included Dt.xxviii. Thus, there is
certainly no necessity to date the tradition later than 621 BC (Josiah) and
it is probably much earlier.

2. Hillers, op.cit., p.33

3. So described by Hillers, op.cit., pp.28f.
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zera® rab t8si’ hassddeh / (n®‘at te'®sép / it yahs&lennd halarbeh (v.38)
One of the most striking vgrbal reéemblances; which can hardly be
gurel& acéideﬁtal, is that between Esar. 528 - 32, Dt.xxviii.23 and Lev.xxvi.l9
feferring to the threat of drought, " a copper sky and ground of iron'
(Leviticus reverses the relation of the predicates to read 'iron sky and ground
of copber').; In Qiew of this and previous evidence{.therefore, it is not
'surprising fhét Hillers concludes that Dt.xxviii (and Lev.x;cvi)2 is a
.,'gathérihg and adaptation of traditional materials'.J

There is clearly g.gfeat deal of work still to be done in counnection
with tﬁese.comparisons from surrounding cultures, but the claims of MeCarthy
and Hillers.regarding'thé-nature of Dt.xxviii are well argugd and suppofted
.jb&_stroﬁg evidence. Applying their conc}usions to our examination of the
.bléssing'and cdrée in vv.3-6, 16-19 (cf. vv.31-2, SS-Al), we may affirnm thét
thgée vefééslmake much more sense in tge context of a treaty or covenant, as
indeed théy.are presented in Dt.xxviii. Vv. 3-6, 16-19 promise or threaten
Igrael ﬁifh proéperity:or failure in every deﬁarﬁment,qf the navioncl 1ile

" according to its obedience or neglect of the stipulations which form part of

. the covenant with Yahweh.

‘1. Cf. Hillers, op.cit., p.4l, referring to Borger and Moran.
2. Cf. H. Reventlow, Wichter Uber Israel.
3. Hillers, op.cit., p-35 )

e a e e e emeaeetmas b a4 e B m s s msem w v s mm = a m w
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It remains to show that these blessings and curses at the end of an
act of covenant-making were recited by the priests. The place of the priest
in Dt.xkﬁiii is not specifically mentioned, but he is by far the most likely
person to have had the responsibility for the preservation and recital of any
covénant éanqtioﬁs. This is suggested'by several factors: the cultic framework

of the three main law codes in the 0T., all of which conclude with blessings

1
and curses , combined with the highly probablg judicial activity of the priest
. : 2 ‘ i
to.which we have pointed; the evidence of cursing priests in Mesopotamia
5 | ! b

and Hatti and the regular place of the curse in the conclusion of a treaty;
the fréquenf responsibility of the priest in ancient Israel for the pronouncing
. of a solemn blessing or curse and the fact that priests and Levites recited the
blessings'and cﬁrses which concluded the covenaft of initiation into the Qumran
.community_.-5

There is little doubt that the Hittite and Egyptian treaties were in the
hands of témple—priests who also recited the stipulations and sanctions on
anni#ersaries and festivals. Copies of such treaties were deposited in the
temple or inscribed on its walls. In the 0'T. where the leader (e.g. Hoses,

7

Joshua) * or the king often acts as mediator of the covenant between God and

the people, we also know of a least one occasion where the priest assumed this

1. They are called 'blessings and curses' only in Dt.xxviii, but in this case
the title is less important than the content. In Ex.xxiii the blessing
preponderates (the curse forms only one sentence - Ex.xxiii.2l) whereas in
Dt.xxviii -the reverse is the case, but this significant variation does not
call for further discussion in the present context.

2. Cf. pp.W46-97bove, esp. pp. 68-97.

5. Cf. the 1ngcr1pt10n of K. Nabonldus ( 538 BC). in BBhl, Symbolae Koschaker
" pp.167-9.

L. Cf. ANET pp.205f. and other references.

5. Manual of Discipline ch. ii.

6. Cf. ANET pp. 199r,

7. Nb. the - priestly traits in Moses and Joshua; cf. p.1l7 n.1l above. For Joshua

¢f. Bx.xxxiii.ll,Num.x1.28, Josh.i.1l.
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role (II K.xi:17). Thé'evidence of I K.xv.9, IT K.xi.13, 11 Chron.xxix.10,
IT K.xxiii.i, Josh;viii.jOf., Xxiv. 2k, Dt.xixi.9f.,:Néh;viii, suggests that such
a ceremony_of covenant ?enewal was, if'not anmual, at least regular (9very seven
years according £o Dt.xxxi.9). The important place of:fhe priests and/or levites
is quite clear in IT K.xi.1l7; Dt.xxxi.9 and Neh.oli{. Although there is no
definité proéf that the Man. of Disc. ch;ii; was a continuation of ancient
custom, thislgeems the.pdst probablé view. In short, the blessings and curses
of Dt.xxviii, to which we have made particular reference on pp. 105-11%bove,
have strang claims t§ represent forms of priestly speech, even if they were
not composéd as such'énd cannot, theréfore, claim to be distinctively priestly

forms of 'speech in that sense.
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SUMMARY

We ape_how in a position to draw together what we have gleaned about
priestly forms of speech and estimate the relevance .of this for understanding
‘the priestly office and igs history in ancient Israel,

As a result of ¢xamining forms of priestly blessing unduly narrow views
of the priestly 'ﬁeilsorakel' were rejected and the extensive links of the
liturgicdl priestly.bléssing with Jerusalem and its traditions noted.
Indications were given of the way in which this Jerusalem blessing of the
priest may have developed from the traditions of the patriarchal blessing.

Qur examinationlof Dt.xxvii.l5-26,arising'from discussion of the form
of curses prohounced'by.the priest,led to a partial confirmation and
?XteQSion as well as éevere médification of Alt's views regarding apodeictic
1éw. It was shown that although Alt's attempt to trace something genuinely_
and uniquely TIsraelitic in apodeictic,as opposed to casuistic,formulations,
cannot belsustaiﬁed in view oflépodeictic forﬁulatibns elsewhere in the
anciéﬁt N.E.,his recognition of the sibilarity of certain prohibitive

formulas (15", Yarfr, mét ylma, nikrat etc.) and their cultic role (as

distinct from the question of their cultic origin)lis justified. Recent
attgmpts to.regard_all apodeictic law as stemming from tribal wisdom and
having no cultic roots were discussed and rejected. In view of its unsuit-
abilify as a conclusion to a covenant, Dt,xxvii.l5-26 was finzlly interpreted
-as é 1i§t of stipulaﬁions pronounced by the priest/Levite. Fresh confirmatory
_ eviagnéenﬂgs.then presented of the judicial role of the priest in the OT.

Begrich's view that priestly torah was originally limited to cultic and

ritual matiers wag-challenged, prior to a brief examination of the forms




_1;7_
of sacriﬂicial priestiy tofoth . Finally,an examination of the curses in
Dt.xxviii,related them to an act of covenant and opened the question of the
possible réle of the priest in ceremonies of covenant-renewal.
Thus,an.importanﬁ part of the work of the priest seems to have consisted
in delivering oracles of blessing and guidance,in acting as guardian of the
traditioné of justice,which was administered by the elders, and in dispensing’
cultic and sacrificial toroth.
It is ,perhaps,not without significance that the priesthood was involved
in three spheresthat bulk 1arge in Hebrew tradition and which all have some
. connection with ﬁhe Temple: in the intérpretation of justice and moral law

.(at the central sanctuary), in the liturgical blessing.as it took root in

the Temple at Jerusalem, and in the act of covenant-renewal ,which came to be
associated exclusively wiﬁh Jerusalem later. The wider historical implications
of such evidence lie beyénﬂ the scope of this present study. Like all form-
ériticél studies,fherefore,the value of the present examination of priestly
forms of speech is limited until its historical implications have been worked
out.

This survey would not be complete,however, without further reference to -
Wellhausen's reconstruction of Israelite history and its literary documentation.
It was ppinted out in the Introduction'(pp.hplZ) how much his views depended
on his iﬁterpretation of the priesthood . Is our evidence compatible with
that interpretation,particularly as it affects the.functionsof the priest?

Or does it lend support to those who urge feconsideration of his literary and
o , 1

historical reconstruction, not only in minor details but in fundamentals? It

is at this point, even more than in connection with the place of priest and

1.Cf.R.Abba,art. 'Priests and Levites',IDB,pp.876-889.
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Jeruselem in the tfaﬁsmission of eur OT.traditions, even more than in
conneCuLon with the place of Dt.xxvii in the debate about Israellte covenant
'tradltlons that uhe historical 1mpllcau10ns and relevance of the present
. survey peed-exploratlon.l It is hoped that this stu&y of one aspect of the
pfieétly.office will lead to a fuller and more eomprehensive treatment of

priesthood in ancient Israel.
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Appendix: How. priestly oracles were obtained.
One of the oldest methods used by the priestlin giving divine instruction

was the use of Urim aﬁd Thummim (cf.I Sam.xiv.41f.;xxviii.6). There is no

certainty as to the etypology of the words,but they seem to represent two

objécts,perhaps tf@ sticks or stones coloured differ_'en.tly.2 According to

Wwhether Urim or Thummim jumped out when the container of the lots was shaken

the aﬁswer'of Yahweh was taken to be 'yes' or 'no'. The lack of response

mentioned in I Sam.xiv.37; xxviii.6 seems to indicate either that nothing

had come.out of the pocket or that both had come out together. The way the sacred

lot was manipulated.ié best illustrated by I Sam.xiv.hlf. The priest continued

to put hi§ questions until a definite answer to the problem was received,or

until it became clear that no rssolution of the problem was forthcoming .

Exactly how the priest ménipulated the sacred objects is not clear, but it

3

. seems evidenf that skill was required in the formulation of the questions.

1. In I Sam.xiv.37f. Saul seem to take over from the priest.

2. Various interpretations have been suggested. The easiest is perhaps 'light'
and ‘&ruth'. Alternatively the names may be connect=d with the first and lust
letters of the Hebrew alvhabet,aleph and tau,or with the light and dark
Goloups of the lots. E.Robertson, 'Urim and Thmmim; What were they?',VI 1k,
196k, pp. 67f. ,has recently suggested that they refer to all the letters of

- the Hebrew cl_phabet and were used either representatively (i.e. odd and
even letters to indicate 'yes' 'and 'mo') or to spell out messages.

3.Cf.0.R.Gurney,The Hittites,p.159 ,'On this basis questions were put tc the
oracle, and by an enormously lengthy process of elimination it was possible
to determine without fail the precise offence which required expiation.
" Following is an example of such an inquiry: -
Whereas they have written to me (i.e.the officiating priest) from the
palace (saying),'The oracle has declared that Ishtar of ineveh is angry
in her temple',we consulted the priests and they said,'A singer stole a
golden jug,and it has not been replaced; the golden Amurru-tunic hich the
god wears is worn out; the chariot is broken --- the aiaru festival used
to be celebrated every year,but now it has been neglected'. Are these
sins the cause of the god's anger? Thenlet the omen be unfavourable.
(Here follow the details of the findings in technical lenguage). (Result:)
unfavourable. If this is the cause and there is nothing else,then let
the omen be favourable --- (Result:) favourable.
Had this omen been unfavourable the inquiry would have continued indefinitely,
until a fayourable answer was reveived. '
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The use of Urim and Thummim seeﬁs.to-have died out after the time of Saul and
David. At least there is no explicit Feference-to its use after their reigns.
Neh.vii.65 is evidence of its disuse by the timezof the Exile; it looks forward
to thé'time.when a priest with Urim and Thummim shall arise. This decline of
the sapred lot is confirmed by the absence of the term ééigl after Sam.-Kings,
apaft ffom Hos.iv.12,Ezk.xxi.26(Heb.),which are nénFYahWistic oracles, and by
‘the increasing references to prophets being consulted for oracles.1
| Closely related to the lot was the ephod,another term of uncertain

meaqing. The primary referénﬁe,however,seem to have Been to a garment of some
sort;ch. T Sam.ii.18;xxii.18;I1 Sam.vi.lk. There are other texts,however,
"where the reference seeﬁs to have been to an objecf'that was worshipped, brought
out or put away. (cf.Judg.xvii.5;xviii.lhf.;I Sam.xiv.j;xkiii.6,9;xxx.7).
‘Possibly the ephod was originally a garment placed on the statue of the god
and %he Hebrews adabted it to their imageless éult. Whatever the exact truth
of this,it seems to have been used as a2 receptawié for sacred lots. Whether
it was already 1inked with the sacred lots in the Mosaic periog is uncertain,but
like the Ufim and Thummim it seems to have declined in importance after the
Teigns of Saul and ﬁavid;

| What other'instrﬁments the priests could use in giving oracles is not
- ¢lear. Josh.vii.lhf and I Sam.x.17f. use the word lakad of people being
selected by lot ,but there is no indication as to how this was done. There
a?e élso several references to Yahweh being consulted ,where it is pot said

how this was done (cf.I Sam.xiv.37;xxiii.2;IT Sam,ii.1;v.19;xvi.23). But

since the word $a'al is used this suggests that the ephod was used.

2.Cf.Eichrodt,Theology of the OT.,vol.I,p.11l3; R.de Vaux,Ancient Israel,p 350
3.Cf.Eichrodt, oE.clu.,p.114
1.0f.T K.xx.13-1h4;xxii.6;IT K.1ii.11;xxii. 1k,
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It has frequéntly been gjated that the Tent of Meeting was also used for
giving-oracles in view of Ex.xxxiii.?.l The word used is not éé:gl,however,
but bikkeg ,which in IT Sam.xxi.l;Hos.iii.S;Ps.xxiﬁ.6;xxVii.8;1xxxiii.17;cv.5,
seems_to.refer té.an epiphany of Yahweh in the cult?rather than an oracle. On
the othef hand,the occasion of Yahweh's epi?hany seems a fitting time for men
to rgceive guidance from Yahweh by a priest. As in the case of the Tent,there is
no definite evidence that the Ark was used to obtain oracles - apart from
I Sam.xiv.lS,whefe the reading is diéputed.

The teraphiﬁ ihich aré sometimes mentioned in comnection with oracle-
giving' are of uncertainjprovenance and form,but they seem to have been con-
sidergd'nonrYahwistic.and they are never specifically’ linked with -the priests.
Gressmgnnfs view_fhat they should be linked with Mgses' veil or mask (cf.Ex.
'xxxiv.jh) has found little éupportu. lloses' priestly mask,paralleled in other
‘cultures but never menfioned elsewhere in the OT. ,does seem to have been used
in oﬁtéiﬁing ofaclés but we know nothing further about it.

There.remains only one?gggortant way in which oracles were probably
dellvered -.namely in connectlon w1th sacrifice. There is little direct
ev1dence within the OT.,however. The most eXpllGlb reference occurs in Num.

' Xxiii;23,bu$ this relates to a foreigner,Balak, at an early date in Israel's
histsry and'can hardly be described as positive proof of similar practices
in Isféel later. Similér reservations must be entered regarding I K.iii

(the oracle and sacrifice of Solomon at Gibeon);the passage does not provide

very secure evidence of what happened in normal Vahw1sm.

FuoinpE

.Cf.R Brlnker The influence of sanctuaries in early Israel,p.76
.Cf.W.Beyerlin,Origins and History of the oldest Sinaitic Traditions,p.123
.Cf.A.R.Johnson,The Cultic Prophet in Ancient Israel,p.33 n.L.

. But see M.Noth,Exodus,p.267.
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Mofe certain,but, less direct,evidence of the connection of sacrifice
and priestly oracles is to be found in certain psalms. This suggestion was
made by both F.Kﬁchlerland S. Mowinckel ibout the same time, The two main
paSSages%cited by Klchler were Ps.v.L and 1x.7. To these Mowinckeljhas added
Ps.xx;3;xxii.25;xxvii.4;1xvi.13 and cxvi.l7 referring to sacrifice; 1i.19;
lxxii.1l3;exvi.13 and cxviii.27 referring to the cult generally; Ps.xxiv; lxviii;
cxviii; and cxxxii as précessional psaims; and Ps.v.?;#xvi.6;li.7;lxiii.2;
1xvi.1l3 and lxxxvi.l7 referring to various parts of the cult. Evidence for
the connectioh of sacrifice and priestl& oracle is found by Lowinckel in

Num, xxiii.23; I K.iii.lL; Ps.xxvii.L; v.h4; Gen.iv.5; various Nabataean

inscriptions (CIS 2118,2593, 2667-9) and Zed.Doc.xiii.l. The first two

‘passages are not - by themselves - convinecing,as we have seen. But the

o . - L
continuity of the word bikker throughout these passages makes the sacrificial
reference inescapable . Having established the connection of oracle and

sacrifice,Mowinckel seems happy to leave the question as to who pronounced

the orécle - priest or cultic prophet - open.

1. F.Klchler,'Das priesterliche Orakel in Israel und Juda',BZAW 33,1918,p.29%

2. S.MéWihckel,Psalmenstudien I,pp.1L6f.

3.The Psalms in Israel's Wbrshiplyol.L,p.léf.;vol.II,pp.53-L.

@.The sacrificial reference of bikker is attested by several passages (es.
Lev.xiii.36;xxvii.33;Ezk.xxxiv.ll—12); see II K.xvi.1l5 especially.
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