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A.bstract

lt is the: :l.im ot ?~l.rt 1 \.)f this (hl'sis. the..' Intnl"hlL'tÎ\,.ltl. l\"\ inlnldlll".'c..' 1);1\ id 1\\ lhlllm:lllll

118-13-1921) in his"3p"cit~ of" Hihh: "'holar"nd,, ,-riti,' "f 19th ,','n1\l~ (i,'rl11"n h,hli,',,1

cntii.:ism. Ample: :Htc:ntion will be: dl" "'ted hl ~hllïnwnn's ln\ Il Il:h.:kgrlllllld. hls (ic..'fm;1I\

,'n\ironmcn! '" \\cll;" th,,! "f Wcllh"\l,cn. Thi, \\ill ,',l\cr SCCtloll' l ,111.1 III "f tl",

Introductilln rcspc:cti\'C,;·ly. ln nrdc..'f t", bl' ahle: tl) pl:\t..:c: H".'IÏnwl1n's \\llrh.. \\ ithin Ilh," pr"pl'f

L't'nh:'t. Sc:ctilln Il nI' the Intn.'J:h.:ti\.)fl \\ il! l.·,plllfl' tht: hi .... t\,.lr~ llf tht.' gl'Ih..>ral ,.:rt(I,:~11

rcccption nI' the: Hchn:w Bihle: in the \ ari\Hls \"uitun..'s and \,.'f;IS \\ hl'fc..' il pla~l'd a fllll: ;IS \\ ...-11

as ilS interaction with intcllcctual dc\"c1opmc:nts. Pan Il \,.'ontains an :I11THllatc:d Iranslati\lIIl l r
Hoffmann's ;ltl3ck on Wc1lhau,cn', "Jo<:ull1crllary h~ pothcsi,,"

Résllmé

La Partie 1de ce thèse, cn eifet l'Introductlûn visc il présenter David Zvi Hoffm;1ll1l \ I~,n­

1921) en qualité de docteur dc la Bihle ct critique de la critiquc sur la Hihlc cn Allcll1a~llc

dans le 19<' siècle, l.es Sections 1 et III dc l'Introdu·:tion couvreront amplemcnt 1" vic .le

Hoffmann en Allemagne également comme c::la dc Wellhauscn, I.a Section Il Je

l'Introduction explorera l'histoire de la réception critique en géneml de la Bihle Héhreue

dans les plusieurs cultures et époques également comme son intemction avec les

développements intellectuels, Ça c'est nécessaire alïn de comprendre le context de

Hoffmann et Wellhausen, La Partie Il contient une traduction annotée de la livre dc

Hoffmann sur sa lutte contre Wellhausen.
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Part One

Introduction:

David Zvi Hoffmann vs. Julius Wellhausen

or

The Position of ihe Hebrew Bible in an
Age of Biblical Criticism
~
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Preface
J

Il l' Ihe ;I1J1l nI Ih" Ihesls ln Inlrndu" R;d'hi l);1\ld L\·j Hl'ltmann 1 1S-l.'·1421 1 ln hl'

l'ap;"'II\ as a Hlhk ",hnbr and, more pre,jsel,, as a ,nti, nf hihli,al ,rilieism, It \\tli not he

"ulliL'll"nl nlL'rl"l: l{l descrihe the: persnn nI Hoffmann and hl~ major work on [hi~ !I..lrilo.

\\ h",:h 1.... the SlIh.llol1 01 th 1s t hesi s. Oit' U ie ·/1li::. \/t'fI In\/Lm:c.'ll ::'l'~c.'fl dù: (jrlli - ~\ dlhu[{\t.'lt\, 'hl'

/I\Tnllh"(" ", he main arguments against the: (iraf- \V cllhauscn Hypothcsls··). L'omp!C:tt."o 111

l'XI.', ln nrder tn determine Hoffmann's motive for this very speeilie lahnr, ln \\hieh he

"'{{loti quitc: alom." as far as the- shccr volume: of his work is c:onccrncd. il will he nc:cC'ssar:

tn dd\e into his Sir: illl I.,,"efl, not only in his Jewish environment, e'lploring espeeiall,

Ihe rdationship helween traditional .Iudaism and the mo\ement of Il}n,,ns,'hu/r d,,\

JUd,-mlllll\ and sc'iencc in general. bUI also in Ihe intelleetua! dimate of Germany in the

laller pan of the 19th and the carly 20th centuries, Moreover. the target of his criticism.

eritieal Protestant Hihle seholarship, mainly personitied in the ligure of Julius Wellhausen

IlS-!-+- 19181 and his most imponant work. Prolt:,~(Imt:fl<l :lIrGt:,'ehichtt: I.,rud, 11882) will

ha'·e to he identilied and discussed.

ln order to determin·- the origin of hoth schools of thought and to understand the

clash hetween [hem. some aspects of the history of ideas will have to be explored. l'rom as

carly as late antiquity.to the world of Islam. the medieval period. the time during and 1'01­

lowing the Reformat:on in the 16th century. which shook Europe to its foundations. At this

lime:1 revolution in scientilic thought and discovery was making its presence fclt. al ways

interncting with the theologieal front, New concepts and doubts emerged out of this mixtltre

and tinally darcd to face the last bulwark. the integrity of the Church and religion itsclf.

mlmely the place ofGod and the authori!)' of the Bible. as weil as the place of man. Following.

then. is an outline of the main concems of the critical school in Bible scholarship.

Some caution is called for here.\t is emphatically notthe aim of this thesis to provide

a complete history and analysis of ail the factors leading to 19th century biblical criticism.

Others have dealt with the various aspects of these issues and sorne of this work will be

mentioned helow. ln genernl it should he stated that a critique of the Hebrew Bible entails

much more than the strictly defined elements of 19th century biblical criticism. The factors

lcading up to and constituting thiscriticism are much broaderthan the final category itself. It

is m~' intention to touch upon sorne factors that resulted in the birth of biblical criticism but.

more imponantly. on those that evoked aJewish critique ofit. The latter are often overlooked

by the general works on biblical criticism. The rejection of critical Bible study l'rom the

conservative Christian side is usually presented as being irrelevant in these works and the

l
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Jewish positions vis-à-vis Bible study .. t.:ritical l,,'r othefwisc..". an: ignl,.'fc.."d altl"'gc..,,the.."r.ll1l"n."

tore. while sorne parts of my hi:;{orical "werviC'v. willl)\"l"riap \\Îth l"xi:'ting studics. ~lt thl"

same time it will foc us primarily on that whieh ereated the fel1i1e sl'il whi,'h lx,th prndue"d

\Vdlhausen's position as \,,'cli as necessitatC'd Hl'lttmann's rc."futatiotl ,,1' hitll. as he.." ~a\'l'

\'oicc to sorne Jc\'."ish conccrns. Again. this is not the plaCI.: 11,.'f.1 ..:omprehc:nsi\t," his!l"try l'lI'

the encounter bctwc-en Judaism and eritieal hi hlieal scholarship, whi,'h rem"ins to hl' \\ rin"n,

~C'ithcr is il the purpOSt." of this thl"sis 10 makt," a pronl'lUnl"c.."IllC."nt l'Tl the- lbtll1~ l'( lhl"

Pricstly Dl.X:umcnt. which. of course. W;}S a m3jl,,,r issue in the.." ,:ritil";ti ViS-;'l-vis thl"\,.",ll1sc:r

\ati\'c and non-critical positions. The hihliog~lphi('al infl)mlatil)O pl~rtainin~ tll this i"Slh.~

m~rdy scrn:s to illustratc that opinion~ an: still hcmg pn:sl~n[C'd suggc:sting a prl~-l·\i1il.· J~ltl~

for P and ~o illumine Hoffmann's position. This docs not imply that in the aC'ademie

discussion on this topic the same evidencc migill not he tllmcd ;lround hy others to prme

the exact reverse, It is relevant. however. that the pre-exili.: option is a real one in the

discussion. which sheds light on Rabbi David Zvi Hoffmann's refutalion of Wdlh;\lIsen

and shows th.'t at least cenain dements of the former's slandpoint are still pal1 of the

current dcbate. It should be clear therefore that. ultimatdy. this thesis does not purpol1 to bc

eithera critique ordefense of Bible criticism. but rather a description of the sensitivities in

which Hoffmann's work is lhe main element and serves as the point of depal1ure for the

venture,

Pan l. Section 1sketches a protile of David Zvi Hoffmann and presents an outline

of his scholarly output. Section Il deals with the currents thm formed the basis of the IwO

approaches to the Pentateuch. critical or apologetic. Section III outlines the principles and

development of critical Bible scholarship. Whereas Sections 1and Il explore the mots l'rom

which they came. Section IV analyzes where the two streams. roughly represcnted by

Wellhausen and Hoffmann respectively. went. Il illumines Hoffmann's place in the history

in Jewish biblical interpretation. Pan Il consists of the annotated translation of Hoffmann's

critique of Wellhausen.

Ail translations are my own. unless indicated otherwise.

2



• r. 1. Illtrodllctioll

David Hoffmann's lifc and work must o~ s~~n against the oackground of a Jewish and

gener~1 ~ra of turmoil and upheaval. In the mid·19th century. when Hoffmann was bom.

ooth th~ Je" ish and general (ierman conditions were still in a stale of iurouknce. neither

havin~ yet fully r~cl1\~r~d from th~ impact of the Enlighlenment. In Hoffmann's d~dining

years. th~ European 1and especiall y the (icmlan J SilUalion deleriorated l'urther. The Jew;sh

population had to cope with the rise of scienti';c las 0ppoSéd to rdigiouSI anti-Semitism.

while the politieal situalion eventually culminated in the First World \Var.

Many descriptions of a famous person and his work nowadays may be entitkd.

'ïso-and-sol: the man and his work: followed by a der~ilcd and integrated pieturc of the

person in question. With regard to David Zvi Hoffmann. we immcdiately run into a

problem eoneeming lhe biographieal material. The authoritative biography still rcmains to

oe writlen. His eorrespondcnec. so far as it may still e:\ist. would shed enorrnous light on

his personality. his eoneems and his seholarship: research into it also remains a

desideratum. Thercfore. dcaling wilh Hoffmann within the presenl eonte:\t we will have to

makedo with the minimal biographieal material available to us.

Il must be eoncluded that the available secondary malerial for the construction of a

biographical picture of Hoffmann seems to be limited in eomparison to his great contempo­

raries. Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirseh and Rabbi Esriel Hildesheimer. 1 Hildesheimer \Vas

the founder of the Rabbiner Seminar in Berlin and Hoffmann's predecessor as its principal.

The .'Ontents of the articles that are avai!able about Hoffmann are mostly of a hagiographical

nalure: they mention the e:\tent of his scholarship. and then stop short and e:\press regret

thal 'this is not the place to go into detail' conceming the particular aspect of his work that

hadjust been mentioned. Furtherrnore. the authors of such articles stale that there definilely

is a need for more research on Hoffmann and his work. However honorable the intentions

of these writers and however weil deserv-:d the praise. the result is that we lack indepth

studies of Hoffmann and his work. His very comprehensive writings. which cover a wide

range of topics. such as Bible commentaries. works on post-biblical Iiterature. halakhic

responsa. historical studies. book reviews. political brochures about contemporary Jewish

issues. etc.• remain largely virgin temtory. Il is not the purpose of this thesis to anempt to

answer the question of why Hoffmann and his work have been neglecled. Nor is this an

attempt to correct ail aspects of this oversight. Future research in this area is therefore

indicated.

The conflicts in the Gerrnan-Jewish society of the mid-l9th century came in various

• guises. Within the Jewish worieL Orthodo:\y was faced with a loss of autonomy as a result

3
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~lf lht." ne\\ i..~l)l1lmllnal i,.,\'tlJiti\l!1"; ~llld ,t;lltl..; ll( n.·li~l\'n \\ lthll1 tlll' .... (;t("'· (\'lh~\\ lll~ lhl' t".ll

li~htt.·nml"nt. The.' Rc(\)mH..·rs. h,l\.l, \\ Ih' had (\lf 'l'flle l!t.·\"·;hh.·, bC.·C.·lll·nl·rll.lçhln~ lIP~'11 1ll.1I11

"trcam Orthl)ÙO\~ and \\h,)..;I..' ;H.'tiI.1TlS prl'sst,,'J fllr \:h;lIl~l' 111 litllr~~ ;Ind lkl'\lnll11 111 Ihe

syna~\.'~lIes as \\dl as r\'r ('han~t.· in the \lr~;lrlil;llilln;ll ..;trlh.'IUfl' ,'lI" thl' (;t,,,tt':'l.:'t'f:

l..:ommunitit:sl. g.rc\\' strong,cr. \kan\\'hih.'. 'll\"·il·t~ al l;\r~l' \\as ... ubjt.·,.:t Il' lhl' nSln~ Ih.iC.' ll(

anli-Scmilism. Li kt.' Hirsl'h and HiIJl'shcimc:r. Hll:ïmann hall hl \"·\'l"l' \\ Ilh thl'Sc,,' ,·\lnrli\,.·t..;

and. likl" them. the: wcapon he.' l1scJ in I,.'(llllhatin~ the.'m \\as tW\l-f",'ld: ;1 111,,'\\ ;lpl'rl';h..-h h'

euueation and the pen.

This thesis deals with Hoffmann's c\.tcnSi\-l· pil'nccrin~ \\or~ in rd'utin~ thl' nl)l,.·ll­

mentary Hypothe~i~ ;l~ it had heen propounueu anu p,'pubri/oed h, Prote"tant I-lihlc

"cholars of the 19th century. a ta~k for which he \\"a" pre-"minently e4uippeu. The uirecl

and dangerous consequence of the ne\\" approach to hihlical "tudie". a~ he !"'rn'i ,o,'u il. \\"a"

the violation of the integrity of the Hehrew Bihle and thercfore of Judai"lll it"c1f.

ln order to construct a ~cholarly and credihle rcfutation of the Prote"t;lIll l">ihlical

scholarship of hi~ era. he had to acquire the necc~sary tool~. tirst and foremo~1 ma"tering.

languages. The basic curriculum for any Je\\"ish Bible ~cholar requircd a Ihoroug.h kilO\\"·

ledge ofbiblical. mishnaic. and medieval Hebrcw and Arnmaic.to which Hoffl1l:lI1l1 alSl)

added Syriac and Arabic. Of course he worked in Gennan. and as pan of his "ecular

education he leamed Greek and Latin. Moreover. il should he noted Ihat he indeed ulilizeu

the extra-biblieal sources these languages provided (Jo~ephus. Philo. LXX. Pe~hilla and

tlie Samaritan Pentateuehl to suppon his arguments. His lingui~tie knowk'dge alone gave

him a great advantage over the Christian scholars. who detinitcly laeked his vinuo~ily in

Hebrew and Aramaie language and liternture. They also lacked mueh of his in~ight inlo

Jcwish historieal and religious dynamies. and thus had 10 forego the rich infonnation

available in other Jewish primary sources. This assumes they were ready 10 lake thcse

sources seriously. butthis may be false. as in their opinion. Judaism had lost its rightto

exist afterthe rise ofChristianity. Moreover. Hoffmann in fact studied ail the allaeks upon

the Hebrew Bible and Judaism. which enabled him to tight the war on the enemy's ground.

Despite Kipling's famous dictum. that East is East and West is West and never the twain

shall meet. Hoffmann broke the silence from the Jewish side and did not just go on the

defensive with his refutation of critical biblical scholarship. but actually opened up an

offensive by using the same methods and rea50ning as did the crities. Up to the period of

the revival and modemization ofOnhodox Judaism in Gennany. of which he was one of the

great champions. it had never before happened that these two worlds - which were 50 far

apan - met on equal ground in the pages of a modem. scholarly Jewish commentary on the

text of the Pentateuch. This had not really been possible. as the Onhodox Jewish world up

4
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Orthodox Jewish world up to that time was not yet on a par with the modern world in

which it existed but did not take part. In many circles. in facto there was a very strong

opposition to participating in the surrounding cultures and activities. and many considered

secular learning fundamentally undesirable. This position is clearly illustrated by Rabbi

Moses Sofer of Pressburg (the Hatam Sofer. lï62-1839). In his opposition to Refonnist

developments within the Jewish world. he interpreted the talmudic dictum "hadash a.'ur min

ha-Torah ht!kho[ maqom" ("innovation is prohibited by the Torah under ail circumstances")

to apply to the prohibition of any innovation. however minor. simply because it was an

innovation. This would hav.- severe consequences for emancipation in general and the

inlegration of secular education in particular. ~

S.\ 1hroch 1X90; Il. l.c\'lnc 1963; Breuer 1')1/: Sch\\.cid I~ s..,;;; lOi. 1li: .\hcrbach !\)l)!.
\\'hlle much of 1lirsch's literaI') uutput has becn (and is still hc:ing) translatcd inh.l En~lish. Ihls is nut

the case wlth J-hldcshcimcr ~ct. in ~ncral sludics "houi the 19th CCOIUt: GCrm:Jn Jc\\ish \\"orld. the indicL."S ..ln
ix)lh lli~h and f-lildcshcimc:r far t,lutnumbcr thl~C lln HllITm:mn. wh..) is orIen ignllrc:d c\'cn in !'ripcclahlcd
'ludics. In hls l'Jill ...tud~ on llirsch. Rllscnbloom nlall:lg<:s 10 dlsrcg.lrd Hoffmann in ail uf ils ~O pages:
whc1'C'.Js Bach 1~. «Jc\'otc:s thn:c n:fcn:ncL."S Il" Hirsch. 1\\0 10 I-lildc:shcimcr. and t,lne h.'l Hoffmann.

\\ïth regard 10 l-lildcshcimcr mentton cao he made: of a special c:diuon llf Jt!SrlJunm Î( 1920):\ (,. dcdicatcd
mil' cnlin:l\' 10 the work and pcrson of Rabbi E:"ricll-lildc:shcimcr. ElIClL'ilm 1979; IbId. 1990., . .

- (ln the: ;IIIIIUdc of the Ilat:1m Soler tO"·ard., mtldemit~. sec El 15:ÎÏ.Î9. \Oaluablc information is ~ontaincd in
Silhc:r 19')!. .-\Iso: nrcuer 1'JSf,: 33 (Or: l'Jt)2: ~). ~alSllJ. Katl1990.
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1. 2. BiogmpJzy 1

David Hoiimann was born on November 241h. 1843 in \ier!x) (Slovakia) in a stricrly Orth,)·

dox environment. His ialher Moses Judah. the Ju.\~Ul \religiousjudgcl of lhe lown. dicd

whcn his son was only live ycars old. 1 havc not found any informalion on wherher lher,'

were olher children in the familv. Young David received lhe lradilional educalion oflearnin". .. ~

lhe Bible at age three. Rashi al four. (lnd Talmud al live. Being li ehild prodigy. by tige ten

lhere was nOlhing left 10 learn in his home lown. An anecdo!c \relaled by Alexander Marx.

his son-in-Iaw) lel\sof lhe young HolTmann. who could deliver a lalmudic discourse on lhe

same level as lhe local rabbi and who did nol sec in what respecl lhe laner was superior 10

him. When Hoffmann was lwclve. Rabbi Samuel Sommer bccame Rabbi of Verb,\

Hoffmann considered him 10 bc his tirsl real leacher. Realizing his sludcnl's grcal polcnlial.

al lhis carly age. lhe rabbi arranged for him 10 rcceive inslruelion in sccularsubjecls.

ln 1859 Hoffmann bcgan sludying in the yeshi.-a of the famous Rabbi Moses Schick

(1807-1879) in St. Georgen. where he stayed for about a year. ! Maharam Schick had becn

a studenl in thc yeshiva of Moses Sofer (the Hatam Sofer) in Pressburg for six years. Schick

was active in the light against the Reform movement and referred to lhe Rcform Rabbis as

'Karaites' (a medieval Jewish sect that did not recognize the Oral Law). He was a proponen!

of complete 0rthodox communal separation from the refonners. When a contro\'ersy broke

out bctween Samson Raphael Hirsch of Frankfurt and Seligmann Baer Bambcrger of WiirJ:­

burg concerning cooperation with Refonn or fonning separatist congregations. Bambcrgcr

ruled that it was pennined to fonn one community with them. Schick's protest resulted in

the rejection ofBambcrger's view and the a~eptance ofHirsch'sopinion in favour of separa­

tion. On othermaners. however.1re was more lenient. for instance concerning the prcaching

èfsennons in the synagogue in the vernacularas opposed to Yiddish or Hebrcw. 3

ln 1860 Hoffmann entered the rabbinical sehool in Eisenstadt. founded by Dr.

Esriel Hildesheimer. where he also continued his secular studies. In 1863 he went to

Pressburg where he bccame the student of Rabbi Abraham Samuel Benjamin Schreibcr (the

Ketav Sofer). *ln this period he officially embarked upon his secular studies and showed

great interest in both philology and mathematics. During his later university studies he

widened and deepened the excellent training he had received in bath classical and oriental

languages. These efforts enabled him i!llater years to make important contributions to lhe

lexicography of Mishnah and Talmud. and served him weil in his exegetieal work. His

mathemâtical skills helped him decide in problems of the Jewish calendar. He would

eventually graduate from the University ofTübingen in Gennany. S
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Afler gr.lduating from the Evangelical Gymnasium in Pressburg in 1865. he bccame

a studenl at the University of Vienna. His sludies were inlerrupted when he accepted a

teaching position in Hochberg. (Bavaria. Germany) near Würzburg.. Il was here that he met

R:,hhi Scligmann Baer Bamherger and his circle. Il was also on this occasion thal he be­

came acquainted with Ihe German approach of Talmud study. which differed greatly Crom

the Hungarian method. the latter emphasizing pi/pul or casuistic differentiation. In contrast.

the German approach was very thorough in slressing the plain meaning of the text. as wcll

as in emphasizing the practical applicability to actual legal decisions. Hoffmann later on

succeeded in developing a unique blend of the methods oC his Hungarian (including Hildes­

heimerl and Würzburg [cachers. (,

The situation of Hungarian Orthodoxy and its dynamics under the tight reigns of the

Sofer dynasly. and its rclationship with German neo-Orthodoxy as represented by S.R.

Hirsch and European Jewry in general. have been expertly treated by Michael Silber. 7 ln

1869. Dr. Hildesheimer was invited by the Congregation Adas Jisroel to become the

spiritual leader of Berlin's Orthodox Jewish community. which had been suffering a crisis

in leadership due to the rift belWeen those supporting and those opposing Reform. S

Hildesheimer. with his diplomatie skills and pragmatic approach to modemity was the

person parexcellence to restore the rights and position of the Orthodox population which

had been severely threatened.

Hoffmann followed his former teacher to Berlin and continued his studies at the

university of that city. [n 1871. he accepted for a short while a teaching position at the

school founded by Hirsch in Frankfurt. [n 1873. Hoffmann retumed to Berlin. where he

was appointed as teacher in Talmud and Codes for the lower grades at the Seminary.

Hildesheimer had founded the school that same year. thereby realizing his life's dream. [n

1895. Hildesheimer had to give up teaching the higher grades due to his advanced age. and

Hoffmann took over in that capacity. He would. in facto fill this position until June of

192[. !css thà:l half a year before he died. [n 1899. after Hildesheimer's death. Hoffmann

succeeded hirri as rector of the Seminary. [n [918. the German govemment honored

Hoffmann by bestowing upon him the tille of Professor. a distinction he shared with only a

few other Jewish scholars. The irony of the situation was that before this occasion. he was

twice refuscd German citizenship. the second time as recent[y as 1900.

Deeply religious and strictly observant. he was very exacting towards himself and

yet lenient towards others. [n his mode of life he has been justly compared with the saintly

medieval German scholars. the Hasidei Ashkena::.. He passed away in his sleep. on

November 2Oth. [92[.9
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1. 3. Hoffina1llZ'5 l,\'ork

David Hoffmann was an e\tremcly proli!ic writer. The Jubilee Volume presented to him on

the occasion "f his "70th birtbday eonlains a very extensive bibliography. compiled by L.

f'j,,:ber ,,"d consisling of some 25 pages. 1 Yct. lhis important contribution 10 the study "f

Hoffmann is incomplete. sincc the eight years "f active writing thal he still had ahead of him

at lhat time arc absent from the bibliography. This is espccially unfortunate. Occause now ail

references to the impon:ml monthly magazine. Jeschurun (issued Octwcen 1914and 1930). to

which Hoffmann eonlributcd many articles. arc missing. An update covering the work of

Hoffmann's rcmaining years is thereforc strongly indicaled. Those datathat Ocar direclly up­

on my main lopic. as far as they arc available. will he supplied in the bibliography below.

Hoffmann never produced a complete Peutateuch commentary. although this may

very weil h:l\'e b<.'Cn his long tcrm goal. Thal lhis might be so. is indicated by the last sen­

tence of the introduction to Die Wichrig.\f<:n lmran:t:n. Heft Il. which deals with broadcr

issues than just Wellhausen's Pmlego/llena. : He says there. "This booklet concludes the

inv~'Stigation with regard toGenesis. With God's hclp the relationship of the PC to JE will

oc investigated in the other books of the Pentateuch as weil as in the Book of Joshua. and

lastly the intluence of the PC on the remaining biblicaltexts will be demonstrated." Hoffmann

did write a full commentary on the books of Leviticus and Deuteronomy. The laller.

unfortunately. remained unfinished. as death overtook him while he was working on it: he

completed it up to chapter31. Both these commentaries have been translated into Hebrew.

A commentary on the Book of Genesis. up to chapter 37. was compiled l'rom his numerous

lecture notes spanninga period of sorne 34 years. However.these notes. originally wrillen in

German. were neverpublished in thatlanguage and were directly translated and heavily cdited

for the Hebrew edition. Furthermore. he compiled an extensive outline of difficult passages

and their explanation. in the Books of Genesis (chs. 1-11) and E:'<odus (chs. 1-18). This

series ofarticles appearcd in seventeen chapters in Jeschurun between 1914 and 1919 under

the title of Pmblemeder Pemareuch Exegese. The issues dea1t with in the above mentioned

Heft Il. partly coyer and further complement the articles in Jeschurun and form a concise

commentary on the Book of Genesis in the form of a description of those passages deemed

of importance to the critica1 schoo\.

Allthese commentaries refleet Hoffmann's immense eoneem with the refutation of

biblieal eritieism. But he did not battle his theological focs just through systematie exegesis.

Also in various articles in the l\t1aga:infiir die lVissenschaft des Judemums. whieh he eo­

cdited with A. Berlinerbetween 1876and 1898. we already eneounter this issue. Sorne of

these articles he latercditcd into his commentaries. others (1879180) served as Vorlage for his

9



•

•

•

ultimate work aimed at the refutation of especially the views of Julius Wellhausen. Dk'

Wichrigsrr!n lnsran:r!n gr!gr!n Jir! Graf-lI'dlh<1l1sr!n.\<·he H"porhest' 1190.'\.' my present

concem.

Before tuming to the main subject. however. the following summary of the most

important examples of Hoffmann's other scholarly work is appropriate. lt will of necessity

be brief. as it really is beyond the scope of this thesis and will therefore he restrieted to an

enumeration ofthese works rather than providing a deep analysis of them. For a listin~ <lI'

these works. 1 rcfer to the bibliography in the Fôr.\chrifr. but it must he recalled that it is

complete only up to the year 191-1. Where pertiner::. refcrcnce will bc made (0 thl' work ,,l'
other scholars in Ihis respect. Further research needs to bc donc in this lïcld as wcll.

although Hoffmann's studies in Rabbinics and Halakhah have rect:ived somcwhat more

attention than those conceming the Bible and its criticism.

I. In 18ï3 Hoffmann'sdoctoral thesis Mar S<lI1lllt'f. a biography of this head of thc 13abylo­

nian academy in Nehardea in the third century. was published. It \Vas later reprinted in

Jeschul".U1. in sorne of the 1922 issues. following Hoffmann's death. Somc controvcrsy

arose over the nature of this work. as it showed a certain measure of critical historicallcn­

dency. which was considered contrary to sorne cstablished Orthoclox opinions. Hoffmann.

who disagreed with the thought of his work being hannfuI. asked R. Samson Raphael

Hirsch to judge it. but he retumed it very unexpectedly with a scathing rcview and

accuse<! Hoffmann of applying the criticai historical methods of the lVissemchaft school,

even to the extent of quoting certain lVissemchaft scholars who openly denied the divine

origin of the whole tradition (i.e.• both the Oral and Written Traditionl. It was Hirsch's

position that the Tradition is not subject to historical development. The Torah. in his

opinion. has as little history as dces nature. His approach to the wrinen and orallaw was

basically unhistorical. 4 It needs to be emphasized. however. that the freedom Hoffmann

allowed himselfwith respect to the historicai development of rabbinicaltexts he certainly

did not permit with regard to the biblica1 text. It was his opinion that the content of the

Mishna originated from the same divine source as the Torah and was revealed to Moses

orally: its 1iterary form. however. was of a later date and could therefore be properly

subjected to historicai and critical examination.

2. Der oberste Gerichtshofin der Stadt des Heiligrums (supplement to the Jahresberichtdes

Rabbinerseminars. Berlin. 1878).

3. Die erste Mischna U1!ddie Controversen der Tannaim was published in 1882, A Hebrew

translation by S. Grünberg appeared in 1912.This and the previous title were translated

into English by Paul Forchbeimer in 1977 (New Yorle Maurosho Publications of Congo
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Kehillath YaakO\. Ine.) under the title "f The Finr .lfi,lmu und rhe ("omm"eniô or rhe

Tunnaim and Th,' Ifighe\f ("ourr in rhe Cir\" oi!"e S,m,·tIIl/rI·. :'

-t Der S'-/llIlchun-Arukh und die Ruhhinen iihada, léhiilrni.' da Juden:u Andengliiuhi­

~en was published in 1885 as a compilation of articles prcviously published in the Jiidi­

,,'hen Pre\\e during 188-1 and 1885. " A revised and augmented edition appcarcd in 189....

5. Zur f:ïn!cirung in die haludli.,,·ht!n .llidru.\Chim 1Introduction to the Halakhic M­
drashim 1. supplement to the Juhrt!.,hcrichr dt!.' Ruhhincrst!minan. Berli n. 1888.

6. ZI/r Einlt!itllng in die .lft!chilra dt!.\ RahN Simon h. Jochui 1Introduction to the Md.hilla

ofR. Simon barYochail was published in Frankfurt in 1906.

Î. Zur Einlâtung in dt!n Midrusch T,.mnaim :iul1 Dt!wcronomium Ilntroduction to the

Midrash Tannaim to Deuteronomy1appeared as off-print l'rom the Jahrhuch der Jiidisch·

Litcrari.\cht!nGt!sellschaft. Î. 1909. In addition to the above. Hoffmann edited. trans­

lated. and annotateJ various Midrash collections. 7

8. Between 1926 and 1932. three volumes of Hoffmann's responsa. entitled Melammed

Lt!ho'il. were published in Frankfurl and in 1954 it was reprinted in one volume (New

York: A.L. Frankell. Il comprises matepal lhat Hoffmann had begun to transcribe in

1892. 11

1 h~hcr. in: \\'\lhl~"cmulh t'JI-l: \'ii-\x,i'".
: Puhhshcd in Ihe .f"lrrc·.-.:h,..ndu (k,' Rclhhtn('r,S('mmllrs :u Ikrlm ftir /lJ/.: und /1..J/5. Berlin. l') 16.
.~ EllcnSl.lIl 1990: 15()·1~.

4 This cpis..ltIc is weil Jt."SCrihcd in Breuer 19N6; 1'71·17:.' (or: 199:: 1~·INh). ,"cry infonn:lli\'c is ;llclter h~
lIir.;ch lIilûr.:shcimcr in :In'\\\'cr ln os Iclter h~' E. Sch\\·..r/~,chih.l. puhlisht."Ù in Eli:l\'. t.'t.I. 1'X15: ::!;Oi.::!; 19, ::!;hi .::!;:O,
in \\hi..::h the .u,hJn.'S~cc. dcrcndin~ ~.R. lIirsch's I"",sitiun at:ain~t lIoffmann. a..::tuall~ c.:asts ",h'uhl up"n lhl.:
"Or1hudnx dlOlrow:ler" ",1' Ihe Scminan'. .\l..u~ ~I"n 19-1ï~ ~(l+~()(,~ Ellenson 199n~ 145·150

5 .\ erilie:lI .L........-s...mcnt of llot1'mann's i),t" t"r.'Ut" .\/i:wJJntl is round in Primus 197.'. Ile ex.,1min...os if 'lOU tu which
e'lent. lIoffmann am indcct.l prneli...'C scientilk erilieal rnethod'i in his lextual·hist\'riC31 Sluu~- ",1' the ~Iishna

\\'hile allhe santc lime heint: hound to his tmtliü\)nal rcli~iolL" \'jcw with rcg-.IN 10 Ihe uhintalc ori~in of Ihe
~Iishna phcn\'menon. Funhcr. Ellenson 19")(): 154·15(" For" e"mtemp.'ïd~' Ircalmenl. sec Bal~rrcunu 190'7.
\\'ho ucods. at11f.ln~ olbers. wÎth thc \'~cws of Z. Frnnkcl and D.Z. Hoffmann.

h ~Iunk. 19'-..M, deal~ with this stud\' and il.. haek!--round. S"''C: alSll pp. 3~39. hein\\'.
i H"rris 19'-n: 275-277. and 19"J.i: chs. 6-S~ thr Hoffmann. pp. ~~.~'\.l.
~ 1·1~"lmSl'n. 19~~. wnlle a len~thy rc\'icw of the tirst ('lublishcd \·olume. For a detailed c:<aminatilln of

lIurrmann's n:sponsa, St.-C BNwn 1969,
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• 1. 4 Traditional Jlldaism l'S. ~ViSSenScJlaftdes JlldelltllnlS

Following the Enlightenment. the Reform movementjoined with ~ome of the effort~ of th,'

new national governments to as~imilate its Jewish populations and thi~ led to a genuine

split in the fahric of European Judaism. There was no longer one ~ingle JlIdai~m within

which many opinions were voiced. Firstly. we ~ee [he ri~e of a German Jewry. a rren"h

Jewry. an Anglo-Jewry. etc. SeccIOdly. we see that the earlier ~elf-rule enjoyed hy th,'

Jewish communities had come [0 an end. Di~senting group~ within Jewry eould now opt

out of [he largercommunity and gain a place for [hem~elve~ on equal grollnd~ right he~ide

the former "ruling elite." The latter now hecame known a~ "Orthodo~:" it Wa~ that hody of

Judaism which intended to preserve the tradition uncompromi~ed by ail ~ort~ of

modernizations and certainly was averse to assimilation. which. in it~ opinion. ~pclled

doom for Judaism.

The term "Orthodoxy" in relation to Judaism tirst appeared in 1ï95 and was widcly

used from the carly 19th century on in order to distinguish it from the Reform movement.

Orthodox \Vere those who accept as divinely inspired the totality of the religion of the

Jewish people as it is recorded in the Written and Oral Laws. codified in the Shulhan Arukh

and its commentaries. and practiced according to the teachings and unchanging principles of

• the Halakhah. 1 Orthodoxy considered the Torah to he ofdivine origin. not mercIy "inspired:

and the study ofTorah. which includes allthe sources mentioned above. was a purpose in

itself.a religiouscommandmentthe fulfillment of which was the epitome of serving God.

This activiry is referred to as /emen. which is not quite the same as .wudyin~. 2

Mordechai Breuer. in his thorough study on German-Jewish Ortho<:\oxy in thc

period under discussion. gives many relevant insights into the workings of this society.·\

In the chapters on Jüdische Wissenschaft (Jewish Science) and Apn/o~e(ik -l he makes a

numher of valuable observations on the dynamics and relations in the forces that helped

shape our topic.

Up to the period of the Emancipation. Jewish religious life and its creative force had

mainly centered around the Bible and Rabbinic literature. as well as their commentaries.

which were considered authoritative. This occupation was singularly motivated by religious

dury. However. there was a1so an element that could he called "scientific" in a strict sense.

as its purpose was to fathom !!le "true" sense of the Torah. The living and creative aspect

was guaranteed in that the student was stimulated to trace hitherto undiscovered explana­

tions and connections. The incentive forthis was found in the IWO mainly social functions

which were basic and inherent to Torah study. On the one hand the explanation of the

• sources together with the closely related actualizing homiletic approach. and. on the other
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hand. the application of the religious precepts to new situations. Breuer then continues to

e~plain that within German traditional Judaism there had always been a strain that remained

open to the scientitic tindings of the surrounding culture. '

ln J820.the movement of Ivï.Henschaft Jes JuJenrums "came into e~istence. That

this movement did not originate in a vacuum but rather had a distinguished prehistory. has.

as seen. been pointed out by oreuer to whom we will retum later. Meanwhile. Solomon

Schechter made sorne pertinent remarks with regard to this issue. -ln 1910 he wrote: "The

growth of Jewish Ivï.nen...chaft is a malter of comparatively recent date. going back only a

few generations. This docs not imply that Jewish Wi.nenschaft is. as sorne daim. a pro­

duct of the Reform or Rationalistic movement in Judaism." ln facto he suggested that even

if initially the early Reform movement and Wissenschaft formed sorne sort of alliance. the

ways soon partcd as it became increasingly dear that a developmenttowards the preserva­

tion and study of Jewish sources could hardly be reconciled with one preferring to shed all

things Jcwish in favor of acccprance by and assimilation into t'le surrounding culture.

Schcchter then lists sorne of the major personalities of the Wis.~enschaft school. such as

Krochmal. Zunz. Frankel. Jacob Bemays. Luzzatto. 8 Graetz. and Steinschneider. who

"were citherdirectly hostile to this movement. or abandoned it after a short connection. or

atleast remained entirely indifferentto its daims." '}

The major reason for the disenchantment of the extreme Reformers with Wüsen­

schaft was the fact that its findings proved the validity and historicity oftraditional Judaism

instead of disproving and demolishing its foundations. Schechter identifies three major re­

sults of the Wissenschaft enterprise!hat would bave contributed to this breach. 10

1) "Judaism was an organism with a natural growth. rooted in the Torah...not the
artificial product of Rabbinical conferences. commissions and sub-committees. [t
grew out of the tree of Life. the Torah. whose commandments were never put to a
vote; never did Jewish authorities meet with the purpose of accepting a foreign
belief or un-Jewish usages." Of course it was unavoidable that certain foreign
customs and concepts crept in. but this is understandable. "as Israel neither could
nor would shut itself off entirely from the influences of the outside world. Yet. it
should be remembered that these influences would have to go "through a process
of assimilation" into Judaism. and of "elimination ofthings un-Jewish".

~) "Research has proved that theTorah. ..is the very [ife ofJudaisrr.. and that its abroga­
tion means death. Against this stronghold. which. as history testifies. Israel
defended with its very life. were directed ail the attacks of both Pagan and Christian
fanaticism. and the battle is now continued by our modem 'amateur Gentiles'. The
Sabbath and the Covenant of Abraham are especially mentioned as the command­
ments of the Torah for which Israe[ had undergone martyrdom. And the mere
thought!hat the abolition of such laws shou[d he discussed and reported upon by
appointed commissions is appal[ing and abhorrent to the Jewish historical con­
science."

• 3) "Research has taught that universaIistic Judaism. propagated by means ofabolishing
the Law and at the risk of the final absorption of Israel by its surroundings. is in

13



•

•

•

contradiction to the teachingsoithe Bible the Talmud. and ail Jewish opinion that
has come down to us irom antiquity. irom the Middle Ages. and ewn irom modem
times as late as the middle oi the last century. It is anti-prophetical - unless. in a
Christian spirit. we sterilize the nationalistic passages pervading the whole oi the
Bible. It is anti-Rabbinical - unless we tear out the passages irom the conte~ts and
pervert their meaning. In brief. it is non-Jewish and un-Jewish. It has no root and
no room in Jewish thought. and derives its pedigrce l'rom Paul"s epistles."

That Schcchter's analysis may be somewhat rosy and too apologetic docs not invalidale the

underlying logic of his st:ltements. 11

The scarching for and investigation oi Jewish rcligiousliterary sources. lheir inter·

pretation. application. and organizing. Schechter traces back to a ligure no less than the Vilna

Gaon. 1: the greatest halakhic authority ofhistime. His command of those clements. ancien!

and contemporary. that comprisc the heritage oiJudaism was staggcring. Hc would scruti­

nize the te:'tlS critically. complementing weak spots with citations from c1earer places. Also

he would utilize sources that had becn ignored for centurics. such as the Jerusalem Talmud.

Il is almost as if he rediscovered them. He a1so added new commentaries and glosses.

Schechter says (p. 1R3): "With this great contribution the foundations for te~tual criticism

were laid". Another personality praised by Schechter is R. Jechiel Heilprin of Minsk

(1660-1746). whose main work is Sederha-Dornlh ("Chronology of the Generations").

This work isa systematic overview of the successive gt:nerations ofTannaim and Amoraim.

the sag~s of the Mishna and the Talmudim. U It remains a noteworthy. innovative.

pionecring work. even though more recent works have replaced it.

Many followed in their foolSteps and began to gather manuscripts. in which way

many a considered lost or even forgonen collection of midrashim or other te:'tlS would be

rescued from oblivion. But neither these scholars "nor the Gaon had any immediatc influ­

ence upon their successors in Germany. The rationalistic school. succecding Mendelssohn.

had very linle use for manuscriplS. 1 dare say that even the printed books were too many

for them. They were a set of dilettanti who cared to study as liule and write as much as

possible," lamenlS Schechter. I~

Breuer 15 argues along the same line and lislS a few more early Jewish scholars.

such as Yom Tov Lipmann Heller (1579-1654) and Yair Chaim Bacharach (1638-1702)

who showed a new openness towards general knowledge. 16 And they were followed by

more. Breuer provides examples up to the late 19th century. in order to illustrate the fact. as

had already becn noticed by Schechter. !hat the eventual Wissenschaft movement was not

original.TheirachievemenlS fined nicely into the chain of the German-Jewish literary tradi­

tion and. seen in !bis way. did not really form a new problem for Orthodoxy. The Jewish­

scientificactivitiesof Orthodox scholars was a graduai continuation of the work of earlier
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generations. sa that it can therefore he argued that this would also have happened without

the stimulus of the Wi.,-,en.-cho.ft movement. Yet. it cannot be denied that they also did

receive impulses from this movement.

ln order to avoid the impression that everything was just tine between the two and

that there was no conllict at ail. Breuer 1- stresses that this movement in Germany was

initiated hy a circle of young ac~demics who had left the compulsory traditional fold and for

whom their Judaism and being Jewish had become a problem. A religious reform. which

basically consisted of the abolishment of outdated conventions. could not salisfy them. 1x

They organized themselves in a 'Society for Culture and Science of Judaism' and searched

for a positive Judaism. the spirit of which could give it signilicance without being bound

by obligations. They wanted to create this spirit from Jewish history and literature. They

thought that the scientitic investigation of the Jewish tradition would enable them to renew

and intensify their Jewish identi. v and to sincerely embrace Jewish culture. A retum to the

traditional Judaism of their youtu they not only considered impossible but even insane.

~\liSS=!1Kho.ft was for them that which prevented them l'rom leaving the Jewish fold

altogether or even conversion to Christianity.

The affirmation ofJudaism and the intellectual pursuit of its mainly religious .:ulture

without recognition of the faith and the customs of historical Judaism as obligatory was un­

precedented in Jewish history. From the Orthodox point of view this meant no less than a

major revolution: the religion. which until then had been the center of the Jewish intellectual

world would now he merely a subject to be studied by Jewish intellect. Or in other words:

it was the Jew. not Judaism. which stood in the center. lt introduced a secularization of

Jewish sacred history. and even more. of the very concept of Judaism. 19 The practitioners

of Wissenschaft were convinced that their work would make Judaism acceptable in the

German intellectual world and accelerate political and social emancipation of the Jews.

They also advocated a Reform Judaism freed from any embarrassing Rabbinical remain­

ders. lt was therefore understandable that Orthodoxy disapproved of tlus kind of Wissen­

schaft cies Jucie1llUfllS. Also their views with regard to leaming and studying differed quite

a bit methodologically. The Wissenschaft scholars would approach the text without any pre­

conceived principles. Criticism became the central focus. This tendency implied that the

Jewish past became censored.

Samson Raphael Hirsch. in this case too the spokesman for Orthodoxy. opposed

them in the strongest language. Especially objectionable 10 him was the fact that certain

religious scholars applied the new method; worse yet. they did it witÏ1 regard to biblical

studies: and Hirsch himself was no enemy of science. His philosophy of education pre­

supposed openness to their achievements. His own speculative etymology and symbolism
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had not come about without being intluenccd by the $cientitic notions ,)f his youth. His

exege$i$. which often deviate$ from that of the older comment:llors and met with :ltlad.s

from ..!ll sides. was defended in the l,rCl<!lif ( 1868): "In the lield of Jewish science the inves­

tigation is free. and when today we continue to build on the achievement$ of our great pre­

decessors and very often things are c1earer to us than it was to them. then there l'an be no

obstacle for us to improve theircomments. or to cre:lle new ones." Conceming the sitll:llion

when talmudic expres$ions with regard to physics and history wOllld dash with moJem

$cience. Hirsch would preferthe scientitic solutions. ln hisjoumal OnhoJox scholars were

free to treat Jewi$h $Cientitic subjects by me:ms of modern methods of rese:lreh.

Breuerthinks that Hirsch might even have gone funher. h:ld not the Wi.uc:m, ·hl.1(1

movement been $0 vehemently anti-rabbinic. For Hirsch the notion that both the \Vrinen

and the Oral Law are just as much a creation of God as is nature. and that consequently the

investigation of the precepts of the Torah and their relationships have the same underlying

method as the laws of nature. was the foundation of his idea of \vï.uenschaft dc:s JIlJen­

films. 20 The German orientalist and theologian. H.L. Strack. labeled Hirsch's work as

"having no significance for science worth speaking of." Hirsch was delighted and went

straight into a counter-attack. He anempted to prove that the results of Wi.Henschaft were

at least as unscientific as what he was blamed for. The historical-critical scholarship of the

Bible assumes that the Torah is not God's ·vord. Herewith it is established thatthey Jack

scientific honesty and an unprejudiced attitude as they deny beforehand what is allested on

every page of the Bible. Objective criticism should depart from the premise. even if only as

a hypothetical assumption. that the Bible is exactiy that which it says that it is.

For Hirsch. Jewish science was impossible if it was not also practice<! with the

heart.lf Judaism was not lived. basically. it could not be studied.lt would be robbed of its

soul. it would be a ghost. Hirsch calle<! Wissenschaft a "pathological anatomy of a dead

and dying Judaism." They sec to it "that at the time that the old Judaism is put to the grave

its memory isat least preserved in literary history."

Despite ail the name calling the groups shared much. and this should be attributed to

more !han coincidence. 80th distanced themselves from the old Jewish way of learning and

made the study of sources into an instrument of a modem intellectual approach of the

Jewish reality. Both wante<! to stress the high standard of education and the cultural value

ofJudaism. even if for different reasons. A main point for both was the reawakening and

strengthening of Jewish self-confidence. 2t Perhaps the difference in approacb between

Hirsch. who was reccptive to ideas of the Enlightenment and of Romanticism. and

Hildesheimer. who wante<! to use scientific researeh in order to enhance the knowledge of

Judaism. was due to the fact that they were halfa generation apan. 22
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ft has already been mentioned that Hirsch had a problem with c1early Orthodox

scholars applying the methods of \'ii.\.\emchaft. Onc of these is certainly Esriel Hildes·

heimer who always kept a c1eardivision between Torah and science. in contrast to Hirsch.

for whom Torah and science oughtto be synthesized. Hildesheimer also wanted to prevent

the old Jewish way of leaming from being totally pushed to the side. This approach

enabled him to stimulate historical·critical investigation in his students. and it is significant

lhat in Hildesheimer's ci l'cie Hirsch's principle of Torah im Derekh Erer: is hardly ever

used. :.\ For HildL'Sheimer and his students they remain scpar.lle tields standing next [0 each

other in equality. Yetthey pursue a cornmon goal. an exploration of the truth in the most

objective manner. Hildesheimer had studied history under Ranke and welcomed the new

methods and disciplines within Jewish science. Hirsch belittled historical-linguistic studies

which would not immediately further religious life. while for Hildesheimer's schoal they

represented the nobility of the search for truth. For a deeply religious man like David Zvi

Hoffmann. the critical research of the authoritative sources represented the soul of Torah

study. and piety without knowledge would be an impossibility.:~

Esriel Hildesheimer's Rabbinical Seminary in Berlin. where Hoffmann had been ap­

pointed a teacher when the Seminary opened in 18'73. offered the following fields of study.

Half of the study time was devoted ta the study of the Talmud and the halakhic authorities.

which gave the Seminary a yeshiva character. Consequently. the most important prerequisite

for students was a satisfactory basic knowledge ofTalmud. During the entire period of their

studies the students would have ta prove themselves in bath oral and wrinen examinations.

The other direction emphasized in the curriculum was the modem scientific teaching

method. The investigation of the talmudic sources did notjust broaden the foundation of an

exact knowledge of the religious legislation. but was also the object of a philological­

historical discipline which was complemented by the study of history. geography of

Palestine. Semitic linguistics. and oriental studies. Special emphasis was laid on the study

of the Bible. in which apologetics vis-à-vis modem critical biblical scholarship played an

important part. The scientifie charaeter of the Seminary was further demonstrated by the

faet that most of its students were at the same time enrolled at the University of Berlin. 2S

This curriculum reflects very nicely the views of Hildesheimer with regard ta Torah

study and science and their respective place. Le.. secular studies are ta funetion as a support

for religious studies ratherthan having value in themselves and being studied for their own

sake. The output of the Seminary's faculty members was enormous. comprising a great

part of Jewish Wissenschoft. They published critical editions of ancient rabbinie manu­

scripts.. historical research.. bibliographie studies and contributions to biblical scholarsbip.

Talmud. and oriental studies. Many an important name was attaehed ta these studies. Apan
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from Berliner. Hoffmann. and Barth. there "<'re ~lareus Honnitl. Jac<,t> Ar,'n. J,'seph

Wohlgemuth.:~and Alfred Freimann. ete. The Seminary ais<' put>lished its l'" n s<·i<·ntili,·

joumals. Firstly the JüJisch~ Pr~ss~ with ils supplement the IVl,diri.l,iJ,· .\f'''l<ull,hriir.

Between 1874 and 1893 the ,\ft.l~t.l:infiir.ilÏJi.l' 'he G"" 'iJi<'iu,' ",kt Ura,ulIr appcared. "ith

an e:l:tensÎ\'e Hebrew supplement. O:c.1r ToI>. whieh was dedieated 10 the pllt>lishin~ "f

manuscripts. Laterthe new J",churun appeared l>etween J'll·bnd 1',)30.:-

!~. "(lnhlx1ll\~." 1: 1.J..."\h·I...l'l.:l. \1",,1. J K~ltl l'lSt., hlf ;m 1n'Id\." , Il'\\, \\,.hh:l'll\Ulh 1'11-1 \ .. ~llt1h,"..l •• \\ ~

~h:;lrl~ ..1~mfll...... :1 ..t<l~C 111 Ihe Ul,,'\l,!,'pmcnt \11 JuJ;ll,m th.;,ll t'l.:h'Il~" III th\.' 1l11",ktll \1 ':.1......1 11l1l:.:hICnlUI,:II\l
pCfHIl,j. 01.. ,\pP'''cJ hl "11\ln·llrth,,,,,h,,: \\hl":~ n:h:f' III .'lher .h.·\\I,h :.:n.up... 111 the ....llUl· 1"th"'1. thl.' l'h.hkm
;10 ......... ;1" 10 h,n\ hl rcler Il' the \;IO"U' JC\\I ..h ;':h1UI" Itl'm ~l\'rc thl"l~n.-J H 1l;\ ~ l''''': \10(', lt~ If.," .md

Il''IC 1. IOtn'l..lUl.·I..... Ihe lcrm "prc·( )rth, ....h,' .. III ,.n.h:r hl da"ll~ the l',·n.:cl\cd pn.·••:ur.... lr" ,Il h"LI~" , Itlh\l,hl'~

l'hlS pan ~Ir the mlde IS c'pcclall~ hdplul ln calc:':'lfl/lU~ the \~lthIU' 'tr..lnd, \11 k\\l'h Ih'lu!=ht .. II \.m,IU'

ren,l\i,. In p;mu:ular :1, the~ pcnaln hl attltud"" hl\\:ltJ.., th,,· 11.,-\: "1 ltx: Hlllh:,
- Sec: I"nI' Instance. lin.lS,man 19S,,',

.~ Breuer 19Xh. :\ l'de\ant :md c,'mplenlcntar:- 'lud~. ~,'\cnn~ the -":I01e pcn,,,-t. l' rn'\ld"oJ ll~ r~ll 1"-:'

.. Breuer I~l J('I()-I~O. IS":'·19-

5 Breuer 19Sh. IhO-161

h Rlllcnstl'cl~h 199~ ,,l'fcrs a dclïmlton \'1' the leml ah.\(·mdw/l J~.\ .IUJ"'tlIUft\ and 1'101\:,,'" II III \IPI""lth'" 1\' th,,·
Ir.u.1lli,,'nal "a~ uf JC"lsh leanun~. le.. e\C~"'"sl' and Ibi ~"nl.:\lnllt;'"t IOlerrclah..'\l alll1uJ.." 01 th..· "':h:~cl"an.:c "i
the nUmlaU\'c ('IOSIUUO of the ~nptufC' and the cn~a~'Cmc=nt of "r mterpreun~ thcm·

~ ~chcchlcr 1')153.

S On the somc"hm rcluclanl rclall\ln.,hlp hch\,,-cn ~mucl Da\hJ l.uualhl (1~'1() IXt,:,~ ;md W,.\.\r'n\dIl1It. 'cc
Ruda\'sk~ 1%5~ Roscnbh:"'lm I\ltl..~. On hlS p'lSlIl\ln \\uh n:1Zlrd lU lhe ch.3.r.-:ter \11' lhe \1a.,urCl1C le\1 ;'lnJ ",
de\·ell1pmenl. aUlhorship. te'tual \·ananls. hlS a.,'C',ment or Ihn l-J.r..l. and hls lhuu~h1s ,In W,.\.\r'",,·1r11ft. "'~

,\brahams l'*'b hi.
') Schechlcr 19153: 1'76,

10 ~ch\""chlcr l'JlSa: 17'i Ir

Il Fllr an "'qually aplllo~"'CIIC cnllqU1: of one of \Vt.\."~n.\dIdJt'.\ pnmc: pn-.lucts.. lIcmn..:h lir..lCl/" mulh·~"lumc=
hlst0t:' orthe Jc"ish pcuple. "'CC: for mstance :'.R ihrsch~ ColI~-,~d Wr","~.\. \'lll \'. ~C" Yur" 1~ldhelm.

19N5. l-lirsch criticizC'S cspccla!ly GraclZ's panisan mlcrpn:tallon and hlS use llf "'urte\.
1: Rabbi mij.h b<:n Sulolll<'n l..lman (l':'ZO-I'797),

l3 The f;] cntl1" R:!{,g. "l-Ieilprin." sa~'s ab!.lut this WllCk; .... the hlSlol) he "'mle WOlS lhe lir;.t m",dem·I~p:
blo~raph~' of the tamlû,m 3Dd eunonllm. hclOg ba.-.cd on ,,'n~u1al ~n:h lIf thc lalmuùlc "lUn:'C'. ln the miro·
duction tll his bllOk. Hcilprin discu.~ tbc imp.lrt:lncc of the mst0t:· llf lhe lûnncum hl halukhll.: \lC\:lslt.ltlS."

I~ Schc:chler 1915a: 11l6.
1S Breuer 1986: 161 Il.
16 Of COOI'SC the discu.~,"on (and often limes the frietiun) bcl~'ccn rauunali...m and falth oC' 'lIRlC !'onn \11' unho­

do:(~' wa" DOl initialcd by tbcsc particular scbolars. It bas. 10 fae;t a long pn:mSlo~. fn.lm the ~Ilddle :\~'C'S ancJ
Rcnais.'Qoce on. lhe discus.,ion can he trac:ed throu~b Spain and ltal~· bcfon: It ~a"i hcin~ w;a~ ln lhe mon:
nonbc:m and caslern pans of Europe. l'scful infonnatilln IS round e,~. ln Isaac &rLlla~' 1%7. Sec atMI lsmcl
Zinberg's A History ofJ~"ZShLllMUure (tr.m..oJ.:t.lcd inlll En~Ii...h lD the 1970s fn.lCD the llOgtnal Yiddish eWlIun.
whicb was publisbed in 1929-37). \'01 Il (csp. c. 6: '"Thc bct:innin~ of lhe ~ur a~in...t r.lliunalL~m")~ ~'lli. III
The Srruggk o!.I1ystiasm and Tradllloif Agalnst Ph,rosophlCai Rallonalum (dcahng "'lh the ~hddle ..\~ up
to expulsion from Spain coverÎn$ both tbc A...hkcDaZl and Sepbardi world)~ \'01. IV Ilallan J~wn' lit lM
Renaissatl<e Era. An isolalc:d intclle:ctual collision is dcscribc:d by Daniel Jeremy Sllvcr 1%$.

17 Breuer 1986: 162.163.

18 Whieh may "cry weil he lb<: nature of the di.<c:oIItent fcll by the: W,ssenscha/ter and tb<: Rel'"",, IIkWcmc:nI. as
notia:d by' Schc:chlcr.

19 Bn:uer t986: 163.

20 Breuer 1986: 166. Sec as wcll Hirsch', The Nlllet""" /.etters. lener III. p. t~~ (note "'l. whc:n: his mc:lhod nI'
!'o1.ud~·iDg Torah is clearl~' outliDCd.. and "natun:- and "the Torah- an: n:fcned 10 as "t~'O m·clation.'\." Cf. also
Rosc:nbloom 1976: 157·159. dcaling with Icllcr Ill. He delvcs forther into Hinch's Torah, Salure .pprulICb on
pp, 357-8. Breucr (19'70: 17·18) dclllOll'ilnllCS that Il\)\ only' l'rom his many' ..nun!l". co"c:ring his enllre hfe­
span.. but aiS') from hi.. Commentar~:. Hirsch's conception orTorah,~tureCtDCrItO as a uDlf~'iD~ principlc.
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mthcr than one hc::tnJ.! harmonu.cd wllh the other. ur une hcm~ subscl"\"lcnt Il,) the otheT. In his phJlosoph~ thc~

li'ml one sublime wholc. Jt IS IOlC:n:sung to noie (hal lhls '-cr: samc formulation. of the precc:pls of the: T~lrnh

:md thelr rdauonsmps ha"lDg the samc undc:rI)'1ng Ide:! as the laws of nature, was propagatcd b~.- SptnOI'..a ln
order to ,u~bnlJalc hls mclhod of ~ola yrtptura; cf A Th~ol()gl(·o.Pollltral Treatrs~. 9')·100. .-\Iso. 1{ams
Il)ol).l 126 This. is nol ncccs'3rily 10 su~~cst that lhrsch would ha\"C becn intlucnccd by SpinoJ'.a. if llnly
hccau.'\c Ihe ubjceti\:es of thcse two thlnkcrs "cre dlamctric'1l1) opposcd. hut Il IS mCTely 10 show thal ;t simiJaT
ulea cao he apphcd IO\\OIrds "cr')' OppoSite: c:1ds

11 Breuer 1C)X6: 1(lX.

22 Breuer l'JX(. 1'70
2:\ Breuer l'JiO

24 hlr a cumpansun hcl\\(,:cn the phl1tl"-.'ph) conccrmng the n:latlon..;,hip of Torah and s«.'Cul;lr studi«."S of llirsch
~md Ih;.ll of llildc,hclmcr. 'Cc c~,. Ella" Il)92: 1)l)·IOR While he: do(,."S not !.Ical with lIoffmann's positIOn lm

rh" l''UC. Hoffmann hlmself addrcs,cd this \·c~ tOpl<: ln "'·hor.l und \\ïsscn:-ichan." 1920: "+9ï.5C)..l. IIlll1'­
111:lon. for the :.:rc.:UC:-i1 part. continUes 10 thc 'l'ml "li Ilildcshe:ime:r's appruach. but dc:ah hcn: more w!th the rch­
t:'lous-phJlo,ophle:J1 a.'ipcet. Ile: apph«."S (ien. '):27. ";\ta~ (iud enlar~c Japhet..\nd let him dwcll in the tents llf

Shc:m; :md let C:m:clO he: a sla"c tolhcm." as \\cll as ItS lalmudic cxplanation ",1" "the hc:aulY ",f ~hcm shall dwcll
10 Ihe lenls of Shem." III IlIuSlrJIC the rel:uionship hclwecn Tor.lh (Shcm) and seeul'If sciences (Jephet
IIcllcOIsm), It IS. lhercfure. followcd by a Icngthy addition hy the publisher (rbrd.. 5(}5·:'1.2) who discu.sscs thc
Implementation of this Ideal of [oralr tnt·/xrt!kh l:.h't: ID Sl"lClcly and Ils rcsponsibilitics lor the continuati,,'n ,,"l'
Ir.ldilional Judaism, Ile alStllnuchcs on Iloffmann's contribulÎon.s in the lic1d of biblical c'\egcsis and his pole­
mies a~alOsl hiblical crilicj~. !-!:. ruri:':rmorc. empba.si.f.cs the: principle: that in order to light somcthin!! ~:ou

II.:I"C 10 know Ihe ene:my, ln thjs light he: n::,lcs an ;mc:cdole of an cneounCcr bc:twecn Hirsch and Hoffmann in
Berlin Olt \\'hich "~CJ."ij(,on thc lollllwing con\'cl~lion t\lok, place. In relation lO Ilorrm:mn's lectures on Lc"iti­
"li.">. llirsch ask,cd whc\he:r Hoffmann inlendcd l,' tak,e modem scholarship inlo consideration in his Icctures,
Hoffmann n:phcd lbat he \\'ould do so 3." long as his rcebh: slrength ",ould allo\\' him. and tbat. moretl"cr. "the:
anleles h)' l)r. ûu~nhelmcr which appc:an:d in ~'our Je:.schunm h3d bc."Cn \'cl)' hc:lpful." Tbe:rcupon llirsch said
lhat Ihis is indecd absolutcly nc:ccsS3l)' and t113t prl"lspt'eti"c rnbbis bc cducated on this issue, (Jo. Sil), The
anic1cs hy' Dr, Gu~c:nbcimcr_ c:ntitled "lAC IIH)othc:sen dcr Bibclk,ritik, und der Commenlar lUI' Gcncsis "on
Herm Rahhincr SoR. f-lirsch," appcm:d in Jesdtunln hctwecn 1866 and 1869. Sec also note: S. ch. (,5.

.25 Breuer Il)&,: 12'),

:(, <ln Juscph \\'uhlgcmulh. sec Judah ..Iri ll'uhlgcmulh 1958.
~7 Breuc:r 1~): 1ïO. On the impact and acti\"itics ""If the: Se:minaz:'. sec: csp, Eisnc:r 196ï.
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• I. 5 Orthodox Jlldaism vs. UnortJzodox Science

Breuer devoles a chap~er 10 "apologelics." the reasons why and melhods wilh which Ortho­

doxy defended ilself againsl new currents in lhought and science that seemed to bc on a

collision course with established religion. 1The apologetic character of the Ivïn.:mchaft J.:.'

Judenrum, movement was expressed in its intention to make Jewish history and culture ac­

ceptable to the surrounding German culture and thereby to further the emancipation of Jews

andJudaism. Ille ri se of anti-Semitism added an extra aspectto this one-sided objective. The

apologetics within the group of Orthodox scholars were motivaled by the urge to deepcn the

acceptance of the truth oftraditional Judaism. They fcltthey had to defend traditional Judaism

and ils doctrines againstthe currenlS in contemporary science and philosophy that were critical

or even hostile to religIOn. From the 1870s. German Orthodoxy was increasingly forced to

take a stand against these currenlS ifit was notto compromise on ils positive altitude towards

education. Its leaders suddenl y had to deal with such theories and phi losophies as evolution.

materialism. monism. which shared the element of threatto religion as they confronted the

faithful with a purely materiaI. mechanical view of the world. nature and man. in which

there was no more room for God as creator and ruler. It seemed that religion as a world

view had become redundant in the face ofomniscient and all-explaining science.

• Because of the avaiIability of a veritable flood of popular scientific magazines that

presented these opinions and theories with an air of absolute certainty. Orthodoxy could no

longer afford to ignore this new trend or simply brush it aside. Formerly these themt'S had

becn accessible only to the initiated: now they were enthusiastically devoured by the middle

classes. in 1902. the issue even reached the German parliament. where it was publicly stated

that rt'.1igion and science were incompatible. a notion that had meanwhile gained ground

among the populace. A need grew for traditional apologetics against writings of a popular­

scientificcharactercritical of the Bible. The theme of 'Religion and Science' was a topic for

daily discussions in the gymnasia (German high-schools leading to university) and greatly

confused those young people who had had a religious upbringing. As a greater number of

Orthodox youth entered university. their religion became alarmingly threatened. David Zvi

Hoffmann wrote in the Jahresberichtdes Rabbiner-Seminars 190718: 2 "The deluge of a

destructive biblical criticism has swept along Many students of Jewish theology and set

them on the wrong way. that of apostasy and renunciation of the most important religious

principles." Even the sermons and instruction of Many a liberal rabbi or teacher with regard

to this issue were considered dangerous for the religious. Therefore increasing numbers of

Orthodox scholars occupied themselves with apologetics. The cali for organized apologetics.

• even for a chair in apoIogetics at the seminary. became louder. Yet there were aise those
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Orthodox scholars who considered apologetics a waste of time. because. they said. an

impregnable bulwark needs no defense. But it was also admitted that a slow trickle of alien

opinions into the naive Jewish consciousness was more d:mgerous than open battle. The

"hulwark"-Orthodox. as Breuerca1ls them. argued. however. that it was pointless to discuss

any issue. such as Oeutero-Isaiah. with the cri tics who dispute the historical reality of the

prophet to hegin with. "Do not object to me that one should fight the enemy with his own

weapons. For whom the Torah is a work of man. that one won't be taught anything better.

And for whom it is God's word. that one does not need proofs but yeshiwI' !"

Anothertcndency was to ridicule the critical opinions. This was donc especially by

the Hirschian school. which was in any case \'ery apprehensive with regard to the intensity

of the apologetics. The many articles of that nature that appeared over the years were

happily read but left many a buming question unanswered. In facto a real conflict had come

about on this issue between thc Hirschians in Frankfurt and the Seminary in Berlin. In

Berlin it was still thought better to beat the enemy at his own game in the open. rather than

to limit oneselfto oSlrich policies.

ln the foreword to his commentary on Leviticus. Hoffmann outlines his method.

He says that in his effort to provide the dogmatic presuppositions conceming the composi­

tion of the Pcntateuch with a scholarly base. he is always mindful. "to apply only those

arguments whose justification would be recognized also l'rom other standpoints." But even

ifhis evidence proved vain. he would still be convinced of the error of the crities and blame

the inadequacy of his own wisdom to provide the proof. One would do Hoffmann in­

justice. however. if his method would be considered a 'skilled apologetic' aimed at 'co­

religionists who would first need to be convinced how unscientific was the way of biblical

critical shredding (of the holy Scripture): Hoffmann received more of the kind of criticism

he experienced years before, when it was put to him that he had mentioned Rashi and

Rambam in the same breath with Kiuel and Wellhausen. 3

Other frequently used arguments were that science was unable to disprove the

Creator and would have to leave the question as to the first cause of ail things unanswered

and that truths that had been recognized for thousands of years could not be overtumed by

hypotheses. The tentative character of many research results was seen as evidence for the

non·definitive character of "scientific proof" and subsequently its inability to make any

definitive claim altogether. Among other things. it is characteristic for a certain form of

modem apologetic literature to emphasize this so-called tentative nature ofcertain scientific

findings and to use disagreements among scientists to undermine an entire hypothesis or

theory.lt is considered unacceptable that it is the nature ofany theory to be in flux or show

stages of development and improvement before reaching a final stage of verification or
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falsification. This especially applies to those areas of science that deal with issues for whidt

(any) scriptural factuality and/or authority is c1aimed and for which cmpirical rr""e is

c1aimed to be lacking: e.g.. cosmologv. human and animal evolution. and the origin....... ... . ,

authorship. and agc of Scriplllrc. 4 What wc arc dealing here with in fact is the issu,' of

dogma orfaith versus frcc scicntitic inquiry or_ more gcncrally. religion verstls scicn~c.

With regard to the problem of biblical and geological ehronology. s"llle skillful

e\'asive replies were provided. Hirsch cited the rabhinic notion regarding the worlds that had

been crc..,ted and destroyed bcfore the creation of our present one. Joseph Wohlgemuth

interpreted the six days of creation as successive creative cras of unlimited the Icngth. An

attempt was made to incorporate the basic principlcs of the theory of evolulion into th,'

traditionalteaching of creation. When Derlsrat:lir manages 10 bend Darwin's tindings in- - .
such a way as to callthem "the exact scientific proof for age-old Jewish axioms." they arc

not really deviating 50 much from Hirsch's own nOlion of the possibililY 10 :lllribUle ail

natural phenomena to a unified law. which he considered to be "a triumph of the teaching

of the One and only Creator."

Even the threat of biblical criticism seemed to abate in the light of the results of the

investigation ofancient Babylonian culture which would secure the authenticity of the bibli­

cal accounts. Higher criticism had already partly been dismissed by Hoffmann's eminent

work. Moreover. a segment of Orthodoxy had never taken it seriously to begin with. S

However. in 190213 a shockwave went through the ranks of the Jewish community.

The eminent orientalist Friedrich Delitzsch ( 1850·1922) lectared on the topic 'Babel and

Bible: (, c1aiming that the religious culture of Babylonia was by far supcrior 10 Ihat of

Israel and and that the Bible as such lacks any religious and moral value. While his views

were joyously accepted by anti-Semites. there was a sharp reaction to the superticialilY of

his conclusions and to their evil intent by scholars and men of religion alike. 7 But

Delitzsch repeated his c1aims after World War 1. and this time in an open auack on Judaism

and the Jews in his book. Die grosse Taeuschung (1921). His actions provided Ihe anti­

Semitic movement in Germany with fresh ammunition. li The reaction of the Orthodox esta­

blishment was one of indignation: many counter lectures were held and articles published:

Jakob Barth and Eduard Konig were especially active. 9 Veto Orthodoxy did not venture

into a debate with Christianity. which is the reason that a book by Adolf von Harnack.

Wesen des Chri.wentums (1900) which presented a very negative view of Judaism. hardly

elicited any reaction. Furthermore. the anxiety it awakened in the Reform camp. thal it

would entice uncommiued Jews into conversion. was of liule concern to the Orthodox.

ln its defense of Judaism. Orthodoxy actually made use of the apologetic works of

Christian authors. lOin the Jewish press. articles appeared by Christian authors who would
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combat Dclit/-,ch. matcrialism and biblical criticism. their books were recommended in this

same press. whilc the close rclationship between Christian and Jewish apologetics was

cmphasized. Il Ncvcrthcless. a joint battlc of Orthodox Judaism and Christianity against

Dclitzsch and his school was OuI of the question. More importantly. Christian biblical

scholarship hardly took :my notice of Jcwish apologetics. In vain onc looks for menlion of

Da"id Hoffmann"s na me in lhe literature of biblical scholarship. evcn in an obseurc note.

Especially surprising is the fact that also in the theological works of the pcriod that vent a

crilical attitude towards Wellhausenian thought. Hoffmann appears to be unknown. Somc

exeeplions can be found in B. Baentsch and W.H. Green. 1~ Thc reason for this ambivalent

attitude of Christian scholarship is. of course. nottoo difficultto determine. A good deal of

anti·Semitism was at work. Il became increasingly clear that the Jewish fight against

biblical criticism was a necessary part of the war against anti-Semitism. 1.' Neither is

Hoffmann a priority on the minds of modern scholars. even when mention of his name

would seem relevant. An exccption may be found ln R. Smend's apologctic treatment of thc

question of Wei1hausen's anti-Scmitism. 1-1 who devotcs cleven whole lines to Hoffmann.

Bcfore concluding this section. mention should be made of a short but very ôelevant

and informativc sub-chapter in a book by RJ. Thompson. IS The aUlhor specitïcally

survcys the Jewish reaction to the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis. ranging from moderately

sympathctic to right out opposition and also reviews the attitude towards biblical criticism of

somc of thc more important Jewish scholarly journals of the time. This is quite remarkable.

as most studics dealing with the history of biblical criticism discount the view of the

opposing side as being irrelevant or ignore it allogether. ln this light. Thompson's vcry

positivc asscssment of Hoffmann should not go unnoticed. He praises Hoffmann with the

words: "The mest able of the Gerinan opponents was Hoffmann.. His work was weil donc

and rcmains one of the best statements of scientilic Conservatism." 1(,

1 Breuer l'.~-: Ilfi.I'.)7~ sec his Ic~t fur the many rcfcrcncl.-s tlf qU"'lalions. tn=!inly I"n'01 "i.uitluS issue' l,r
.It.".\'f·'"mm./:lt-rl.'irdd,. clc.

~ 1le: l1lak.l.~ Ihis samc ohsc~ ..tion all'C4ld\' in lJerl:ira~it 38< 189i): 1497.
.~ Breuer IY1~(,: 191. •

4 .\11 inlcn:stin~ c~amph: \lr Ihis linc ,,,l' thinkin~ is pnwidl.-d by 11.1 ... Ilas,tin~. "The llighcr Criticism." ca. 1XC):"
"iii·"'("i. who presents an llutlinc h~' period "li- the pnwcnancc of the \'arillus scriptur'dl leXIS as compile,,", h~

l·,11. Cumi11. Ile c,,'mmcnl\: ".. would bc u.'CIcs.\ to criticisc: this re·arr..n~'emcnt of the Ilcbn:w S~riplurc ..":'o. tif hl
show th:u it \\"aS arhltZ':lr~;. i1h.l~ical. (,lr Cmll1t."tlu."i. if \\'C wen: able hl do Sll~ for tltc moment this was dtllh:
''"''tber host \lf enlies would stan up with the n:pl~' thatthcy had oc\'cr Cndtlt'Sl."t.! any such arrangement 'IS lh.u.
hut ml..t ~tK.'\J t'llher ",·unclu.'iions \\;dcly diffen:nt and cqu:;llly reliablc: and thu."i wc should lind ourseh'cs ln 01
ma/.c tlf cunfu.","ll anù controlÙiclot)' Ihli."tlric.."S. J'n.lm which the lli~her Crilicism would alIoN u... no wa~' of ....-scapc"
(p. xX"iL On pp. '\x-'\xi .. llastings cites J,\\", ~lendenhall "'hl,) in an anicle publishc.."t1 in IN91 enumer.lled the
criticoll thcurÎ\.-s in \'u~ue up to that year, Ile slatc:o: IOWithllut pn:tendin!! to cxhau.\t thc list we suhmit the
l\lUllWin~ as ,,\ur summal)' of the thc:\\rics that ha"e bc:cn in"enled n:spc:eting cach 1:k\ok ur the Bible since the
risc: \\1' the Tubin~cn seml\\" and 3.\ showing the untrustwonhinc:s.'i of the n:sults of the erilies who as.'iume lu he
in"c.."sti~...t(,\rs ur the bo...lk.'i. A."i 10 Gencsis. we record 16 Ihcorics: E"oous. 13: LC"ilicu.... 22~ :o\umhcrs. X;
I)culenlnt,my. 17: - tl'ltal on the Penulleuchal htl(lk.'i. 7610

, Ile Cllntinucs I~lr ail other sc:paZ':lte bllllk.'i. totallin~
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5.~·) lhc\lnL"' 'prtlll;': Ill' lIllh",' ~"':lr-. 1n'Ill IX5·(\ III IX'I(I l'lf :111 ,'llh\.' ,,,,,.,,-, \11 Ihe.. Ilchrl'\\ Hlhh: Ill' ;•.1.1....1111'111,,"

'::'1 IX Ihl:llr ...:, !l\;r1;llllln;.: l\llhe :'\1:\\ II:,t.ll1lClll. ;:1\111;':;1 ;:rand hll;11 .·1 - ..-111"'·.'111,·.... ,.1 \\llll,;h Ill.: ,.l~", "1>11; ,III.:

.k-I'UI1":1. ;ml! m:ltl: Pt' lh ..' n:l1l;llllln;.: I.J-I. ;H\.' III Ih..-I;"1 ,1:I:':l" "I .h.';':I.'I1..:r:I\.': ;111.1 .1"'1'111111111"

...:; Hr,,'ucr IOlS/> 1'1: '1.'1.:1" '::lfl: :,' IS"- ,:,'\,'l:llr:m ,k'llll.'d l"'ll'llh,:r:lhk alh:nlh1ll h\ llw ph"'lh11lll'lh1tl ••1
hlhh'::11 ",nlll.:l'm 'n ;1 '1.I:.hlc.: 'L"flL-' "f :lru,,:I,," h: .1 "'u;.:cn!lclIll\.'r III \,111..:11 1h.., n::llh:r ... llll' "1 1111' "11l111l1hh 1"1
lh\.' :llh:lllCl,"I1lCIlI \lf the .h:\\l,h 'pHIl ,ml! .lc.:\\l,h lIh: III Ih..- IH 111'1..·. lh",' 1:11111111UI1II\ ;Il\d Ih..' 'l'III",I" h;;,1 .11I

"PI"lrlllllll~ h' 1'C":lll1l... ~t..:qll;lIUI ...d \\llh ""IIIt... III Ih... h.... uih Ill' llu..• ..:rtlh.:;tl l'Ihll":;,'l! ....:hlll~1I ..1111' III Ih\.· d.l~
I\:"I'II\.· th\.' \.·nlh:aln;llur... llllhl,.. :lr!h,:h,.... ll mu..llx' \.·nlt"l~h:r\.'\1 llllll\.' h..·marl..;lbk Ih;lllhl'~ \\l·tl· plll'It .. Ill'd;l1 .dl·

f, l'llhll .. h...d III 1qn.~ 1I1 1 n:.:ll .. h ;t.. f,";hl'l ,1,/,,1 UJi'h·. l.'dlll·d ;Illd \\ IIh an III1n llhll'Ih ln h\ (. Il \\ .I111111" ~ ..'.." 'II 1h..·
"";lll Itlh~I\llll;llI" "l·Il...~1 ;11"". Kr;m.. \'I:"C .~ll" .q~ ..

(Ill\.' l.flhl'''\.· "l·h"lar.. 1" ikrru:lIlll (itln~d. \\Iw III l'''I,~ puhll ..hl·d ~l kll).:lh~ l.' ....;I~ l.'llIllh:ll ;,r.lc'! lU"! Il.li'\'I,.
II/{'n. 1Jt'r 1-."/1/11u.'.\ /iclh\'lllml'1f.\ IIItI .1/(' l ,rclf'll!l" '/:c' Nl'ft t.: /"11, lU \\ IlIdl hl' dl ...'~rl·\.·" \\ II h 1\ .. !ll/'l·h·.. ;lpplll~ldi

~l" \\l'Il ;1" hl" l·nlldu..It'Il". ~d ;11 Ih... 'lIlll.: tllm: prou....... llul1 !ùr hnll~tIl:-: Ihl' 11\.'\\ I~ ..Il ....:n\ l·Il·..l B;'lh~ 1111lI;1l1 1..'\1 ..

h. th... :lltl'nlltln III' Ihl' ~rl';lIl'r puhlil' :lIld pllllltlll;': Ilul l'l:rl:lIll p;lr;llkl .. hl'l\\\.·l'll II ;llld i ..r;Il'11Il· 1l'11':.:1111l 1Il'
l"lml" nul tll:ll Il t.. rl·;.:rl.'ll;thll· thOlI I\:hll..dl. lx'IU:::I phlllllll;.:t ..l. had Ihll l'lln.. ul,,:d \\llh "l·hl1l:1;.. 1..11"\\
kd';:\.·:lhk mlh... Blhll'.I'Clùn: puhh..hll1~ lu, l'lllll'1tNl1f1S liullkl'1 ;'pl,lu.... hl.'r\.· lu .. hfl"ld klllmll'll~... tif hkf:lr~

Jl'\t:h lpl1l\.·nl. lIl~lh:-. ;lllJ "'1';:"" ;IIlJ Ihl' \\:I~ Ih...~ hUII.:th11l III l'Cllpll"': Ill:-.Iort\.·:-' ;lIld rdl';:lllll' \\'Iull.. tlll thl'
\\ httl\.· thi .. 1" ;1 "l'II h:11;ll1l'\"d l""'l~. (iunkl'I It Il'. lè..d h~ lu, l·hn..ll"',:"'I1Iru.: ;II'Pfllllf1:1l11111 III tht" 11\.·hrl·" 1~ll'k. 1"
h..·mpll',1 iUII' :ll1ll·,1mJ:ù:-.m. 'l'hi, i, ;111 hll.t l'kOlr III l';ll'h .... :IS\.· "herl' h\.·. :,....lid mt"1 III lu, 1'1I111\.·1l11"tr:Ifl\.·.. III

""11lhlr pr(wen:mt:e. uistil1~ui,hl':-' hel\\l'l'n Ih\." )sr.lehl\.· \Ir hlhll\.';ll rl'll~i'tn Iwhid1 i, ~tlt"h :11I,1 JUtl:1NI1 l\\hh.:h
1" h:lJI. 1h: Oll:l:U~\,'" Juu:usm (tf hcln~ h:llcful hl\\:ml, llthl'r rcli~"'Il' Ip. lit) III l:..lnlr.l:-.I hl (·hn:-.Il:lIllt~. "Iudl 1"

11111, \\'11\.·n tle:llin;.: \luh Ihl.' rl'l:llull1:-.hip hcl\\l'l'1I:1 B:lh~ltllWIII anu l,r:ll'Illl.' S:lhh:llh :md ,tI~~l·..llIl~ th:ll Ilu:

l'onSer\':I!i\'C Ihcoht,;:i:ms h:I\'C I1tllhin;.: 10 he 11'''l't :Ihttut. h\.· c,pl:lins lp. :":'): "lIcre :11'lt. Ih\.· 1;a~I1I\.·1l mu'l l'lt,.·
warn,,:ù ~l~~inst unncc\....so'll} up-.cl..\fter ~III. \\hm duc, Ihl' S:lhh:'lh me;m for us Chn:-.ll.ms·.IThc ,ulx'f111r :lnd l'tin..'
fl'lI~IOI1 or {·hn'll:IIUI\. ;1' il l' lllll't: :1~:1I11 renc\\cd ln I.uthcr·:-. rdurrn:lluill. kilt"" of Illi hu" tl~l\'" l'lu:
{'hrisll:m ~unJ;l~ 1" n~,i :1 tr.m,l:lll~'n Ill' thl' S:lhh:llh. hUI stll11t:llun,;: Ill"" ;IIlU dll1"'rl'nl .. \\'lll'U ";"';lkl;l~ ,,1"'111
thl.' uniquel1cs.. llf thc Isr.lelilc reli~i~'n. tir :11 Il'~sl Ils JlffcrCllIlolli(ln ffl'm H"h~ Innmll rcll';:hlll. \\ IlIdl II' _\,~ 1.

l,unkei :-':I~S. w;as must dc'lrl~ sel"n in Ihe lue:ls (If prophl'c~. "br.u:)·s mo"l hc:lUlIl"ul le~:ll'~." hl' HIlt.:l' :I~:lln

1:lsht.... ~IUt: "the prophl.'lS Il:l"ilillaic :-.Iru\·e l'or the lùe:llhal (it",,1 Jue:-. Ilul Jl'Sife sal'nlïl.:l'" :md l.'erl'III11IllC:-'. Olll~

:1 pillus he:ln :ll1d jusl :Il'ti~'ns. Il is prinmnl) this innermtl'I l.'ltnnl't:lit1n nI' rclil;iun \\1111 Illttmlll~ h~ \\h ...:h
l'r.lel·s rcli,;:it'O lowc~ m'er :lll nlher religiuns uf Ihe ;lIlClent ()f1enl! This is Ismet·, hcllue:-.I lU Innnmlll~ :lIld
tlus will rem:lin S~'. e\'en if JutJ:lism has l'nec 'lg:lin hct:lmle unfmthful h' this t:~,ll\Ss:.ll IUCOl," t )ne ~lf Ilclll/'t:II',
Olrguments lhal ..lu rinl.J f:.1\·ur in liunket':-. e~l.'S (e\en If he J~\Cs nul ultllU:1lcly "hôlre Ins t:lIUt.:!lI"IOIII. 1" III'
nhSCf\":ltiun t,f int:~lnsistencit.."" in the te\1 thm w"uld di ..pnwc Ihe nutiun ~,f ren"):lli'll1. Ih... lImin Ilne ur \\ IlIdl
i... "th:11 il i, impu....ihle Ih:'ll Ihe {'tlt..! whu. :lt:t:urllin~ to Ihl.' \\1tl1eS" ur Ihe prophel'. rl'Icct, :111 e\h:rn:1I
:-':1t:nlÎt:.."S. :Illhe s:mlC lime wouM )l:I\'C comnl:mdcd the t:eremuniill le~isl:llilln mlhc "tl·t.:OIl1cu ·ITI.....tl\ {",,,,,Il' '"

X I~ ,:\; 14i5 (l, ••

'J Breuer 19:O~h; 193. I:tJu:lrtJ K"I1l~ rcôlet..'l1 ..tn'ngly ..~mn.sl Dchll'st:h's seeond dislUrhlO~ puhlic:ll1nn III I-''''''''nd,
/)eltr:..\',·h .... 'D't' (irojJ(' Tùtl.\d"m~·krrtt,\'-/, hd(,,,d,,(·,. Il):!O~ :lntl in "Dcr neueste ,\n!'rilllml ~Ct:CIl uicrcll,!:lolI'
gc..t:hichlliehc :"\telhmg hmcl..... IlJ20,,; "Der moderne Kôlmpf ~e~en die (ieschiehlht:hk.ell der P:llrl:lrdlcll·
rcli~iun." ItJ::. whcrc he 4Ullh.."S:1 ..ignilicanl rem:lrk. h~ Delitl.sch in which lhe 1:ll1er \'cry t.:Iearly' sl:llcs hclll~

inllueneed h\ Welllmll'\Cn's idc:'ls.

10 This is Sl.lQ;cthin~ \\'hich can \'cl')' c1carl~' he St."cn 111 1("ll'm:lI1l1's wurk. :IS weil, Ile frclluenll~ (Iuulc, the mure
muuerJ.te hihlit.::ll enties in uNer tll refute Wellhau.'Cn.

11 lircuer 19S6; )9-+.•\n e,ample t,f this. althou~h I1l11 aimt..'l.I ag.:Iinsl 1)Clitl$ch" hut Ct11111lt.lmhlc in ils llhlet.:ll\ e.
is I,'und in "ITufc..'SSl.lr Kittels Ohcrgul<lchlen, Bespruchcn \'on eincm Chrislcn." a 'Crics uf :Irtil'll.... Iimi :11'1ll';Ul't.I
in Jf!.'Idn,"m l'Jli. In th.."Se articlc..'S the edilur ur the journal presents :.10 :lnun~'muus Chrisli;1I1 \\'nter .., ;a

tlcl'endcr uf Juc.Jaism in a high·pnllile Ct.LSC :'~:'Iin.'\t Rudulph KiUd. :lhuul \\'hum the I-J 10: 1079 ~I~'S: "11i~ :U111·
:-\clllitic tendcnCÎ.."S \\erc limitcd lu prh'ale and pupular eXIJrcs.'iiulI. and did nol al'f.."Ct his schulnrship" Thi~ t,;:I:-.C
rCl.'Ci\'ed rcnmrk:Jbly' I..-s... nUcntion than the Drclitl_"Ch is..uc. e\'en Ihough the rcpcrcus.'iiIll1s were flul Ic..' 'C\'l"re
\\'hcn the ;lOti-Semitic puhlicist and politician Thctlllur Frilsch uf I.cipl,i~ h:ld pmduccd :1 ('I:lrticul"rl) ml'I)
Jlt.lmphlcl. which "'a.'i considcrcd:l dcfamati(ln tlf JucJ:.lism (in lhe C<lrl)' ~cars "'1' the :!()th cenlul') still t.:1ll1,idcrl'u
an l'l'l'CUse in (iemlany). an in\'csligatiun was launch..'lI :1~:Iinst lum hy the l.eipl.ig coun uf ,iu\lu:e. in winch :1
nunlhcr uf th..'Olugians. :lmun~ whum two r.lbhis. e:lch \\erc to pnlt..!ut.:e :m expcn opinitlD in ortJer tu :l''l.'''' the
scriouslt..'Ss tlf thc dcfanmtÎon. One of lhe rJohhis. incidclIlally" W;lS D:'I\'itJ Z\'i lIuffmann. r:1n ur wllt"c t.:OIl·
tnhutiun ma\' he I,'und in Jt!'.'Irl",nm 1( 1914): 1&",· 197. :!:!'). :t~~ 3(1916); :!O·35: ~C)K-31:!. 'J'he lin:11 \\ord.
hu\\c\'er. lh~ ()hery.:llltldllf!ll. was t\) bc: ucli\'ercd hy Pruf. Rudolph NUC!. Il is u",in~ tu his tesllllluny.
puhlishc..'l1 ôlS "{iul1esUi.stcrun~ oder Judcnfeindsch:ll't" (1l)1~). Ihnl further pr'lA:ccdin!-~ \\'crc haltetl, The (~r·

,l.:lI1ddllt'n catl'\l.'l1 a 1100d ur rC<lctitll1s.......(X."Cüllly h~' Jewish OIulhors~ tlne uf which \\';lS Jacuh Seuh:mer', htMIk.
Iliht!/\\'i....·...t'II.w·Jzuftlirlrt' Irrungt''' (1917).

1~ ~Iarx 194.'7: 2U:! dc:.scrihl.."S a R."\·iew of II\llrmann's I"."'tln:.t''' h\' Baenlsch in 1t)()K. wnUen t\\ou \cns aller the
publicalion uf lhc sc.:cund ,·ulume. C\'en thuu~h il unly dcals with lhe lirst n,lume. ~Iurx stalcs ·explielll~ Ihat
10 his knowlcdgc Ihis is the only olle. In a rnncJum se;lrch 1 fuund one tlther hrier n:fcn:ncc ln IIntTm:.mn',
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pn:hmlna~ ;Irtlclc"i puhhshcd an the .\lm:a:m fur dH~ WI\.\t'n.\dllJji dt'.\ .Iudt'nrhum.'i 1X'76·I::«o. an TIlt' Hlg/rt'T
r:r:lVf.'im ()f'Jr~ /'f"nlalt'urh. IXtX). h~ \\' Il. Cireen. On p 1.+2 Cireen Il..;!s Hoffmann among the npponents of
the lJocumcnt~lr') lfypolhcsis. as :l snle Jcwl'ih "chol'lr. lu~cthcr "Ilh a numbc:r llf ...~mpalhcllc: Chnstlan
Ihclllo~lan'i

1.\ In;1 h:n;.'1hy fC\'IC:W tif Jacoh ~cuh;tucr', /JlhdwIHt'n.\dIllJr//f'hr- Irnl1l~t'n. \\'ohlgcmuth IlJli. combines ail the
In~rcdu:nt~ dcmnnstr.Jtcd aht)\'c ;..10<.1 makcs Il lOto a prime c ...amplc: of an apologc:lIc trc.atisc or the: Onho<.1n'l;.
PUlnt of ne"" . "hlch 1". uf course. nol a Jud~c:mcnt on the: \'cr.a..:ity of ils contenl..;. hut merci y' çonccms issues
01 mull\",lllUn :md form

1.. Smcnd', "Wcllffilll"iCn und da.... Judcntum." 1t)X:!. Sec on Iluffmann's and the more !o!encr.J.1 scholarl\' Jewish
rc:u::lum lu WcllIJ,;lll.'Cn. pp :!()4..:!Ol) ln hls attcmpl 10 pro\'c Wl.'llhauscn l'rel.' l'rom antl.Semilism. Sm~no gues
1';lr ln neutr;lil/ln~ Ihe cnlH::al \·(lices. hy cmph;l"'ll.m~ Ihc fact thal cspcclall~ I.ihcr.J.1 Jcws rl.';lL! Wcllh;lUscn
c:I.L'erl~. \.. llholll \\ondcnn!! \\'h~ Ih;u ml~hl h:l\'c hccn 'O! (p :!I:!) Sce ;lls(l thc e'ch.m~c in .1.....(/1' 119-1))1:2:

".".hl).IIIJX{))IX 105·10'7; (1~1l11): 110·111 hct\\cen \\' ~IcKane :md J Iilenkln~opP.'1"i \\cll:!"i thl.: ~h

1115 on "Wcllh;lU'Cn :lOd Jud:usm." Ollte II. helo....

1:' I<..J Thomp...on !C)Î(): '7X-X,.,;;. In <Idditlon t(' the ltamc~ pn:senlcd h~ Thumpsun. 1 \\(luld hke tu menlh)n an
:ltt.lCk on hlhlic:d cnllcism hy Rc\' Dr..\hrJham Cuhen. ,.. hich :Ippc::lrcd ln :1 Si/':lhle :lrtlc1e in lhe JC'\l"h
ChroOlde 01" Juh 13th. 1923. cntltlcd ··The Bihle and ~hll.lcm Critlcl~m." (\)heo illll.str.1tcs his crltlClsr.l h\
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• Il. Prelude ta Biblical Criticism
II. 1. Anâent Criticism of tlze Hebœw Bible

This chapter will cxplore sorne of the forces that preceded modem. 19th century Bihlc

criticism. 1 Il is naturally impossible ta deal with e\'ery aspect as the shea \'olum,· "f th,'

material and the complexity of the interrelalionships between its \'arious "omp''Ilents are far

heyond the scope ofthis thesis. and many of the issues ha\'e heen d"alt with in "lhcr stndics.

A full analysis of the rclationships among these factors. howe\'er. rcmains a dcsi,k·ratnm. :

At the outset. il is important to pay some anemion to delïning two cxtremdy impon­

ant. non-synonymous. yet often dosely connected concepts that arc cnlCÎal for an umlerst'lIld­

ing of the origins of the 19th cenlury biblical criticism: "polemics" 'Illd "hiblieal eritieism:" Ihe

distinction between which is blurred al tim.-s in today's seholarly literature.' This is not sur­

prising. as \'cry often they deal with the same questions. find the s.1me answers. and are

sometimes even conducted by the same groups: and while their motivations and purposes

arc wholly different. the mechanism at work is often the same. This is the reason why. al

limes. the line between the two seems to be very thin indeed. and espeeially as time

progresses one may end up with "critical polemics" or "polemical criticism." However.

when studying the various polemical and criticalliteratures. one should never lose sight of

• the conditions surrounding the origin of these texts and their intentions. so that a solid

assessment ofthem within their historical contexts might be anived at. Moreover. whereas

biblical criticismper se neither implies hostility nor leads 10 it. but deals with legitimate

questions: polemics bear an intrinsic hostility and the kinds dealt with below are

experiencing a revival in the present day in the form of political propaganda. Only when il

is kept in mind that we are dealing with (wo different qualities will it be possible to

determine more fully how a more general development ofideas might have evolved.

Simply put. biblical criticism.like any form of literary criticism. aims at achieving a

better understanding of the text at hand. in this case the Bible. -l Various aspects may be

emphasized. including the search for an Une.-rr. the identity of author(s). the origin of

different parts of the text (sources). and the historicity of the characters and events. Most of

these issues arise from difficulties and inconsistencies encountered within the text itself. A

prerequisite. however. is the necessity of viewing the Bible not as an absolute divine

creation but as a human produet. as literature. at best divinely inspired. and of viewing the

events described in il not necessarily as factual. With this in mind. one should be aware of a

related problem often encountered in modem studies on biblical criticism. This is the over­

enthusiastic dubbing as "father. founder. or precursor of biblical criticism" any individual

• orschool ofthought that may have had any argument conceming the text that seems to be
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cehocd in modern biblieal eritieism. ~ Whereas pre-eritieal readers of the text may have

rceognized the same textuaJ diffieulties. with thcir sure knowledge of the absolute infallibility

of the text. their response wou Id result in an apologetie harmonization of the difficulties or. al

nest. a criticizing of the inrerprettJ1ion <either oÏ the text or of the interpretative dogmal of

othcrs. Even those who would have allowed themselves a certain measure of daring here or

thcre.likc c.g. Abraham Ibn Ezrd ( 1089·1164). cannot he caJled criticaJ in the sense implied

hcre. Spin07., cornes much closer. evcn though his criticism was a tool in substantiating his

philosophy with regard to society and religion in gener:ll. 5

ln contras!. "polcmics" arc conductcd with cithcr the divine nature of Scripture or of

a rival Scripture in mind :md they arc always competitive: and. not only arc the text and its

interprctation criticized. but the group prcsenting them. The former might he identi!ied as so­

ealled "in-group" polemics. At stake is the correct interpret:::ion and sclf-definition of the

groups involved and the discrediting and/or ridiculing ofopposing groups. Within the Jewish

world. this form of polemics cao be scen among the Samaritans. Karaites and other schis·

matic groupsasagainst Rabbinic Judaism. and vice versa. Islam. on the other hand. can be

placed in the lanercategory. as the Qur'an is presented as the rival scripture to the Hebrew

Bible as weil as superseding both it and the Christian New Testament. Christianity. then.

occupies a place somewhat in between. as it both challenges Judaism's interpretation of the

"Old Testament." while retaining it as holy scripture. yet atthe same time introduces a new

scriplUre in the form of the New Testament. fo

The late dassical and medieval periods have yielded a rich harvest of polemical

literaturc between practieally any group taking an interest in the Hebrew Bible. and

Judaism. 7 A typieally Christian form of this literature is the "disputation" in whieh a

Christian and aJewish eharaeter discuss the merits of their respective religions. ask eritieal

questions. etc. Of course. as this is the rai.mn d'Î!lre of sueh tracts. the Christian always

wins. Il It should be empbasized that eacb of these polemical expressions bas generated

Jewish responses. wbieb grew into an independent literature. 9

Below 1will deal witb sorne examples of polemicaVeriticalliterature insofar as they

deal with reaetions to the Hebrew Bible that iIIustrate the development of biblicaJ eritieism.

It will beeome dear how arguments from various groups evolved and were re-used by

other groups. A positive effect was tbat polemical attaeks evoked creative answers from the

attaeked group. whieh in tum would contribute to internai growtb and understanding of the

text. A negative effect. bowever. was that. as one of the foci ofanti-Jewish polemics was the

aetual rejection ofJews and Judaism rather tbanjust jewisb interpretation of the text, these

arguments would experiencea lively trade with at times fatal repercussions.
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a. The Hcllcllistic Paiod
Anacks on the Hebrew Bible. orthemes in Jewish history. go h~ck to ~t le~sllhe mid-Sec'ond

Temple period (3rd century BCE). which period ~Iso s~w the t~nsl:llion of the Hehrew

Bible into Greek in Egypt. Much h~s heen wrillen on this IOpil-. ~nd this is nol the pl~ce 10

delve 100 deeply into the various anti-Jewish opinions that roamed the :mcienl c1~ssic'~1

world. other than highlight sorne espccially poignant examples of idc~s th~t would cvol\'e

over the ages and prove extremely persistent. even to the extenllhat in timc they would ~ppc~r

again and again in various guises. This chaptcr denls with soml~ \'Ok'l~S fn)m antilluity.

Gnoslicism.early Christianity. and Islam so as 10 compare a number of idc:ls that arc' funda­

mentalloeach of the pre-modern hiblical criticisms we will encounlcr. With regard 10 the anti­

Judaism ofAntiquity. it would bewise to keepGavin Langmuir's observation in mind. 1" He

distinguishes between the character of this anti-Judaism. which he eonsiders 10 be a "dead­

end" and the anti-Judaism of early and laterChristianity. The intolerance of Antiquity was one

among many and did not touch upon Jewish existence as such. Judaism \Vas a legal religion

and hostilities were fought out. often. on equal grounds. However. with the rise of Chris­

tianity conditions changed fundamentally: the Christian system of beliefs hrought with it an

anti-Judaism as a central and essential element. which was as weil a necessity in its sclf­

definition. Because of the fact that Judaism \Vas just another alien clement \Vithin c1assical

polytheisticculture with which. moreover. it hardiy had anything in common. pagan anti­

Judaism could not. to any serious degree. be transmitted to Christianity.

An early exarnple of such pagan criticism is provided by the Egyptian priesllhisto­

rian Manetho. who flourished under the Ptolemies (3rd century BCE) and was the !ïrst

Egyptian writer to produce a history of his country in Greek. Although his work was lost,

parts of it have been preserved in Josephus' ConTra Apionem. an apologetic refutation.

However. Josephus does not seem to have come to his source directly either.

ln describing Manetho. Menachem Stem sees his historical importance in being.

"the tirst Iiterary exponent of the anti-Jewish trend in Graeco-Roman Egypt and is the man

who was instrumental in creating. or at least in popularizing. sorne of the oft-recurring anti­

Semitic motifs." 11 When in his history of Egypt he deals with the infamous rule of the

Hyksos. he mixes in elements from the Exodus of the Jews from Egypt. thereby projecting

the common negative image of the Hyksos onto the Jews and identifying the one group

with the other. Furthermore. a story is told about Egyptian lepers and poliuted persons who

were put to work in the stone quarries of the Nile. Osarsiph. a renegade ex-priest of Helio­

polis became their leaderand decreed that they should tum against Egyptian religion and only

associate with members of their own group. He then sent a delegation to the inhabitants of

Jerusalem who had been expelled from Egypt earlier. Together with them the polluted
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Egyptians rebelled and subdued the country. introducing a reign ofterror worse than that of

the Hyksos. The finishing touch to this story is the identification of Osarsiph with Moses.

While the display of strong anti-Jewish sentiments in Egypt is already demonstrated

in the 5th century BCE Elephantine colony.long before Manetho: the utilization of biblical

themes for this purpose appears after the tirst major translation of the Torah into a foreign

language is written. Il is important to note that this vilitication ofJews and Judaism is done

slrictly within the framework of Egyplian hisloriography and therefore it is not sur-prising

Ihat use is made of Jewish themes with which Egyptians can also identify. At the same time

this is an indication of how deeply embedded were these motifs in the consciousness of the

Egypli:1n Jews of that period. and thercfore. how much aware were leamed non-Jewish

Egyptians of it. even before a sol id eanoni7.ation of the Hebrew Bible had taken place.

As said. the place where most of Manetho's writing has been preserved is Josephus'

Contra Af'Îonem. This work is named for another Graeco-Egyptian writer. Apion (early 1st

century CE) 1: who. it seems. enjoyed great popularity. His anti-Jewish diatribes.too. arc in­

corporated into a History of Egypt and he. too. uses the theme of the Exodus. the lepers. and

auributes an Egyptian origin to Moses. 1J ln addition he discredits the sanctity of the Temple

in Jerusalem as weil as Jewish religious customs. Moreover. he uses his statements to attack

the political and civil rights of the Alexandrian Jews. He may even have becn the one to have

introduced the blood Iibelto the world. l~ which in a modified form would play such a

venomous role during the European Middle Ages and even into early 20th century Russia.

Amos Funkenstein identifies the historiography such as produced by e.g. Manetho

as a specifie genre. namely counter-history.lts purpose is wholly polemieal and is aimed at

distorting the opponent's identity and self-image "through the deconstruction of his

memory..Manetho's hostile account of Jewish history [wasl nased largely on an inverted

rcading of biblical passages." thereby turning "the Bible on its head." 15

b. Early Christianity and Gnosticism
With regard to what took place within the Christian orbit in its first IWO centuries. it is suffi­

cient to state !hat IWO approaches to what should constitute Christianity and its attitude to the

Hebrew Bible were prevalent and vehemently al odds with each other. One school of Chris­

tianity fought to retain the Old Testament for the Christian Bible: a dependence of the New

Testament upon the OId was established through typological interpretation of the latter. The

inclusion of the Hebrew Bible by the Church fathers really meant a total appropriation of

these Scriptures while simultaneously exclutling the Jews. The other school. the Gnostic 16

- especially in its Marcionite form - c1aimed!hat Christianity was wholly a new religion that

had nothing to do with Judaism. other than having replaced it and having invalidated thereby
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its previous e:\istence. and thus presented it as an aberration. The attitude of the fomler is

reflected in the Patristic litcrature. Still. the Church fathers were no less hostile tl' Juuaism

than the latter. The issue was merely whether ta inelude or ta e~elude the Hehrew Bihle. 1"

a theme which will. in facto recur in radical 19th century German Protestant Bihle criticism. 1S

While the position of the Church fathers was victorious. Marcion's ;md rclat<-d opinions

would rcsurface in 20th century Germany. when the s.~me struggle was revived and once

again a group of Christians intended ta purge Christianity of its Jewish clements. l')

The form ofChristianity initiated by Marcion:nand the church foundeu hl' him tlour­

ished in the 2nd century CE. and there is evidence of its e~istence into the 5th cl·ntury. In

essence. his religion implied thatthe God oftheJews was the creator (Iod. the Demiurge. whl'

was responsible for the creation of the material world and whose people were the Jews: the

laws of the Hebrew Bible were given by thisGod and applied solely to the Jews. who did not

deserve any bettcr than these cruel but at the same limc just laws. In this Marcion differed

l'rom general Gnosticism. which anribUled the Hebrew Bible to Satan. He funhermore taught

that the Christian mcssiah. Jesus was not the e:\pcctcd Jewish messiah l'rom the Hebrew

Bible. who was yet to come. but rather that he represented a totally unknown alien and

superior god who c:\celled in love and mercy. This dualism was basic to ail Gnostie sects.

ln theChurch father Justin (Manyr). wc find an opposing voicc to Malcion's. Among

his writings. sorne of which are e:\tremely anti-Jewish and others are aimed against the

Gnosties and Marcionites. the c1ear thought of a tripartite division of history is to be

diseerned. Von Campenhausen e:\plains:! 1 that as the retention of the total Hebrew Bible

was integral to his system. yet with the coming of Jesus the law was abolished in the

Christian mind. he solved this problem using

a 'historieal' approach. that is. by organizing the Old Testament material specifically
in accordance with the great epochs of salvation-history. A pre-Iegal epoch. down to
the time of Moses.an epoch of the Law. conditioned by the obstinacy of the Jews. and
then an epoch once more free of the Law but now universai to the whole human race.
form a sequence which. despite the diversity ofits component elements. stand.~ wholly
underthe dominion of the one God. who is the God ofJesus Christ. Within this scheme
the emergence of the prophetie theology. which Justin especially values as already
revealing the 'etemal', purified law of God, free of ail limitations and going beyond
Moses, forms an additional caesura in the link of salvation-history.

This scheme, too. will not seem totally strange to the 19th century German Protestant Bible

crities. However. in Justin'ssystem, divinely inspired Scripture forms an absolute unity and

necessarily contains no internai contradiction. This necessitated the incorporation of a basic­

a1ly Jewish conception into a principle of Christian theology. Von Campenhausen further

notes that this made ·possible a genuine understanding of the content of the Old Testament,
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whereas the 'eritica!' efforts of the gnosis subordinated the ancient scriptures to a kind of

sp.:culative and m}1hological Ihought alien to Iheir nature. and thus deslroyed their

meaning." :: Wilson offers the following asscssment of both positions wilh regard to their

denigr.llion of Judaism. The orthodox Christian approach was one of appropriation of the

Hehrew scriptures thereby expropriating the Jews and c1aiming for themselves the status of a

new Isr.le!. The only use forthe Jews' furtherexistence wasasa waming of the consequences

of Iheir wickedness. 1n Marcion's view. however. Judaism was left intact. even though con·

sidered to he inferior. Jews eould continue hcing Jews. observing their laws and awaiting

their messiah. Wilson also observes thal il should be laken into account "that there is no

record oflhe persccUlion of Jews by the Marcionite churches. The Calholic position. impt.··

riously defending its proprietal rights to the Jewish God and scriptures. could lind only a

negative reason for the continued existence of the Jews. The one involved a radical break

whieh left Judaism for Ihe Jews: the other look what it wanted and. in effect. left nothing

for the Jews. Judaism is the loser in either case." :3

c. Patristic literature
Valuable information conceming this period and the following is provided by E.M. Gray. :~

who devolL'd an entire book to the question of the extent Christian writers up to the Enlighten­

ment were aware oftextual problems with regard to the Hebrew Bible and how they dealt

with them. His ehapter on Patristic literature is instructive. He stresses the point that the

early Church fathers would allow themselves sorne freedom in their attitude to the text of

the Hebrew Bible whieh. as shown above. was only relevant to them insofar as they eoulè

deduee any prefigurations and propheeies concerning Christianity from it: their ehristolo­

gieal motive was that by interpreting them allegorically. the commandments would be

eancelled. The prime interest of the Church fathers lay in the establishment of the canon of

Christian scriptures. of ehurch dogma and policy.

Two philosophical schools can be distinguished in the patristic world: the School of

Alexandria with its primarily allegorical orientation in interpretation. which it had in part in­

herited from Philo. and the School of Antioch (in Asia Minor) which applied the historico­

grammatical approach to the tex!. The chiefexpanent of the Alexandrian school was Origen

(3rd c. CE). ln concert with his belief in the infallibility and divine nature of the tex!. it was

his opinion that difficulties and inconsistencies in the text had been put there by God to

remind the learned reader of its divine character and to makI.' sure that in such cases one

was to look for a deeper and spiritual meaning. For him the Bible was a vast allegory in

which every detail is figurative and symbolic. ail to be interpreted in a christological sense.

31



•

•

•

This position was challengcd by thc scholar,; from Antioch who instcad fa\ ,'r,'d a

historico-grammatical intcrpretation. Whilc considering lhe Bi!'>le Il' !'>e (;od's word. lhey

rccognized thc human elcment in thc !'>i!'>lical wriler,; as weil as lh,' hisl,'ri,':11 aspe,·ts of

Scripture and expressions in the text lhal were 10 !'>e taken inth,'ir lil,'ral s,'nse. This in lurn

resulted in grealer attention to language, voca!'>ular,. and hislory. :, The resuhs. h,,,, ever.

were seriously debilitated by the fact that. apan fr,'m Origen and Jcmme. hardly any "f lh,'

patristic writer,; had suftïcient. if any. knowlcdge "f He!'>rew. In this rq:anl it sh,'"I<1 h,'

nOled that ail dealings with the text concerned the Septllagint. the Gre,'k 1r:lJ1slalion of th,'

Hebrew Bible. which ihcrefore also implied that lhey took the mistranslations. \,'r,;ion

variations. as weil as interpretalive and supplementing tr:lJ1sia(ions as "onstituting th,' ,'''"'l

rendition of the Hebrew Bible. The belief of the infallihilily of the divine Hehrew Bi!'>le was

thus transposed to the Septuagint. believed to have heen (ranslated under supernatuml or

divinely guided eircumstances.:"

d, The Middle Ages

ln the pan of the world once known as Babylonia and conquercd by Islam during thc 7th/8th

eenluries, wc sec a faseinating yet mostly unfriendly meeting ground for Islam, !:;\stcm

Christianity (such as Nestorianism),Judaism, and Persian religions. That the leamed in (hese

groups were very mueh aware of each other's concems is cenain. as is the fact that e:uiy ,m

they were combaning each other's scriptures. :7 From the late-Pattistie period, E.M. Gmy:><

gives a late 7th century example of a list of eritieal questions pertaining to the Hebrew

Bible. He ealls it 'the only categorieal eritieism of the Old Testament which haseome down

to us from patristic times...• Parts of it are quoted in a book by the patriarch of Antioch,

Anastasius the Sinaite. who encountercd sorne deserters of the Church who confronted him

with ·difficulties." Doubt is cast on the authorship of Moses with regard 10 Genesis (and

probably the rest of the Pentateuch) as 'it has no litle, such as the rest of the books. those

of the prophets, have." Inconsistencies are noticed in calculations and content.

Of great importance is Hiwi al-Balkhi's list of questions (9th c,) which was refuted

by Sa'adya Gaon acentwy later and from whose text we know of Hiwi's questions. About

his identity aImost nothing is known: in facto it is not even completely certain whether he was

a Jew. and if so, whether he was a Karaite or a member of some other sectarian group, 2')

An example from the Christian Middle Ages .\0 (13th e. Spain) especially worth men­

tioning, is the Dominican monk Raymond Manini 3 t who penned a poiemical book against

Judaism. Pugio Fidei ("The Dag.,oerof the Faith'), which is overone thousand pages longand

which Amos Funkenstein 32 bas cal\ed 'the most learned and best documented pelemic
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• against Judaism which the Middle Ages ?mduced." What makes this work particularly inte­

resting for the present thesis. is Martini's introduction of the riqqunei snferim (scribal adjust­

ments) in his discussion as proof of the Jewish corruption of the biblical text. Of course. he

also uses the standard charge of Jewish distortion of the true (i.e.. christologicall messianic

allusions contained within the Hebrew Bible. Martini summarizes his argument with the

telling condemnation of the Jewish scriptures as being "deceitful. stealthy and moreover

mendacious." ·'·'This period saw an evolving of the nature of Christian anti-Jewish polemics

from a) the old pattern of proofs for the truth of Christianity and christological rcadings

taken from the Bible. to bl the use of rationalism to demonstrate the superiority ofChristianity.

c) to the growing awareness of post-biblical Jewish sources and the attempt to prove the

Christian daims from them. and finally dl the use of the Jewish tradition itself. 3-1

e. Islam
Lastly wc will look at the attitude of Islam towards the Hebrew Bible. Before entering into an

analysis of the problem. it is useful to qualify afew points. The presentation of the Muslim cri­

tique is twofold. Aside from an independent traditional criticism. appearing perhaps as a poli­

ticallreligious tract. inspired by local circumstances al the instigation of a ruler or religious

leader. there is a second format which is typical for Islamic religious and intellectual culture.

• 1n this case the criticism is contained within general travel logues a·,.d. if this modern epithet

may bc applied. works of comparative religion that were in part induced by the expanding

orbit oflslam and subsequent encounter with new peoples and cultures. While there certainly

is a degree of intellectual curiosity involved in these studies on the part of their authors.

Gh.H. Aasi. in his work on Ibn Hazm. observes that they would therefore not "be free of

apologeties. polemies. and valuejudgements." 3S Conversely. neither are ail works on com­

parative religion persé rooted in polemies. A case in point is the 14th c. historian Ibn Khaldun.

who. unlike e.g.lbn Hazm. approaches the Bible and Judaism as a historian rather than as a

theologian. He belonged to a type oflslamic scholar who 'on1y' charged Jews and Christians

with misinlerprering the Bible. as opposed to the type which accused them of corrnpting or

falsifying the tex!. 36 "Still. the common element for the treatment of these differing religious

c:.:... traditions was the scholar's conviction ofthe truth of Islam and the unity of ail troth." 37 as

weil as the refutation of false doctrines. This was paiticularly important for Islam. the

youngest of the three world religions that base themselves on a revealed tradition. It was the

objective that through this particular kind of Iiterature it could praye both its pre-eminence

and its truly primordial nature. especially as compared to the [WO older "religions of the

book." i.e•• Judaïsm and Christianity.This point is best explained by J. Waardenburg: 38

•
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ln the Muslim view there is one primordial religion which has e~isted from the bcgin­
nings of humanity and is given with man's innate nature. This primordial religion has
moreover been revealed al regular intervals through the intermcdiary of prophets sent bv
God. The history of the many religions is basically. then. Ihe histo,:' of Ihe primordi:il
and revealed religion through the prophels from Adam to Muhammad and of the re,
sponse of the prophet's communities to their wamings and revealed books, The dil'fer­
ences between the religions are due not so much to difference in revc!alion as (0 speci­
lic historical factors and in panicular 10 the different peoples' di.~rorrion.~ of rheir l'ml'h­
ers'fundamentally identica/ teachings Iltalics minci. This is what may be called a
'Iheological' vision of religion which contains the elements of an Islamic 'theology of
religions': there is one God of whom man has to beeome conseious and whose will
he has to follow .Ihere is one Revelation which is contained in ils uncorrupted foml in
the Qur'an. and there is one Religion which is Ihe primordial and etemallslam ,,'

More than in any of the e~amples of polemics presented L":lrlier we see concems VOiCl'd pre­

viously come together in the Islamic approach. The converging lines make up a web of pre­

Islamic insights brought in from Antiquity. Christianity. and seclarian Judaism through con­

verts from these groups to Islam as weil as originallslamic contributions to Ihe debale. In a

concise study. Hava Lazarus-Yafeh -Ill deals with the nature of the critique of the Hebrew

Bible found in Islamic thought and literature. She illustrates the e~istence of a continuous

transmission ofideas from pre-Islamic pagan. Christian. Gnostic criticism of the Bible into

Islam and elaborates on the thought of a subsequent cross·fertilization of aspects of biblical

criticism from the Muslim world via later Jewish and Christian mediators to early modem

Bible criticism. -II This study. as weil as a number of others. -12 presents an overview of the

issues that characterize Muslim Bible criticism. The most important voice for thesc arguments

is no doubt the II th century Andalusian author Ibn Hazm. Even though Lazarus-Yafeh -1._

credits him with being "the fiTSt Muslim author to use a systematic scholarly approaeh to the

Bible." the fact cannot be overlooked that his is one of the most venomous anti-Jewish

voices in this respect. -loi aside from those of sorne Jewish converts to Islam.-Is Among the

main critical arguments against the Hebrew Bible. none of which. by the way. originatcd

with Ibn Hazm but whicb were transmitted by him l'rom older tracts. -16 we find:

1) the transmission (Iawarur) of the Torah is considered to be unreliable; i.e.. there were very

few copiesat first.jealously guarded by the priestly eUte: it was lost in the various exiles.

and. furthermore. the text was forgotten by the people. For Ibn Hazm this aspect as weil

as the existence of differing versions of the Hebrew Bible supported his notion that none

of these versions represented the "original" Torah: that they were late. and therefore could

not represent a truthful picture of the earliest history; and. consequently that there was no

continuity between Israelite religion and contemporary Judaism. This latter point is

reminiscent ofWellhausen. as we will see below (Chapter HlS):-I7
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2) the Jews falsified the original divine Torah (Tll"'TaI) and the Torah as they have it now is

rcally a forgery (tahrifJ 4R concocted by Ezra the Scribe .19 following the retum from the

Babylonian Exile. The accusation of falsification is. in facto found in the Qur'an itself:

3) the repcatedly occurring anthropomorphisms (tuj.l"im). perversions of characters. and

4) the notion thatthe Gad of Judaism docs not seem to be able to make up His mind. i.e..

He reconsiders and rcpents of His own actions: 50

5) geographical data and chronologies show inaccuracies: 51

6) mathematical and compulational discrepancies: 52

7) and to top off the list. the Jews were accused of having killcd thcir own prophets. 5.'

While the reliability of the Jewish tradition conceming the Torah and the text of the

Torah itself were discredited. 54 it is imporlant to rcmembcr !hat al the same lime Islam con­

sidercd theJewsofhavingbccn worthy initially to receive the original revelation from Gad.

This. however. would only be temporary untillslam would arise. signifying the final rcvela­

tion and thereby abrogating ail prcvious religions. In order to establish the authority of the

Qur'an as rcvealed scripture above ail others. it had to become superior to them in every

aspect. in content as weil as form. While there were discussions from the earliest days of

Islam conceming the very nature of the Qur'an - was it created by Gad or uncreated. i.e.

co-c:l:istent with Gad - in the end it became generally accepted that the Qur'an was etemal.

perfecto and inimitable. This notion was elevated to become the first doctrine in Islamic

law. the Shuri'u. which likewise was regarded as etemal. The language and grammar of the

Qur'an became the standard for later Arabic. ss
Il was furtherc1aimed that when the Jews proved to be rebellious and corrupt. they

willfully falsified the Torah and stripped it of al1 the original references to the advent of

Muhammad and Islam. S6 Yet. even in the rewritten version of Ezra. remainders of the

"original Torah" were still to he found. Needless to say. these remainders would constitute

the "hidden" references to Muhammad and Islam. Especial1y the Jewish converts to Islam.

with their knowledge of the Hebrew Bible and the art of gematria. proved experts in

combining the various arguments and working them into a comprehensive theory.

Undoubtedly the best known among these Jewish converts is the 12th century man

of sciences. Samau'al al-Maghribi. who is responsible for producing the first Muslim

compendium of anti-Jewish polemics. 45 and who in his !raclate relied heavily upon Ibn

Hazm. Samau'al presents the fol1owing reasoning for the above arguments: 57

The faith of the Jews is based on their concept of the scriptures. of the scriptures'
reliability as a record of the past and their validity for the future. The critique of
transmission is to demonstrate that the first premise is a fallacy: the theory of
abrogation is to undermine the second premise.
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Yet. as said. al the same time Muslim theologians and polemieists scarehed the Hebrew Bible

for certain proofs of their own religion and for the very important idea that Islam fomled

the abrogation (naskh) of the previous religions and the Qur'an of bath the Hebrew Bible

and the New Testament. Jewish converts were very apt at applying the art of gt!f1u.Jrria :Ill in

order to find predictions conceming and even the actual mentioning of the name of

Muhammad and prefiguration of the advent of Islam 1:j'[am). :l" by identifying certain words

in the Hebrew Bible that have the same numerical value as the name of Muhammad nr

relevant concepts in Islam. Important. too. was the nOlion that God wou Id re<'onsider

earlier promises if circumstances would warrant it. Such cases were seen as proof within

the text for abrogation which. then. in lUm would become a positive proof for Islam. Many

more arguments can be found in the literature given in the footnotes.

While there is evidence for a transmission l'rom the critique on the Hebrew Bible as

expressed by late Hellenism. straight into the orbit of Islam. a cross-fertili7d"ltion out of

Islam into modem European thought is highly speculative and less easHy demonslrable. hO

Among the factors complicating this idea we find. for instance:

1) Moshe Perlmann 61 concludes that the polemical literature of Islam specifical!y aimed

against Jews and Judaism ois poor and insubstantial." Moreover. there is hardly any

evidence of a Jewish reaction. Jews and Judaism were not considered important within

Islamic thought. 62 Moreover. the impact of the writings of Ibn Hazm may also be in

serious doubt. 63 Samau'al. who wrote more than a century later seems to have been

more effective as his tract was made use of until at least IWO centuries later.

~) Anotherwcak point is presented by the question of the extent to which sorne of the 19th

century biblieal erities. who were a1so accomplished Arabists (as was Wellhauscn hirn­

self). 6~ may or may not have been influenced by. or even have been aware of. the anti­

Jewish Muslim polemicalliterature. As Rudolph points out. Wellhausen and his fellow

Arabists were mainly interested in finding similarities to supposed ancient Israelite noma­

dic life in carly Islamic Iiterature and poetry as weil as in Bedouin life. which was to a

certain point even considered to be a reflection of the life of the Hebrew Patriarchs.

3) Perlmann 65 attributes the mood of religious and philosophical openness visible in Il th

century Spain to the fact that "ail the faitbs were confronted with the spread of skepticism

among the educated, with attempts al rationalist critique spurred by the impact of the helle­

nie heritage." This same spiri.t cao be observed as weil in laler centuries under different cir­

cumstances. due to different challenges.. without the necessity ofinfluences of prior events.

4) At least a century before Kuenen. Graf. and Wellhausen. Astrue (see chapter 1lI.1

below) already suggested the existence oftwo sources based on the divine names.
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The above notion of [slamic attitudes toward the Hebrew Bible having influenced European

hiblical criticism is given a radical twist by a Dr. Isma'il R. Al-Faruqi. who is only

identitied as "an exponent offundamentaI.traditionallslam" in the foreword of the collection

of essays in which his contribution appcars. M'One paragraph. entitled "Islam's Critique of

Judaisrr." which ends with an enumeration of ail the charges voiced by Ibn Hazm and

olhers. is espccially worth quoting at length:

The content of Islam's critique of Judaism was not ne\V. But its basing ofthat critique
on Hebrew Scripture and its presentation of it as textual criticism of Holy Writ is. [n
this. Islam set a precedent for biblical scholarship of modem times. Il is not far­
fetched to assume that the fathers of biblical criticism - Wellhauscn. von Graf 1.\ic.'1
and Kuhnel I-,idl- who were the foremost lslamicists of their day. \Vere moved by
the Quran's textual criticism of the Bible to launch the ne\V discipline. For their assump­
tion was the Quran's basic charge. namely.that the extanttext of Jewish Scripture has
been tampered with by human hands and that human writ has been mixed \Vith divine
writ. This charge. made by the Quran repcatedly. and amplitied in almost every lslamic
treatise in comparative religion. might have moved the Orientalists to investigate the
biblical text rationally in order to refute the [slamic c1aim. But a rational consideration
of the biblicaltext. with minimum information about the points elaborated by Islamic
literature.. .is ail that is necessary to expose the veracity of the charge. and to seek
ways of explaining it away or justifying the multi-Iayer theory (J. E. D. Pl of the for­
mation of the biblicaltext. Just as on the Muslim side. the Quran has made possible
for the first time the consideration of the biblicaltext with the eye of a critical histo­
rian. and enabled Muslim scholars to conduct critical analyses of the biblical text. on
the Christian side. the same charge coupled with the rationalist. reforming and scientific
tendencies of the Enlightenment might have laid the foundation of the modem disci·
pline on biblical criticism through the works of the aforesaid three Islamicists.

f. COllcerns
In an evaluation such as this. the difference between the nature of religious polemics and

that of scholarly biblical criticism should be kept in mind. the former originating l'rom the

need to discredit or disqualify an opponent. the latter l'rom the intention to explore difficulties

in order to find their "true" meaning or origin. The problem is that these two areas are not

always c1early defined and apply similar methods. In other words. one may be confronted

with a polemical tract that uses scholarly methods to affirm its conclusions. or a work of

scholarly biblical criticism that betrays underlying anti-Jewish prejudices. The weighing of

such works will decide whether in the end their intentions are schoIarly or polemical. And

while. of course. the study of polemicalliterature may serve academic ends. the intrinsic

purpose of this type of Iiterature was and still is political rather than educational. although it

may contain edifying eIements~

An example l'rom the ancient literature that bas becn cited above concems the issue of

ascribing certain biblical books to much later periods than tradition would have it. such as

dating prophetie texts to the periodsabout which they purport to prophesy. This happened
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to. among other books. the Book of Daniel. which Porphyry. for instance. assigned to the

Maccabean period. 67 In conjunction with thc wholc discussion (note 49 bclow) on the role

of Ezra in the transmission of the Torah. onc cannot help but wonder whether something

elsc is at work here as weil. besides a favorcd proto-critical and historical understanding of

the texl.ln pre-modem times. thc greater thc antiquity a tradition or a people could daim for

its ori-gin or history. the greater were the value and prestige they received. Howcvcr. lhcsc

same claims could also arouse jealousy. One way to discredit a rival "'as simply to dcny his

antiquity. This could he done either by anacking the pcrceived authorship of a sacrcd Icxt hy

picking up on existing traditions and tuming them around. such as tr.msfomling Ezra l'mm

rescuer and restorer of the Torah to falsi lier and corrupter of thc tradition: or by casli ng dOllht

on the validity of certain institutions. such as prophecy. Thatthis approach was not strangc to

Hellenistic-Jewish tradition either is evidenced by. for example. Artapanus. through whosc

work the notion was communicated that Egyptian culture and its religion with ail its idolatrolls

and polytheisticelements. wereshaped by Abraham. Joseph. and Moses. Similarly. thc idca

thatthe Greeks derived ail of their philosophy l'rom the Jews. is found in the works of the

philosophers Aristobulus of Paneas(early 2nd c. BCE) and Philo (ca. 20 BCE - 5'- CE). :IS

weil as the historiai! Josephus (ca. 38 - 100 CE). Aristobulus. e.g. suggests that bcforc the

Torah had been translated inlo Greek as the Septuagint. earlier portions had been rendcred

into Greek and had reached Pythagoras. Socrates and Plato. thus forming the basis of their

philosophy. ('lI

A modem case in point is the literai revival of the old Muslim arguments of biblical

criticism in present-day Arabic anti-Zionist polemical works that are disguised as works of

political science and sociology. An impressive number of these works are chronicled by

M.Y.S. Haddad. 69 who ends his chapter on the functioning of modem Muslim polemics

with the very relevant observation that. 70

Nevertheless. Muslim polemics concentrate more on the Torah which is conceived as
the guideline ofJewish behaviour. In this connexion it can be seen as an extension of
the classical Muslim polemicsagainst the Jews.. .In any case. these polemics must be
considered in the Iight of the present situation in the Near East since the intrusion of
Zionism into the area and the establishment of the State of Israel. which led to the
expulsion of Palestinians l'rom their country and the occupation of diffel""nt parts of
the surrounding states. A high degree [of) tension exists and Muslim polemics against
Jewry express it clearly.

With regard to the transition ofpolemica1 themes. Haddad offers the following striking ex­

ample. which is especially interesting as it combines a number of ideas. one of which we

dealt with at the outset of this chapter.71 He quotes a certain Ahmad Sousa (presumably

l'rom Syria) l'rom a 1975 publication. who comments on the story of the Exodus:
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ft is l'rom Manetho's story told by Josephus 100 B.C. about the war bctween the
Eoyptians and the Hyksos in the 14th century B.C. that the authors of the Torah got
th~ material to reconstruct their story. the Exodus. and related it to their supposed
ancient history. They thereby produced an artilïcial picture of the Israelites whom
they related to the oldest and most sacred personalities of aneient times.

Another example is the strange odyssey of the pernicious myth of the Protocols of the

Eiders of Zion ,~ straight into Iran. or the inspiration political cartoonists l'rom the Arab

Middle East have drawn l'rom their colleagues l'rom the Third Reich. who in turn were

inspired by medieval mYlhs of demonization!

g. COllcflldillg Remarks
Ali in ail it should become c1ear that. on the one hand. 19th century biblical criticism. while

not necl.'Ssarily a direct offshoot of earlier polemiealliterature. may bc considered an heir to

tho,: issues raised in this earlier body ofliterature. On the other hand. Hoffmann's refutation

is likewise a direct heir to the age-old Jewish responses to these polemics. if not fitting

altogether into the tradition of apologetic literature. Trautner-Kromann. '> in dealing with

the category of polemical Bible commentary. points out:

While an ordinary Biblical commentary. for example. explains the meanings of indi­
vidual words or whole sentences in relation to the Biblical text irself. to help the rea­
der understand the text as such. a polemical Bible commentary takes its point of depar­
ture in a disputed Bible passage. not only to explain its particular meaning. but also to
relate it to current circumstances of life and social conditions that concern the reader
and commentator. The Bible text is given topicality and a new meaning with contempo­
rary relevance. An ordinary running Bible commentary will thus only bc polemic to
the extent that the theme of the text or its associations can bc used as a starting-point
for a reaction to a specific current Christian interpretation or pressure. A delibcrate.
consistently polemic text. whether it takes the form of a review of controversial Bible
passages or a handbook of polemics against the Christians. will on the other hand
retlect massive and varied Christian pressure and thus reproduce the subjects of
debate. the themes that were topical. precisely in the period when the author lived.

Ifwe replace "Christian" with "critical." this description defines to a great extent Hoffmann's

lnsran::.en. as weil as a great deal of his more general exegetical work.

It secms appropriate to end this chapter with a full citation of the concluding words

ofWaardenburg'sarticle: 7~

.. .there is no evidence that Muslims saw either Buddhist and Hindu. or Jewish and
Christian faith at ail. What they saw in fact were images developed within their own
cultural and religious orbit: they simply had their own ideas about non-Muslims.
developed on the basis of some Qur'anic and hadirh texlS. some knowledge of the
Bible. and some growing empirical perceptions and observations. What was lacking
seems to he a proper notion of the other's religious existence. an ideal of understand­
ing the other in terms of his own culture. history. and social setting. and the effort to sec
the other in terms of universal and not specifically Islamic mies and problems. Time
was not yet ripe to interpret a particular religious doctrine or other phenomenon as a
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specifie and culturally conditioned solution to certain univers;lI problems of man's
existence. This gives to so many Muslim judgments the S;IDle provinci;li character whi,'h
is striking in so many Christian opinions too about other religions. so that on this
score these religions are on the same footing.
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Il'Il1l1l· ..1 I..l'll.lI11 ,:kllll'Ill...., t illo"lll lh\ltlt:hl OIlld lhl'" 1ll1l..·l.!r;lllulI 11110 l'Jlh ;IIIJ 1:;111~ ::Olh l:eIlIUQ .11111 .Ie\\ I...h
'lllil l;tll<1111lIl'IJ1Il'\'11I"n.. ,,1 l'IlIl .. ll;IlIII~, "lT l' ,t: 1.:.;111' l'IHlI\ll.J .\1-, .1;lIl..l·1I l'IX 1 1 1:',\, ::X",\ ::'IX

':'1 ~l"l'l' ~,\\tI .... ll l 'I!oo:' , '111 \I;uullll'.. ;llld \llhl'r (illll"lll..'''' Il''l' III SenpltIT\.", "'l'l' Yon (·;lI11p".. nh;tu","·n 111-:: h::
I"I, J-J- If.- Ilii \1;lIll'lll'.. ,l'I'lhlill III Ihl: 1kba'\\ Ihhll" and Ihl' .I1:\\I ...h (ilxI....ee Blad,m.m P'~" 11.\ I::~.

alld llllll\." Il'lTlIll\. Sl'::;11 1"- ::.q::..w
:: 1 \ 'Ill t ';III1I"-'llh.It~""'1l 1'1-': '1-

:::: 11I1.f.. p 1"1
::,\ \\ ,1 ..... 11I l'IXh ....\{ \1"00. Ikl::l'T 1"-" h

::-ltil;l\ 1'1::'\

:::' /;,ah~ltlpllll"'" "JS'J lo.\{ III \\ Iule III;.:hl~ rc'IJahh:. lhl" ...tuJ~ .11"00 ...ho\\ ... ~1I1"\cll'c~d'IU"'IIC"''' \\Ith rcgurû tu
1l1ll1111~ tu", 11I~"Illcnt ~ntu,:al \~lll:l"" hl'" l':1T1\ III hl'hlr\. "'Ul:h :1'" -1'l1c ..ch",nl"r\nt"ll:h h".. I~cn cn:dllcJ \\ult
thl'lk;Il\IT "1 llcllll.! Ihe ftr"1 h' Il'I\C hlrlnul~llcJ a ...~ ...icl11 ,'1' hihlic:lllI1tcrprct:lliun that apph\OlcheJ 111"Tl' ne;trl~
Ih'lI1 ;Ul~ ~'Iher e'lll~ (, 'hn'II01Il 'ch,,,'1 I1m"~ pnncipll·... nI' ~THICI"'m \\hlch :tn: "",\\' "~CCrh:J h~ Ilh1'ooC \\111.1
.u..-l..ll\I\\led;.'C Ihe \:Ih,hl~ ,II the l:';lll·~'\lTIl."" nt" 11luJcnt hlhhcOlI ~nll~l ...nl" \\'Iule thcn: 1111~ht he ",-"uc truth III
It. Il 1'" 1.11 h'lt' "'lll·l,'ul.lll\e. l·...lll'l·I;dl~ "o\,'en \\lIhll1 thl' ~,lntC\t ur thc rl."st ,,l' the ...luJ~_ H,."in~ uf'l r.ltll'llOlI nunJ
nlOl~ 1U1l,\."lIllOl\e 1'I'l\ I.I,,-d ,,,l1lcl,,·nt ~nlull,1 fnr;1 n:t: lc\Iu;1I :mJ mnre hlstnnc:d OIppn\Olch. cSfll'Cmll~ .tnh'"';:
th,''''' \\ ht.1 \\l're l11'In: "T ","" cl1kltl,m:l11\ rcl1kl\'l-d ll'\lm thc Ilchrc\\ Bihlc, :\11.1«: rl"SCf\'I.-d is T\ n~ l 'H 1. ~)S'

.\O.~ St.'1,' lurtltcr. (, irceT )'k,l. e...." lhe ~·llOllucr ..111\.'\""'UTC·... 1~\c~'Cti~al :\lcthl-.1." ')S,III. • ,

:t, St."t: :'hutt l'r.ot""n the l"CuJepl~r:lplml Ic\l "The I.clteT ,\1' "\rlsIC.I~." .\!s". ()rlin~li.~ 197~~ "nur I~ISS: .&-k).
+.l.+ \\"lIh re';::lr,llt.1 l;ltcT cll<ITl--~""l1r f:II"'ltil-:tlhm tn 1...I..m Il IS wnrth"hile tn n,'tc l\w I~ wh,l lh ...~u .....;c'" lhc
un';:lIl ur eert:1I11 \'1rmnl~ hcl"ccn the Scptua~mt and thc :\laSt.'fCtic Il:,,t nI' the IIchrc" Bihlc, Auc.h.'t.I h' lhül
...h,'ul,lllc thc :tt:~u!'o;lllun~ur f'lblt"i"":1ti,,'l1 hcl\\,,'Cn e;'lrl\ nll'\li"~'al P:llri...lic ..nc.l Jewish wriler.<. wilh Te!:;.II'd hl Ihe
,h\CI~III:: dth\I1Ulll~ll.~ III the :\Iôl",,'rcllc.: tc\1 ;,mu thè I..":\~ lhe lalter uni:ril1~ a l11ure cxtenucu "lie than the
l'''rmer Cf \\"OIc.:holc.1eT l'k...''t: ~5.',·"l$"I.,

:~ I:,'r Ihe IntncOlCte, ,,l' thl' l""dcmie:1I tri.mele. ""OC <'inlTilh l'~: (,5-'70 rcg:InJin~ nl.11leN rclOllcù hl Scnpturc..
'N .
-' (iT;)\ l'':'~ -15-4'7
:-t S.t'OI~I~;t', rt:fm..ttoll. "llhr " ... Il ..;uT\·i\'c..; (poins h:1"C N.ocn rt.'C\wercu 1'1\'01 the Cail\l <.icni/':lh). \' .... puhh..hcù.

tr.II1~I"'"-d .mc.1 :.mnl'I:.I,,:\I h~ IJ;nld",m ItJ15. I;,r:m :mal~sis ,,1' this lexl and its aUlhllr s..'t: Roscnlhal. 1')4.";-4.."t.
\\lIh c\~clle11l ;'1I1011~1IC:11:ult.! hihliu~raphu:al nul...... Ru~nlhal pla......os the t{ueries r,lisc."Ù hy Ih"'l ml,,' lhe pero
'f'll."Cll\c ur ulher c;'ITI~' m".,Jie\'al eastcm c.:rilil."S ,,1' the IIcbrc,,' Bible that cuuhJ he ruunu amunt: ZUI\13slrians.
:\1,...lcnl' .mJ (, 'hri...lmnsOls \\ell a..; "nlt.'n~ the nl~rt:ld.. ,,l' sl'Ctarian.... e,\plurin~ the n:ligil'us.inlcllcctmll l1ulteu
nI' lh:lt rcriuc.1 mu.! p.linls .Il p.lSslhlc cnNri. innUenL....OS hc:1\\'ccn lhe \":ariuus ~ruups. Ile alsc,) puints tu ..imil:lrilies
hel\\'c"," IliwÎ :mu Ihe "Shc'elut .-\Iiqol" (..;cc helu'\') and c.Icals :L" weil ",ilh Ihe n:llun: uf the crilicism, :\Ion:
r""cenll~ I"lci..;~her. l'.ml ~ ~tJ·S. u~ribcs a GenÎ/.ah lextlhat may acluallY'llri~inalc rn'01 lIi"'i.

,\I1ht.'u,;:h. :l'" S:liJ. une has lu he c:,":ful when pnljc."Cling such an utll,.~ly' muc.lcm term a... "bihlical cnli·
cl"im" untu ;,an earlier pcri"d, a luuk al ho\\' mcdic\'al schulars. w,,'rking \\,jlhin the Trodition. and lhcir "'PP'''­
llenls. "...'nsiucn."t.I Sl."Cl3rian ur hcn:lic:ll. dcalt wilh c.lillicultic:s in Ihe: Rible: lext can cc:naÎnly yielc.l inlen."Slin~

n:sul1~, ,\11 example nlaY bc: ruund. in the It.ln~ ...tamlin~ (anU p..lssibly 11C.l( ~c:t linishal) ,tc.lys.'\CC ur Ihe rull,,,\'in~

tC\l. \\hlch I,,'mls .. \'3luahle :Iùditi",n tu lhe malerial cl'nbin..'d, in the lIiwÎ al·Balkhi polenlic: St:hl,.'ChteT.
"c,icnll:l Sp«i01ens: l'he Olc.lc:st Colk-clion ",f Bihle Dillïcuhics. hy a JeW." 1901. deuls IthlStly with Ihe i...sue ut"
\\'h~ thi..; l''lnicular lexl pnlOOhly "'ould nul t{ualify a... a ,,",mile "·ummc:nuu'~,,.and ~Î\'C:S ex..'mpl~'S ",1' K;lroile and
KOlhholiule ..·um01ent3ri..... llR \'ariou.'ri. hihhc:ll \'crses 1o suppon Ihis. Pertinenl lu Ihe pR:SCnl chapter is the "'ut·
hile llf the ditlÏt:uhi,,'S lh:1t lhe :Iulhur of the le\1 pcrcei\"cs as cxis1ing in Ihe Bible leX!: lin~uistic.slylislic dit"·
lit:tdll....... C_~" Ihe unclQr st~'le of Scriplurc; incunsislcncics; supcrllu"lt1S WONS, and R:'pc:lition~" ~Iurc ..;cri"lUS
i.. thc ,'tlScf'\'ali'ln ur m:an~' chnlmll"l~ic;al pnlhlcms in the: Ie:xl; thal ,"ariou... bibliClI boub l,.·onirodici CJch
,1Iht.-r at 'llo:C.N,\n~ anU lhat Ihe clhil,.'S ......ml:l.inct.l in them an: ina>mpalible: with anU inferior 10 the: moral nalure ..lr
li"ll1" llf C"UN:. the chl\\l1C.llo!=-lcaI pruhlems had all'C:ldy becn ",,'lcd by' bc."llh Rabbanitc and Kamitc: authms. Whtl
had lril"\! lu n."Soh'e 1lk..'f1\. 'rhc 3ulhor ur this lext. hl'l\\'C"er. Îndic;atc:s tbat he con.,idcrc:d thc:ir kind uf pruhlem
St.ll,' in~ "as men: 3p'\lo!-"Ctic u'3sh." runhc:r di~u.'ri...qonuf this te\t is round in: Bachcr 1901; Ptv.nanski 1901;
"','r!-~ l')()~~ l'JllS; :O,Cli!-.....lM 1903; RllSCnlhal I~; Sunrte: 1951; Schc:ibcr 1956. 1957. 1%5. 1966. l%ï.
l\l~; .\I..ni l\l~); Wiedcr 1%::: 9::·901; Hci",hcr 1967. 1981l ln IWO n:cenl .rticles. 199~: 301 .nd 199~.:

=". L', Simun "-",leL"'!s Fh:i..;chc..-r's (l'Nll su~~sti"'lnl,f idc:ntif~'ing \"i~haki '\'Îlh the 3Ulh"'lr ut" the Sh~'~lor.
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JO h"lf Ihls pcrilx! 'lnd Ils SI'lCCI;11 1'1llcmiCal hter.Hun.'s III ';:l'nc:r.II. 'Ct.- n.m'Il. l')h:\, ",i 1), Chaplc.'r .~.) 'lIllllh","
IitcrJ.turc ln noie q 'lbf..wC.

31 J. Cllhen Il)~::: 1::9.lh9; \\,t1Ii;'lms l').~:;: :4..~·:'''5 \\'1111.101S :UI\.1 11'1:10' ,'the.'r-; IlknUI\ ~hlnllll .IS;l 1.:\'111\."rll..,,1

Je\\'. lIowc\'C:r. Cohen I~::: LlO nllte. presents CllT1'"lnCll1c c,,'\'IUCnCc h; the Cl'ntr'1r\ .. . .
•~: J, t'llhen 19~2: 129. Ollie 1 t= hmkcnstclII 1'r.D: r:'.:n ~l'C funhl'r. "unke.'nsll'll1 l'lSh :"N. 11llh." h.~ ~l'l' l'n

~Ianani alsl\ BaHln. \'01. 9. 19h05: Wh·IO~; Bllnfll 1')71. hank T;'llm;'l~c 1')(,- ::1.\. m'te." 4. llhscf\cS lh;u
R<1~mllnd ~Ianini :Ictually ll'\cd K DOl\"'Ô Kimlll's Cl1nlnll:nt;,ml;S hl funh(,'r hls ,'wn t...l!cl1llc;'II'I~cnLl:.1

.:1,3 ~Il'Canh\ P~l: :'2·55. t','h..'" l')~: 14..'t. 151)-lhO. "~lfcrinl." FJ 1:,7t)·SO; "'!'Ikkun 'l,fl·nl11." IJ: II.N 40
34 Cf. Funk~nstcin 1971.

35.\asi Jl)g'i: ~. E\'cn strongcr.on cla."i,slr)in~ Ibn Hum's \\\'rk ..a.... a ht'l('L;. uf C"I11p:.Ir.lli\c rc:lq:l\'n." C ,\JoUl~
19'->6; 65. ouId... "Ihal t~is is nol qUltc aCcurJle smec the alm of thc \\l'rk is 1""lcIUlcal ~md ",lt lll'SCnl'l1\"c"

36 Fischel 195H: l$(l-l57, Ibn Khaldun doc.os. hllWC\'er. n,"c lncl,.'nslstcndcs mlhe le'\1.
3.7 ,\3.....i 19~: 1&. distinguishc.os four t'H)(:s: :'1) acc\lunls llf diah,'~uc."s hct\\een a ~Iuslim and .. non·~lus1im; l'tl

letlers of persuasion and clln\'ersillnal discu.s.silln. wilh argumentalilln 4"lf 4"htTen:nccs; c) ~ocner..ll n:fut:ltlUns nI'
uther rcligiou.... IrJditions by new C4"ll1\'enS 10 ju.sllfy Ihcn ""'n Cl'n\'ersillns~ ,'r rcsp"I1SC."S III t:cncml 1",'lcIl1lcal
liter.Jtun: ac..h'anccd again.st lslam \lr III infonn Ihe 1:-ocOCI"'JI puhlic abl'ut thcsc polcmics~ and d) gcncrJI studic."S l'I'
religion.s nc,lt purcly hoIscd on polcmic:'11 (Ir ap"logctic:lI intcn:sts. hUi wilh the purpo...c of comprchcndll1l: the:
unity of truth and the di\'crsilY 4,,)1' n:hgiou.s traditions. ror 4"lUr pUl'pllSe IWO will suffic."C. h,'we\·cr.

38 Waardc:nbuq: 1979: 24-...c;..Z7S orre:rs a \'aluable anal~'sis of Ihis punicuJar lilemlun:. pn:sc:nting cxamples fnlm
carly ~lus1im studic:s on Buddhism. Hinduisnl. Judaism. and Christianlty. ail \k:.llin~ "'ith an l.1s..scssmenl 4",1' the
critica1 tcnets of thc.-sc n:1i!:lons l'n'lm the \'antat:e ptltnl \ll" Islam. On pp. :!4S.9 the se\'crJI phases Jurin~ Ihc
c:ncountc:r of Islam with a ~n:at number of (,lther n:li~illns is prcscntcd. In cllnc.:lu....ion the way Islam clOlsslfics
the: shortcomln~ of the \'arious n:1i~ioll.'" in oNer t4,,) denKmstrJtc ilS 0\\'0 supc:riority 'l\'er them is sumnlariled.

39 \\'anrdenbuq: 1979: 2~7, .:\ strikin~ parallc:l can be 4,,)bscr'\'cd in ~taimonidc:s' stalc:ment in HW:JWl A\'od"
.am. ch. 1. \\'hicb contains bis 'sociolog~' of n:ligion.",' ,,'hen: nalurnlly. JueJaism is pn:scnlc:d as the primoNial
rcli~ion. It c."Ould he :.lSkc."1J whcther nul his st::ltemc:nt RÙght h:.1.\'C bccn maJe in rcsp.lI1.sc: 10 lhis ~"CncrJI n\llÎon
of Isl.m.

40 l...:1mrus..y:.ûch 1992. l:nfonunatc:I}" tbis \'c:~' u.sc:ful book: \\'uh c:~ccllent biblio~phical infonnali(ln in Ihe
footnotc:s lacks n bibliogmph)': mon:o\·er. a ccrtDin degree 01' sloppiness in bath indc::'t und noies muk:es CR.lSS·

rcfc:rc:ncing: sotDCtirncs bard. Sce on the issue of possible ~Iuslim influence on the dC\'clopmc:nt or ml'K.Icm
biblical criticism :llso ..\asi 1987: 138-1..uJ. Lazarus..Yarch scc:ms to he: unawan: of ..\a.'\i's slud\'. a." shc makc.-s no
mention of it. Sec: aiso bc:lo\\'. note: 60. •

~ 1 Lazarus.Y.feh 1992: i:<.

~2 Cf. e.8. the important full.len!!lh study d""lin8 "ith the voi= of early Isl.m. Adan8 1996. Funh",. l'crlmann
19*9: id~m 1%-1: Id~m 1973: 122·125 for the n:fut:ltions olTen:d by lhe 13th c:cntuf)' Jcwish philosopher fn,m
Ba8hdad.lbn Kammuna. Hirsehfeld 1901: Roth 1987: Powe" 1986. \Vith n:~n1 to this lost study. sc:c also S.
Stroumsa 1987. (l.:lmrus.Y.feh 1992: 27 0'.). ~1""1 of thc:sc: studi"" dc::lI "ith Ibn lluni andJor S:1l11:1u'oI. An·
other "el)' uscliJl study~ dcaling \\;th 3D :anonymous polc:micist from the: world 01" Islam. is Ka...."in's •A StucJy 4,,)1'
• Founc:e:nth·CentUf)" Polemic:al Tn:atise 'Adve:tSus Judacos.·" 1969. He provi<!cs in his introduetion (PP. 62·~)
a det:lilc:d Iist of ail the biblic:al passages that ~llISlim polemie;...., say n:ler 10 ~Iuhammad 01" Islam. This t""'tise
deols with ail tbe traditiona! ""te80ri"" found in similor worlcs. Still valO3ble an: the (I..",ical sludies by
Goldziber 1872: 1873: 1~5: 1878. and Schn:incr 11188: 189*.

~3 l.:lmrus.Yafeh 1992: 26. and sec: the Iileratun: cilc:d tben:. To this should be addc:d A.si 1987.
-14 Aasi 1987: 59.66. 102.IOJ.
~5 Perlmann 1%-1.
~6 Perlmann 1973: IJ2.llOle l.sa: Adan~ 1996: 249·255. On thc:sc:c:onc:cpt., sc:c oIso l.:lmrus·Yafeh 1992: eb.:!.
~7 Adan8 1996: 75. 245. 247·2-18. We may add la this Kassin 1969: 197. who !tivcs tbe follo"in8 .a:ount of lhe

stuntc:d transmission of God's (Allah's) "",el.tion: "The tnIc: Tor.lh whi(h Allab "",c:alc:d 10 ~Iosc:s "a, lhe one
whicll ~Ioscs broke "ith the t:Iblets in his an!l'" a8.inst y·ou. bc:c:ausc of the c:alf whieh tbe ehildn:n of Israel
made. And only the: minimal part of it n:ac:hc:d you. Your anc:e:slors tben rose and ~Ihen:d wbat tbc:y found
brokc:n of it. and pic:e:c:d il to1!"thc:r. aller Allah ha<! n:movc:d from it Ibe (promise: al) mc:n:y .nd blc:ssin~ wbich
were in il.:lIld Ic:ft for)o'OO in it the tlm:ats :lnd den[o)unciations and imprecatioll.~and tul.rshncs."i.· In conlm."d.
sc:c Avot 1: 1·11 for the importaDc:e carly rabbinie Judaism att:lchc:d ta Ibe notion of an uninlerruplc:d lran.,·
mission of the: di"i"" tradition.

48 011 Tahnf,cf. Gaudeul and Gaspar 1980. The: autho" discuss the: varia.., catellOri"" of tahnfas they _ur wilb
"'!!D'd to bothJudaismand Cbristianity. Furthc:r. Aasi 1987: 13·18.36.98: Lazarus·yafeh 1992: 19·21: Adan8
1996: m.248: Lazarus·Yafeh 1995. ~laimonidcs plO\'idc:d an important Jcwisb n:sponse to this ebar!l" in hlS
"Epislle ta Ycmcn: Halan and HaIUnan 1985: 107·11~. As count",·ar8umc:nt he "ondc:ts how the ~luslim.s

c:ould su88"Sl thaltbe Jcws ha<! rcmo>'c:d oIlusions la Mubanunad and Islam from the: Torah. if it oIn:ady ha<! becn
translatc:d inta S,me. Gtee:k, Ptrsian. and Latin =turics befon: the: ,p""""""", of ~luhammad.And. lbe TOOlh
fonns an unbrob:n tradition in the: East and the W",,1. "ith the: rcsult that tbcrc an: no diffc:n:nccs in the: le.1 .1
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.ail The 11111\ !"Ilundalltln the \Iu"ihms ha"c for lhcH chan:c of f"\sllïç;jtlon is the ahscncc of ;ln\ allusions lu
:'I.tuhammotd"zn the Torah. l'hl,,' 1"1I1lowcd hy a n:futallOn '01' m()sl of the alluswrt"i lhat ~Iuslims'do Ihlnk. still
rcrn:un tuddcn ln the Ic:\1

.,t') ('1 l;v.aru.,- Y;llch IC)92: ch..\. on I:lr.l'l '/.a~r a... bulh the n:scucr tr.msnutlcr falsllïcr of Torah and as a subjccl
lor polcmlc, .\bo .\dal1~lt)l)6 l..l0·2.U..\~llub IIJX(, fur l:.tra lU Islam; and Pcrlmaun 1964: 5+55. l'or the
oplnllllllll :':IIn:lII'al ;11·\la~hnhl on thl' m'llter. hlr a lot:llly dirrcrc:nt dc\'c1oprnCnl of the hihlic;'11 E/.rol from
"~cnhc: (11 the Tumh 01 \1t"Cs to oScnhc: of the \\lsdom \11' the \Iusi High III pruphct to rc\'calcr of maglc",·.lstrn.
lo~u;.a) 'l'Crets" ln ,xl..t.blbltcal Jcwlsh ;,md Chnsll:m IUcmturc. scc Stone: 1~1. Ile: h'l\\K.s at the: tmnSfl\rm:l­
lion the: h~ure: or 1:.I.r.t unue:n\e:nt hasc:u on the treatment of lhls hibhcal dlaro.lcter mthe pseuue:pi!;:raphical l'M."uk
nI' li: 1:.J,r.1 (or bUr.l'l ln Ihe centuric."S following the compusiuon of this t"':Klk. 1t sc.-cm" tholt the: clement of l:.J.ro.l
Ihe Scnhc: hcClllnc.... h"l III fa\'ur nf more: popular and acute characterü.atil\Os of \'isillr1al1' and mystic. Thc."Sc tro.l­
cJUIUIiS .an: incJepc:ncJent frum the Islamic and no Iro.lce IS round of eilher Ezro.l 'L" falsifier of the Toro.lh ur the per­
'lslent m)lh Ihat tbc Je"'s cun.'iu.Jercd E/ro.llo bc the "$(ln of God" <<"''>ur'an 9:30) which is only fl1und in Islamic
Imdulon :md W;'IS:I pnpular polemlcal whip tn Ia.'ih out with. Dt."Spite the fact that ~luslim wnters early nn :11­
rendy rnc.-cl wilh ;,md ..dmlt to the prnblem that they cannllt find any Jewish substanlintion of this attribulion. il
ne\'cnhcless IS al"':I)s usc:d in conjunctiun with the: Christian bclief of Je$us bc:ing the S(ln of God. so that both
reh~lous ma) he accu.,e:d uf the: sarne crime. Ibn Ila/.m auributcs this particular bclicf to the Sadduccc."S l. \asi
19K7: NN), For our Ihc."Sis. howe:\'er. menülln should bc: made of the one passage in l\' I!l.ra dealing wilh E/.r:l's
'Cotml acü\'iti,,"S an the "cry liber.lI elaborntion on thc hiblical account of Ei.ra's prescn'aüon of the Torah in 1\'
EI.r.1 l-l: l-l-m. Fcldman 1993 pnwidcs u.... with "Josephus' Ponrnit llf En-o.I." summin~ up Josephu...'i' S("urce:s and
cumpann~ his cauliuu.'" approach lu the e:'\tn:me:ly lauùatory attitude llf ro.lbbinic and c:xtm-biblical litero.ltun:. Sc."C
for:m c'\amplc uf the: rnbhinic position with n:g-.lfd tl) Ezrn's mie: in the trnn.'imis.'iÎon of the Torah, e.g.• the
mattcr of faet slalcment (tlCre il sccms in relation to the Oral Trndition) in BT Sukkah 203: "For in ancient times
whcn the Tornh W:L.. forgotte:n l'mm Isrncl. E/r.l c:unc up from Babylon and established it. ISorne 011 it 'l'a.'" a~ain

forgutten and 1Iillei the Babylonian came: up and c:stablishcd il. Yct again W:L.. (sorne 011 il forgotten and R.
1lin'a and his St.lrt'i Q;rne up and cstablished il." Of intero1. is. funhcnnore. that an c:'ttremcly hostile ch3rneteri­
l.:ltion 'lf I~.ra is found amonl!! the Samarit:lns who addc:d the accu..~ation of his h3\'ing cbangcd the script a...ide
!"rom lhe ,,'onlenl'i of the Torah (Fcldrn.an 1993: 191). On Ezra's relation to the the Hebrew and Samaritan scripts.
sc."C tirst the discu.....'iion in B. Sanh. 21b-22a. when: it is stalcd tbat originally the Torah had becn gi"en in
*Ashurit," i.c. the square script, but b«:nL~ the Jc",s sinncd it \\'a.'" changcd into the andcnt script, i.e. P:1lco-­
Ilehre\\'. Only under l:.r.rals leadership the "original* script Wa.~ rcston:d, for had the Torah not a1rcady becn gi\'cn
10 ~toscs. Et.rn "'ould ha\'e bc:c:n wonhy of reccÎ\'in~ it. For an e~planationof this position and its ultimatc:
",\,n."iC.'qucnc.-es" sc."C Wciss~~lalÎ\'ni 1993:..a.2. notc 17. Sec: as well the: chaptCt' "Chate'u 'tïsracl: ,.\ Proposc...... Reso­
lution to the Connict of Pt:shat and [)crash: in Weiss~Hali\'ni 1991. Sec "ith n:g:m1 to the Samaritan charge 'lI'
~J.rals rewriting the Tornh l'mm D Judnhite point of \'ie\\, a.~ wcll as thcir position \'is"':1a \'is ~Ioslem accusatiuns
,,1' f.lsili"lion .nd .brogation. 1.0,,)' 1977: 8ol-133 .nd csp: 129-133: Coggin.< 1975: 72-73. Also Pu"'is
1968: 1K-21. 8.."; note. cr. also the discussion in Ga.'ite:r 1923: 28.90. en. Funhcnnon: in Christian l>:ltristic
Iitorntun: (w""",-Y.fe:h 1992: 63) when: Ju.<Iin (:!Rd o.) holds E7.t:t rcspon.<iblo for corrupting the bibli..1 to,t
and \lmittin~ allc:gc:d n:rcn:nce:s tO Jesus. whic.:h of course is very n:nùni.~nt of the ~tuslim blame "ith regard to
.1I0~'l:dlysuppn:>.-.;cd n:li:n:ncos 10 Islwn and Muhwnmad. Cf. on Justin's posilion .Iso. Willi.ms 1935: 33-3-1.
ln .n anli-Christian wo,k in whioh he: .tte:mpts 10 discn:dit Christian elaims to antiquil~·. lhc: 3rd e. pag.n Hollo·
nistio writor ""rphYI)' c:ancludcs: ":-;othing WIIS pn:sc:rved l'rom the Tornh of ~Ioses••nd it is snid that .11 its
Ic'l~ \\'en: bumt to~thc:r"ith the Temple. The: writings later eomposc:d in his name Wen: written in an imprecisc
lIl3nncr 1.180 ~'C11S IInor lhc: dCllb of ~losc:s by Ezrn IInd his disciples." (Lazarus-Yllfeh quoting Ste:m 197~ Il:
...:so). Ste:m (IbId.• p. 428) adds tO this: "One of lhc main clement'i in Porph)'t)"'S work is the scicntilic nature ,,lI'
tho eritieism ho .pplics to the Old Teslllme:nt. 50 that he: bccomcs in this wllY • diSlant pn:cursor of the modom
biblioal eritics" (sec lliso noie: 3). Soc: on ""rphyry Ils weil. Gllgor 1973: 107-108. He suggc:>"\.< that ""rph~"ty

wa.'i awan: of .... Ezra 14:21 If.• r:atbc:r than tJCiog a proto-.critic. For an o\o'cn'iew of the attitude in Patristic
lilornlun: to,,=!.< Ean as n:ston:r of lbe: Hebrc:w Bible:. sec Grny 1923: 26-31.

SO This ehargo is. on the othc:r hand. socn Ils one of lhc: positive proofs for al-nask/. (.brogation): cf.•\asi 19l17:
90·93: but sec .Iso pp. 130-131 for lhc:e~ of aI-bada' on Qod's ehanging Hi,. mind For Il very IIble: dofe:n...,
IIg.in.<t lIl3n~' of thc:sc:e~••nd ..p. "Ilbrogation." soc SII'nd~.. Gllon's Emuno/ 1'~-De'O/ (Th~ Book ofB~Ii~f.'
and Opinions) 1976(19-18): 157-173 .nd passim. The: quc:stion whe:lbe:r on this poinl S.'.d~·. pole:miei,od
.~..in.<l Isl.m or Chrislianity is discussc:d by E1i",e:r Schlossbc:rg 1990. I~ who f.vors IsllI01, and Daniel
L:t<kor I~. fllvoring Christillnil)' 11.' opponc:nt. On .brogation. cf. Adllng 1996: 192·= who lliso dc:nls with
the Jewish n:s""n..... ~. SII'lId~...nd a1-Qirqisnni (Karaile:). pp. 198-210. For Knraite: rcsponsc:s 10 ~Iuslim

daim... and allc83tÎons. sec: Bc:naShammai l~. AD imponanl part of the Karaite criticisms were containcd
within thcir Bible commc:ntaries. E.!=•• Salmon ben Ycruhimts (l0lh ccntul')') commcntal')' on LamcntalÏ\,ns
c:ancc:mmg th. oharge: lhat the Je:ws con.<idc:n:d EztniUza~T 10 he: the "son of God." For lbe: 11.... of lbe: the:me: ,,1'
.brogation in the: pagn:t-etui.<tian c:1lCOUDlor. soc: Gogor 1973: 116-117.

51 Cf. !.:muu.<.Y.Ii:h 1992: ehapec:r 2. .
52 Cf. Aas; 1987: 111-115. For anotbc:r citation. ..., Goldziher 1872: 155. whc:rc lhe: lIuthors of biblic:al Slorics

an: insulted b~' lbe: notion of not bc:ing ve:ry accomplishc:d in DIIIthc:Dllltics.
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5.\ (T l.u..aru~·Y~tfch I~)I.)~~ c...'{ fl'r Iho IlaI.nt', :.JCCUs;JU\ln ,,'" Je\\ I,h prllphClllo:h.h:. In lhe: I..,.)ur';m Itus ;l4.:ClL-..;lIh11l .,

f,\und ln 'Uï.!S ::s"':; Il :md.5"'4 .\l'''''.K;\sslO lI1rtll )' :11, \\hc.'ft' \\C' fmd l-,,;,u;lh./c,.'l.:han;ah .mu Y;lh,;, \1 C,,'. J,'hn
the I-J<lpllSI) ;L' munJercd pn'phcts. In !";Id. K;l""IO" ;H1th"f ;,dd, ;10 IOntl\;lIhln \\heT1 he doums (hat durtn~ lhe:
trck. lhrtlu~h the \\lhJerm.oss. "the 'Isr.1Chlc cl'mmumt~ grumhlcd ;I~:un"l ~I\"C, ;111..1\ ;ln\l1.' tll:.ll l'. lh(~ \\c~c "Il
the \cr~c ,,l' k.111t11~ them," The m"uI' ,,l' PWphcttCll.,h: \';'l' ;'llrc:.Jd~ full~ Jc\c1"lleU III the c;lfl~ t,'hnsu;lII .mll
Jud:.usl1c ptdcmical IIh:r.llun:. insplrcd h~ the csrcct;1I1~' \'CnOml'u.... ;,Il:cnunl ln 'I;,mhl'\\ :.\ :I)'.N a" \\cll as
I.uk.c 11'+":'·51. .\cts 7'51.53.1 Thess. :: 15. when: il ~n'cd 'l'i ~I nc:c\.":".,.;,;U'~ undcrpmmn~ Ii.lf Ihe t.:h;lf~e that the
k\\s1kld kllkd JI.:Sll.'i. In f~'ci. a cllmp!Cte m.deplh stud~ WOlS dC\'lllcd ln the 1n:.l1mc:nlllf tins Ihcmc..·. an Ihe h~ht

llf Ihe Jeutc.:r\lnllnU~lIc lu~tllr~. h~ Sh."l.:k It)(,ï. Yct. \\hile then: IS nll c\ ldencc llf Je\\ Ish pn.'phetlclde ;t.s ~uch 1Il
the lIehrew Blhle - ",hen aclual prophellcldc llCcurs. the \'1llain IS the \\'1d.ed. nlln-lsnldlle, '1uccn JC/,chel thls
ml.lllf can he round an the nudrashlc tr.uJitu,ln dcalin~ with man~tlllo~~. Halpern ,\m.nu It)X.~ ;m.d~/cs the
dc\"c.:Illpmc.:nt and functlonin~ of this mollI' m Jewish tr.lditll.ln Olne..! e'plmns thou lln Ihe llne hand Ihcse ;IcCl.lunls
deal \\!th tc\.tual pn,hlcms (such a.'i char.lch:rs dlsappGlring ftllm thc blblicl1 slüru..'S and \,hen: dld thc~ l-o"l.'l, llU
the (llher h.md the~ sel"\'c as conslliation for" m:lrtyrcd pcc.lple and plOlee "the lr.l~Cl.hes ,,1' the fitst centu~

\\lthin the Cl.'ntc:\t of rat'lhmic thCl.)fjic~," Earlier. BI"nk. 19~7 ~S tried tu unr.l\'c1 the Il.1cntuic..'S llf the \'OIrilIUS
Zecharias th:Jt became cntan~kd 10 the "bc..we 1rOlc.!itil.llL". 1t should he nlltcd thOlt the pf\\c',hc\.ts III the Ilchn:w
Bihie. \\hich ha\'C a clc.arly intcrnal Isr.lclite intcn:st Olt hean, ..rc appn'pnak"l.1. c1abllr.ltcd and then t\\,sled fur
JXllemical purposl."S by Ihe t\\'l.' other c1airnants to rC\'elatl.l~' supcriority, Chnstianit~' and Islam,

.:q, K.han 1990 comfX1n."S Jewish (~,)th Karailc and Rabbanitc) and ~Iuslim positi\\ns lin the rclü'hllit~' of te,-t
transmis...ion and the te:'tt il'ielf. and il.. authl.lrit~'. l.lf their respective Scripturcs. Islam dc\'clopcd a whule appa­
r.Jtus of canonilcd trndition... around the Qur'an·... ongin and il" Prophet~ not unhke the Jc\\'ish ag!=adic tr.loiuons
with rc..-spc.-ct to the: Tor.lh. ~Iosc.... l~r.l. etc.:. Islamic thought. \\'hich attac.:ht.-s great imponance 10 ôln unmler­
rupted tran...mission of a te:\t or trndition in order for it to he amhenlic. rcg-.lnl.. the trnn.'imis.'ii\.ln "f Ihc Tornh ;'s

••unrcliable nnd then:li.lR: unauthentic, Cf. e.~.•.·\dan~ 1996: :24-1 1'1'.
"':"It is interesting to sec in \\'bich way Islam pcrceÏ\'oo, thc: c...)Ur':m a... hc..ll~' and R:\'culcd scripturc. In the tirst place

it is cl.'lL'iidcn:d to n:pn:sent the: \·c.:ry \\'ords of God. rc.:vcalcd 10 ~tuhammad in pc.mion.'i by an an~~lic mes.'ie:n!=er,
·Cla.'i.,ücal ~Iuslim thc..."llh,lg~ tKlld~ the Qur'an a.Iti being idcntical. in ItS c.."sscnce Ic..l the: c.:temal and uncrcatcd spc.."Cch
of Ci"xl. ha\'ing alwOl)'s e:'tiSlcd alongsidc Gc..)(j - which. h~' the way. is reminiscent of the Jc\\'ish mltion of the
etemall\ll"3h which Was u.'\Cd by ("":xi a.'i a blueprint for the Creation and less directly. certain a.'ipcCb of the
Christian logos, Sec on this aspect, e.g. Swcelman 194-7: 115--122. who thinb that Islam was IniluenœcJ by
thc Christian logos doctrine, Of inte~t as wcll is Semoy I~. whu pn:sc:nl'i the: criticism of the lo!-'OS idc:a by
Ihe IOth ccntury Kar.lilc schol:1.r al-QirqiS3ni. Semoy is of the c..lpinion that :1.1·Qirqisani is eritical of Ihe
L'11ristian inlerpn:tation c..lf this concept. Ho\\'c"e:r. man~' of the argumenl'i brou~ht forw.ml b~' :1.1.Qirqisani ma~'

jusl a.~ weil. or C\'cn he:ttcr. he: ~n a... criùc:al of the: Islounic idca of the: uncn:alcd Qur':m. This ",{luld makc scnse
in \'ie\\, of thc factth.at it "'a.'i much safer fc..lf a mirl\uit)' to e:<.pn:s..Iti criticism of the ruling majoril}' in languo\ge
dirc:cted :1.eain.~t :1.nother minorit'" E\'cn mon: so "'hen we f'C:l.lize the sensiti\'it\' or this issue: in Islamic
thou~ht. sèc Swcc'man 1~7: 116.117. •

The :1.ctU31 bc..lOk., wTitte:n "lth ink. on papc:r is ::l panial reproduction of the he:avenl)' boc.lk known to
Islamic thou~hlas the "Weil l'rcservcd T.hle'" (al.lauh.ul·mah/u:.l or the "~IOlhcr of Ihe Book" (..mm-ul·kl/ah).
The ",,·el.tions of the Qur'an come from this book and likcwise. from it "AII.h .bro!1"tes or ellnlïnn.s whal he
ph,a""," (sum.s lIS::!:!. -1..':4. 13:35). The Icrm "tablel" n:fers cqually to the book !ti'en to ~Ioscs. ori~i""lIy on
~lmc: tablets (suros 7: I..s...i. ISO. Is.a.), Bu' in contrast 10 the latter. the: Qur'an is spokeR of a.'i bcing in :1. weil·
pn:scn·<'d or ~uardcd table!. This implies thal it will he shieldcd from .11 fonn.s of .'bek. i.e. ~uarunlccd 10 he
fn:e from corruption, J.\\'. Swc:etman 19--lc;: 2..c;..::!8 tmecs this trnditilln to carly Hellenistic Jcwish Ie::'tts :md
providcs the n:le:\'ant n:fen:nc:cs, lintil quitc recc:ntl)'.the idc:a. of the: Qur'an conlainin~ (Jod's \'e~' speech causcd
a ~t n:sistana: \0 ilS trnnslation· \\'mch. ::l~:1.iD. is similar to Jcwish sen.~itivitics with l'eg-.ard to the: Turah,
Din:etly ",1.t<"<1 10 lhis is lhe .bsolule dogma in Isl.m lhatthe l.n~uallCof the Qur'an. Ambic. is in e,ery respect
pcrfCCl. The: similaritic:s with Jewish tmditions go evcn funhef whcn eonsidering the notion in Islam tlult the
letters of the Ambie .Iphabet "form the 1an~1lC of the Divine Bn:a'h." So other l.nguallC eould pos.sibly cap­
ture il'i bc:3uty or convey il~ rIlC:t..'<ia~...\ trnnslation. oo\\'evcr. couJd Ic:a.d the un.",u...pc:cting l'COlder to douht and
skeptieism. :-:Or would justice he donc to the perception thallbe Qur'.n was n:'caled lhrou~h • li'in~ 'oicc. The
Qur'an. \\;th the adjeeti\'c 'glorious' :1.dded to it. n:prcsents the truc and uncorrupted cop~" of the divine: rcvela­
lion. bcing ,he final seriptun:. The Jewish Torah (Tawmtl and the Christian~. Testament (/n}11) .n:. il is truc.
copies of the same hen\'cnly book. but bc:cunc COmlpled in the course of time. This h'.",ue is discu",scd in: WaU
1950: Jeffet)· 1950: Widcn~n:n 1968: TriUon 1972: Bhajj.n 1974: ~I.delun~ 1974: l'cIers 1976. esp. chapt«
11\. "the Qur'.n.nd God's Other Speech:" Seu..irth 1983: Daibcr 1994 dcscribcs in detailthe diseu.s.sion in e.r1y
Islam eonccmin~ ,he nalun: of the Qur'an: Sadan 1994 dcaJs ..ilb the statu.' of Ambie as a holy l.nguallC .nd the
Jcwish re.Clion 10 il in l2th ccn'u",: Wild 1996: V.n Es.s 1996. Sec as weil Er-: ka/am. lawh al·mDhlu:. and
mi/ma. \Vilb "'!1"rd '0 'he ori~in of ihe Hca'enl)· T.blel. Widcn~ren (pp. 215-216) espl.in.s !hal lbis may he
found in the ancienl pn:·lslamic Scar·Ea.'1cm tradition of lbe Babylonian T.blclS of Destiny. On Sew Ycars <lay
lhcsc wcre lhrown b)·the high·god Marduk.just as sura.s 44:2. 97: l, 2: 181 Slale lhal "the Qur'an .....s senl down
in the monlb of Ramadan in the :-;ight of Po....r.. .in which night 'Allah dccn:cs ""cry term and ""ri: and .11 food
tillthe samc <la)' of the n..st ycar." Com:sponding Jewish .ltitudes to Hcbrcw as holy tongue an: discu.sscd b)·
e.~. Wolfson 1950: 223 IT.: H.Uein 1963: 241-2-13. On the m)"Slical qualities of the letters of the Hebrcw .Ipha-
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hel 'Cc C l! I-J:! '7•.1.":" ,:"-+l)~ ;md lunhcr. \h...he Ille! Iln-t') )-:x lm \hrah:Jm .\hulalïa's thcon nI" lan~lJ;J~c hlr
IhC'JC"I,h Irt;;.llmcnl ,11 the l':'\UC III <jud', "speech," d hclu". dl;..Iplcr Il'-+. note ~5 . ..

5(, 1ilr.chlcld ")01 ~l+5 makc."S the lnICrc'tJn~ tI~ct'\':J!I(ln th;tt an partlcular the 1\\(1 char~cs of Islam ;1!!ô!In:'\t

JUJaI'In. namcl~ Ihe (Inc 01 ahrug-.lIIOn 01 JulJalsm and the one: (lI" 1~"lf~m~ the Ic:\l. ma~ h... ,c ha::n Olt the haslS
III ~lnu:lc:, X and 1) 01 \laullonuJc,' Pnnclplc:... (If '·:Juh. rch:rnn,:: III the UI\ me and unr.;han~m~ nature of the
Ttlmh rc'pc:çll\c1~ Ih ....chfcld ,u:!~c...h Ih:Jl Ihc'c 1\\11 \\cre formul<llcd c,prc,sl~ ;IS ;1 rchutt;lI hl thcsc
;ll.:çtl~ltlon' (l al", çh Il.+

5":" "crlmann ItN"; 11

5x "Cicm':ltn:J." I~ 7 3"l)-.-\'7~ l'or Ih applll:allon ln \Iu:oohm IntcrprCWlll.1n. aga,". b~ a Je\\'lsh Cl'm'crt. cf
Perlmann 1')40 17K-IXlJ. 1.aJ.aru~-Y<tlch IlJ'J::. ch. -+. Ka~~1n l')f,l) 155

~l) Bullhl' "a., ftlll Ju.,t the prt'nl~all\c l.f Je:\\I~h l:lm\elh tll blam and f:e:malna \\a.' ce:lla1ll1~ nl't the llnl~ ap­
prn;K;h. ,\s e;lrl~ OIS the nllu·9th ccntul') the: ~tuslim hlstnn:1O al-Taron ",Iread~' produccu a stuuy lU \\hICh he
'C<trche:d the Ilehn:w Blhle for propheeles pcrt.'lmn~ 10 ~Iuhammad «('"f. Aasi It.»\7: ~&.39). ,\ complete h\xlk
concerninJ,: d'/am wa:roo rl."C;cntly n:issucd a." 01 publication of the Presidency of Shariyah Courts & Islamie (or:
W:c:h~lou...) .\fJ:UN nI' Ihe Slatc of «...àtar. 1991: ,\/uhammad m rhé' Blb/é' (4th edltion). The author. PmI'. ':\bdu '1­
.\baj Dawud. B,11 Ès intruuuccd a... "thc furmcr Re\'crcnd l)a\'Îu Benjamin Kcldani. B,D.. a Ron~n Catholic
prll.."SI of thc l'nmte-Chaldc:m scet: from l'nma (PcNia). While it is nt)t indic:ued when this bc.'lOk was lirst pub­
hshC\l. In lhe shNt bi01-~dphical skctch the ;Iudklr's date llf binh is f:i"cn a... 1&;7. and that of his COn\'cNÎon to
Islan1 ln 1904, :\cc(ln1in~ 10 Ihis sketch. I>.:a\\'ud bc:tnf: an official n:presenlati\'c of the :"C:Slorian Palri;trchalc.
\\as ln c1u'!\c c\lnbet. in the lale 19th ccntul). \\ith English and !--=rench Christian circic."S, eontributin~ articles
ln En~lish and French to "ari('lus rdigiou.~ maga7.inc:s, ln the: introduction and ail through Ihis boc.lk thc
c:mpha..is is laid on compar.:ati'\'c Iinguislic cxpc.lSitil1n. with a hnle twist into tbis or thaf cJin:ctilln. sorne of thc
lindin!o"S of hl~hcr hiblical crilieism, a." weil a... the \·ersion.... in \lrdcr to rcach the dcsircd prcsupposilion.'i, This
slIc:Jhle (:::!:6.."\ pa!o"C."S) collection of pa....'ta~"C."S (ll"Crs both the ûld and :o\eW Teitamenl~,

Within the ellnle:'tt of a'/dm. Da"'ud al~ prcscnl~. or course::. C3..'\C:S of rahrif E.g,. in order to cstabhsh
that 0111 the di\'inc promises madc to Isaac wcre: rc:llly made to Ishmac:l. he states (p, 32) that "thc Je\\'s ha\'c
always bccn jC':llOU.Oi of Ishmacl bc:c:Iu.'iC the~" koo,,' n:I)' weil tut ln lu'm the Co\'cnant was made and wifh his
clR:umcÎsion it was conclucJc:ù and sc:aIed. ancJ it is out or this r.Ulcor tbat their scribes or doctors of law ha\'C
cllfTUptcd and intcrplllatcd man~' pas.'Q~ in their Scriptun:s. To crrace the name ".shmac:l" from the: second.
sixth. and sc\'cnth "crsc:s of the twenty·sccond chapter or the Book. or Gcncsis and to Înscn in its plm:e "Isaac."
and to Ica\'c the dc:scripti\'c epit:K:t "th)' onl)' bc:guncn son" is to den)' the e:ùstence: of the: former and to violatc
the O.l\'enant made: bc:lwccn God and lshmac:l." Anothcr c:'t3mplc. dc:aling with "misinlerprctation." is the nXlt
0'>" (p, 1(8) which hc inlorpn:l' "'. ol'Ion n:forring 10 Islam. espcc:ially in tho pa.'-"'l1C of Jor, 28:9 (pp, lOS­
II~). and Ha~ai 2:7-9 (pp. 2.'-26. 1~7-ISO) which has both =,>..and .,ort. wbich is 10 n:l'cr 10 ~Iuhammad

But once aguin.. hen: :LOi in most any work of a poIemical nature. scholarl)' mc:thod docs not automaticall~'

:md nc:a:s.'iaril)' n:sult in scholarl)' conclu.~ions. for tbis \\'ork.. lOU. is contaminatc:d by the \'ile hostilitics ada
dn:s.'iCd 10 p<lSt-biblical Jows and Judaism thalan: so familial. 1dccm il ncccssary 10 qUOlo allonglh one pllS."'l1C
in panicul:Jr (p, 2."\.+.5.."il a.-. il combines nulRY or the charges. or a clas..~ical Christian rulture. a.~ wcll a....; of the
Eumpcln "scientific" antiaSemitic. and the modem Arabilslamic antiaZionist kinds. le"ellc:d 3gain.~t 19th and
:::!:Olh ccntUl)' Jews. 1do wonder if not the sentences 1 put in italics. might be later antiaZionist intcrpol:Jtions I)f
a "Ieurl)' p<llitical nalun:. Mlor ha"ing dcall with lhe political and lorrilorial sua:c:ss of Islam which Dawud "-"cs
",oligun:d o.g. in lhe Apocüypscs. ho conlinues:

"1'hcrc an: two other obscn·ation..~which 1cannot ignore in tbis conncet.ion. If 1 Wete a most ardent ZiOoo
nist. llr a mostleamcd Rabbi. 1 would ona: mon: study this ~Ic:ssianicquestion as profoundl)' and impartia
ail)' "'. 1"ould. ,\nd lhen 1 would vigorously exhort my c:o-n:ligionist Jc:ws 10 dcsisl l'rom and abandon Ihis
!h'PC for ovor. Evon if a "Son of David" sbould appcar on the bill of Zion. and blow lhe lrompe!. and clmm
10 bc: lhe "~Ic:s..illh." 1would bc: lhe Iirst 10 '011 bim boldly: "1'Ic:asc. Sin:! ,"ou an: 100 laie! Don' dislurb
Iho cquilibrium in Palestine! Don' shed blood! Don' IcI your angds mcddlc wilh Ihcsc: fonnidablo aoro­
planes! WhDtever be the:S~ or )'our ud"entu~1 am afraid the)' \\;11 DOl surpa..'i..~ thosc: of )'our ana
<cslo", David. Zorobahel. and Judah ~Ia=bacus (~laqba)...)!" The gteal Hobn:w oonqucror was DOl Da"id
bUI Jesus bar :-:un (Joshuah): he w'" lhe li... ~lc:s..illh. who inslead of convorting Iho pagan lribcs of
Cl.... thal had sbown so mue:b bospitalilY and goodnc:ss 10 Abraham. Isaac. and Jacob. mcrci::-:s!y ......
...n:d lhem wbolc:salo. And Joshuah was. of course:. a Prophel and tho ~tcssiah of the lime. Evc:ry Israolilo
Judl1C during a pcriod of th"", c:enluries or mon: was a ~tessiah and Delivon:r. Thus wo Iind lhal during
c"C:I)' national cnlBmil~'. c:speciall)' u catastrophe. a ~lessiub is predictcd. and as a rulc the de:Ii\'c:rance is
udùe,'cd a1w3)"S subsequent 10 the: diS3..'1c:r and quite ~D an inadcquate degrcc. JI is a pt!Cuhar cllQTtJC/~ristic

uf11It! Jt!",s IIICllIII~' a{on~ 01ail III~ naliona{ aspire, litrough Ille miracu{ous conquesls b).' a Son of Dal,'id.
a/lt!r a unl\'f!rsal dominalion ofIhe inhabilanlS ofIhe glo~. Tht!ir slo\'enliness and iMrria are quilt! rom·
pallbl. wilh Ih..r unshaking ~Ii'fin Ih. ad"ml of Ih. "[.jon ofJudah." And Ihat is. f"rhaps Ih. nason
\t,'Jr.,' Ih~' nf!\~r allmtpllo conœnlra/~ail. Ihftr nalional l''dourct!s. t!Mrg)o'. and lorce and malce a uni/~

410rl 10 1>«0",. a ../f-go''l!ming P'Opl•. (Italic:s mine).
Further. when idcnlif)ing "Shiloh" in Ge.. ~9: 10. wbich is a1so a fa"orilc christological pllS."'l1C (on wbich
sc:c. o.g.. Horu. P.ntat.ueh and Haflorohs. additional nOIes. p. 201.2(2). Dawud stalcs (p. :59):
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1onen \\onuer ~1t thl.osc Itlncr.lI\l ;lIld cmn~ Je'" hlf l"cr t\\Cl\t~ flle lo.:l,.'ntunL·' lhc~ h;l\C tx,\'" ll-;unlll~;l

hundrcd lan~u.:'~c:i llf lhe pc:\lplcs \\hl'm thC'~ h;I\C l'\ccn 'C'r\ln~ ~Inù' t't.,llh Ihe l.. hm;,,,.'llh.., .1llJ th..•
1,r:.IC1ttL.... ;IR: the ,'lf"rnn~ llf .\hr..lham. \\h;11 Ul'CS Il 111:llh:r hl them \\hClhcr :-ohlh,h (llllk.·' 1r\llll .Iu,I;'lh ,If

Zchulun. frum E\au ll[ l~char. fWI11 bhmacl llr l~lJl.:. ;1' h'll~ ;'1:-' he 1... ;'1 J","ù'lIJ;,lIll III Ih,,'U I;,llher
\t'!r.lholm",· {Jhc'" the' l ...zw (~( \ fllhamnuld. "c',·('nJt'\IU.\I:m.\, ,UI,! tJft·~t lt ,,"Ill,"',' rhll: \{'II •',m

!O:0 tmJ t'H'c' lit \'o14roldjiulh'rltmJ 1fI ("f'lll'{' lm" .'(',·urll\' (!1:lltc, mlll",'l

111' Inlcrc.'stJnf: III m'le that ln hl" llhl'Ic c'fk'-.ê. thc fl~urc \11 1:Jr..l" Clln"pll.·lh,u.. l~ ;lt't"..'nt
Una'/"m. 'c.oc funhcr .\Jane 199(1: J-U Ih~

hll\;I:'l1 \IJS':" lOI IO~, \\hl!c'hcmg e'\tl'emcl~ ~;Jutll'\l'" In d;JlOung lUl1uenl.:ln~, ~lIIJ '1fI1~ "'1,.'\:11I;: 1\,;.Ir.lllcl .... "'C\.'11l:'l
e:af:el' tu e:"I;Joh..h Ihn Il;u.m's IOl1uence ,ln lalel' \\l...tem Ihl'ught '1\, thl" c:lh:l.:t, 'lI,.'C: hl'" Il,'tc ~-l "11 PI' I.\S toU}
ln \\'hich he: ,!",'Ie...\n\\'al' Che.lnc: l'JS;:': II) .11 Icngth, \\hl' \e:I'~ de;lrl~ J,'C... n"ale: thl'" ,1"''lI,.'1'1I''lI, de"'plte: lu,
o\\'n ç,:luUlln anJ Jc."Splte the !;ll.:k "1' e:\lue:nl.:e or nel.:esslt~ for Il. Il ..hlluld lx' l''''lnh:J "ui 1n:.ll Ihe ~lm..' Il''\Iu.:11

pmblem.. in the lIe:hn:" Bihle \\'111 n:pcaleul~ ~encr.Jle the ~lIne ,'r 'Il1ular \luc"lI"I1"', n,' 11latlcr h~ \\ Il''111 or
\\'hen thc."Se pn1hlem.. \\'eft' r.tiscu,

61 Perlmann t9ï~: 1:!6,

6:! See on this issue also Bernard I.ewis 19~~6: 1:'+'1:''':'.

6,'l Perlmann t9ï~: 114.

t>-l Rudulph 19l1.l
65 Pcrlmann t97~: lU":'.

66 Isma'il R. ..\I.Faruqi J986: ~59.

6"7 ln Gm~' 1923: 17 we lind lhe r,,'U..,wing slalemcnl bken l'rom lhe preface "1' Jerume's I.:llmmenlOlI') '111 D'I01d ln

'\'hich he CriÜCill"."s l\lrph~l): "l\,rphyrius Wf\llc his lwelflh t_:ll.lk a~mn...tthc pn'pbcl Damel, a.,scnll\~ Ihal lhe
ht.ll"lk in.~ribed wüh his name wa." wrincn. nlll. b\' him. hut b\' sorne one who 1i\'C..-d 10 Jut.L1c:, :n Ihe da\'S ,,1'
..\nüochu... Epiph3ncs. and tltat Danicl did oot St,)·rnuch fon:lcil futun: c"cnts as n:lalc whou had alrcOId\' iOlken
place:, That in Iinc ail bis narrnti"e up 10 thc lime of .-\nll..lChu... c..,ntalned a lruc hish.11)·; wh;uc'er "paniuns he
;l",h'ancc:d with rcspc...... t to l;lter e"enl" wcn: l'aise. sincc hc did nof. knO"' the future,· (\lnccrmnJ: lhlS 'luote lirol"
says thal "special inlcR:St attaches t.., this st:ltement...... it record.. the first kno"n instance uf Ihe "'rpheahun or
lhc principlc:s of what is kno""n ..... higher crilicism." The El 10:2.."'9 OIdd~: "1\"lrph~11' Wh\ISC hnllmnl OIrm.l~~ls

of lhe historical baCkgfllUnd of the Book llf Danicl in ince..lrp.1rollcd ID Jerome's cornmcnt:ll)' lln lhat t-.'ok.."
68 On :\napanus. cf, El 3: 6-l.~~ Charlc:swonh. The Old Tesl~1Il PJeudepl,~rapha. Il: N')7,90..~~ on .\nsluhulu.~,

cf. El 3: -1+1: CharIL'Sworth. 1. L'Sp.. 77S. 831. S.W. On l'hilo. cr. Wull'son. 19-17. \'01. 1: 1-l1·1-l~. whu aJds
thon the Hellcnistic Egyptian priCSl" likcwisc: claimcd that Gn:ck philosoph~' wa.~ deri"ed rrc..lm lhelr tr.Jdill\ln.~,

On lhe dcsil'3bilit~ of the prcdiC1le or antiquil)' in the: c1assic:al Roman. Gn:c:k and ~tcdilc:rrnnc;lnw"Orid. sec
Feldman 19930: 177.199: Waeholder 1961l: ~S. -l77-lll1. For the "'verse el."~e ur ~1,>scs ha\'ln~ pla.
giarizc:d Gn.-.:k m,.1hs and the muti",: 101' Ibis charge:. sec Gager 1973: 103, Sec.: alsc.l Funkcnstein 1993: ~~,
Sec WacholdcT 1968:~l on the rele\'ance. or pcrhaps c\'en raison d'être...)1' Chf'\lno~raphy to prt\\'c the
antiquity of Judaism and ~Ioses' stalus as the p~nilorof ci\·ililDtion.

69 Haddad 198-1. csp. eh.s. +8. and less so ch. 2. Alth<>u~h H.ddad deals muin1~' wllh modem wrilers the~' ail
rel1cct the concc:m..~ and "cnom of the carly authors and polemics, ..\t the same lime. this c..,lleclion sht,l\\,'s
cxtrcmcly clcarl)' ho\\'. for a fact.. lhe old polemical issues fillcn:d through 10 modem limc.."S ,Uld \\'cn: re-41pphec.1 .
none ..)1' them in a scholarly way • in the service of anli·Zionist polilical propaganda. lt is unfllnunalc thall.
while prcscntin8 a ,'alua.blc collection of opinions. Haddad hirn...clf add.'\ to lhis atmosphere hy ~14ltinfl

cxplicitl)' thal he doc:s not con...idc:r bis \\'ol'k 10 he a crilicism of the ~Iuslirn pl,.lsition OInd I;'ils to pUI hi~ cJaw.
into pc:rspcc:ti\'c b)' not anal)'zing or even cornmenting on the blatant)' l'aIse accu.-.alion... "lliccd b)' OInd
delibc:ralel~' mislcading infol'1lUltion supplied by the "arious authors (PP, ~. :tti), ln this respect it IS inlen:sllnl:
to compan: a "oice from the opposite position dcalin~ ""ith the same is...ue. narnel)' l-Iarkab", l'nI (\\'hich ulSt."l
stancd oui as a doctoral dissenalion). Sc<: csp. ehaptcr S 'The J",,'S." Furthcr. l.c:wis 19l16a.

70 Haddad 198-1: ix. x.

71 Haddad 198-1: 10. For ~luslim In:lltmcnl or the theme ur the E."xlu.s. sec pp. 6-12.
7::!: cr, Imam. a monthl)· publication of the "n:\'olulionar): IslaDlic" n:8ime in Irdn, Fcbrual)'.OClubcr 1'.)K.;. \\'hich

in thesc is.~ucs. accompanied b)" the \'ilcst son ()f anli~Scrnitic ..canoon....• publishcd c:\cerpls fnlrn lhe l'l'ole....
col~ with commcolaJ)'. On the histot)' of the "Protocols,," ste Cohn 1981(969). who tmccs il~ (lri~in and
\\'orld wide use: until \\'orld War Il. It is unfonunate tbal then:foR: its n:sUm:clion within Arab politicd pt'tlpa.
ganda remains untrcalcd. On this: !aner use of the "Proloco1s" a... "'cil as olher (stamic scn...itivitics wnh reg-.ard
toJudaismasdiscusscdabove.sec ='elUer 1987. Also. Harlcaby 1971: 229·237. And sce Uaddad 198-1: ch. 10
("International Je"ish Orl!"nisations"l. csp. pp. 32-1-326 on 'The EIders of 7lon and the eomplal Ih",,~·."

73 Trautncr.Kromann 1993: ;;'6.

7-l Waardenburt: 1979: 268-~69.
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II. 2. Rise of Skepticism

ln section 1. 1ha,'" dealt bneny with the internai tensions that were manifest in the Jewish

world in Hoffmann's daysand hinted atthe external developments in the intellectual world

that were. at least from the point of vicw of the Jewish traditionalists. disruptive for

Judaism. Within Judaism these developments manifested themselves in the birth of

Haskal:.>h. Reform Judaism. the movement of Wi.uenschaft des Judentum~. and Zionism.

ail of which would emerge in the wake of the Enlightenment of the late l8th century.

ln general society we see the emergence ofa new biblical science: more precisely.

we see biblical theology moving towards biblical science. or in other words. theology

becoming 'scientized.' Histoncal theones. the new astronomy. the ideas of Darwin. philo­

logical science. comparative religious ideas. archaeological finds. ail these were incorpo­

rated into looking at the text anew. The ultimate sanctity of the text and its divine source

were separated from the text as such. which was thenceforth subject to critical scrutiny.

The text was treated as literature of human ongin. possibly but not necessarily inspired.

But whatever the view of the individual Bible critie (most of whom were Protestants).

certainly the text had become failible. Having become convinced that the text exhibited too

many inconsistencies and corruptions. the cnties now saw it as their task to restore the so­

called Unexr and to place it in its 'proper' Sir::. im Leben. It is superfiuous to say that. for

these Protestant theologians. these would certainly not be found within the Jewish orbit. and

tbey wenl out and searched for the 'real author' who. in their opinion. certainly was not

called Moses. This was their daim but nol their original idea: it had been said for a long

time by people who followed Spinoza. and even earlier.

The origin of tbis development goes back to at least two centuries prior to the rise of

the Enlightenment. One certainty after another had been shattered at an ever increasing

speed due to the exploration of bath the earth and of science. 1 Old pbiiosopbicai dogmas

collapsed for the same reason. Not only was it discovered that the earth was round (or

rather rediscovered. after the ancient Pythagoreans had already established this sorne 2000

years earlier!). but also that the sun fonned the center of. first. the universe and later only

the solar system and that Earth was ratherjust one ofseveral planets circling it. and not vice
versa.: Further it was found that ethereal substances that heretofore had been thought of as

constituting the 'stufr of the universe did not exist. Astronomicai phenomena came more and

more to be described in scientific tenns and were detached from religious connotations: even

though Isaac Newton (1642-1727) tried his best to keep Providence very much involved in

his description of the universe. The Gennan astronomer Johann Kepler (1571-1630). who

corresponded with Galileo•.tried to reconcile. as did many others, a heliocentric universe
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with the accounts in a Bible that would suggest otherwise. For instance. by rephrasing

Joshua's request to God to make the sun stand still. Kepler solved the problem that the

Bible would suggest a moving sun and a static earth. Needless to say. Joshua and much

more so God. must have been ....ell aware d the true nature of things. but the hei"ht of- '"
battle was hardly the moment "to rellect on astronomy and the errors of sight." So what

Joshua asked for \Vas merely an "e~tension of the day. no matter how this might happcn

.God understood Joshua's wish without difficultv from his words and fulfilled it bv. .
stopping the movement of the earth. so that to Joshua the sun seemed to stand still." J Of

KepIer's four principles on the relation betwpen science and religion. cited by Klaus

Scholder. the first two are relevant for us as their direct consequence would Iead the way to

biblical criticism. They are" 1. The rejection of ail arguments which are based only on

tradition and authority: 2. Independence of scientific research from ail philosophical and

theological principles." 4

The age of the great explorers saw the discovery that the earth was inhabited by

many strange peoples and cultures that were quite unlike what had been familiar and secure

hitherto. People struggled with the relation between religion. the role and place of God. and

the new scientific discoveries. Old authorities. especially the Church. lost their prominent

place to a new sense of skepticism and inquiry. The human soul. too. had become an object

for inquiry: was it spirit. was it matter. WilS it immortal. was it there at ail? Darwin had his

go on the evolutionary front. looking for the origin of speci::s. He was partiy successful.

This in combination with new insights with regard to fossils. their origin a·..d their relation

to the age of the Earth. together with the results of hisexplorations proved very problematic

for literai readings of the biblical tex!, especially the Book of Genesis. But also. for

different reasons. texts. until then considered unassailable. suddenly became vulnerable 10

.attack. The Greek literary gods felI from their pedestal when it was discovered. for

instance. that Homer was far from as old as had been thought. and that his texts might very

welI be of a composite nature. And then there was one last obstacle to be mounted: the

H()ly Scriptures! Doubts that had a1ready crept in. due to questions ofa literary character and

new approaches to inter,:retations of history. became reinforced by the scientific discoveries

of !he age. It should be noted here. that even this development had a very clearly identi­

fiable precursor. The building blacks for the road out of the Dark Ages had clearly been

laid out in the Italian Renaissance, preceding its Northe:1l European offshoot by more than

a century. and the rise of Humanism. This period saw an enormous increase in the study of

classicaI texts and in its wake an awakening of Hebrew studies. which became very

popuIar among Christian Scholars. S
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The devclopment of the ideas of the French philosopher and mathematician René

Descartes (Cartesius: 1596-1650), (, who reduced the entire animal creation to a mechanical

operation. resulted in a mcchanistic world view. from Robert Boyle (1627-1691). who

compared the physicai world to a c1ockwork. via Isaac Newton (1642-1727) and Pierre

Simon de l.aplace ( 1749-1827). who came up with a 'c1ock-work' universe strictly governed

by deterrninistic laws. as opposed to Newton's Providence. 7 The forrnerthrce were far from

atheistic in their religious expression and were not motivated by anti-religious sentiments

when propounding theirfindings. On the contrary. ~ "Mechanistic thought is reductionist.

Il reduces the complex and living inter-connection of nature to its component parts. Ils

language prefers non-living parts to living and dynamic wholes." 9 Soon the mechanistic

world view proved to be a philosophy to which the Bible itself would also faU victim. A

text is not a whole. but must perforce consist of traceable parts and have a rational origin.

ln order to study it the text must be taken apart. stripped of its soul so to say. and thus the

deterrnination and study of the parts outbiri: the consideration of the function of the whole.

Thus it must have seemed to those wary of the perhaps overly enthusiastic foUowers of the

new developments and their applications.

Summarizing. then. we sec that during the pivotai i7th century the tendency was at

first to absorb the newly di~vvered data and accommodate Scripture in such a way that

there would be no conflict and no resulting crisis in authority. This was partly prompted by

the need to satisfy the very powerful ruling orthodoxy. partiy out of a genuine sense of

religiosity and persona! necd to retain the old stable world order as felt l>y the scientisls of

this era. But more and more the position in which Scripture is subordinate to reason gained

prominence. The shift can be observed in the second half of the century when scriptural

eriticism. which had at first shown a positive tendency now began to he increasingly

destructive. Accommodation was no longer the rule. revelation no longer necessary.

Reason was to reign supreme. This development cleared the way for the new spirit of the

18th century. of the DeiSls. the French Revolution and the Enlightenment. From this period

on criticism served to underrnine the credibility and authority of Scripture. to ridicule and

debunk it. and to prove it obsolete and insignificant in the face of reason.

Klaus Scholdersums it up clearly when he states that "[t]he aura of destruction and

godlessness which has been attached to biblical criticism to the present day. derives from

this time. Only with the rise of historicism are new possibilities of understanding disclosed.

and does a mediating position again emerge. Ils basis principles were then taken up and

developed furtherin ninetecnth-century biblical criticism." 10

The consequences of thesc developments for Jewish thought are very clearly

pointed out in an important article by Michael Panitz. 11 Among the Jewish responses to the
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"ne\\' astronomy" he identifies thrcc categories. a) The outright rl~jCl'tinnists. stH:h as thl'

Hatam Sofer. who postulate that Ihe lindings of astrnnomy arc irrelevant and that human

reason hein~ inferior 10 the trt1th of Ihe Torah can never reach any l"onciusions in this

maller. hl The harmonizers in whose view Ihe ineomoration inlo the Jewish eosmolo"il"al, ~

system of new lindings in astronomy depcnds on the presence of scriptural and/or rahhinil'

prnof-texts for these dala: and those. e.g. Malhim. who only aeeept new resnils in sl"il·tll·e

oicccrnc:ll. withoui rccognizing in them an intcgratcd s\'stem. \\'hcn.-h" Ihe nid \'il'WS l':lll he. .............
retained intact. cl Finally. the "modems." sueh as S.R. Hirseh. who dislinguish helween

the "l'look of Nature" and "l'look of Seripture" 1cf. note 7). Rased on the rahhinie prineiple

Ihal the Torah speaks in the language of man. the ohservalions and explanations are

neeessarily limited to a human perspective. As. furtherrnore. Scriplure is nol a physies or

astronomy texthook. hut rather wants to impart morals. divine preeepts. etc. it has nothing

to sayon cosmology.

ft is importantto ohserve that Hoffmann's position helongs in principle to the laller

eategory. In his Ht'brew t'ommentary on Genesis 1: he cxpounds in no unt'crtain language

his views on this maller: al The Torah is a hook of laws. whit'h is already implied in ils

very name. and it wants to teach Israel what they must do and what they may not do. Il

mentions events insofar as they innuence the matetial or spiritual condition of the Jewish

people. ft also contains histotical traditions that serve to show Israel where it came from

and what its relationship to Clod is. h) Recause the Torah wants 10 teach the genealogy of

man and the Jewish people. it starts with the account of the creation. Rut it only infomls us

conceming this event insofar as it is relevant to the history of mankind. Thus. the reason

why it is suggested that the F.arth is the center. with the resi of the heavenly hodies circiing. .
it. is only te emphasize the human ohservational position. Therefore. the Torah does not

transmit anything ahout the nature of other worlds. the sun. the moon. and the stars. and

even less ahout the spititual realm. The only importance attached to the sun and the monn !s

in theirfunction to illumine the world for mankind and to serve as scasonalre:lcons. c.l The

account of creatic.IIl docs not want to teach anything ahout one or anoter theory of the

natural sciences with regard to the creation of the world.

However. Hoffmann is very careful in formulating his thoughts and continues in

a more harmonizing vein. He wams that the modem sciences are far fmm conclusive con·

ceming the creation of the world: they do not shed more light on the matter than do the c1C:lr

statements in the first chapter of Clenesis. He further ell:plains that as the Torah contains

spititual matters geared to every age and stage of man. there is likewise one single truc

teaching(torah)forail of mankind in ail il~ stages of development. l'loth the ancient times

with their simple understanding with regard to creation. and the most modem times with
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their advanccd knowledge. together. may be discovcred equally in the description of the

Torah. The expressions used in the Torah lend themselves easily to the various theories

conceming the creation of the world. Then he cornes to what really counts: there is the one

important rule that the Torah wants to establish and to which there is no ambiguous

meaning: and this is the fact that ail that exislS does so through the will ofGod alone.

1 l'Crut oc:'ioCnpUons of ~hc rcl:lllnnshll' :mLl Icnsum hct\\cc:n sClcntilïc thought :md reJigiOll"io hdicf :Irl; oHcrcd.
c.~.• h~' S4:holdc:r 1C)l)() and Bruukc 1991.

2 ()n the tht....mt."S of the :mclcnt (ircck philllSt'phcrs. IlkIthcmatici:Jns and astronorncrs cllnccrning the sphcnc.:al
nature of E:lnh. Us hcin~ one of the planets and ils place in the solar system as wcll as thcir :Jctual anticipatiun
of the C"opcrmc.ln ..ystcm. scc:. c.f!. Bcrtr:md Russel. A Hu'tory of W("Slttrn Phtlnsophy. London: t 'nwin
P·..pc:rh:lck.... 1CJXS (1Wf,): :!2:!:·226.

,;\ Scholdc:r 1l)()O: 56-5'ï

4 IbId.• p. (,2.
5 Goshcn.(joltstcin 1t.JM::\. l.cn:n.snn 1993 prcsc:nLs a rclc\'ant application of Peter Burkc's book. Tht! Rt!naI.'i.'ianrt!

St'mt' oftht' l'lut. in ·rhcnlngic;lI Cnnscm.us nr IIistnricisf E\'asion'? Jcws and Chrisüan in Bibli~,1 Studics."
c..-sp. ~.91 (hut sec the cntirc ch'lptcr).

h ()n (he eonSCtlucnccs orlhe Cartcsian systcm lor biblical authorit~· and interprcuuion. cf, Scholdcr 1990: 1JO.
1-12. esp, 1-11·1-12,

7 On ~e\\111n's n:1i~i\lUS philosuphy and his approach t\l the le:\t of the Bible. sec ~Ianuel: 19ï4: c..-sp. chapter 2.
"G\ld's wmd and G\ld's work..... on the idca of the "[kx,k of Scriptun:" and the "B\lOk \ll' Satun::." in Qch of which
(jod's crt::1üon is manil'cst: and chapter 4. "Prophccy and history" on ~cwton's scriptural intcrpn::tation, ~torc

rc..'Ccnll~'. scc Popkin 1992,
Il Brooke 199t: 56. 1III IT.

9 Rosel1laf)' Rodfonl Ruelhcr. GawandGod. :"ew York: flmper Collins Publ.. 1992. p. 57.

10 Schllldcr l~)(): 141.142, Cf, on this T'lCriod and its most important reprcsentativcs. such as Voltaire. \'is·;;),.\'Îs
the Bible. Peler Ga)' 197/(195-1) one ""'7(1966); Re"enllow t98-1: 289-110; Arkush 1993. Deism adnlC:lled a
natural religion. pur!-yC,,"C.1 of "miracles, pnestl)' hicrnrchics. ritual. di\'inc S3\'iors. original sin, ch\)scn l'copie.
and pnl'"idential histol)'," In his 7.«:31 III c:tposc the pcrcci\'cd immoralit~' and bloodthirst of Christianit~' and
the: Old Testament and his ridicule of aU in il th.u was. in his opinion. contraI!' to re:L'iOn. Volt3irc sho"'cd 3
n:markablc similarity 10 the rncdie\'al critique of Islam, (G3Y 1977: 371),

1 1 ~Iiehael P:mil7. 19l17·llll.
12 Iloffmann 1969: 9-12,
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II. 3. Skepticism witJz Regard to Scriptllre

Skepticism with regard to Scripture tïnds ils expression in questions conccrning the re­

liability of the text with regard to its authorship and date of composition.

Many textual problems had already been obser"ed by the mosl ancient Jcwish inter­

preters. who allempted to explain them within the boundaries of the Tr.ldition. 1 Abraham

ibn Ezra (1092·1167) seems to be the first Jewish authority to draw sorne independent

conclusions from the problems concerning the date of composition that might be deri"cd

from the text. He seems to question the actual Mosaic authorship of certain statemcnts that

clearly refer to a time after Moses lived: butthese thoughts are phrased in cryptic language.

as they could easi Iy be misunderstood and considered heretica1.

The tirst kind of doubt. of a literary-textual character. found its origin in sorne

problerns in the first chapters of Genesis. They arc: the use of the two diffcrcnt names of

God and the two accounts of Creation. Furthennore. the two di fferent accounts of the

Decalogue in Exodus and Deuteronomy caused problems for interpreters. Rabbinic Judaism

had found solutions for these problems. the acceptability of which were not qucstioncd

afterwards in circles of pre-modern Jewish commentators. For the new wave of thought in

Christian circles after the Refonnation this proved an open invitation for creative thought.

One conclusion was that the inconsistencies in the text and the double accounts were c.1uscd

by the pasting together of various documents. The other was. that. because of the chrono­

logical problems. Moses could not possibly have becn the author of the tex!. the eomponent

parts of which must be situated in a period long after he lived. The nex~ conclusion was

that. because of the discovered existence of various documents. there must have been a

person. or persons. who pasted these texts together. connecting them with interpolated

phrases by their own hand. A likely candidate for this labor was found in the person of

Ezra the Scribe. which conclusion immediately projected the Pentateuch more than half a

millennium into the future.

Benedict Spinoza (or: Baruch d'Espinoza • 1632-1677) is considered by many to

have stood at the cradle ofbiblical criticism. In a far from secular world. he is supposed to

have been the first secular mind. struggling to mold his ideas on a still thoroughly religious

surrounding culture. 2 That the development of bis thought was certainly not a spontaneous

phenomenon and was thoroughly based on previous ideas. 3 Spinoza himself demonstrates

when he quotes the various thinkers of many centuries past who expressed a certain measure

of skepticism with regard to a number of problematic passages in Scripture. One of the most

important of these is Abraham Ibn Ezra (1089-1174). But covert references in Spin07.a's

wôrk also indicate that his approach. though new in its radicality. was rather the culmination
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of certain trends preceding him. The most conspicuous among these arc the obvious

rcfcrcnces to the theories of Isaac la Pcyrèrc (who may have bcen of Marrano descent:

1596-1676). ~ ln facto La Peyrère probably deserves a more important place in the history

ofbiblical criticism than is usually accordcd to him: and had it nOI been for the pioneering

work of Richard Popkin. he would have lingered in obscurity. What made Peyrère's

approach wholly novel was. tirst of ail. the fact that he based himself on the scientitic

discoveries of his day in order to explain an old passage that no one had been able [0

explicate satisfactorily for him. What had always bothered him was the question of where

Cain's wife had come from. The discovery of new and different peoples gave him the

solution. Adam had been the tirst man in Jewish history. but not in world-history. In other

words. there were pre-Adamites! This solved for him as weil the new question regarding

the origin of the diversity of mankind. Of course. this new theory brought into question the

old notions as to the nature and date of creation. as weil as the (in)fallibility of the biblical

text. His other conclusions were that the Bible only deals with Jewish history: that Moses

did not write the Pentateuch: and that the biblicaltext as we have il. is not accurate.';

Veto despite his daring in confronting current religious authorities and dogma. we

would do weil to keep La Peyrère's motivation for his questions in mind. which was to

safeguard the unity of Scripture and the medieval world-view which still held sway in the

17th century. He formulates this himselfat the end ofhis book: 6

...to reconcHe Genesis and the gospel with the astronomy of the men of old. the
history and philosophy of the most ancient of peoples. So that if the astronomers of
the Chaldaeans were to come. or the Egyptians with their primaeval dynasties. if
Aristotle himself were to come. and with him the chronologers and philosophers of
the Chinese. or if an at present unknown but perceptive people were to be discovered
in the south or in the north who had an ancient culture and tradition extending over
tens of thousands of years. each from his posilion could readil.v occepllhe crealion
srories and happily become Chrislian. ..Consider further that through this position.
which assumes that the tirst men were created before Adam. the history of Genesis
appears much clearer. It is reconciled with itself. It is also in a surprising way
reconciled with ail profane documents. ancient and more modem. for example. of the
Chaldaeans. Egyptians. Scythians and Chinese. The earliest creation which is
depicted in the tirst chapter of Genesis is reconciled with the Mexicans. whom
Columbus reached not so long before. It is reconciled with those people in the north
and south who have not yet been discovered. Ali of these. like those of the tirst and
oldest creation which is reported in the tirst chapter of Genesis. were probably
created along with the earth itself in a11 lands and were not descendants of Adam
.. .Through this positionfailh isagain reconciledWilh naruralreason... [Italics nùne1

Another ofSpinoza's immediate precursors is found in the person of Uriel Da Costa (1585­

1640).7 who struggled with the coosistency of the biblical telet and its interpretation by the

talmudic sages. and who saw himself eventually excommunicated by the Amsterdam
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Sephardi authorities on account of his opinion rcgarding thcsc issues. His thoughts wcrc

published as the Etame Jas TraJicot's Phari.\e'L\ {Examination of the Pharis.1.ic Traditionsl. S

One weil known luminary who. in contrast to the previous two thinkers. cenainly c:mnot he

accuscd of herctical thought. is Menasseh hen Israel ( 1604-165"7). rahbi of the Sephardi com­

munity of Amsterdam. who achieved international fame in his time. ') He grappled with the

apparent inconsistencies in the biblical text in his exegetical work CondlicJI.ior in which he

places contradictory passages in Scripture side by side and then reconciles them based on

traditional interpretation. These three thinkers are treated in a recent study by Jay Harris III

who iIIustrates the development from the hannonizing exegesis of recognized inconsistencies

ofa Menasseh. which was c1early rooted in the old traditional approaches. to pious admission

of the human factor in the origin of the text with its logically resulting errors and

shortcomings caused by scribal and copyists' mistakes. of a La Peyrère who brings it

down to human authorship of divine revelation. The step to Spinoza's ideas is then but a

small one. That no single factor would be at the basis of Spinoza's thought. but that he was

subject to many influences in a philosophically turbulent era is shown by Richard Popkin in

his analysis of the thought of the English Quaker. Samuel Fisher. who published a major

work of biblical critic-ism only ten years before Spinoza's. He furthennore points out that it

is extremely likely that Fisher and Spinoza met. as the fonner spent sorne considerable time

in Holland. Veto however intense their contact may or may not have been. many of their

ideas concerning the text of the Bible show a c1ear resemblance. 11

Spinoza's treatment ofScripture 12 is found in his TracIC1lusTheoiogico-Pniilicu.\. 13

His approach of sniascriprura. Scripture can only be explained by Scripture itself. was.

among other things. aimed at the allegorical approach of e.g. Maimonides. with whom he

vehemently disagreed and whose imposition ofAristotelian views upon Scripture he rejects

because it makes it impossible to interpret Scripture by its own standards. More generally.

the method implied a search for the meaning of the text ratherthan its truth. toi

Steven Schwarzschild describes his method as follows:

...throughout the Theoiogico-Poiirica/ TracIC1le he pursues a policy of what may be
called malicious reductionism: that is to say. he defines religion in such a way that
havingaccepted hisdefinition the intelligent reader must reject it. Thus. for example.
he denies to the more highly developed religions the right to engage in Biblical
exegesis and insists that the Bible must be either taken literally or not at all. The
anthropomorphisms which occur in the Bible. therefore. may not be understood in
any metaphoric or theological sense but must either be believed or they must lead to a
rejection of the concept ofGo<! as it is embodied in the Bible. And it is on the ground
that Maimonides is. of course. the most outstanding Jewish interpreter who dissolved
ail fonns ofanthropomorphisms in as weil as outside of the Bible by his theological
exegesis thai Spinoza polemicizes against him [sol vitriolically and frequently ...The
point of this entire harangue is not. obviously. that Spinoza wants people to believe
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Ihat (jod has anthropomorphic allributes but r.lther that he wishes them to rejectthe
Bible. and he can accomplish this purpose in no beller manner than by insisting on
lhe liteml signilicance of Biblicaltexts. Thus he reduces the Bible 10 its most primitive
levcl in orderon this levelthe more easil)' to be able to reject il. This is what wc have
l'alled reJuclio uJ hurhurum. 1"

Spinoza. however. has more regard for Abmham ibn Ezm.the great medieval commentator.

He "'lYS about him:

1 will begin with the received opinions conceming the truc authors of the sacred
books. and in the tirst place. speak of the author of the Pentateuch. who is almost
universally supposed to have been Moses. The Pharisees are so tirmly convinced of
his identity. that they account as a heretic anyone who differs from them on the
subject. Wherefore. Aben Ezm. a man of enlightened intelligence. and no small
leaming. who was the tirst. so far as 1 know. to treat of this opinion. dared not
express his meaning openly. but contined himself to dark hints which 1 shall not
scruple to e1ucidate. thus throwing fulllight on the subject. 16

And he concludes. after enumerating the passages Ibn Ezra had noted as being problematic

in the sense of ascribing them to the authorship of Moses. as weil as passages Ibn Ezra had

not described. "From what has been said. it is thus c1earer than the sun at naon-day that the

Pentateuch was not written by Moses. but by someone who lived long after Moses". 17

Hereby he basically credited Ibn Ezra with a conclusion he surely would not have drawn

himself. and not only out of fear for unsympathetic reactions. In an in-depth study

Menahem Haran explains why Ibn Ezra could not possibly have been what Spinoza

attributes him with. namely being a kind of'crypto-critic', For he was tao much imbedded

into his own medieval period (i.e, necessarily ::;re-critical) and simply stood tao solidly in

the Tradition. Il' Spinoza was followed by a hast of enlightened Bible scholars (the schaol

of thought characterizing the 18th century). ail competing for the Most critical view.

As long as this remained the favorite pursuit of the mainly German Protestant

theologians. it was at the Most an irritant for Orthodox Jews. Judaism. after ail. knew fully

weil what the real status of the text was and the Protestant Bible was already considered a

weak copy of the original. as was any other translation. But a danger did arise. as the new

crities became notonly well-versed in the Hebrew language butopenly included the Torah.

the basis and core of Judaism. in their criticism. And thus not only the Torah was

criticized. so were the people and the culture that they considered to be at the origin of this

text supposedly so much in need of critical surgery!

1 ..\In:ad~· in such c:ar1~' S4,\un:es 3.~ the Talmud (ST Gittin 6(3) wc: nnd tlmt the lime: frame within which the
R:\'clalilln or the l\:'lI'ah had takc:n place wa." discusscd. In faet. no COQSCnsus scc:m.'\ to he r=chcd on the i~ue of
whelhc:r the Fi\'C.~ Books of Moses wcre aCluall)' gi\'cn ail al once on ~1ount SinaÎ or seroU by seroU. and
de\·c1"pin~. durin~ the: rony Y""'" or w.ndc:rio~ in the: witdcmc:ss. Bolh opioions "'" accordc:d c:qual value. Sc:e
runher. Chapte. Il. ~ and ""p. lIOle 10.

~

- S"me ,,1' the: basic '1UW"" ,,1' Spinoza.rc round io StCIUS.< 1965 and 1976: YO\'el 1989. Against spinoza'. sup-
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1~)l.)O: S~·~"7 ~Uld \kKI,,'l," Il~

h :'\:h\lh.kr 1~)l.)O: s..~, ~,

i (, -r. the r'C\'ie,," \,r the 19:: h\ll.1L; on Da (, \,...t:I, lJtc' Sdmjtc'lI dc·... l'rtc'l ,1" L'l'",'a mU Httlll'lllUtg, Uht'rlrllgllllg lUI"
Rl'gt'...tl'lI hy C GehrumJt h~' Por~es 1l)~S. Jt'lSé F:lUr prl~ents .. nC'l\" :ll'pn'OlC'h h" Ihc pn'hlC'm", ,urroUlklm,:. tht'
moti\'.ltions fùr 1:>'.1 CtlSL,'s aC'tit,"s :md \\ntln~s 111 hl" ln lltl' -"haJo", (~r Hlslor\' (Il)l.)~). when: he ,,1C'scnhc... n,
Custa's religltlu.... c'\pc:ncncC' :IS :111 1nC'\'ltahlc dc....cent mto mhlhsm

S ThiS lonl: lost wmk hy l~ l\lSta wa."'~' much ~hr"udl,'c.I in m~stcl1' th:,t schul:ns \\'ere .lctU..lI~' he~l1ant to ~l1ln
bute It l,,' him al ail, The m~stery was fl.~cntl~ suh·,,'c.I h~ 1l.P. ~ll"'mull wh", discu\'ercd :1111.1 1ll.'slll\'c1~ IdC'll1lhctl
.. C~lp~ llf the \\,('1rk in thc Rt'lyall.ihr.u"y of n'pcnha~n,wherc 11 turncd \lut tl'l he appcndC\l to Scmuel ,,1:, S,h':,'s
l'rt!a"_~t! on litt! Immortah(\' of Ilrt' Soul, hclll~ .1 refut:llion \'1f Da (, 'osla's \\'ork. The :lOn,,'UI1Cement ur tlu ..
di~wcry OlS wcll a~ $alomlln's rasclllatm~ scarch fur il IS dl."scnbc.'c.I by him in, "A (, 'ul"'~ ur t 'ncl Da t \''(:l'S
/-:'r.Clmt!da..~rraJh"tJt!S rhanscCl.~ 1."':l(:at"'c.I in lhC' Ku~al l.ibr.Jl)' oft\'pcnha~'Cn," 1990. The wurk \\':.1.'" suh""''''lucnll~

publishcd in fôlcsimile. uan.",latcd ô1nd annolauxl in 199.'\ (with lb ~ih'3'S rcfutallt'll ;tpJX'ndc.'lI) hy lU". ~.d"'nk'n

:md Utll Sa,.'iosc.-",n a.... Un~Il)(I Costa. /-;'wmm(lltfm ofl'hans'Ilc TraawOIrs.
Pcnincnt to Da t\lsta, inter·Jcwish anti·RabbiOlc pllicmicai wntint:s. :lS \\'ell us lhe c:onlhtluns un..lcr

which one ma~· he grantcd lhe: tillc of "hcrclic," is the hisloneal riddlc c\'1l1cernint: Ihe authllrshlp ",1' lhe earl~

lilh centur~: \\'ork Kot Saklral." OlTIeially anonyl1\f.'lu., it ha.... hc:cn :lltrihutc:d 10 a numhcr \lf auth\'1(S. The one.' lu
inlroduee and Mme the work wa.", the ltalian rahbi L.C\.'loc dOl ~lodena (1571·ltWSl, who had pfC\'iOlL",ly cl'lm(k'lsc,xl
a rcfutatÎon or ~'1mcof D:l CosU's ul1er.JIlC'CS, al the bchc:st of the IlambuQ! JC"'lsh cummunit~·, cnlltl,,"\1 .\Icl.&:f'n
,·e-T:rnalt. The wlJrk had ce.lme inlo ~lodc:na's (Xlssc.·ssion in 1622 thnlut:h a friend and \\'as purp.m.cd to ha,·c
becn wrinen in Spain in the ~'car 1500 by a cenaln Amllai bar YCd:!}'a ibn RalM ln the printcd c:ditil'ln uf Ul"2.
the lk/unarlra·KclbbalaJr, the Kal SaklJal is followcd by an incomplete pamphlet, cntÎtled Slra'llgat An'r'ir•
containing a refutation uf the: l'''rmc:r. Other than mcntionin!t that Olt onc tinte linel Ua eusla wa~ cun~idercd ~l"

pusslblc Côl.ndidatc. which is now rulc.-d out thanks tu Salomon's wsc.xl\'cry....'\ weil OIS Mollenn him~lf, tlus IS

nl'lt the place: to del\'c into the still un.'iollh"ed dcoote on il" authorship, SOl\'C listin~ sume \lf the 111ernture un Ihls
tllpic which pnwidc:s citations from the ",ork a.'\ wcll a.... the rclc\'ant bibliogr.Jphicli infunnatlun. ~tlnne 19.\ 1
and 19-JS: Rh'lcin 194-7a 50: B.3r"i1av 197-la: &tlmmln and Sa.",soon 1993: :!-I-32_

9 Kapl.n. ("'pki.. et.1. (cd...). dcol wilh ,·.riou., 'Specl' of his Iife in .l1enasscil ben Israel and HIS lVarld. 19K<J.

10 Harris 1995: \""Sp. ,ho 5. Cf. on the nalure of ConctlicJJùr also Ruscnbloolll 1992.
Il Popkin 198..i, On the undcrl~'ingconccm", of the English <."luakers in rclatillllitl Scriptun: and itL'\pirati\lR. c.~..

Re\'cntlll\\" 198-&-: 22>2-"'9. This book is cspccially \'aluahh: fllr il" cull\,."Ction and analysis of Ihe \"icws nn
Scriptun: in n:lation to philosophy. politics.. and aUlhority eirculating in 17th and ISth century En~land.

12 On Spin07.a's e~egcsis, SC'l: e.~. Palb. 1992 Whl'l ar~uc:s a~ainst StrnlL'\S'S \"ie", on Spinoz:l's interpretaliun of
the rcl.tionship belwcen philosophy .nd lhcolo~~' (esp. pp. 21·2,1) .nd then clarifies how SpillW.II uses his
concluslons a.'\ the ba...is for bis interpn::tatil'ln of $criptun: (pp. 2")..32). ~Illrc in linc with Strau..."" and "lwcl is
Slyomo\-ics 1982: 232·2..'-1-_ Cf. also Stucrmann ItX)(): Z. Le\'~' 1989: 4749, 53·(,0: ur special lnlcrest is lhe
I..."t ehaptcr on Spinoza's "I-Iebrew Grammar," 155-1&7: l>r'eu.'\ 1995, Faur 1992: 169 add" the: intercstin~ ohscr­
\·ation lln Spinoza's: thou8ht "that \\ith the da1ruction of lhe Jc:wish stale. the Law is nll longer hindinp:... Here
Spinoza was ecboin8 Christian doctrine tbat the Tora...wa.'\ no~· dcad. Hence, althoup:h he n:cognil..c:d IhDt onl)'
the dul~' .p""inlcd .uthorilies have lbe ri~hl to interprct lbe l.w....OJ1d dcnicd 10 olbers the ri~hllo inlerprcl his
\\'ork." in a dilTerent light than bis allegcd intcntions....he anogatcd for him.'iofi:lf the ri~t to intcrpn:t the Law uf
the Jews Olt bis will: the JC\\;sh people an: politicaU)' dead and the intcrprctation of thcir Law is no 10n~"Cr under
thcir chaf8C." ,

13 Tmnsl.lcd b~' E1wcs 1951 (100): n:ccntl~· by S. Shirl,*': Lciden: Brill. 1991. Sec oIso rcvicw of the l:in'" by
YaiIe 1993. Spino/.a outlinc:s his mcthod in chapter VII of his Trcatisc. cotitlcd "Of the Interpretation of
ScriptUI'C,," Shtomo Pines 1987 a....~~ the: TrPin li~ht of Spinol.3'S Je\,ish prccursors"

14 E1wcs 19.51: lOI: Prcus 1995: 384-385. The question whelhcr it "'.s Moimonidcs or. Chri.ti.n eontem""m!)'
",hase \"iC\\'S arc: undc:r nttack is DOt relevant for our purposc. but that makcs the: pos.'iibilit)" DOt Jess inten:sting.

1.5 Schw.rlSChild 1962: -18.
16 E1"'es 1951: 120.
17 E1wcs 19.51: 124.

18 H.lllD 1986...p. ch. \'. Sec .Iso: Harris 1993: 129·143.
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II. 4. The Je'lDish Position on Allthorship

From the ùe\'e1opment of general European thought. and that of Gennany in relation ta Well­

hausen in panieular, we now tum ta the wellsprings oftraditional Jewish opinions eoneeming

the authorshipofthe Pentateueh. This is relevant as they fonn the foundation of Hoffmann's

position anù moreoV'er expla.in why he eould not but have opposed the new insights into the

!liblieal tex!. Funhennore. a short an:I1ysis of this issue will help determine Hoffmann's

pk.ee in the realm ofJewish thought in relation ta biblieal scholarship. Jakob Petuchowski. 1

in facto already dealt with this issue. Though his definitcly is a partisan intcrpretation l'rom

the side of Refoml Judaism. his article certainly sheds sorne lighl on our problem. He

c1assi.ies HofTmann's position as demonstrated in his /nsrcucen. without actually naming

him, as belonging to a school of thought which is "fundamentalist." "typically orthodox."

"adhering to a dogma clearly stating the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch." ~

As seen.the certainties that biblical criticism cast doubt upon. were: 1) the unity of the

text of the Pentateuch: 2) its authorship: 3) ilS date of composition. ~ Alithree were ofsuch a

nature as to undennine the security of bath orthodox Christianity and Judaism. ForJudaism.

yet an extra concem crept in. for the generaltrend of these investigations undermined the very

integrity and legitimation ofJudaism and theJewish people themselves. Hoffmann. however.

restricted hisaltack methodologically 10a scholarly refutation of the arguments.

Jon Levenson -l provides sorne valuable observations concerning the authorship of

the Pentateuch. He presents two major traditional Jewish views l'rom the Middle Ages

penaining to this issue. sOne is voiced by Moses Maimonides (1138-1204) whose dictum

rose to the status of veritable dogma and has become singularly decisive. The other is by

Abraham Ibn Ezra (1092·1167). who. b::cause ofhis cryptic remarks, is rather glossed over

as these remarks are considered to be uncomfonable. This fear seemedjustified in the light

of Spinoza's (mis)use of Ibn Ezra's statemenlS (, (Sec ch. Il.~). lt is al'ter ail Mishnah

Sanhedrin 10:1. on which Maimonides comments. which states that anyone who would

suggest that the Torah is not l'rom heaven. would be excluded l'rom the world to come.

ln the eighth ofhis thirteen principles Maimonides states. among other things. that

1) the Torah is l'rom heaven [God]: 2) the entire Torah as we now have it was the one given

to Moses by God: 3) it was dictated to Moses who took it down like a scribe. Therefore

there is no difference between verses of seeming unimponance and those containing impor­

tant commandmenlS. 7 Levenson describes how the focus of Maimonides' dictum shifted

l'rom an emphasis on the question whethertheTorah in ilS prest:nt form is of divine or human

origin (it certainly is divine!) to the question whether it was Moses or sameone else to whom
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the TOr:lh W:lS tïrst m:lde known. 'l'hi, would ~orn:spond to lh,' 'er\' mishna it ~OI1tI1t,·nts

upon. which. as said. would exdude an\'one l'rom the world to ~om,' who would d"n\' thal th,'. .
TOr:lh is l'rom hea\'en. 'l'et. "Iike most medie\'als Maimonides simply a.\'\/III/,·J M,'sai~

authorship" ~llthough he dOt:s cenainly point out the fa~t that it is di\'in,· origin rather than

Mosaic authorship which is the issue. I.e\','nson then elabor:lles on the slatus of words \,,1'

God) uttered by a prophet in relation to those he would speak on his own ae,·ount. Thus God

would !Jecome something like an "author-redaetor. r:ltherthan the sole :lUthor. of the Tor:lh." S

We now tum to Ibn El.r:l. That he had quite a few things 10 sayon the issue of

authorship. wasalready shown :lbo\'e. where wc dealt with Spinoz:l'suse ofhis words.•, Ibn

Ezr:l had noticed a chronological problem eonceming certain passages in the TOr:lh as to their

rclationship to the person of Moses. III Sorne information rclayed in those pass.'ges seemed

simply to!Je post-Mosaic. Otherpassages have the appcarance of later interpolations. as they

supplemenlthe information in a given verse with remarks of the nature. 'as it is called unto

this day.' 1t Ali this could cenainly!Je very problematic ifit was to!Je assumed that Moses

himself was solely responsible for the text :lS we have it. In his commentary on those

passages he therefore includes sorne cryptic remarks of the nature (Iike those on Gen. 12:6):

the person who understands will keep quiet. Joseph Bonfils (Tov Elem), who li\'<'(\ in the

mid-14th century and wrote a super-commentary (Tsafnath Paneach) on Ibn Ezrn's. deals

with those remarks that seem to indicate that he had spotted an anachronistic phrase: t~ late

statements may!Je based on oral traditions going back to the person to whom the statement

is attributed. and therefore it would be considered as if the earlier person had \Vrillen the

statemenl. With regard to Gen. 12:6 ("The Canaanites were then in the land"). Ibn Ezrn's

comments: "It is possible that Canaan seized the land l'rom someone cIse. And if it is not

so. it has a great secret. and the person who understands will keep quiet." Bonfils adds to

this: "Similarly. in this case. Israel had a tradition that in the days of Abraham the Canaanite

was in the land. and one of the prophets wrote it down here. And since we arc to have trust

in the words of tradition and the prophets. what should 1 care whether it was Moses or

another prophet who wrote it. since the words of ail of them are true and inspired'?"

Little lcss than a eentury afler Ibn Ezra. another scholar would voice even more

daring thoughts with regard to textual problems in the Hebrew Bible: however. not couched

in concealing language. Yehuda he-Hasid (1150-1217). the author of the famous St!ft!r

Hasidim and one of the pillars of the Hasidd A\hkena::. mo"ement (the pietists l'rom the

German Rhineland). was also responsible for a commentary.on the Pentateuch. although it

wascommitted to writing by his son. It was in this commentary that ideas are found that .
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only now when. in the late 20th century. an edition of the commentary has been pubiished.

have caused a minor slorm within lhe Onhodo~ estahlishment in America and called for

e\lreme action. resuitin o in a censored second edition. even though the initial
~ -

recommendation was to take it out of circulation altogether. l' The object of this wrath is

the edition that was produced by Isaak Lange. I~ ln two responsa. somewhat venomous in

tone. Rabbi Moshe Feinstein of New York 15 presents many of the talmudie sources

penaining to authorshi;>. only to rejeetthose opinions that do not retlect in toto the view of

a lener-pcn'ect Torah te~t. ail of whieh was written down by Moses at Gad's eommand. He

then linds further support for his position by quoting those views of Maimonides that

would withhold from a persan who denies any of this. his portion in the World to Come.

or worse.lntercstingly. when it eomes to denounce a suggestion in the eommentary that a

certain passage in the Torah (i.e.. Deut. 2:8) would have been wrinen in the time of the

Great Assembly as it retleets the reality of the time of King Solomon. Rabbi Feinstein

invokes (of ail people!) Ibn Ezra. who suggested in his eommentary that the book of a

certain Yishaki was to be bumt for its perceived heretical suggestions. and then suggests

that this particulaI' edition of Yehudah he-Hasid's commentary is even worse than that. 1(,

Yehudah hc-Hasid's innovative ideas do not stop with the composition of the Pentateueh.

but extcnd to ail of the Hebrew Bible. For instance. eonceming Psalm 136. it is suggested

that this psalm was eomposed by Moses. had been part of the Torah originally. but re­

moved by King David and added to the collection of psalms. Rabbi Feinstein refers to this

as the greatest heresy with regard to the Torah as weil as a defamation of King David.

especially because he sees no other reason in it than provocation. 17

White Brin deals exclusive1y with the methad of Yehudah he-Hasid's exegesis and

especially its critical character. Ivan Marcus. the great scholarof Gennan pietism. in a recent

study contributes to the bener understanding ofthis particular commentary by placing it into

its historical and religious context and analyzing the way it may have functioned. \8

The confusion created by ail of the abave seems to lie in the approach tothe origin of

the tex!. Ashift in ur.derstanding and emphasis can be observed l'rom the position of 'Torah

l'rom heaven:to 'Torah l'rom heaven. dictated by God. wrinen do"'n by Moses: to 'Torah

",riuen by Moses'. In other words this could he interpreted: 'Torah l'rom God: 'Moses

copyist: 'Moses author: The discussion on the nature of Moses' UUerances. namely the

difference between those of 'Moses the prophet: and 'Moses the person: further fueled the

confusion. Petuchowski tries to solve the problem by separating these issues. He says: "The

question is not; 'is it Mosaic?'...The question we are called upon to answer is, 'Is it l'rom

heaven?'· 19 ln other wonis. in this opinion. neither the name of the copyist nor the actual
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date ofwriling down arc relevant t\) the wcighty i$stlc..~ of the l'rigin and nature nf the: (C'1.

But this is not the gcncral \'il~\\'. Citing Sha!onl R...)scnllc..~rg. I.l~\'l~n:\l)n s[ah~s: "hihli,,'al

critici~m would cxcccd it~ legitim;lte mie 'only if lher,· would he huilt upon 'h,· 's,'ielllilï,"

theOl')' a theology that. hy rclying on this theory. wouldju~lify the nullilÏe.ui<'Il of Ihe ,'om­

mandment~ (m;r:\'(.f) or changes in the rcligious law (ha/akh<lhl.' If .:riti,·al sludy rl"fraills

l'rom endorsing those two agendas (represented typologica!ly hy ,'hrislianity and Islaml.

Rosenberg suggests. it should c1icit no quarrel among tr.lditi('ilal rcligious Jews." :" \Vith

regard to scholars who try toscparate the i~sue and. in this way. anempt to he traditional Jew

and critical scholar at the same time. Levenson adds in u footnote: "The question of whethcr

an Ol1hodox thinkerremainsOrthodox afteracceptïnga non-fundamenlalist understanding of

the process of composition of the Torah is. ofcOI:1$e. complex and controverted." : 1

Before we can place the phenomenon of biblical criticism into its proper context. wc

must establish the relationship betwecn it and the object of the critieism. lhe biblical text.

Indissolubly connected with the question of the acceplability of biblical criticism arc the

nature and authority of the bihlical text as a holy and revealed scripturc. Involved here :lre

questions conceming the nature of the act of revelation and thal what was actually revealed.

Simply put. is there a difference between content and form. or arc they identical'? As

explained above. :his maUer was of special impol1 for Muslim thinkers ever since the rise

of Islam. They had to deline their own legitimate place on the stage of world religions. and

the vehicie through which to do that was the Qur'an. This latest of the rcvealed books had

to become. at the same time. the only authentic. originally intended revelation. Ilbrogaling

the !Wo former tlawed ones. i.e. the Jewish Torah and Christian New Testament. This was

achieved through the establishment of two doctrines: namely the etemal, perfecto and

inimitable nature of the Qur'an and concomitantly the perfect nature of the Qur'anic Arabic

language. These !Wo doctrines created a strong obstacle against the acceptance of modem

critica1 Qur'an study within the Muslim community. 22 This was quite different in the carly

centuries. when the Qur'an was studied as literature and as a historical source. Muslim

scholars would try to determine its chronology and Sir: im Leben.

A fascinating early. though not authoritative. Jewish view on the relalionship of

content and form of revelation is found in the philosopher Philo of Alexandria (ca. ~o BeE·5O

CE). Research indicates 23 that for Philo it is Moses who is ultimately responsible for the

wriuen text of the Bible. This is in stark contrast to the Rabbinic view, according to which

the role of Moses is limited to that of transcriber. For Philo Moses has a share in the divine

and God speaks wilhin him. According to the Rabbinic view. God speaks 10 Moses.
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There :,re different modes of communication bctwecn God and Moses on the one

h:md. and Moses and mankind on the other. Direct communication from God to man is not

of a verbal nature. but man apprehends the divine revelation via ÎnrellecrÎon. which Philo

descrihes as a form of mental sight or vision. This is also a direct outgrowth of Philo's

abhorrencc of anthropomorphism., ofwhich speeeh would be representative! ln the case of

Ihe Ten Commandments. all oflsl'ael was endowed with this power of mental apprehension.

As we have seen. the same theme recurs in Islamic theology in the discussion eonceming

the nature of God's speech. Those objeetin~ to the idea cf God forrnulating words that

could aetually bc heard by a prophet (be it Moses or Muhammad) stated that in order to

produceaerual audible speech. even Gad would need a mouth: and such a gross anthro­

pomorphism. of course. was out of the question. 1~

Philo statcs that allthings wnuen in the sacred books are oracles. delivered through

Moses. Yet the actual forrn of rhe ol'3c1es is verbal. ln other words. although the oracles are

communicated from Gad t') man in a non-verbal forrn. in the human environmentthey

acquire the forrn of nouns and verbs. Philo uses these terrns when referring to the aetual

verbal text of the Pentateueh. More'>ver. not only have these oracles a verbal forrn. they

also have a specifie literary fonn. ln short. Philo ascribes both the wriUen text of the

Pentateuch as weil as its literary structure to Moses. The specifically 'human' contribution

of Moses to the wriuen fonn of the Pentateuch is not denvecl only from his proficiency in

philosophy. but it is also technica1. dependent on the skill (TEXV'll of rhetoric (i.e.. the

science of fonnulation of thoughts into words).

Whereas Y. Amir and H.A. Wolfson are of the opinion that Philo considered Mikra

as bcing more than an.:! different from Iiterature. Kamesar shows that Philo's categories of

secular literary traditions ap!,l} just as much to his view on the position of biblical

literature.ln otherwords: the revelation which Moses receives from God cornes to him via

the sight of the mind. but it must pass tilroUgh the human agents Moses and Aaron. and be

'technically' elaborated by them. Only r.hen does it become a wriuen biblical text expressed

via nouns and verbs. and that text is ~pprehended via the sense of hearing. This is in Hne

with Philo"" gene""lc"pi!!ions. 1S
- -' . - --

We may conclude. then. that the acceptance ofbiblical criticism depends on the level

of holiness ascribed to ail or sorne of the parts of the "package of revelation." Thus the

relationship is a proportional one: the greater the share that is attril>ute~ 10 tile Divinity the

less is the tolerance for criticism. Conversely. the greater the human portir,n in the text. the

more it becomes open to criticism. Ofcourse. if no divine portion is reC'.>gnized at ail. there

are no limitations to the criticism that can be leveled against the text and its contents. In facto
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most of the categories that apply to "pole:nics: as we have seen hef"rl', are in f,'rce wil"

regard to modern biblical criticism, with the difference Ihat, in this case. they ais" apply to

that what goes on within the s."lme bclief group, i.e., within the group that ;s jllliging its

own holy scripture.

1 l'ctu..:ntlw,,kl 1')5')' 3:'(,·;\(,0

: PCluchm\skl llJ.:N: J~' .
.\ \Vith regard {O ~h\.~c l'''''UCS sec the charler "l'rdullc hl n,Mu::,1 ('ntiClsm" \ " ..dul cl,lh:cth11l \'1 "'Uh':l', ~;1Il

:..Ilso he round in I.clman. 197(,.

.... l.c\'cnson 19")3: csp. ch. 3. "The Ei~hlh Principlc ,,l' Judtism and the: I.llcm~ ~Imult;mclt~ III ~nrlurc." h~-X1.
with many u.-.cful bihliogr.lphlc r..rcrcl1~cs. (Rc\"lscd fnlm JAAk hX( 1'>:«):). l''unhcr lln ~t;lllntlntJt.·'· "1:I~hlh

Principlc." "!,.'C Jacohs !9<l4. :\Jorc rcccnll~'. ~1:C lm Ihis l'SUC ~h;lplm fi.)')3 plus 1I0lc:'\o lie Ilsl' a lIurnhcr ,,1
lï.tditional Jc,,"ish authorillCS \\hosc opmions wllh n:~;tnJ hl Ihis Issue :1fl: ntll 'lUIte ln 1,,"lf1~,.. r1 \\llh Ih;ll of
~Ialmonidcs.withoul cvcr je:tlp..'rdilin~ Ihe tr.ll.htlnn;lIl~ hdli oplllll1n cllncermn~ lhe pn1llCr pl:u..·..· "1 S,.. nptllfl·
~laimnOldcs' dietum. then. tum.. out 10 l'lC !,lne opmion ~ml,,"g m:my. The pursu;mt dl",,-"lJ~'h," C:ll1 hl' !'Illlll') III

Torah U·.\ttlddaJolimal S( 1?(4); lR2·1~'9.

For the opinions ll1" the ",ber ~reat medicval phllosI,lpller ... ;mu ;luthoritles ,," the ISSUC 0," rCl'c1OlUI'1l
(Tot':lh l'mm hca\'cn). sec c.~. Kellner 19~'Vl; R~hinll\\"itl. 1')(,.5 .\Iso. ,\.J. IIcschcl 1')(,5 Il 1i..'~. Fur thouchts
on this issue l'rom ,lur spècific pcriod. sec Kurl.wcll 19X.5. t.osp. ch. h. "Torah mm ha·Shaf7Ul\·Im 10 ~"·o.
Orthudox Pcrspccti\·c." 19-91: Kashc:r 1960: .\:.."t..~Ï').

S Sarna 19;1 pn"'idcs sorne insights aS h.l ho\\' th-: Spanish e:l'mment.llms .md ;:.-::lmmanan~ Je:lIt \\lIh Intu;d
prohlcms .md sou~ht 11,1 soh'c them.

6 SC\: also: Harris 1993: 129·130. 131.132.

; Containcd in his ~fishna Cllmmcnlar~;, in the prcface: to .\1. ~anh.lO: 1. listm~ th,,..,c c.ue;':'lrJcs nf Je,,"s whn
\\'ould under certain conditions lose their sholre in Ihe world 10 e:omc.

8 Le\·cn...on 1993: (w.
9 Cf. ~Iaicr 1832. who elcarly JiSt.'grce:s with thosc who w(luld "'redit lhn f~.r.l wlth a 'critical' . In 1hc n"x1crn

sense - attitude towa;d~ Scriptun:. ,.\uthorship f'-lr hlnl is. lherel\lfe. c1comy '\Iosaic c,ccpt p()"slhl~' fur", rC\\

pa.'i......ges. ln..tc:ld. ~Iaier secs the: ohjcct of Ibn El.m's ~om, 1s.1.aC hen lasos (lllh ~.) 'L~ a critic:.d schol.'r tU''''lt

la ll!ltre. An important cllnttlhut;on cl,)nccming this issue is pm\'idctJ h)' l·. Simon I?).~.

10 BT Hab:l Bathm 14ba lSb. whieh discu.'i."'CS lhc auth .:sbip of the \·anou..", hihlical l'N."Klk."" aClually stales thal
JllShu:l "'rote the last eight \'crses of thc Tomh. So dots lIT ~Ienahllt ~~Oa, which deals wuh the l'I\\"s pcr1'lInm~

10 the wnting of a TOr.J:h seroU. BUI this latter source aise.> mention", the opilüon lhat .\los«.'S wn)le it \\ ilh lcars
i1l his cycs. Hon·manndiscus.~ this \'cry is....ue in his "l)erTalmud über die t.clI:ten No Verse der Tomh" (1915). In
this anicle he discu."scs the halakhic implications of the stau,l.'" of thcsc pa.nicbtnr verses wilh reg.ml ln Ihe
wccld~' Tomh n:ading in the: ~1'na8ogue and, mon: importantl)' for Ibis thcsis. the \'anous opinions on ",hclher
Joshua W3." respon...ible for writing do""n lhcsc la"t \·crses. or whether, indt.'Cd it had bc.'Cn ~ll)SCS himsclf. Ilc
ends \\ith:l \'e~' Cre:ltÎ"c harmonir-uion of the afon: menlioncd opinÎl'n and Ihe oncn \'niccd idca lholt ~loscs

had ':'o-riucn down the la",t cight ,'erses '»0.,.::1 (ol'ern:helmcd h~' lcars. or: .....ilh lcars,> h)' sugt:eSllOg n use llf sorne
sort of in\'isible ink (statin8 the talmudie sources a:tually dc:scribing such ink.",) uscd h~ ~luscs .md lalcr eoplt.:d
..l\'Cr b~ Joshua!

"Ibn E7.rn \\'ent C"cn funhcr. In his opinion. the last 12 l'crses of the Tomh wcn: hl he atlrihlltc:d to JOShUil,
He makes a c~'ptic: n:fen:ncc to this elTcet in his commentas:' on l:>Cut. 1:2. In his commcnlary on l:>Cul. 34: 1.
ho\\'c\'cr. he st:ltcs outri8ht that. unies... ~1oses wrote about himsclf in il prophetic \·CIO. Ihey could nol t,"\'C'
bc.-cn "'nUen b)' him. Indispensablc in Lhis respect is the Icn8thy chapler in Fnedlacndcr IH77: ..J7-101. t.'SI',
(.,0-67. Friedl:1cndcr proposes:1 rntionalistic approac:h to Ibn r:ot.rn's so-callcd m)'steries and secrets .md cautions
against pcrceiving tbcm as :lmto-critical n:marks. Sec on this aspcd of Ibn Ef.rn .I!so: S:.,ma Il):)3: l'· (t),

II r-or a listing of Lhcsc pas."i3~~ sec e.g. ~faier 1832 Gn Ibn Er.rn a", a commcntator and an analysis of \·icw....
sec Biale 197..J. and sec noie 9 abave.

12 Lcl'cnson 1993: 6S lT.

13 Just how d:lring thl"", thought:; arc, is dcmo...tr:lIc'd in a dclailcd. tOOugh bricfsludy by G. Brin 1981.
14 P~lrusJrelIra~Toralr le R. Yelrudalr Jr~·Hasrd. Jcrusalem. 1975. Il concerns herc an celcetic editilln. hascd on :1

numbc:r of manu.~npl'iOlS wcll as citltion.", attributcd to Ychudah he·Ha",id. taken from "3rioo.'\ other works. Thi",
immcdiatcly raiscs some problcm..", ..... to authentieit)· and accurac:y of the cit:ltion.", round in Ihe wurk." of ulber
wnfers. Compounding the problem is the l'3c:t that it W"''i Ychudah bc·Ha'ild's son who wrolc dO""'n hls lalhers
commentary from mcmof)' aftcr the lattcr's dcalh.

15 S.J.r /[;ro/ ,\10511•• Yor.. 0.'011. Scw York, t9lll: 358-361. In his rcsponsa Rabbi ~t",hc h:in.lcin. in truc
polemic:ll style. graterull}' utilil.es the wcakncs.'iC:S of this cdition, outlincd in the prC'·iou.", note. h)' su~eslin,::
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th;.r Ihe hcrclit,;;11 Ilk; ... t,;tlultl nol p(I"lhh Il:1\'1,." llr:~ln;l1ctl \\lIh Ychtu1ah hl,;-II:lsld hUI \\cre pUI lhcrc h\
lltoIIKlt'u"lur:':l.:r... ;lUl! hcrcllL' Hl tlrder 11I1e'ld II,,: pC'lplc ,J"'lr;l~ hlT ;UI unJcf'l~lIllhr:;: ,,1' Ihe d;l,h \II Ille \;lfltlU"

\Il'\" tllllllllCtllfllhl' \.'h;'pll'r. '1,:C l":: B I.c\~ l'J'I~ 1:'" :t~

! " :'ct: Illllt.' ., ;Ih.)\ c \\ ;1' k;l\ h:IIl,It:1Il nnl ;l\\;lrl' III 1hn Ln:,'..; l,;Olllril\ C,"f"I,l:li fll'1'IIHlO ;lmnr.; 1:1,"101I.:0I;,lor.. 111

:!u'> n;"'pcLf' \1 the elHI tif Ihe hT..t rC"ll.lfl'Unl. he furthcrmmc ..h\l\\s unf:lmili;lTil! with the Hlclltll~ Ill' K
\h:II;.dll:m 11011I h \lclf hec: LI II Lot!.';' 131~1.;1 l~lh I:'lh c.:cnlllr\ (icrm:m k<lhh:.llt..t :md c,)mmCnl;lhlr frllm
\\ h, "C l.:lll1llllcllt;lr~ "11 111l." "1"lr"l1. /1 ,,·r,·nl. 1";111;.!C (,hl;IIIlCt! l.:11:llull1...• t If I{. "chudah he·ll:t'IJ ;UIU tllllll'CJ Ihem
Itlr IJI'" \,'''lIlpllallllll III 1II.'IIa... ,'I' ... l.:tll1lllll.'lIl;lr:-

1- lor 1Il ri 1Il.: r c\:lIl1pk, 1 rl'll"r hl I1nn 1'1:<1, :1'" \\~II a... the..' rc'pon-";I h: !<;Ihhl \I<',hc "l"tn'IClll

IX \I:m:u'. l'IX') IUle..'Il""'lln:,:I:-, \l:lTl.:u' duc... 1111\ de:1I \\llh lhl: Ml'f1!ll.:aI M :1'I)(:Cl nf 'ù:hud:lh he·lla'ill', l:'c~e"',
\\Iulc..' Bnn d,>c..·... [Jill pl:KI.: Ihe I.:Onll11ellt:lr: III Ihe hfll~Jcr IlCt"ol'CCII\c \,1' Ihe m~sllc~1 thllu~ht or the Nll.\IJt':
:\ \hkt'II,,: \1:lfCII:"> t:lllldmk', Ih;1I :ml~m~ Ihc HII"d"J A.,ltkt'l1lJ: I\\t' klnd:"> t,f e...e~esl'" t:lrcul:ned. ;111 t.....t'Ienl.: tIlle..'
Mltlr 'lte le"M :Inu a Iller:11. ..... "uplt:.. tille "hlr the 11I:1II~" WhereOls the c.'Stlleric'lure \\as l.:~lnSiderec..ltu ha\ln::
on:':IIl'lle..'d al Sm:" :lflll hc:ell h:mdell du"'" Ihrllll~h ~cncr:ltum, ~If the clect and \\':l' t,f rc:i1 Impur!. the Ilter;ll
;';IIIIIIIICIII:lr\ '-\:e..'01'" 10 h;l\c hc.:CIl ullt;onnel.:h:li h' Ih:ll lr:llillioli. \\lulc the secrel esuleric tc:u;hin~' deOlI \\Ith the
truc l11e:ullli~. lhe 1011er l,;t1re, III the Tor:lh ......, to -';I~, the 'Impie "pcs!W,I" comment:u: Je;ll ... "'itl; the ~ltne..·r l.:ure.
lite..' 11.'\1, ollhe 'Ior:111 Till'" Jescnptlllfl t-car':111 lIIt.'Sl.:afl.OIhle re"'Cmhlallce to the met;ll,hur fuunù m the /l.h:u (to
Ikha';t1olh""':h;1 :"umlx'f'" 151a h ~ II·~ 1~l \\Iuch COl11p.lre..·... thc le\t, the n:lrrdll\'c of the Tor:lh "Ilh c;lnhl~

tluler ~;Irmeltt... \\Iuch çOI1l:c,:;11 thc mner truc IlIC'll1In1! \\hich ç;m \\nl\ Il..: ;lt1amed h\ thtlSC \\'ho :In: \\t'nh\ ln
1':let. II' the Tur.th wouId Ilnl~ he lhe ...un~ tlf Ils "'l:.ne:', the Imtions ~'f the \\orh.i pussess huuks t,f ~r~;lter
e\cellclU.:e' \Iorl'O\t.:r. Ihe ZulJ;lr \\:Irn:,,> lIJ;11 ;U1:t'l1l: \\ hu mlslales this outcr garmcnt ft)r the Tllr.th ibdf. \\111
lu lu... Ilt)rllon 10 Ihe ne'l \\(.rld. T:lkl11:: :111 l1u, 1111,' consideration one SCc.-s Ihe li)lIu\\'rn~ plcture emergl',
.\ umlll,!: Ih<lt ,imiJ;lr uJc:t' 'uch;", the one prc.'Sentcd in the Zoh.:lr might rune circulOlleo in my...tic;d circlcs ,just
prc."(edin~ the compc,,.;,illnl1 nI' the Zoh:lr. \\oulo it nol he pc.lSsihle lh:11 the Ii~rtic.s Ychud:lh hC-Il:1SiJ :Ilhn\cd
11Inl~lf ,,"uh re~aru h) the te... t (lri/Zllmtc."lIII1;1 n~'lIon lhat this \\'nulJ ne\'er ;II1'ect the truc mc;lnin:: nI' Tnr.lh. hut
\\':1:"> onl~ (h.:scnpu\'c ,11 Ils ouler è!".trmcnt:"ot' l,' S;I~, .mu then:lilfe t"I:III: le~nm'l:ltc'!

(ln the m: ... lic;11 ÎlIlerpn:t:tti,,'n ,,l' the C(lOCepl tlf T;:'r.lh and the Icllc~ of the lIehrew ;llphOlhct :1I11l1ll~ the
Il:lsidci ~hhkcn:I/.• Sl'C E,R. Wolfson 1')0.).'. ~hlrc in ::encr:ll. sce ~holem 19;2 (ln lin~uistic thcnn; in Je\\'isil
m~stie,;;ism .mo (he.; implicmlllns li,r Ihe Tor.lh te\I.'.\lSl.' hJel I9X'J. ehapter 2. un "The :\tc;lnin~ ~,r l't,r.lil in
,\hul'llia's S\'~tcm,"

(1) PC'tueho\\'sk"j 19:'9: .'(;0.

::!O l.c\'ensun ItJt).': (,(,.

::! t I,e\'co:,,>un l'J'J,: 170. un this qucstiun. St.'C :dSll Breuer 1'JK6; 171- 173,

::!: Sec HP. ""d.i:ll," :md ";II·Kur'an," L:u.arll"'- \';Ifeh 199::!: 16. r7 nutes an intcrcsting pulcmical remark h~ JuJah
t100Ic\'i which 'l'Cms hl he directc.-u :lI htllh Isl:lm ;100 K.:lmism :11 the ~~.:ne time, ln his KII=tln (Ilirschfdd c,,:d,. p.
1(6) he ;'Iurihulcs ccn;,lin .'Jjll: char.tclerisli,,~ t() Ihe ~lishna: ils lr.luitillns an: rcliable; i\s litnguol;;e is l,ure. 11
Ims he;lUt: llf si) le. excellence ur enmptNlIun. cie, :\1(lR.'(wer. Il mt~l he c,lh\'itltlS h,\ ;m)'onc that nu morwi
man \\'unl41 he c;lp:lhlc "r compusin~ snch ;1 w('rk WilhoUl dil'inc .Is...istan<::e.

,\n :l11cmpt <.Il crilicism of (,.lur'anic 1r.HJitions W;l\' made hy the Isrdcli Drase hish.lrian. Suleiman Bashir.
whu Iluhhshc.-u Ull his n:sCI'\'atilln.s conccming the hish,ricity ur ~tuhammad and the !-lC'ncrally pcn::ci\'co way (11"

htl\\' Ihe Qur'an h:ls come inll\ hcmg. ha.sc:fl on hls exlensl\'e studies (lI' primal1 sourccs, Ba.shlr c;lme under
ht;a\'~' OIuôlck C,ln account llf his sludi::.t; and CO(l"Cquc:ntly had tll nk)\'( away in (lreJer to complete his rcscarch, Sec
Richard"iun 19&'" in:m •.nicle which it~lf is unfonuntl1el~' nllt frec l'nlm pllicmicaltcndcneics,

~~~ \\"ulLsun 1')4.7 1: ï3N-l"t~; lb.d, l'X)O: IOI-I::!~; {\mir IlJN8; K:1mcs'lf 1995, Aiso relc\'anl is ~Iack 19M2
::!'. \'.10 E....... 1')")("

::!S Sumc ur the nlt.ocJi"''''·:l1 Jewish posilions un lhis issue :uc ln:.atc.ocJ by Iloward Krciscl 1987, Ile dcals \\'ith Sa'ad)a.
Jud:lh Jlalc\'i_ ~laimt'lnidc:s, :lI1d Gers('lnidc,:s, On ':':l'ud)':I. sc.oc .\Itman 194..":\. Sec as wC11 \\'otrson 19;9. esp,
.:h:lpler 1\' on "'The Prcal:""I;istcnt I\.onm and t!le PTc·E"ish:nt I.aw,- :\Ioshc Idel 1989: 29..Nl d...'Scribcs the
I11c.ming of Ihe T(lmh in the system of Ahmh;1m Ahulatia. Ihe 13th century Spanish l'ounder of ccslntic
"',~h.,I"h.
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III. Biblical Criticism
III. 1 Introdllction 1

This chapter provides an overview of sorne of the critieal theories leading up to thl' Docu­

mentary Hypothesis of Graf and Wellhausen. ~ which is bascd on the: recognition of mul­

tiple aUlhorship of the PentateJch. Thesc sources or documenL~arc called 'J'and 'E.' derived

from the use of the two divine names. 'P' for the so-called Priestly Codex (largcly al the

basis of the book of Leviticus and other legal portions), 'D' for the 'Deuteronomist', the

presumed author of the book of Deuteronomy and historicaltexL~ of a certain signature.

Spinoza was followed by a host of seholarly minds who would deal with the issues

outlineè atthe beginning of chapter Il.4, Interestingly. while his prelilises were retined hy

the following generations. the motives werc initially completely contrary to his. Spin07~'l

operaled from an altilude of lolal freedom of inquirv and critique. whieh resultl~d in a

deeomposilion of ail hilherto held values wilh regard to the scriptural texl. Ailhough he

initialed the notion of projeeling the composition of the enlire Penlaleueh to lhe period of

Ezra. whereby denying its Mosaie aUlhorship. it was nol Spinoza who conceived of lhe

'documentary' lheory.

lmmediately following Spinoza we lind in France lhe clergyman and Bible scholar,

Richard Simon (1638-1721 ). whose Histoire critique du Vieux Te,wament of 1778 caused a

slorm of protest and evenlual suppression. In 1682 it was published in English in London.

ln 16T it was introduced thus: 3

Soon we will have a historical critique of the books oi the Bible where there will be
many bold assertions. The author maintains that the Canon of Scripture was nol
scttled until ailer the Exile. and that the Sanhedrin was able to add and remove
whatever it wanted from the Scripture. which he believes to have been maltreatedjust

cc!.ike any other book. There are many things ofthat nature which seem dreadfull~ me.
Howclver. ,his work will be good and useful.

Thereason for the controversy was found in its daims that Moses was not the author of lhe

Pentateuch, or at Ieast of ail ofit. by which he was perceived as undermining the authority

of tradition. Simon rather saw Moses as a link in a chain of tradition. wffich was divinely

inspired to ....'rite down part of Israel's history. Each of these aulhors in lum were divinely

inspired 10 reinterpret.These scribes took materials from varicus sources. combined. added,

left out. etc. In Simon's mind ail this would nottake away from the authority of Scripture.

What he suggests. then. is an editorial process for lhe Bible. By doing lhis he trics to

account for tex~ual problems and to save. rallier than discredit scriptural authority. as had

been done by Spinoza and La Peyrère. -4 This constitutes his originality.
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The idca of a 'documentary' theor;. -nay be attributed to Jean Astruc (1684-1766).

This French court physician. son of a Hug"enot preaeher. may have been of Jewish de­

scent. He is considered to bc one of the founders of c1assical biblical criticism. Interesting­

Iy. though. it was e~actly through the notion that Moses would have drawn on earlier

documents that he tried to safeguard the authority of a Mosaic te~t! This is witnessed by the

very title of his work: Conjectures .\Ur les mémoires originaux. dont il parait que ,\4o,\'se

\'e.\·t .\ervi pour composer le [ivre de la Genèse (1753). In it he attempted to show that

Mose3 was Ihe redactor of Genesis and the tirst Iwo chapiers of E~odus and made use of

Iwo parallel sources. identitied by the use of the two divine names. and ten fragments. ail

written bcfore his time. ft was Astruc who aClually launched the idea that the use of the IWO

divine names could aetually imply a distinction in authorship. 5

He was followed bv Johann Gottfried Eichhom (1752-1827). a Gennan historian

and biblical scholar and student of J.O. Michaelis. He introduced the idea that the hiblical

authors were to bc understood through "the primitive or oriental mentality" they supposedly

possessed. This kind of research was helped by the findings of the "c1assicist c.G. Heyne.

who uscd the then available knowledge of contemporary 'barbaric' peoples. such as North

American Indians. in order to interpret ancient Greek te"ts. and by J.G. Herder. "who

stresscd the importance of entering into the soul (Geist) of ancient people if their literature

was 10 bc fully understood." On the other hand. Eichhom produced in his Einleitung in das

Aite Testament (3 vols.• 1780-83) which ran into four editions (the 4th edition including 5

vols.. 1820-24) and several reprints. a further refinement and justification by means of a

recognition of peculiarities of Iinguistic usage of Astruc's IWO sources. wherewith he antici­

pated Wellhausen's 'Oocumentary HypOlhesis' to a great e"tent. Moses Mendelssohn's

biblicnl studies were greatly influeilcOO by Echhom's Einleitung. 6

One theory fo11owOO another. Thus in 1798 K.O. IIgen suggested. that more than

one author had been at work at the E-source in Genesis. The criteria he employed "in his

source division were headings marking breaks in the material. repetitions. differences of

style based upon philological and linguistic considerations. and differences of content and

outlook".7

So farthe results of this research hal! no consequences for the history of Israelite

religion. While Mosaic authorship as such had often been in doubt before Eichhom. he

himself. like Astruc. was a defender of Mosaic authorship based on his belief in the

antiquity of the narratives. ll

In 1805Wilhelm M.L. De Wette (1780-1849) 9 isolated a further source. by sbowing

that Deuteronomy differed significantly from the other books of the Pentateucb. He suggestOO

a link beIWeen Deuteronomy and the refonn that took place under Josiah (II Kgs 22-23)
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and thereupon conduded thatthe book must have been composed during that !l,'riod. whi,'h

makes Deuteronomy significantly later than the other books of the P,'ntateuch. Hc mak,'s his

case concerning the lateness also based on "rgumcnts of style. In rcfut:llion of thosc who

defend Deuteronomy's :mtiquity on the hasis. e.g.. of Deul 28. which c"ptur,'s b,'st th"

pcculiarstylc of the book, being a speech. De Welle retons that Lev. 21>· also a 'pc,'ch ­

shares none of the stylistic peeuliariti-:s of Deuteronomy. 1(l Yct. he did not carry this thcory

with regard to the dating of the sources to Its logical end. This was left for Wcllh"uscn "ud

his sehool.

He was the firstto present a view of the history of Israelite religion that is r"dic"lIy

at variance with the view in the Old Testament itself. and it is lhis notion that would form

the foundation for the development of critical seholarship in the 19th and 20th centuries. Il

Aeeording to the older view. the Israelites reeeived l'rom Moses "a fully-nedged legal system,

sacrifieial cult. and pricsthood." Aecording to De Welle. Moses did nothing of the sort and

the ascription of these mature systems to Moses is anachronistie. or 'mythieal'. For De

Wette 'mythieal' is identieal with 'unhistoricat.' This DOsition was " logieal outgrow of the

sentiments of the times. In the German literary world of the laller third of the 18th eentnry

the study of mythology formed a major preoccupation. It is in this world that the idea takes

root of myth being not history or allegory. but poetry and therefore a produet of a dream­

like fantasy. However, myth did contain lofty ideas and its form of expression was noble

and artistic. Here it is, probably. that De Wette gains the understanding thatthe texI of the

Bible was to be seen in the light ofits being poetry, expressing the ideas of the people that

produeed it. 1~ When discussing the way art funetions within religion. De Wene retums to

the religious expression ofmythology/poetry. as "myths are spontancous and poetic creations

which give expression ta intimations of freedom. harmony and purpose." Yct at the same

lime he wams that the danger lies in the fact that they may be taken liter.lIy "and be believed

ta he expressing explanations at the level of knowing." 13 Despite his laudatory comments

about Hebrew poetry and his vehement defense of the study of Hebrew as weil as ap­

proaching Scripture in ils original language in arder to grasp ils meaning: at the same time

he makes a rather arrogant and derogatory remark concerning it. reported by Rogerson. in

connection with a German translation of the Bible that he was preparing: "He IDe Welle1
was not trying ta translate the Bible into the German of the nineteenth century. because he

believed is was difficult ta separate the form of a language and the ideas that were

expressed in it. Hebrew had a childlike and naive way of expressing ils ideas. as witnessed

by the frequent use of 'and' which cOl!:d he found today in the speech of children and of

ordinary people." H
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He. furthennore. attacked the authenlicity of the books of Chronicles by showing

that the "Mosaic·Lcvitical religion pracliced from the time of David \Vas an anachronism.

and a back-projection" 10 the pre-exiiic situation. 15

Rogerson summarizes De Wene's conclusions from his Beirriige :lIr Ein/eirllng in

Jas Aire Tesramenl (2 vols.. 1806·7) as follows:

1) The books of Chronicles are late in composition. and provide no reliable evidenee
for the religion of Israel in the pre-exilic period.

1) The Pentateuch in its final form is a late compilation. The first c1ear evidence for
existence of part of it is in Josiah's reign when the idea of an authoritative 'book of
the law' is quite new.

3) The traditions in the Pentateuch do not provide information about the history of
Israel in the pre-scttlement period. In many cases they are mythical. i.e.• unhisto­
rical free and poetical compositions exprcssing the spirit of the Hebrew religion in
the monarchic and later periods.

-1) The history of Israelite religion \Vas quite diffete!it from that implied in the OId
Tcstamentread uncritically. In the period down to Josiah (7th century). there were
no fixed central sanctuary. no precise regulations about the 'h ow' of sac:ifice. and
no priesthood established sa as to strictly regulate the worship of the people. In the
Old Testament as we have it. there is a reading-back into the earliest periods of
Israelite religion as it later carne to be. 1(,

The concems expresscd by Breuer and Schechter 17 with regard to the relationsbip belWeen

the critical study of the Hebrew Bible and the anti-Judaic consequences for Israelite history

;:in be aptly ïIlustrated witri regard to De Wette's work as well. Rogerson. in giving an

aecount of De Wette's historieal findings. describes the contrast between the "Hebrew

religion." which had yet possibilities despite its being "capable of deterioration." and "post­

exilicJudaism" which "wasan abortive (verunglückre) revival of Hebrew religion: a mixture

of positive elements of Hebrew religion with foreign mythological doctrines that purported

to give metaphysical explanations. for example. of the origin of evil and of the end of the

world. Judaism laeked prophets and it was lied to the letterand not the spirit of Old Testament

traditions. In short. whereas Hebrew religion was a thing of life and inspiration. Judaism was

a matter of concepts (Begriffe) and of slavery to the lelter (Buchsrabenwesens)." 18 It is

interesting to note that while De W' ;'e had a clcar preference for the OId Testament over the

New and emphasized the dependence. "the latteron the former. 19 he had. like his eontempo­

raries and the following generations ofbiblical erities. a very negative view of post-bibliea!

Judaism and that of his day. He was of the opinion "thatJews should not De granted eitizen­

ship. that they presented the danger of being astate within the state. that their numbers

should be restrieted (however. not by force). and that their children should be encouraged to

eonvert toChristianity." 20These stereotypical ideas basically reflect the social consequences

ofearlier persistent notions prompted by the inherent carly Christian philosaphy of Judaism
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having been superseded by Christianity. Thl' way this is dnne is again repcatl'd by Dl' Wl't!l'

when he makes a dear distinction belween the "Id Hebrel\' rL'iiginn nI' thl' Old Testament

and its having been replaced by Judaism al'ter the retum fn'm the l'xiie. : 1 as if there ll'erl'

nocominuity al 'III helween the pre- and post-exilic rL'iiginn!

The fnllowing decades. unlil the consolidation under Wellhausl'n. gan' rise tn a

numher of opininns as to the origin and devL'iopmenl nI' the Hebrell' Bible: Ihe sequence nI'

sources was hotly diseussed and theories rose and fL'i!. The next signiiicant nallle is that of

Wilhelm Vatke (1806-1882> who followed in De Wcttc's fontslcps. He was heavily

int1ueneed hy Hegcl's historieal philosophy in his :malysis of bihlical rL'iigion. His mosl

importanl work. Die hihlische Theologie "'issensâul/ilich dargesrellr (vol. 1. pl. 1 only.

1835). was the tirst attempt to approaeh the Bible from thc HegL'iian viewpoint of hisloril'al

evolution. He was the tirstto suggest an origin for the priestly sections in the Penlaleuch in

the tinal stage of biblieal history, i.e.. the Babylonian Exile. A year earlier Eduard Reuss of

Strassbourg reached a similar conclusion, but he would nol publish his theory until 1881.

Vatke's book did not receive recognition unlil the 186Os. with the publication of the works

of Graf and Kuenen. "Vatke divided the history of biblical religion into three main ph:lses:

the primitive. retlected in the Former Prophets and the earliest layers of the Pentateuch:

moral consciousness: expressed in the prophetic writings and in Deuteronomy: :l1ld the

institutionalized-ritual phase. as ret1ected in the priestly sections of the Pentateuch." ::

The great innovation of Eduard Reuss ( 1804-1891) '''as the fact that he initiated the

v'iew that the prophetic books are older than the legislative books. He defended this thesis

as early as 1834 in his lectures. according to his own account. but did not publish them

untilthe years 1874-1890. al'ter his student and friend, Karl Graf had defended this view in

1866. These ideas were similarto those propounded by De Wette (1806) and Vatke ( 1835).

Reuss says about these ideas that they came to him as a result of intuition. He made his

statement in his Die Geschichle der Heiligen Schriften Allen Teslament., (Braunsehweig.

1881) adding that he had hesitated to publish his thoughts out of fear for the ruling con­

servative ideas of the period. 23 This innovation. of eourse,leads straight to (if it was not

derived l'rom) the christological conclusion that. if the legal parts of the Bible would he

younger than the Prophets. the Prophets would have been totally free l'rom the Law! The

legal aspect would mere1y be a dead-end sidetrack. while the Prophets would become the

immediate precursors of Christianity.

Under Reuss's student. Karl Heinrich Graf (1815-1869) the hypothesis that the

prophetic books preceded the legislative parts of the Pentateuch, rcceived the attention that

would make it into the basis for ail critical biblical scholarship to come. In his Die ge-
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\chichllichen BiicherJes Allen Testaments. 1866. he fonnulated the view thatthe Priestly

Code (the source including Leviticus>. which had until then been considered as the oldest

Pentateuchal source. was actually the latest. This notion the reconstruction of the history of

ancient Israel was furtherdeveloped by Wellhausen.:~

Contrarv to this extreme view. wc sec that August Dillmann (18"..3-1894) maintains

the view of the more moder,He version of the critica1 school. namely that the Priestly Code

precedcd E and J. An independer,t Deuteronomic source was based on E. according to his

view. Morcover. unlike many higher critics of his day. he also maintained the priority of a

pre-exilic P over D. His most important works on the interpretation of the Bible are his

commentaries on Genesis (1892) and Ex.-Lev. (1897). In his posthumously published

lIandhuchderaltteslamentlichen Theologie (1895) he rcjected Wellhausen's philosophy of

the development of Israel's religion and held that Israel's religion. which was centered on

holiness. was unique in the ancient world. :5

Herbert Hahn illustrates the importance of the new view conceming historical devel­

opment that was a vital factor in loaking al the biblical text anew. This conception of historical

development was. in his view. the critics' most important contribution to the exegesis of the

OT. He too relates it to the le/rgeisr. which saw "the evolutionary principle ofinterpretalion

prevailing in contemporary science and philosophy." the Darwinian revolution of evolution.

as weil as the evolutionary concept which had come to explain historical phenomena. This

followed from Hegel's notion of "becoming" for the idea of "being." :6

ln conclusion. this section introduces two personalities who may very weil be

described as having provided the final foundation of critical biblical scholarship. With their

work it found its final refinement. As we will deal with them separately. not only because

of their impact. but also because they figure prominently in Hoffmann's refutation. only

those data will be noted here that are relevant for the completion of the present section.

Abraham Kuenen (1828-1891) was a Dutch theologian and orientalist and professor

at Leiden University. Together with Graf. he is responsible for the earliest seientific inte­

gration ofthe essenlial theses of the literary-critical sehoal into biblical scholarship.

The central proposition of the Kuenen-Graf-Wellhausen sehoal is that carly Israelite

religion developed along slow evolutionary lines. from patriarchal totemism to prophetic

and priestly monotheism. This depends on the documentary hypothesis conceming the

composition of the Hexateuch which assigns its m'Ileriai. in respective chronological order.

to the J. E. D. and P documents. Earlier in the 19th century. the Priestly Code. the last of

these documents (combined with E) had been held to be the first chronologically: the

revolutionary insight of Graf and Kuenen was that P was post-Exilic. :7
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Julius Wellhausen (18-14-1918):x "as among the proponents of the r:ldical l'Cvision

of the history of Israelite religion. basing himself on thl' work of Graf and KUl'nen. Hl'

moved P. whid until then had been regarded as the oldes! sourl'e (Grlllld.'(·hri/i. 'primary

source'). to post-exilic times.

Subse4uently he analyzed the remaining historieal books of thl' Hd'rew Bible and

appli,'d the results of this research in his historiography GÔ('hich!e Israds (1878: later

Prolegomena :ur Geschichtl.' Israds. 1882) in which he revived and retïned the thesl's of

De Welle and Vatke. He did not eonsider the Priestly Code and Chronieles as sources for

thc history of ancient Israel but only for post-exilic Judaism. Ancient Israel did no! know

theocracy as a hierocratic institution but only as an idea. The ac!ll~1 law originated only

shortly befo!"C the Exile (Deuteronomy): after the Exile it bccame the basis of the canon in

the form of the rituallaw wrillen down by the priests.

However. the impact ofhis scholarship was inescapable and he was to have :1 lasting

influence even on his opponents, who atlacked him vehemently, for instance with thc claim

that he was a Hegelian.:9 His view of Ancient Israel has been corrected in many details by

the further development ofliterary criticism (H. Gunkel) and !"ccent !"Csearch on the Ancient

Near East. 30

~Iost of the information in Ihis on~t'\'ic:w is dcrh'cd fnlm the rollo\\'in~ worb: t;t1t'.w'/opnlltl Judau'" ( 197~):
R\l~crs"'n 19N..'"i. ~klst scholarly worb dcaling with introductions to the 01'. the (llcbrcw) Bible. ur Isr.u:lllc
histtlr)' pn'l\'idc u.~fulll\·cn·ic\\'s orthe dC'o'clopmcnt of hiblicul crilicism ;;,s il is dccmc.'d indispensable tu the
undcrstanding of the mmc:rial lre.ued in thcsc: \\'ork.'i. Sorne lL'icful cXô.,mplcs an: Introduction to t"~ ()IJ Tt'.'ilcl·
mt!nf. by Sog~in 1983: l ...raelit~andJ"da~anHlstory. I-Iayes ami ~til1er (edOi,) 1977. Buth Ihese buok.'O come
\\'ith bihliogrJphic intnKiuctions to caeh ehaptcr. L'scful h,lO is Banon 1tJ8.ka. Although he mther d~ls with the
mon: modem sehl'liars. he dllC."S loueh upon the 19th century entics. :malYling \'aril'lu,'i appn"''lCh..''S 10 hihlic:d
"IUlIy .md sho\\'ing in \\'hich din:etil'ln the crilical study of the Bihle h.iL'i gone sinee. In Ihe sarne vein rnentiun
cao bc: made l'lI' Tire Heb1?W Bible and Ils .\loJem Interpre'~rs. Knight and Tucker (cd'i.) 1'JN.."'. Then: 'In: scores uf
ütk-s a\'ailablc. a more elaborau: listing of which is unnc:cessary at Ibis point.

~ .\n excellcnt ;,mû "'sscntiallwcl'\'iew l'lI' the is."ues and scholars conccmcd is prm'i«Jc,:d hy RJ. ThumllSon Itn().
3 I.ambe 19t\S: 1;;6.

~ tbid.. 169·170, 17~.

S FJ 2:l:W9~ The Jewtsh l::nC)'do~;a • 190~. ad 10<'.
(, Rogcrson 198+: 17, Ul: El 6: 517: JE Il: 176.
7 Rogcf'Slln 198-l: 2t JE Il: 176.
8 R0!o"Crson 19S4.: 21~ l'ln the cn:dibilily and auLbcnticit)' of the accounts of IsrJclite hislor)' in the IIc:hrcw Bible

in laIe: 18th century scholmship: Rogerson 198-;: UZ7.
9 Ro~rson. 1984: 28 n'.. ':\3~ El 16: ~76-477. Sec on De: Welte :llso: Ro~rson 1991~ Hrig!-"S II)l)2: 1·16,
10 Ro~'Crson 1991: ~1.

Il tbld.. ~2.

12 tbid.. ~7-l9.

13 tbid.. lOS.
I~ tbld.. 70.
15 Rogcrson 18S-l: 29: Ro!",rson 1991: S6-S7.
16 Rogcrson 198-1: ;)4: 1991: 5')·60.
17 SI:c ch.•. 1.5. Il.3 and~.
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dllTc:rcnt cundlNun. Sec un Ih:~cl's 'L~S(,."s'smcnt \d' Jud.:nsm l'urthe:. RotclL',trcich l'Xl:'': ~\(.i4 Il hccllmcs c1c:u
l'rom (his (pp 65·(,(,) Inal Ilcgcl's Iripartill' ...~slcm of Ihe dc\'clurmcnt Ill' religions is nul idcntlC<l1 \\llh Ihat ,,1'
Wcllh;,Iu....cn: the mmn «..!ltTerence hcUl8 the gr.llJuoll progn."Sslnn from stages une lo thrcc III Hegel which arc
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Jud;lism hclon~s III 't3~C 1\\0, Christli.lnily :lione constitlllcs st:lf:C thrce in IIct.:cJ's systcm. whcrchy n ~hould

he p'llnh..'d oui th:1I Ihis Il concems sJ1'."Clfic..lIly He~'>CI's interprel:uion of Christi:mily. The Wcllhausenmns. on
Ihe other hand. prup;l~ated. Il IS truc. a simllarly tnp:1rtite system in whlch religIOn e\'(lh'cd l'rom polylheism
(the e:uly rcli1-!l\lO l\f 1,T"dcJ WOlS nol. cunsidcrcd to he monulhcist) 1.0 hcn\llhelsm tll mllnothelsm. The prllphcts
were the hue cno:ators of pure monothcism, of which Chrislianit.y' \\3.'\ the ultimatc and rif:htful hcir. But. in mder
III induJe Judaism in titis picturc. the system must. lx."CllOlC a scmi Illur-tier one. 3dding declinc 10 an olherwisc
ul)",ard cndutioRaI'l mollon. Or. stage thn.'C IS split. in t\\'(l: one pn.lgn..ssin~ (Chnstianuy). the ol.hcr dedlOing
(JUd:liSOl). I~ithcr w:IY'. the Ilc~clian nl\)Jc! is abandom:d.

'\0l-:J 1(>:4-l3.-I-l-l.
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III. 2. Abraham KlIt!1lt!1l

As was already shown l>y Solomon Sch,'c'ht,'r 1"'''''''" Il .~I. Al>raham Ku,'nen do,'s Ill'!

necessarily IÏtthe equation of 'l>il>lical eritie~ll SCh"I;lr equ;lls anti·Semite'. Inter"stingly,

this is also demonstr:lted in a personal e(\mmuni,'ati,'n of Kuen,'n t" H"ffmann. ln a reeent

article Dr. Joseph Munk sheds light on this issue. 1

ln 1893. Hoffmann published a hook emitled Tht' Shlll<"iwlI Art/kh <llld rhe Rtlbhi.'

C"lIœmillg rhe C"ndllcr '1Je"'.\ ro"'urd.\ AJherefll.\ '1"rha CreeJ.\, This W;IS ;111 enlarged

and revised edition of a series of twenty articles that had appeared in the JÜJi.\che Pr,'Ut' in

1883. The cause of the articles was found in the circulation of an anti·Semitic pllblÏl'ation

which dealt with Jewish conducttoward Christians based on '100 lIewly discovered 1:lws'.

This publication resulted in IWO court cases in each of which a Christian professor :I<:ted as

expert witness, This occasion prompted Hoffmann to write his articles and rise to the de·

fence of Rabbinic Judaism. The book, based 011 these articles. was eventually published in

two editions, ln the introduction to the lirst edition. Hoffmann states:

These articles are not wriuen for honest good Christians. for they do not need them:
neither are they wriuen for the professional Jewbaiters. for no effort will affect them,
They are intended. however. in the lirst instance. for the large number of Jews. who.
when reading the slanderous pamphlets and observing the cited Jewish authorities,
might conclude that there are sorne grounds for these assertions and thus lose their
respect for Jewish religious literature. They are also intended for Christian theo­
logians and orientalists who are capable of examining and checking the sources 1have
quoted. discovering their accuracy :'nd forming a judgement upon Jewish religiolls
writings.

It appears that "many Christians and theologians had read Hoffmann's hook and actllally

consulted it whenever a judgment concerning Jewish religious sources had to be made.

Many of these readers had acknowledged their indebtedness to Dr. Hoffmann in personal

leuers including one l'rom Professor A. Kuenen who said'...your publication will. 1 hope.

while not converting the leading antisemites. yet open the eyes of many of their

followers.'"

Kuenen's was awareness of Hoffmann is hereby demonstrated.ln the (incomplete)

list of his correspondents. contained in the booklet published on the occasion of the

centennial of his death. however. 2 in which Wellhausen figures prominently. Hoffmann

does not appear. Further research may be indicated.

The above should not be misconstrued to mean that Kuenen would have been sym­

pathetic to Rabbinic Judaism as such. Completely befitting the mood of his time "he is very

positive about the religion of the classical prophets of the eighth and seventh century B.C..

wherea..he expresses a very negative judgment on the introduction of the Priestly laws by
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El.ra. hy arguing th:tl it marks the bcginning of la Icgalistici 'Judaism.''' This stalcmcnt i~

found in his Th~ lIi\lon" 01 !Ira'" 10 Ih~ Fal/ o(lh~ .I~"'Ï\h S/(JI~ 1D~ God\Jien.\1 ,'(//, I\rclel

10' den OnJer,::an,:: l'an den .Iood",!len SIC/ca - Haarlem. 11'69- 1870) which is the li rst

modern study of the history of Israelite religion ..\ Simon de Vries shows that ",here

c1sewhere in the "lme work Kuenen adopts the eighth cenwry BeE;lS the starting point for

the de'·elopment of ethical monotheism. he argues that

before this period the Hehrews were at best henotheists. and at worst half-poly­
theisls and idolaters. Thus Amos and Hosea were the very tirst to preach a righteous.
holy. and omnipotent God. The patriarchal religion. accordingly. must have been
extreOlely primitive. and the Genesis narratives are entirely legendary and fanciful.
Moses was no monotheist: he did not prohibit polytheism. heing smistied in getling
the Hchrews to acknowledge 1Telragranullatonl. an ancicnt light or sun god. ;IS their
chief oeily.

De Vries furthcr \Vrites Ihat this theory was supportcd by the notion of the lateness of the

priestly material. This material cannot possibly be associated \Vith Moses as it ret1ects one

of the highest le"c1s of Israe!'s religious devclopment. Ali the laws and customs contained

or enjoined in it are therefore to be associated with Ezekicl and Ezra. ~

Kuenen was a staunch advocate of Grafs innovative thought which dates P to the

post-exilic pcriod. the extreme inlerprelation of the Documentary Hypothesis. induding its

repcrcussions for the chronology of Israelite history. Il has in fact been suggested that this

hypothesis should have been called the Kuenen-Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis and that

Kuenen's share in its development has not been sufficiently recognized. :'

1 \Iunk 1'»')4

~ ","/('ml' l'tthllklll:l'.\ nm dt' 1~h"\(' U1'U"(·r,'i/f(·If.\'hlhllfltlrl'(·k. lU. Il. 1911.) 1.

.\ \"im der I~'''''ll. 199.,- 5U

-l11c '"ries Il)(l:\: 4(,.

-" HJ 10: 1~.sS~ 1": \'ril:~ I91Xt I~). CI also.I.,,,,tder I(~ .
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III. 3. Julius Welllzt1usell

Building on the theories dcycloped t>y Graf and Kuenen. \Vdlhausen allenlpted to prove lhe

post-e)lilie origin of the Priestly Code. that the Prophets preeeded P. and Ihal P was l'ven

later lhan D. Furthennore. in Wellhausen's system it secms to t>c importantlhat whatl'ver is

good ;;nd humane eannot he found in the Priestly Code. whieh is. :lfter ail. lhe immediate

prl'Cursor of Rabbinie Judaism. and that it is only dry legalism deH'id of any compassilln

and social sense. In order to aetually aeeomplish Ihis major operation. :1 greal deal of

surgery was to be donc on the te)lt and reinterpretation of its contents. This thought is part

of the answer to the question that had been buming in Wellhauscn's mind and which he

sought tO answer. namely: "the place in hislC'ry of the 'Iaw of Moses.' more preeiscly. the

question to be considered is whether that law is the starting-point of the history of ancient

Israel. or nol rather for that of Judaism. i.e.. the religious communion which survived the

destruction of the nation by the Assyrians and Chaldaeans." These are nolhing less but the

opening words of his Pro/egomefliJ. The result of this postulate would he the understanding

that as the Law received its present fonn only following the E;'tile. the pre-exilic period and

literature, which was necessarily unaware of it. must be understood without it. 1 This brief

summary of the aim and method of Wellhausen's work can be countered by the equally

brief statement which basically sums up the concems of Hoffmann. who says:

lt must also be pointed out that even the Kultu.' law is occasionally employed in a
humanitarian way (Lev. 25:1-7). as in Deuteronomy. If Deuteronomy contains the
greatest and most important commandment. it must not be forgotten that to the priest­
Iy Holiness Law belongs the other. that everyone is equal: "You shall love your
neighbor as yourself" (19: 18)" - We add to this that this commandment also extends
to the foreigner( 19:34) - What remains then of the alleged priestly caste spirit in the
Priestly Code? - Naturally. therefore. this corpus has to be separated from P.ln arder
(() be able (() describe uflourishing tree.full offruit. as dry wood. one iflUlgines jirst
ail fruit picked. allleaves shaken off. ail life juice., squee:ed oU(. and then one
scream.': 'Look al this dry tree trunk.· 2

ln his In"tan:en. Hoffmann does not intend to refute all of Wellhausen's views as

contained in his Prolegomena. In the first part of Instan:en. he briefly introduces the

phenomenon of biblical criticism and tums almost straight to what he sees is the main

problem in the theory with the direst consequences for the integrity of the Hebrew Bible.

the date of the Priestly Source: While concentrating on that issue. he covers much of the

Prolegomena and also considers Wellhausen's earlier contemporary. Abraham Kuenen. ln

the second part. he examines rather systematically that which he perceives to be the core

issues in Wellhausen's thinking. Hoffmann does this by surveying the first part of the

Prolegomena (the History of Worship) in depth. whereby he also retains the order of its
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individual chaptcrs as weil as lhcir names (i.e .. The Place of Wv'"Ship. Sacrifïces. The

Sacred Feasls. lhe Priesls and the Leviles. lhe Endowmenl of the Clergy). Th~ dis­

advantage oflhis double approach. which may be duc 10 the facllhal Hoffmann dcal t .vith a

number of these issues in earlier publicalions. is lhal certain subchaplers overlap and

bccome sornewhal repelilious al limes. This is especially c1t:ar in his lrealmenl of the place

of and relalionship belween the priests and lhe Leviles.

The cenlral pcsition in Wellhausen's rcasoning oflhesc five chaplers is also suggesled

by Moshe Weinfeld 3 in his conlribution on the occasion of the centenary of the Prolegomena.

whereby he substanliales Hoffmann's particul~rinlerestin thesc five chaplers. In his review

of Wellhausen's work. which is a useful outline of the main issues in Wellhausen's hypo­

lhesis in conjunclion with a critique from a secular point of view. he centers on lhe same

five chapters. when summarizing Yehezkel Kaufmann's critique of Wellhausen. -1 The im­

portance of these chapters is furthermore iIlustrated by John Hayes. who explains them ,,~

Wellhausen's substantiation for his proposed ordcr of the :'Ctltateuchal documents: JE. D

and P. Thereforc the Pricstly Document. being post-Deuteronomic. formed the basis of life

in post-exilic Judaism. and not pre-exilic Israel. 5

One should. however. avoid oversimplification. While Wellhausen was convinced

of the extreme lateness of the Priestly Document. this referred only to its literary form.

which had its own agenda and was fixed in the post-exilic period. The Jerusalem cult.

which forms the basis of thc Priestly Document. he considered to be very ancient. 6

The first part of the Prolegomena is devoted entirely to an examination of the

religious practicesand institutions through which Wellhausen hoped to gain an understanding

of the history of the literature and the people. In carly Israel "worship arose out of the midst

of ordinary life" (p,..'.. 76) and this "uncommon freshness and naturalness" (ibid.. p. -112) of

the people made ils way from religion into the carly Iiterature. However. Deuteronomy in

its drive to centralize the cult in Jerusalem. destroys this idyllic picture and creates a shift in

the religious practices away from "their natural setting in the people's hometowns," which

"in tum led to the spiritualization. routinization. and abstraction of worship in the postexHic

period at the hand of the Priestly group." (ibid.• p. 77-82) The three major Iiterary sources

(JE. D. and P) reflect these three styles ofworship. 7 Phrased differently. in Wellhausen's

scheme of the history ofIsraelite religion. othis history moved from a religious orientation

toward nature. to one toward history. and fi!!ally to one toward law." 8

Wellhausen's opinion of this final stage._is made clear ~hen he describes the

characteristics ofthe Priestly Document (the Iaw):j;tllese telling words:

"The boldness with which numbers and names are stated. and the preciseness of the
det..iils about indifferent m3tters offumiture. ,,<' not prove them to he reliable: they are
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not drawn from contemporarv records. but arc the fruit s,)lelv of latc Jewish fancv. a
fancv which. il is weil knowii. docs not design not sketch. hut counlS and constru~ts.
and produces nothing more than barren plans" U'r,.I.. l' .'~'ll
"By its tasle for barren names and numbcrs and technical descriptions. the Priestly
Code cornes to stand on the same line with the Chronicles and the other literature of
Judaism which labours at an artiticial revival of the old tradilion Of a piece with this
tendency is an indescribable pedantry. belonging to the very bcing of the author of the
Priestly Code. He has a very passion for c1assifying and drawing plans He selects a
longdrawn expression wherever he can: he does not weary of repeating for the
hundredth time what is a matter of course (Num. viii1. ..What is interesting is passed
over. what is of no importance is deserihed with minuteness. his exhaustive clearness
is such as with its numerous details to confuse our apprehension of what is of itself
perfectly clear." (Prol.. p..'50·51)

Furtherroore. the perceived"greal poverty of language." its style and vocabulary (/'ml.. l' .'.'~.

~X6) are for Wellhausen other indicalors of the PCs !JOst-exilic provenance and ils relation­

ship to other post-exilic works. such as "late elements inserted into the Deuteronomislic

History. Ezekiel. the postexilic prophets. Psalms. Qohelet. and Chronicles." ')

Wher. examining the chronological orderofthe various writings. Wellhausen workcd

from the premise that later writers would have known of that of earlier writers. i.e.• the

Pnestly writer was aware of D and JE had been available to both of them. Wellhausen

recounts (Prol.. p. ~) a personal memory when he tells of the great love and admiration h·~ had

for the stories of Saul and David. Ahab and Elijah. and in general for the prophetic and

historical bootc, of the Old Testament. He felt he understood them reasonably.

"but at the same time was troubled with a bad conscience. as if 1 were heginning with
the roofinstead of the foundation: for 1 had no thcrough acquaintance with the Law.
of which 1was accustomed to he told that it was the basis and postulate of the whole
literature. At last 1took the courage." and read through the entire Pentateuch. "But il
was in vain that 1 looked for the light which was to be shed from this source on the
historical and prophetical books. On the contrary. my enjoyment of the latter was
marred by the Law: itdid not bring them any nearer me. but intruded itself uneasily.
like a ghost that makes a noise indeed. but is not visible and really effects nothing.
Even where there were points of contact between it and them. differences also made
themselves felt. and 1found it impossible to give a candid decision in favour of the
priority of the Law. Dimly 1 began to perceive that thrcughout there was between
themall the diffe~nce that separates two wholly distinct worlds."

The result of this insight was, especially after hearing that K.H. Graf. based on the

findings of earlier scholar.s, placed the Law after the Prophets. that Wellhausen would

henceforth work from the premise "of understanding Hebrew antiquity without the book of

the Torah" (Prol.• p. *). This forros the basis of the rewriting of Israel's ancient literature and

history. Knight 10 summarizes this and prese!lts the following outline. The unity ofIsrael is

not presupposed in the older "genuine tradition" of Judges, but only in the later Deutero­

nomisticredaetiOn{prol•• p. 23*). Deuteronomy, in calling forreform ratherthan restoration,
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obviously could not have known the exile I/'r"/.. ~("':J. But in the Dcuteronomistic rcdaction

of Samuel ,lOd Kings the l'ail of Jerusalem is presupposed (/'r,,/ .. :-0 ><OJ. Deuteronomy

introduces the centralization of the cult. whereas the later Priestly Document could pre­

suppose il as a givcn rcality (J'rnl.. 3:'1.

The second part of the Pmlegomena is devoted ta Wellhausen's trcatment of the

"History of Tradition." in which he discusses Chronieles. Judges. Samuel. Kings. and the

narrative of the Hexateuch. Wellhausen dates the composition of Chronicles. Ezra and

Nehemiah to the early Hellenistic period. The history of the cultus found in these books.

bear. in Wellhausen's opinion. a grcat resemblance to that found in the Priestly Document.

Hayes t 1 further explains Wellhausen's need to demonstrate the unrcliability of the historica!

portrait presented "in Chronicles as a prerequisite for dating the priestly legislation in the

post-Deuteronomic period." Weilhausen followed here the modelthat had been fonnulated

in 1806 by De Welle. 12 To this he adds: "The alterations and additions of Chronicles are all

traceable to the same fountainhead -the Judaising of the pas... in which otherwise the people

of that day would have been unable to recognise their ideal." (Pral.. :u..~)

ln his treatment of the narrative of the Hexateuch. Wellhausen focuses on the

primitive wor!d history. the account of the patriarchs and the Mosaic history as contained

"in the two strala of the Hexateuch and seeks to demonstrate their parallel structure and the

priority or J to P. With regard to the patriarchs. Wellhausen concludes among other

things. that the patriarchs are primarily ideal prototypes of the truc Israelite - peace-Ioving

shepherds: the patriarchal stories do not provide us with the history of indlviduals but at

bcst are reprcsentative of ethnological groups. And most importantly. for this is a recurring

principle in the rewritten history in relation to the other texts as well. the patriarchal

traditions are more infonnative of the age in which they developed than of the age they

purport to dcscribe. 13

The third section of the Prolegomena, "Israel and Judaism," consists of three

chapters: "Conclusion of the Criticism of the Law." "The Oral and Written Torah," and

"The Theocracy as Idea and as Institution." ln the second chapter, Wellhausen reached a

number of startling conclusions. While he considered the "Law of Moses" to be the starting

point for the history ofJudaism. he provided his ideal of ancient Israel with an Oral Torah

(not quite the same as the Oral Torah of Rabbinic tradition. to be sure!), i.e., "God-given

bases for the ordering of human life: only they were not fixed in writing;" (Pral.. 393)

unintentionally giving a curious twist to the midrashic notion that the Patriarchs obseryed

the commandments even before the Torah had been given. 1~ Wellhausen states "that the

requirementsofthe oeity are known and offorce, not to the Israelites only, but to all the

world: and accordingly they are not to be identified with any positive commands. The
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pattiarchsobserved them long hefore Moses." And quoting Gen. 18: 19. he adds that (lnd

is confident [hat Abraham will command his children to kcep God's way. 10 do justice and

judgment. Wellhausen refers 10 this oral tradition "as a specia: Torah of J . whic'h nol only

sets up laws of action of universal validity. bUl shows man the way in special c'ases nf

difficulty. where he is at a loss. This T"rah is one of the special gifts with which 1srael is

endowed.. and it is entrusted to lhe ptiests. whose influence. duting the period of the

Hebrew kings..rested much more on this possession than on the privilege of S,\critïce."

(/''',1 .. .").1) Wellhausen continues his rewriting with the lament thatthe appcarance of the law

was "the end to the old freedom. the creation of an objective authority. and the death of

prophecy. Deuteronomy was primarily a program of reform" taking for granted the

existence of the cultus. onl l correcting it in certain general respects. " The later codes·

Ezf'kiel. Ho!iness. and Priest!)' .. were auempts at restoration. The Priestly Code had been

the product of a circle of priests. during the exile. who set out to command to writing that

which they remembered of the practices of past times and which would otherwise be lost

(fml.. 40-1). lt wa~ Ezra. finally. "who in 444 BCE introduced and published 'he Pentateueh

in its final form as the authoritative law and norm of life in wtillen form." " What

distinguishes Judaism from ancient ,srael is the wrirren Torah. The water which in old

times rose from a spring. the Epigoni stored up in cistems." IS ln his final a~"':ssment•

then. Wellhausen proclaims:

".. .in the Mosaic theocracy the cultus became a pedagogic instrument of discipline. It
is eslranged from Ihe heart: ilS revival was due 10 old cuslom. il would never have
blossomed again of itself. Il no longer has ils roots in childlike impulse. il is a dead
work. in spile of all the importance attached 10 il. nay. jusl because of Ihe anxious
conscientiousness with which it was gone about. At the restoration of ludaism the old
usages were patched together in a new system. which. however. only served as the
form to preserve something that was nobler in its nature. but could not have been
saved otherwise than in a narrew shel1 that stoutly resisled ail foreign innuences. Thal
heathenism in Israel against which the prophets vainly prolested was inwardly
overcome by the law on its own ground: and the cultus. after nature had been killed in
it. became the shicid of supcmaturalistic monotheism." (l'ml.. p. -12$)

Wel1hausen's unifying principlewith regard to the relationship between the biblicaltext and

Israelile history was that the sourees he thought to have idenlified only renect Ihe lime

when they were purportedly wriuen down.ln other words. none of the texts actually relate

anything. for instance. about the period of the patriarchs or the Eltodus. but at best shed

sorne light on the period of the monarchy or on post-exilic times. As discussed abave. the

deeper the rift became between the text itself and its perceived holiness. and therefore ils

authority and infallibility. the more acceptable became its criticism. And the more it was

seen apartfrom an actuallsraelite history the vaguer the lauer became. In facto in our very
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own time this principle has becn carried to the extreme demonstrated b) the development of

IWO Irends Ihal each leave the documentary hypothesis of Graf and Wellh"usen allogether.

On the one hand a hisloriographical school has emerged that aclU:l1ly secs as its goal the

wntin" of a historv of Israel ......irhout recognizing the Hebrcw Bible as even a minor sourceco.. ...- ...

ofany historical value. This is based on the idca that "Itlhe Old Testament is not historicized

fiction but lictionalizcc! history." 1(, Or. the other hand wc sec the emergence of the literary­

critical schooI. which approachcs the Hebrew Bible. it is truc. as the end product of an evo­

lution. bUI docs not see that evolution as its focus. Il is rather the end product. the literary

corpus and the unificd narratives. itself which is studied in its own right applying the tech­

niques of. e.g .• the structuralist school and those of deconstruetion. No longer are these

literary erities searching for the intended meaning of the original author(s) or for a historical

eontext. Aeeording to the mast radical interpretation.the text rathe~speaks for itselfagain and

again anddocs not convey one specifie mcaningatall.ln the end we are faeed with a heritage

of the 19th eentury eritical efforts that have pried the IWO once thoroughly eonnected pales of

Hebrew Bible and Israelite history completely loose. 17 This is. of course. far from saying

that today we would sec no otherapproaeh to the text. be it traditional. eritieal or otherwise.

1 Knight 19tO: 26.

2 lIuITmann.ItL'ilan:~n. 18~ italics mine.
.\ Weinfeld 197'1.
4- Sl-c funhc:r IV, Cunclusion. hclo\\'. Alsu notes lia. 74a. 74b. l~. 149. 188. 2333 in the translation of

itr.mm:ell on the po~ition of cspcciall}' Isrnc:li conlcmpornry scholarsbip on thc:se issues. The studic:s cilcd
Ihcrc dCHllc much <.Utcntion as wclllO YChcl.kcl Kaufmann1s position in relation 10 (hat of Wcllhausc:n.

51-13\'CS 19K.l: 43.
"Sm'end 1983: 15. Cf also alxlVe. p. 67, Wilh n:gard 10 Wellhausc:n's thco')' of "Oral Torah."
7 Kni~hl 19l1.la: 26.
Il ~tiller 1983: 61.
<) Knight 19l1.la: 31.
10 lb,,}.. 27.
Il 113\'es 1983: -1-1.
I
~ .
- Cf. pp. (,(~(>ll ab<we.

1311a\'cs 1983: 4ll'Miller 1983: (,1: and sceProI.. 318-19.
1-1 Cr."IlT Y"ma 2llb: Gen. 26:5. In an important study Y"mm Erder 19'.>-1 e~plains lhe qucslion eoneemin~ lhe

~nliquilY of the C('Immandmc:nl~ as "icwed in the ~udc:pigraph:l. Qumran. Karnism. Rablxmism. Islam. and ho\\"
Ihis nlllion funclit"lncd in the MuslimaJc\\ish polcmics of the ~fiddlc Ages.

15 IIa\es 19l13: SI: Prol.. -110.
16 This curreot dcscc:nt inlo absurdit)' and nihilism is desc:ribcd by W. Dever 1995. The quotc is (rom Th.

Thl1mpson 1992: 9. Sec: c.."spccia;~y the imüghlful anal)'Sis b)' Rendtorff 1993. of the euncc:m." c:-;prcssed hcrc
;md in the llC:'<.t 1"':~)lm,)lc.

t7 Sc.'C c:.~. 9anun 19S-I-. passim: Kugcl 1981: Grc:e:ru.1cin 1989.
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III. 4. VvellJzallsen anà tlze German View on History

In an informa:i"e article on the de\'c1opment or lhe Gl'rman historiographïc tradition as thl'

background against which 19th century biblieal seholarship arose. Robert A. Oden 1 dis­

cuss(':" among others. Julius Wellhausen (18-l4-1919). This tradition had reaehed maturity

in the late 19th century. Prominenl among its founders were espeeially Leopold "on Ranke

(1795-1886) and before him Wilhelm "on Humboldt (1ï67-I:O~~5). Oden pro"idcs a

tripartite outline of the main concems ofthis tradition:

Il Matters pertaining to human affairs. because only they change in a non-rcpctilive
fashion. can only be understood by means of historical inquiry. The methods to be
used in the human science of historv should be "erv different from those used in the
natural sciences. The latter can safëly and profitably lise abstractions: this is not so
with regard to historv.

~) Conspic~uous is the tendency to make use. almost automatically, of organic analogies.
At the basis of this there is the belief that entire societies. distinct eras within these
societies. nations. have c1early determinable "lives" and "deaths": they arc likc per­
sons. Jus'. as one refers to the birth. growth. maturity, and old-age of a person. one
can speak in the same tenns of a nation.

3) Humboldt. von Ranke. and many others argued that. in order to understand any
human phenomenon historically. it was essential to investigate first and foremost the
origin and development of that phenomenon.

These three concems in the German historiographie tradition are closely interrclated: but this

is especially so with regard to the second and tlird coneem. After all. concentrating upon

origins and developments is easiest when the subject of investigation ean be somehow

defined as being an organic entity.

The above outline shows that the German historiographie tradition is not uniformly

empirical. despite protestations of its adherents that they were. Of course an empi rical

element can be reeognized. but otherwise "there is aIse a fair amount of real metaphysical

idcalism." as Oden phrases it. This is illustrated by J.G. Droysen. von Ranke and others:

"that the 'Iife' of a nation can reveal the larger designs of divine purpose or providence."

It seems. then. that this tradition is primarily responsible for providing Wellhausen

and his contemporaries with the foundation for their research into the history of Israel's

religion. That this close relationship indeed exists is shown by the Pro/egomena :ur Ge­

schichre lsrae/'s (1883). in which all three laws of the historiograpt,:c tradition are applied.

Thefirsr /a~v is in a way demonstratèd "by the very length and comprehensiveness of

the VOh:rne. which documents a fairly simple thesis with massive evidence." Yet. al the same

lime this empirica1 demonstration is "founded upon a basic. idealistic abstraction". Well­

hausen's implementation of the first law can aise he seen internally in his work in the way he

classifies and rates the materials in the Hebrew Bible. Materials he considers to he carly. such
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as the Books of Samuel. receive his praise as they "arc concrete and fully human." Later

materials arc condemned for being too abstrdct. As the historiogrdphical trddition asserted

that authentic history must be based more in the conerete data of life than upon the eternal

laws operational in the natural sciences. so Wellhausen approves of Israel's religion when

it seems similarly based in life and disapproves when it is divorccd from everyday activity.

Oden provides a number of examples with regard to Wellhauscn's application of the

"'('(md laH!. concerning the organic analogy. the last of which is sufficiently illustrative.

This is the use of adjectives with which Wellhausen labels materials he thinks to have

proven carly or late. "Early materials z.re therefore: frcsh. C!ear. spontaneous. vivid. heroie.

generous. authentic. or confident. Late material is: static. abstracto narrow. perverse.

anxious. Both sets of adjectives are drawn from the basic organic analogy."

ln one sentence at the end of Wellhausen's introduction to his Pmlegomena (p. l:!).

we can observt> his use of the rhird laH!. on origin and development. Here he discusses

issl.es of method. Conceming the problem of dating his Ihree sources (J, D. and PC).

Wellhauscn says Ihal il is necessary to test his chronological scheme against "an indepen­

denl standard. namely the innerdevelopment of the history of Israel" (Wellhausen goes on

to say. however. "so far as that is known to us by trustworthy testimonies. from indepen­

dent sources".) And this is exactly what the German historiographical tradition most keenly

recommended. Till here Oden's insights.

ln a speech he delivered in 1903. 2 Solomon Schechter. the great scholarof the Cairo

Genizah documents. rccalls the anti-Semitism during his childhood in his native Rumania.

and thereupon the more 'civilized' sort of non-physical anti-Semitism. the 'higher anti-Semi­

lism' as he calls it. in the West. where he moved upon his emigration. He makes the observa­

tion that "the genesis ofthis Higher anti-Semitism is partly. though not entirely - for a man

like Kuenen belongs to an entirely different c1ass - contemporaneous with the genesis of the

so-called Higher criticism of the Bible. Wellhausen's 'Prolegomena' and 'History' are

reeming wirh aperçes full of venom against Judaism." ln an emotional tone he continues.

" .the Bible is our sole raison d'être. and it is just this which the Higher anti-Semitism
is seeking to destroy. denying ail ourc1aims for the pasto and leaving us without hope
for the future.•.Forget not that we live in an historical age in which everybody must
show his credentials from the pasto The Bible is our patent of nobility granted to us
by the Almighty God. and ifwe disown the Bible.leaving it to the tender mercies ofa
Wellhausen. Stade and Duhm. and other beautiful souls working away at diminishing
the 'nimbus of the Chosen People: the world will disown uS...But this intellectual
persecution can only be fought by intellectual weapons and unless we make an effort
10 recoverour Bible and to think out our theology for ourselves. we are irrevocably
lost from bath worlds.

81



•

•

•

If Oden illustrates that Wellhausen C'1O be seen as rcsponding to the currents of his lime.

ratherthan demonstrating anti-Semitism rer s<'. :IS Schechtcr daims. Hoffmann's rt'at'ti,'n

is equally a responsc prompted by the currents of his Orthodm. Jewish reality which at th'lI

lime had ceased 10 absorb openly the concems and issues of the surrounding culture for

already atleast a number of centuries·' and. therefore. had become quile introspecti"e in

nature. This would indicate thal the 1"-0 realities had drifted apart so dramalically lhat it

could no longer be bridged. In lhis sense. an emotional reaction to the crilical school. as

that of Solomon Schechter. calling it "higher anli-Semitism." could "cry wcll apply to the

clima:cing of the motement and abuse of scholarship. ~ as weil as the factthat apparently it

had to take an Auschwitz to awaken those involved to the reality oi a different direction for

the scientific approach (which. by the way. would also benefit Jewish biblical schohlrship).

lOden 19S7.
2 "lli~hcr Criticism~lli~hc:r .·\ntiscmüi:-om," ItJ15.
3 Although Breuer 19S6: 161.lisL'i a numbcr 01 inlponant c\ccpli\.JI1s.

"'" Thatthis is ""hat happcnc:d indt."Cd. is sh..,wn h}" Tai 1'J75: 2r)·~) .
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III. 5. Wellhausen and Anti-Judaism

Below we will hriet1y deal with the problem that Wellhausen. his predecessors and

successors. were not solcly motivated by applying the new historical and scientific insights

10 their work (the aspect presented by Oden). but that. sadly. that old ugly thing called anti­

Semitism reared its head. as suggested by both Schechter and Breuer: 1 or perhaps it is

more scientific in the context.o use the tenn anti-Judaism. as a motivator in their work.

Levenson ~ aptly describes the problem Protestant Christianity has with Judaism.

Citing James Kugel. he explains how Protestant c"ncems have colored the interpretation of

biblical history and the trcatment of the 'Old Testament.' "The relative lack of interest in the

cult and the postexilic books bespeaks the classical Protestant preference for prophet over

priest. for the word over the saerament. and for the spirit over institutional structures. especi­

ally those that suggest the putative degeneration of Israelite religion into Judaism. that is.

the religion that Jesus is believed to have sought either to cleanse or to overthrow." With re­

gard to their linguistie knowledge. Kugel and Levenson observe the almost allergie reaction of

these scholars to Mishnaie Hebrew or Aramaie. despite its relevanee for their studies. 3 This

phenomenon appears in yet another way. namely in the very epithets applied to this field of

study: i.e.. "biblical" studies. This implies that a dividing \ine is assumed between the last

books of the Bible and the following period. sneh as Qumran. Diaspora. and pre-mishnaie

Judaism. Another poignant example is "the tendeney to speak of 'Israelite religion' untilthe

exile but 'Judaism' afterward." For these Christian scholars "biblieal and rabbinie Judaism

cannot even be put on a continuum." as the two periods became separated from eaeh other in

the time of Jesus. It îs. therefore. "revealing to see howmany studies entitied HislOry of

l~raelend not with the last book of the Hebrew Bible. but two or three centuries later. in the

time of the early ehurch. A partieularly curious and ehilIing example is Martin Noth's

History ofIsrael. which ends after the defeat of the Bar Kokhba rebellion in 135CE. Noth's

closing sentence reads: 'Thusended the ghastly epilogue of Israel's history.'" The reason for

Noth to "tenninate the history of Israel in \:j5 CE - though clothed in the garb of historical

analysis - was actually motivated by tbeology: Jewry forfeited its status as Israel" around

the time that the last New Testament '::ocuments were writlen. which is a view very much

ret1ective of "the long history of Christian supersessionist thinking." -1 The notion was that

after the emergence ofChristianity. it was notjust that Judaism had no longer a reason for

existence. in facto it had no longer the right to exist. The only people who were. of course.

blissfully ignorant ofthis truth. were the Jews themselves.

Amy Newman S deals extensively with the way re\igious. in contrast to social. or

'scientilic.' anti-Semitism had penneated Gennan Protestant thought from the Middle Ages
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• straight into thc carly 19:h century. Its ccntral myth in whidl Jud:lism is "onsid,'r,'d "a de:ld

rcligion" tinds its ori gin. apan l'rom thc carly Christi:ln prooft,·\ts. in th,' \'icws of th,' (;crlllan

Refomlation whcrc it recci\'cd ilS ultim:lte rctinemcnt. Thc thcoretie:ll retlcctions resulling

l'rom this myth wcre nasty enough in thcmsclvcs.linding:l voice in numerous r.ooks :lnd p:lm·

phlcts. Evcn more vicious was thc concomitant phenomen'>t1 th:lt thesc salllC schol:lrs :lnd

thcologi:lns. who werc c,cccdingly pcnurocd r.y the persistcnt physie:ll Jcwish prescnce in

Ihcir midst. ocg:ln to confront this pror.lem r.y mC:lns ofthis myth. In "ther words. the ,·ondu·

sion of "Judaism is dC:ld" should now r.c applicd to Jcws who persisled in thcir Jud:lism. The

cond usion had not yet dcrailed to the cffcct that il would h:lve implic:ltions for lhe physic-:ll ex·

istcnee ofJews. Thal would come Iater. For now - Enlightenment times . it was sufticient 10

emancipate the Jcws away l'rom their pemieiousJudaism. and to assimilate. or prcfcr:lhly. :lC'

eording 10 sorne. to convert and merge them into the surrounding Chrislian culture. One of the

more famous personalilies thus perturr.ed.listed r.y Newman, is the philosopher Imm:muel

Kant ( 1724-1804). h ln arguing againstthe continued e,istenee of Judaism. he denied th.1l

ChristianilY would have been built upon Judaism. He daimed inslead that carly Christi.mily

"arase suddenly...completely forsaking the Judaism l'rom which il sprang." He e\'en daim,...1

lhat the survival of the Hebrew Bible is due thanks to the careful preservation efforts of

Christians. notJews. His attitude in favorof emancipation can be illustrated by his contention

thatthe dream of 'a conversion of ail Jews' mUSl be abandoned in favor of a new
vision: the awakening of 'purified religious concepIS' among the Jews. which will

. inspire them to 'throw off the garb of the ancient cult. which now serves no pur­
pose.' The Jews 'have long had garments wirhour a man in them.' Kant maintains.
voicing an assumption shared by many 'enlightened' scholars. Christian and Jewish
alike. Kant concludes that it is now time for the Jews to allow themselves 10 be led to
their 'final end.' lt is :n this context that he makes his notorious assertion lhat the
'euthanasia of Judaism is pure moral religion, freed l'rom ail the aneient statutory
teachings'. The remains of Judaism. according to Kant. 'must disappear' so thatthere
will be 'only one shepherd and one nock.' 7

However. Kant's extreme position remained purely theoretical. fiuing into his wider philo­

sophy of religion. and did not prevent him l'rom .socializing with his Jewish intelleclual

contemporaries. As a matter of facto Kant became immensely popular among tl.e Jew;sh

intellectuals of the post-Enlightenment petiod.

The debate on emancipation saon took a different tum. Had it first deaJt with the issue

that emancipation would offer the "most humane solution" to the Jewish prablem. now il

wondered "whetherJews were tndy capable of assimilation. i.e .• whether 'Jewishness' was

leamed orinnate.''' Newman cites David Sorkin who statesclearly: "the degeneracy ofJewish

character was assumed by bath those who favored and those who opposed emancipation."

• But if. as some argued. the Jewish character was innate and thus not open to remcdiation.
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"more drastic nleasures mi~ht be required. Ky the end of the 18th ccntur:' the queslion of lhe

natllre of .Jewi sh eharacter had become paramounl." S AI'ter dese'ribin~ Schleiemlacher's and

He~el's thou~hlS. in which the anove lïnds funher transmutation. Newman condudes:

"Thus. as l'rote'slant ndicfs and values were progressively transl"ed from dogmatie anide's

of failh into a renllutionary social a~enda during this period. the locale of the d"'llh of

.Judaism WolS pro~ressivc!ytransferred l'rom lhe metaphysicalto lhe social-historieal aren:,.""

ln a perlinenl sludy. III Sorkin evaluates brietly nut clearly. the interplay of lhe

various considcmtions and scnsiti\'itics of the soci~lIrcligiolls groups invol\'cd with c:lC'h

olher and Ihe :l.cirgâ\l of Au/kliirwlg. or Ihe German interprelation of Enlightenment.

descrinin~ the initial ~ood intentions. the subsequent deterioration of ideals and what this

implied for the .Jews in lhe C1emmn lands. He clarilies the various trends as they revealed

Ihemselves wilhin the rcligious division of the Enlightenment "movemenl" and shows how.

al lirst. lheological ideas re:llized Ihemsclves in novel social possibililies and how they

subsequenlly degeneraled into Ihe polilical l'cars and realilies Ihat have been described in

this ehapter. A furlher eoncem raised is the nature of the HeL,ka/ah. the Jewish branch of

the Enlightenmenl. which staned OUI. Sorkin maintains. as a movement of innovation

I\'irhin and ;lot again\l traditional Judaism. but. beeause of the politicization of the whole

Enlightenmenl idea. became a force working for the realization of emancipation which. in

the eyes of Onhodox Judaism. could only mean assimilation.

Reluming now 10 Wellhausen. it is impo;tant to note what Lou Silberman sigmtls as

"the heart oflhe maUer" ofWellhausen's portrayal ofJudaism. This wasclearly "motivated

oy inleresls that had liule or nolhing 10 do wilh what happened in Judea restored in the sixth

or lïfth centuries BCE l'he real Judaizers were not oflhe PaSt: they were alive and flourishing. .
in the ninetc'Cnlh ccnIury. They were Ihose who had failed 10 recognize 'prophetie revelation

in whieh Ihe Lord. ignoring ail institutional mediation. makes himself known 10 individual,'

I/'rol. IS':'X: -11.1)." Il Silherman contends that Wellhausen lavished a serious dose of crilique

upon cerlain Iheologians and Bible scholars whose conservative interpretation of German

Proteslantism he would liken to the negative. overcritieal and destructive tendencies he per­

eeive-d in the Priestly Code. Silherman again quotes l'rom the 1878 edition of the Pm/egolllcna

(the 1ss..:;edition l'rom which otherquotes are taken. having been purged of sorne of the more

tlowery expressions of its predecessorl to prove his point "In truth, Moses is the originator

of the 'Mosaic constitution' in about the same sense that our Lord Jesus Christ is the founder

of the ecclesiastical esr3blishment in Lower Hesse" (prol. 1ll7ll: -127). "Not for the firsl time

nor Ihe last was Judaism invented in one's image ofone's theological opponents so that they

eould he tarred with the brush of'Judaizers.' The Judaism that in the sixth and fil'th centuries

BCE invenled the Law thal sidled in was invented in the nineteenth century by German bib-
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lical scholarship ofwhich Wdlhausen \Vas lhe mosl inl1uenlial spokesman." 1:

Ahove wc atlempled 10 delemline the underlying faelNs and l'ven ,'rigins ,'1' lhl' l'hl'

nomenon of various hiblica! erilicisms, More in particular il became ckar lhat. aside fr,'m a

numher of cornmon denominators. 19th ccnlury. spc"'if.cally Gemlan, hi hlicalailicislll is a

calegory by ilsdf. drawing l'rom very differenl sources. Blcnkinsopp is quill' l"'ITl'C1 in ar­

guing for a direcllink belwccn il and German posl-Eniighlenmenl Romantil'Îslll ano Idealislll.

"Il is the Romanlic glorification of nalural man living a sponlaneous existence closl' to the soil

and ta lhe cycles of nalure which lies benealh Wellhausen's admir.ltion for oolh lhe religion ,,l'

ancient Israel and the unlrammc\ed individualism of the prophels." 1.' The concomitant lan­

guage is found a1lthrol:gh the Pro/egomena. The same trend may he ohserved in his innlle­

diate predecessors as weil. such as De Welle. This slalemenl should. however. he qualilïed.

The anti-Judaism whieh derivcs l'rom this ideology is still a long ShOl l'rom ilS more nnfor­

tunate offshoot. namely political and racial anli-Ser.litism. This leap is made. e.g.. by P:1U1

de Lagarde. 1-1 for whose person Wellhausen. by the way. had the grcalest contempl.

Sorne final words on Wellhausen's inlerpretation ofChristianity are in place. insofar

as they bear on his interpretation ofJudaism. With regard ta Christianity. Wellhausen vie\Vs

the historica! Jesus (who was a Jew) as eompletely irrelevant. "As a basis for religion the

historiea! Jesus is a poor substitute for the Christian faith. Jesus was a Jew." Il is. in his

opinion. the "risen Christ" who determines Christianity and makes il relevant. "Christianily

originaled with the faith in the resurreetion of the erucilicd Messiah. as a sudden lllutation of

th'e practica! monotheism of the Bible. The lirst pcriod ofChristian history was one of gmdual

ernancipation l'rom Judaism." As this "risen Christ" postdates. so to say. the historie:.1

(Jewish) Jesus. it is useless ta want ta go back to this historical Jesus in arder 10 find the

raison d'être ofChristianity oranything useful in him for the Christian altogether. 1S Clearly.

then. Christianity is subject ta a very signilicant growth process (ev.>I!;tion) in which only the

later stages (and perhaps Wellhausen's own insights as the latest) are funetiona\. Vis-ci-d.'

Judaism. on the other hand. Wellhausen denies any sort ofgrowth process that might be at lhe

basis of this religion and the religions and historica! consciousness of its people. On the con­

trary. he detects a form of regression al'ter the glorious period of the prophets. This. of course.

was the Law. Before the Law there was an Israelite or Hebrew religion. Wellhausen never

tires of pointing out this perceived distinction between Israelite religion and Judaism. What­

ever was positive following the prophets would eventually. of course. eulminatc in Chris­

tianity (and again not that of Jesus. but of Christ!). Created by the Law. Judaism bccamc.

thus. an aberration.
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sition cmcrgcs" (p. :!l..a.), This sa~'S prohabl~' mon: about Smc:nd th.,n it docs about Wcllhall.'iC:n.

12 SiIl'Cnnan 1983: 79.

13 H1enbnsc.'lpp 1977: t9..:!l, On thcsc German idcolt.'lgics. sec also Pulzer 19tW and the titlc:s in the nc:'tt nOIe,
t .... On De Lagarde and his in\'cotion of a ncw Germanie form l.lf Christianit)' "free from Jcwish contamination."

Sc..'C ,\I\....tell 1955: F. Stem 1%3,
IS lÀhl 19&.,: 89, 105-6, ln "Wcllhauscn's Diaum 'Jc.."Su.s \\'a.... not a Christian, but a Jc\\" in Light of Present

Sch"larship" 1991: Kl·llO. BelZ:I<kIs 10 thi.. lhe I;,ellhal Wellhauscn con<:ei"ed of Jcsu.. as Ille lasl Je\\'. as lor
him Judaism 3.__ a historiC::lI n:Ji~on h::Id fxtuall~' Cc:l:sc:d to es.ist \\;th Jesu.~ (p. 98), This Hnc was follo\\'cd in
~cncral and ~13rtin :"C'lth dce:larcs thal JCSu.s did nol bclon~ tO Je\\;sh hb10r,.' anymore. \Vith him. rnlhcr thc
histol')' \.'lf Ismel fouDd its aetual end (l', 109), Jn eontra.st. Betz also sho\\'S :1 diffcrent interprelation of
Wcllhau.'OCn. albcit l.'lnè tbat wa.~ not funher pursued: namcly, Jc."Su.'i "is the c:mbodiment of gcnuine Judaism. a
~pccimcn l.'lf Jc\\;sh n:ligion purcr c\'en than the prophc:L~ of ('lld."
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IV. Conclusion

ln the introdul·tion 1plaeed H<.ffmann's work within the limitl'd c'l'nle"l <'1' his c'onlc'Ill!,l"

rary German·Jewish enlironment. eompared wilh the non-lradilion:ll Jewish lic'" s, and

eontrasted with lhe kind ofbiblieal studies praelieed by his Prolestant targl'ls. \Vl' ShllUIJ no"

ask how it mal he delined within the broader licld of hihlieal studies. c·atc"c'ri/.in" il lx'th• ::" :=-

historically (in whieh historieal tradition wouid it lit :IS far as hoth ellIlll'nlS auJ IIIcthodo·

logy are concerned) and ideologieally.

ln 1.4 it wasdemonstrated, bl means of Solomon Seheehter's insi"hts. that Win.:,,-. ~

schaft is not identical with Reform per se. 1 Following his argument, Wi,\.\t'nsd/<!fr stancd

much earlier, namely with those traditional scholars who bcgan 10 comment on texts in a

eritieal fashion. to incorporate faets of history and linguistic insights into their an:llyses.

and [0 eollect and edit manuscripts. Among these great pioneering minds were for instance

the Vilna Gaon and his son Abraham. This view is largelv corroborated bv Mordechai- . .
Breuer. Here, of course. the great medieval Spanish commentators and grammarians should

be mentioned as weil. for without the foundation they laid. Jewish Bible study might very

weil have taken a totally different turn. A number of present-day scholars have eommented

on the 'modemity' of their scholarship when grappling with the question of what eons!Îtutes

'modem Jewish biblical scholarship.' ~ Looked at l'rom this point of view, David Zvi

Hoffmann certainly would fit into this tradition, both with regard to his work in biblical as

weil as rabbinieal seholarship. Witness, by the way. the name of the journal Hoffmann

edited (;\.1aga::.infiir die Wissenschaft des Judenrhumsl!

Before tuming to the conclusion and then the translation of /nslan:.en the following

observations are in place, With regard to /nslan:.en Harris notes that Hoffmann is "content

to try to refute the (Wellhausenian) hypothesis by displaying its many inconsistencies. and

he sees linle need to resolve the textual difficulties fueling the critical theories, That task he

reserved for his Leviticus eommentary." in which he makes extensive use of rabbinie sources.

"whieh are eonspicuously absent l'rom /nslan:.en, " 3 even though at times Hoffmann docs

make an exceptio.-:: As Harris further observes, its intended audience was to be found far

beyond that of German Orthodoxy. This in itself may already provide the answer to

Hoffmann's apparent neglect of rabbinic material. Il may very simply be found in the laek

ofauthority or even in the aversion to rabbinic texts in non-Orthodox (not to mention non­

Jewish) circles: while his commentaries were rather produced for the Orthodox scholar and

educated lay person and certainly not intended to funetion, as in a way /nslan:.en docs. as an

apologetic pamphlet. This is. of course. not to suggest that Hoffmann would ever have
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• pr0dul.;'cd ,,\.cg('tical \\ ..'rI\. in th(' \ ci 11 ..lI' Spinl'l.a·s. i ,c. "Sf",'ri pt lire c\.plai t1eJ frl'111l Sl..·ri PWfl'"

(Sola Seri ptura l. As he hi mSl'l f c.'\. pl;li os in the inI rr~d lI",'t iCltl h.) bs LlO\' il j,:l" l..·l)tlltl1l'nt;lr~ . ~I

Jcwi~h c'omm~nt:!", may r.~v~r h~ in cl'nlli.:1 with th~ Halakhah:

Just aS th" Torah as a divine: rc:\"datinn r'111s1 1101 l..·ontradit:l itsclf. in the: satne." \\a\' il
must not contradict the Oral l~l\"'· whi;:h is of divine- nrigin. :\n~· intcrprc.·tatinn !.,(the
TOr:lh which opposC's traditill 1131 int('rprclatinn or 1".';)11:--truc..'s a passa;:t: În su.... h a \\a~

:l~ to contr:Jd!ct :l tr:Jditional Hal:lkhah. i~ to h~ r~j~ct~d a~ an ~'planatil>n that i~ I~l't

:!ccording to H:!lakhah :!nd. th~r~ror~. an un-.kwi~h int~1'rc·tation ...

This in itsclf should giv~ :l suftïc:~ntly c1~:lr indic:!t,on of Horfmann's position and int~n·

rions with reg:!rd to ln.-hm:"n :!nd put it mto perspective with r~g:!rd to his oth~r e,egetic'al

work. ft seems to m~. then. th:lt in Imt<Jll:"n he mer~ly lert out the actu:!1 referenc~s to

r:Jbbinic sources bcc:luse of their l:lck of popul:lrity, The :lc!u:l1 conclusions re:!ched by him.

though, were thoroughly grounded in the conclu~ions re:lched hy r:Jhhinic ~:l.cgesis in the

S:lme way :!s he presented !hem in his commentaries .....ith the mbbinic refcrences. The

Hebrew tr:Jnslator of 1n.'(<JIl:en filled in this l:lcuna to a certain ext~nt in the rootnotes h~

added to his translation:ls weil as indic:lting the halakhic aspects of v:!rious issues raised hy

Hoffmann.

The problem with Hoffmann's position is easily identified. He sets out ta rcfute the

• Bible critics with a preconceived conclusion in hand. n:lmcIy his unshakeable bclief that the

Torah is divine in nature and \Vas written do\Vn by Moses in its entircty. This is a certainty

that is bcyond any discussion. But logic dictates that this is not an issue that can bc subject

to debate. as it can neither bc proved nor disproved. The \Vork that remains to bc done for

Hoffmann. then. is to judge each and every argument mised by the crities and use ail of his

scientific (philologica!. historical) tools to assess their value :lnd come up with a solution

that is more faithful to the text as he perceives it. The first impression. therefore. seems 10

be that he only succeeds in proving himself a bctter philologist. historian. theologian.

reader. Yet. in a broader perspective this neither invalidates the issues he mises nor the

arguments he presents in refuting Wellhausen's position.

This may bc illustrated by the fact that the very debate on the 'age of P' is still going

on at the present time. and even though it seems that there is a more general agreement in

favor of a pre-exilic date for P. \Vhich still would not prove it Mosaic. at times voices come

to the fore propounding a late (i.e.. post-eltilic) date. Interestingly enough. the arguments

that are presented in the discussion are certainly of a nature that Hoffmann would have felt

very comfortable with in either agreeing witn or in refuting. and indeed. at times he is even

quoted by those·who argue for an carly date of P. 5

•
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Thcsc \oiees rcpresent primarily the modem Israeli sehool of Bihle scholar-ship.

inall"lIraleu h\ Yeehetkel Kaufmann (1&>'9-1%.' 1. 1. While in "encrai thev Can he lisled
~ - - -

to;!ether with Hoffmann in Ihatlhey tried la lind a scholarly Jewish answer la and a rc:huttal

of Wellhaus':n\ principal arguments. Hoffmann stands out in the sense that he alone

worked l'rom a religious premise. Consequently.lhe ways part carly. They do not cven share

the same emph:"is of criticism. the only point tpey do share heing their joint antipathy

a"ainst the Protestan; anti-Jewish characler of Weilhausen's schoo!. \Vhat emer"es is even
~ -

a pieture of opposites.

Whereas Hoffmann emphasizes. point by point. Wellhausen's faulty re:ldings and

inlerpretations. he does not touch upon the implications of Wellhausen's rewriting of

Israe!'s and Jewish history. or on his sociology of religion. He rather insists. :hroughout.

on lhe reliability and authenticity of the traditional view of Mosaic authorship. not leaving

any room for compromise. The Kaufmann sehoo!. on the other hand. focuses primarily on

Wellhauscn's historieal theories. in whieh the dating of P is a crucial point. Thcirconcem is

to n:seue the integrity of Jewish history from the onslaught of the Protestant scholars. In

order to be able to preserve the biblical and post-biblical ehronology intact. P must be early.

For Kaufmann. who prefers to view these events in a historico-sociologica1

manner. it is sufficientto find an origin for P within the earlier period of the monarchy. He

docs accept a system of four sources. P being just one source unconnected to the others.

and the main eonflict he has with Wellhausen. is :herefore one of chronology. The other

pillar in Wcllhausc.l·s systcm that he wishes to shaller is the basically tripartite evolutionary

model of the development of monotheism from polytheism. In Kaufma!ln's opinion poly­

theism and monotheism are mutually el(clusive. the fonner being pantheislic and mytholo­

gica!. the laller a-mythologiç:>~,and there is no historical precedent for one developing from

the other. 7 What is omilled in this approach. however. is the recognition of a eonnected­

ncss of biblical Israel with the ancient Near East. But in this way Kaufmann is able to

stress the unicity of the God of Israel. What we sec in th... Kaufmal1!l-Wellhauscn confron­

tation is therefore the el(change of one critical model for another.

Anothcr scholar who operated on a similar level was Umberto (Moses David)

Cassuto (1883-1951 ).11 He too was opposed to the Wellhausenian presentation of biblical

history but substituted his model with a critical system of his own. His objectives were

similar to those of Kaufmann. but he used different categories. utilizing especially the data

from Near Eastern histories. languages. and religions.

Allthis is indeed very farremoved from DavidZvi Hoffmann. Yet. he was the first

to allcmpt an allack on this enemy. using methods that by themselves are recognized and

appreciated by thase who followed. even if not in his footsteps. It is worth noting that the
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CC",,' times that Hoffmann's idc3S arc titi li/C'd in Kaufmann's l~ 1/(\10; h~l-fmlllllÛlh.l- Fi,r,ldir

{The History of the Failh of Israel 1. and like" iSl' in thl' works of lall'r ,,·h"iars. il j, "ilh

rC'~pC'ct and on cqual footing. Only one time ~ as far as 1.....ould cstahlish withnui ...'~'nJth..·tin~

a thorough search - Kaufmann qualitics Hoffmann's \)hjl~cti\'(" tlll'rl" spc...·iti'-·alI~ as '\"llllsl"r­

\'~lti\'C' and hannonizing." q

The entries in the \'arious Jew;,h enl'yclopedias ail praise Hoffmann for his pio­

neering work in the critique of biblieal eriticism. which is rellected in hi, anicle, and also

permeated his commentaries (on Genesis. Le\'itleus, and Deuteronomy 1. 1Il Despite ail his

effons. howcver. his approach did not gain any ground and was slillcd more or less by

contemporary events and devclopments. On the one hand the world was plunged into ne\\'

political conllicts, whieh is rcll<'Cted even in the introduclion 10 his Commentar)' on Dculero­

nomy. the publication of which \\'as delayed by the outbreak of World War 1. On lhc olher

hand. the outcome of the conllict bctween Reform and Onhodox movemcnts was alrcady

dcarly outlined. A non-Onhodox Judaism had obtaincd a firm grip on large segments of the

Je\\'ish populations and Jewish intellectual life in many communitics. This latter dcvclop­

ment resulted in the curious situation !hat there was no longer an outlct for Hoffmann's

approach. Thosc of his own Onhodox community who would have considered his work

possibly disturbing if not heretical. in another time. now simp:y shrugged their shoulders:

they were no' interested. They probably thought his effort a waste of time and energy,

After ail. it was no doubtthought that exactly those people Hoffmann intendcd to protect

from biblicai criticism (see the introduction to the Hebrew translation of lnsrwt:.en and

Bereishirl were in any case already lost for traditional Judaism. The non-conformist Jewish

scholars had already done their own work in this field. fully digesting the principles of

biblical criticism to the core and. moreover. they had already seceded from the Onhodox

community in every respect anyhow. In his introduction. the translator of &reishir. Asher

Wasserteil. evenjustifies his removal of most of Hoffmann's refutations of higher criticism

from the main body of the commentary to the footnotes. by stating that by now - i.e. 1969­

these issues were no longer relevant and. moreover. Torah scholars are not interestcd in thesc

matters anyhow. As weil. he wants to make a clear distinction bctween the sacred and the

profane and. finally. hedoes notwantto bore the reader. Veto it is his intention to present a

full picture of Hoffmann's scholarship and that would include thesc strictly time and place

bound issues. as he sees them. as weil. Il SC' much for the Jewish public reaction to

Hoffmann's work. Among the contemporary exceptions mentior. should bc made of the re­

view of lnsran:.en and Deureronomium by Dr. Jacob Sperbcr. 12Th~ only other Orthodox

Jewish scholar to take on Wellhauscn in the spirit of Hoffmann is Jakob Neubauer who
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\\.rotc a hook and an :trti(.:lc on the toril'. 1 \ in \\hich he n:fcrs {othe pionccring char3ctcrof

Hoffm;lnn· .... work with ~ratitlJde and n.·speer. A te\\." more lokl.:ns (lI' recognition \\'ould

l'olim' IIpon Hoffmann's death. in the carly twenlies. And lhat is il. That this asse>sment of

the translalor is not jllstilïd is also altested ta hy the facl. ,:s descrihed ahme. that the

discu...sion on the "age of pM is hcing continucd today.

Summari/.in~ the place of Hoffmann and his critique of hibl ieal l'rit ici sm. 1 propose

seven tlhscrv;ltions.

1 1 According la certain Jewish opinions. Hoffmann would be a represenlative of t rue

Win<'ns<,hCljr. This conclusion is based on the method underlying his work: his use of

sources. philology. and (atleast as far as his rabbinical s!Udies arc concemedl his Sense

of historicity. This. of course. is quite ironie. as he was a vehement opponent of the

"agenda" of Wis.w!mchaft in its association with those forces that. in his opinion. were

detrimentalto geset:e.wreues or rhoratreues JuJenrum (ludaism faithfulto the Torah: or

popularly today. Torah-truc Judaism l.

2) Protestant Christian Bible criticism possessed an anti-Jewish bias. The eritieal view

c1early evolved from a position in whieh. at first. Mosaic authorship was defended. then

at least the basic traditional .:hronology of the Hebrew Bible was left intact and con­

sidered as being largely in concert with Israelite history. Nextthe order of the traditional

chronology was complelely tumed around to produce the following interesting picture.

As Christianity was considercd to be a direct heir of prophetie religion. which had

nothing to do with the legislative religion ofJudaism. and Judaism in tum was merely an

offshoot of "Hebrew religion: the Wellhausenian school creates a historical continuity

straight from the Prophets to Christianity. who thus became its precursor. Judaism. then.

becomes a mere aberration based upon a dry system of laws which originated after the

Prophets. Hoffmann docs not focus on either this point of rewritten biblieal history or the

"evolution of religions" argument.

3 ~ Hoffmann's exegesis fits fully into an apologetic program in which Judaism had to

defend itselfagainst the onslaught of Christian Bible critics. as his medieval predecessors

did vis-à-vis the religious polemicists. He l'ven used the same format. presenting his

polemics (or apologia) bath within the framework of his commentaries as weil as in an

independent polemical tract. i.e.. /nstan::.en. Yet. in doing this Hoffmann would adhere to

a contemporary criticaI method of investigation. Despite the ideoIogical slant of his

criticism. Hoffmann's virtuosity as an exegete emerges clearly from his work and is

demonstrated in the way he uses "inner·biblical" dynamics. His philological insight is
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applicd to hringing \'arinu~ passages - t\)nl frnm thl~ir n'ntl~"ts hy th,: critics ba\.'k. inh'

Iheir propcr places and [0 sh"w [heir interrelatedl1c·ss.

.: 1 Hoffmann's cxcgcsis cnulJ be tcnncd 'l11oJl~m' from a historical p\lÎnt lll" \ il'w in the:

sense: that the conlent and mcthod of his in\l'sti g.alion l'Il-art y fnrnlC.,-d an ;Hl;-;'Wl'r Il) a Ilc\\

phenomenon in Bible sch"larship in his "wn [ime.

~ 1 Howe,"er. Hoffmann could he pl''''ed squarcly in [he middle of medie'"al "l'~l'sis alld ils

concomitant rcligious worldvicw. l~cvcnson and Pctul'howski dcmonstratcd \'l'r~ clc:;\r1y

which arc the prerequisites for a commentato, in order to be called a modern and whi,'h arc

the inhibitions. so [0 say. that would kl'Cp him contined [0 Ihe stmcture of medie,"al thou~ht.

6) ft could be posited that if it had been Hoffmann's fear and concern that [he crilical ap·

proach to the Bible would extend into the Jewish realm. by way of the Refomlist SdlOOI

of Wissenschaft. this fear has proven to be justilied. Ho",ever. if it had been Hoffmann's

hope that his work might have countered this devclopment. or even tum it around

altogether. he was sadly mistaken.

7 \ Finally. it scems that if it was Hoffmann's intention to disprove Wellhausen loek. stock

and barrel. or in other words. prove both the unity of the text. its traditional Mo""ic dating

(if not its divine origin!). as weil as the traditional dates forthe othertexts of the Hebrcw

Bible. he has only partially succeeded in providing a set of eonvincing argumenl'. dl-spite

theopùmism!hat he did 50. voiced by Max Kapustin. \-1 who provides both a defense and

continuation of Hoffmann's position. However. when he is confronted with the question

how to view the fact that the oldest manuscripts of the Masoretic text arc medieval and

that meanwhile older. non-Masoretic. fragments have been discovered. Kapustin is not

able to answer his respondent on issues of the pereeived letter-perfect character of the text

and the Mosaic origin of its present forlllat. He retums to an apologetic stance - in fact

quoting Hoffmann - to the effect that even if seribal or other errors had crept into the text.

it would not be possible to restore a text written underdivine guidance. Where Hoffmann

has failed. in my opinion. at least as far as 1n.'l~en is concemed. is in establishing a

Mosaic datinglauthorship for P. As 1explained. it it not suflicient to demonstrate il' pre­

exilie origin. as opposed to Wellhausen's post-exilie preference.

ln conclusion it might be argued that even if Hoffmann may have refuted Wellhauscn

on many issues. he has not sufficiently been able to prave his own position. [n dis·

proving a negative point. one has not necessarily praved the eorresponding positive one.

As support for this supposition [ have listed a number of modem studies at the relevant

places in the footnotes of the translation that illustrate and emphasize this prablem and the

laeuna in Hoffmann's appraaeh: namely. while they refute one position. they thereby do

not neeessarily confirm the opposing one (see also note 5 below). The problem is further
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c\an:rhatco Îl! the f:lcllhat \\'hik 1r1\[(Jn~t'rr aim~ al hcing a scholarl: k'\t. il al the samc

tirnt.' -.loc ... "0 \'.ith apol01!ctic inlcnl. The Juali .... m that sccms 10 plag.uc :-to(fmann is in·

hcrcnt 1n the \\;a: ()nhodo\y in gl'ncrai ucals \\ ith ilS \.:onfront;)tion \\Îth hihlical..:riticism:

Ihc prohkm rcally Sl'cms 1o he unrcsol\ahk in thc scnsc tha! a harmoni/~nion oi lhc prescnl

po... ilitms i ... quitc unima~inahlc. This ioner conl1ict has hccn dcarly analyzcd by Steven

Shaw. \\ho prcsl:tlts sorne uf the mosl iritcrcsting modern \'oiccs on to Ihis matter. 1:'

Pcrhaps c"crything lhal has heen discussed docs say something about the conl1icting "nd

C\er ehallenging nature of Torah itsclf. ior, al'ter ::11. does not Tradition itsclf ascribe at

leas! sc"enly faces to the 'forah'? 1(,

1 ~dll:dllcr 1'11:--;1 1-".

:. 1 Ilcnhcllllcr 1')-::':. l irl,."Cn~r~ 1')X-'. l io,hcn-l il)lt~h:1n l')X3a. Sam;l PJS3. (irccn~pahn 1tJS'7 anJ I·)l_).~
Il 'l'cm, ln lUe th;lt al prc",cl1t 1\\11 ~Ihll,lb llf ttHlu~ht ;trt: t..Il"'l.:crmhh:~ ~\nc "'CCln~ thc n ...c uf n1\x1crn

.I\,·\\I... h hlhhl.::ll "'l.:hnl:ll'tliP ;,,,:1 nc\\ dcn:lnpmcnt ln rC:lctlnn ln Chn ...l'a~ h,hhl.::l1 "'l.:holaNhlp WhlCh :lro..c ln

Ihe \\;lkc nI' the LlIrupc~m f·kn:u .....,;IO'-=c. Ihe tllher Ji"';l~rccJn~ Wllh Ihe fnnncr ln '-=:Isttn~ the mcdic\, ..1 Je:\\lsh
,-=tlmmcnt~.lur- . wht) r\.·co~m/ed man~ Ill' the pn.lhle:m... 1~IIe:r plckc.'\.I up h~ h.hllc:11 cntii,;l...m - ln Ihe fOIe: ~lf

prut:elllhll' '01 mtlt.h:m Oc\\",h) hlhlll;al ...chular-hlp, The: I;ltler pt.Ntllln presc:nl'" an mtcrt."Sun~ prohle:m. as
nol unl~ 1'" Il r:lthcr :lpolo;.'ClIc ~!IÏl.e thc :lpnln::'CIl' p4.....ltlon doit wnh ln ch~, 1 -l. 15) it alsll rcscmb1c.os. In a
~~l~. Ihe :h.:Il\'ltlC'" Ill' ,-=nnlempor.l~ fundamcnt:dl"'IS (holh Chn...t1an and 1e\\'I"h) whll. whll-: dcn~lnl; tho...,
hndlll~"s III Olt".lem '-'.:Icncc thal "ln: uncllmtùrtablc li.lr lheu rchglllUS Ilutkll.lk. try tll cstahltsh ..t thc same tlme
111,;11 111,;1I1~ tll" luJ;'I~ 's -w.:lcnllli.: idea.... and inOt.waunn.... \\e:re anUclpatc.'d t.ll' e\'en ac:luall~ found in St.:riPIUfC!

\\'Ilhllut ~lln~ lOto lhe :.hSC'lt",slnn cnnccmin~ the mcantn~ I)f ~;<;IWI. Ch. Cnhen's t9N'i aniclc is alsn
\\tlnh mcnlltlntn~. IIc de:d... :lmon~ other Ihm~ \\'Ilh Ihe cnn...cinusncss c'\pn:s~ ct.lncemln~ tc'\tual pf\lhlcms
10 Tcnm.::h "mun~ Ihe Ir.tdillonal cllmmcntal\.lrs. lie show~ that on the one hand they U'ere aWaCC of thc:'Oe
prohlcm.... ;'lIl'J 011 the llthcr hand they we:re nt.ll ~'mc kmd or prolo-hihlical cril1cs m the mt.lt..1e:m sen....e. II i:
unfonun:nc th;'11 ('(lhcn Il::norcs lIoffmann \\'hcn dcahn~ (hl'lwe\'cr hnc!h) \\lth the l'lIcr tï.ldll10nal commen­
1;\1,,1' ('ioC..'C p -lI. nole 17). On the strained relauon....hip hctU'ccn large segmcnts of present da~' Onhot.h'l'ty ant.!
thc Inlerprc:l:ltl\'C schc.lols tlf pre-modem Judaism that pn:ccdcd 11. "'--c H, Lc\'y 1992 and 1t.,'9fl.

.\ If:lrn ... Il)l~' .\:!7. nt.lle 57.

4 ~I"mlurslcm 19h6 troln....lal..'d lI\.lllmann's IOtnlt.Jucuon 10 his l.c\·iticus commental')'. The QUllie is on p. \)2-
.:' ïhls Iisl is uf cuursc lar l'mm e:'(bausti\'c II mercl\ intend'i to he illustr"dti\·c. Wcinfeld 19K..~: 129 summanzcs the

l'rnhlem \'ct') c1early when he stales: •
" .. In re!-~n1 tl'l th..-se IWellhau'iCn's \'iews on la\\'s and in.'\tit'Jtionsl one ha.'\ 10 admit thatth.: c\·,dcnce. l'rom
the ,mcicoi S'ear I~""I adduccd here was nol ~'et a\'mlahle Olt Ihe heginning of this ecnlu')' and \\'c1lhau.<\Cn
cHult.! ",li he hl:un..-d for Ik'll: m:OOng use of if The 13.'\t lil'~" ~:cars ha\'e nOi only prllduced new e\'idcnec con·
cernmg lhe cull and rcligi\lO of biblicaltimcs. but have also t.."S13blishcd a tïrm basis for their pn.'1pcr undcr·
"'1andin;:. This e\'idcnCt' ~i\'es us. of course. a hcucr ch.1ncc for c\'aluating the in."1itution.'i of the Pricstly
(\lÔC. \\'ellho1llSC:n C'tluld oot a"ail him'Clf \'1f al1this and thercforc could speculale aboutthc: dalc of P only t.ln
the ho..SIS \ll' internai e\·ldcnce. S'ow that we ha\'c c:'(lemaJ e"idence our \'ic",s ha"c n3turally cbanged,
:dthough Wc stilliack pt.lSiti\·e pf\'Il,.lf for datin~ P. If n.....\· c....·idcnce emcr~ fur the late date ur P we should. t.)f
CllUNe, t.....'1Il.'\idc:r it. hUI 3.'\ 10nJ;!:l.~ it docs oot. Wcllhau'\cn's :lr~ments Clnnot he acccptcd".

This \"le\\' is sharcd hy Huro"·itl. 19N...c;. His comJXIr.lti\·e study of "building nalTiJti'·cs". e:'tamincs the n:lati\ln·
,hip :md similaritics, txlth in conlenl and literaI)' form. bct,,"ccn the accounts of sanetU3t')· construction 3.'\ tbey
llCCUm.'d 1l1thc ancicnt S'c::ar Easland tht.lSC in the Ilebrc", Bible. Whcrc:a.'\ it is the Wcllhnu,,",enian \'ie\\, lbat the
:It..'Cllunl in E,'tt.'ldu'i =,"d Le'·ilicu.'\ is an anilïcial conslruct and 1h.,1 the shoner "ersion in the L'XX rcflccts an
"c;trlicr sta~ in the liternf)' de\'c1\lpment than the ~Ia'\orctic Te:'tt." Huro\\·i17. dc:mon....trates with the help of the
a\':nlahle m;;Ilerial that. on the contra~·. the ~IT acCt..'1unt in il'i present form is largcl~' in agreement with the
~'01el101t..'Sc\ cn (lltlcr at:c\lunb from Israel's neighburs. Ile t.."l'lnc1udc:s to sa~' that cJcspite ec:nain minor discrc­
rancies which nccd e'\planation. "that wnatC"cr moc:lcl will he: proposcd (for a rccoll.'\truetion of the: total tc:\tual
unit!, it mmeT :ake Inlo 3CC\'1unt the \''1bscf\'ati\lnS oncrcd hcrc sho\\ing that the sequence of e"cnt~ in the Pricstl~'

.tt:t.."1..lunt \lf ~'uildln~ the Tabernacle is in its pn:scnl fonn t~'piClI of ancienl S'car Ea.'1em accounl'i of building a
temple. 'ihis is 1tH:. t.lrdcr m\lS1.3Ih:Îcnt authors \\'ould fullo\\' in teUing a stol)' about building a tc:mple~ the onler
P"'J'<"Cd by \\'dlb:luscn is not.· (p. 30).

Other t.."1..lntrihution.'\ in f:l"or \lf an c:lrJ~' (i.e.• prc-c:\ilic) date for the Prio11~' Code arc:: HUf\'itz 1960~

1974; 19N3; 1tJS-"', and his 1982 full-Iength stud~' on 1he linguistic rc:lationships bctwcc:n E7.ekicl and P. This
hC:"K \\.",,,, R:\·ie\\....-d b~' ~liIgrom I~ woo is of the opinion tbat 1·luf\·itz makc:s an "irrcfutablc· C3."'«: for a pre:-

94



•

•

•

c\dl\. ,!.L:~· :.'r i' .1:1,: m,'l,' ~'r\';l"lltl'Td "'l':l 'l~" ,\"\':r~:l\,: "1 :q'l'nt.llh\' .ll1d th ... '''11'1 .... ,1111,.1\ 1!l'I1tIl!I"l."

: ....·1;'· 1 ,lTll" l'Il ...·.Hlll.:r ,"t..·n ..... ! l'n.,r 1.,,1.1,,\,-.11 l'h'phl" ~ .ltl.lII1 ...' 11h'rl.l!,h\ R, '1 ,1 11111, Il m"h' fl""O\ ,',1 tl.II\ll,· l'

::h: r ·\I ·,\ \,~ '.'lI1HPIl i';~C \\t1<'. "h:k lll' thlllÏrr.'" jlllr'\I1/' ..... IIl.l~ Il.1... \,1111,' l' Ih'l "'11\111.,'.\ b~ Ill' .1I~1I1l1'·l\h

.ll1.: ""'Il lu"'l<':l'" .1" :.' th..." 1,:.lrl~ .1';111.: "1 J' :,,',' Illr1hl.::. l," II l'IS:. ! l,tf,llI l'JS', "lit 'hl l'IS-

!\'''dtl\d: \ll:.l'.'f,'t,1 I.lll"d;l1l".lrl'l''': \1:110.1<)(,<) !"\I:W 1'1:-;:',1 H'"lI ':\1 l "<l:. !,,'I,' l'rI;' Illt.
Ill- In.l i'l'PolIll.li Tl""i1l-dh'IL r,"!,':rlll:,; 1.' l ,,'!l\';I..,': ".1l111~1.1l111·' .IT::Ullll'lIh III 1.1' ", "1 l"" i'rÙl·.kn'l· ,,\,., Il

R.,'h: ,,:.11\,.'" Ih.lI 1\ 1111,.'''\''· ~..... n.,:hl. "\\lI.'l\ h~ ltll: ".II11\"· "'1\.1,.'11 ''111,.' ... 'uld l'f''\'' 1!l,11 Ill\,.· li"lllt"'lll.lIl "·":"I.llh'l1 "1
lS15 pr ..·....·,kd Ih\,.· 1 Il·I\\,.11 11,.'\ 1,lullPII w ~I,.'I,.' Ilulhl'r n.'ll· :;';.1 "1 Ill\,.· Il,111 .. 1.111<111

!. '\11 K.llll lll.lllU' .. i" '''Ill' 'Il \ 1" :1 \ 1" \\ d 1h.HI"\"·Il, "\,.'1,.' Ill" ''1'1. ,hkl1l\'" ,kr l.. r.ld Ill ... Il 1Il.! 1'" IInl l,,·lt ~h 'Il":':"
",tlldlk." j l'I:.!'. 1""1 lllnh\"·rnh'r..·. \\\"'lllkid 1':-'11 lknl1l'll11l'r 1"-;' -~ lbr.ll\ l'lS\ ;,~ ... "h...11 ..,·\1.... ,· ..

!lI.·rl..·.I.. "dl !-\..1Il111l;ll1n\1l",,·,'II)/ 11.'lln1.lIln

('1 li 11all....·m ['IS- lt'r ~lulm;mn·.. Inll.'rprl,.'l.llltln ,Il Ilu.. "'pl,

S l"f (·'I..'ulll . .:1 .'-:.' :' :.:t.J.-:'~5 lit .. lil ..... ,ol.·.. ;Ir..· 1,.','nl;1lI11,.·.! Hl tll" Ihbk ù'I1lOll·nl;Irl ..•.. l,m \ ;1,.·111,.·.. ' .. ;11I111",,111'" ;1..

"dl ;l~ hl' t"",,\ri. {I:,' !;"t'IW:c'n:,lrr !{\pf'tllc·,H\. l'If" h'r ,Ul ,ll1.al~'I" .,1 Ill" \ 11,.'\" d 1 Iknhl.'ll1ll,.·r l'l-h 1 h.I\I,.·

l,'und Il,l rl'Ierl,.'nl..."e hl 11I'llm;mn III t '~I""Uh\'" \\,'rl.:.

'11..::. }',,;,;ut. \,,1 1. P \1.J..lll\II.' ~ t\.;lulm';lI1n I,.'rtlll,.'l/l'.. lh,llm;lllll l"r ll\ll n....:,';.:tIl/1n;.: 11;"1 l' h;I".1 k~I .. I.IIl\'l\
\\llh rl'~;lrd h\ 1hl' nllTlItl: lhl~h pl;Il.:I,.·'I. mdl'JX'ndl.'nt lrnm l'lcll'e:n'n~\m~ III" trul..'lh;11 hl.' nl,.·,III .. hlm Illnh,,'r \\llh

;ll.."ntll..."';ll"Cfl~CIlr fcehn;.::. Ihf"U~h "hldl he:, n;m';lr\ri.';lt'll~. I.:.ne:\\ hl pUllu' hn;.::er ,In Ihe Ihr..· 1'11:1:1,.', "I 1c.·~I.. I,.
11\\11 10 l' \\Ith "hl..:h h\ .. h:lltcr Ih... lir.lf·\\dlh:m,c..·11 h\f't'lhc'I" Ulame:l\. Ih... 1;1'" 1..."11IK rrllll~ Ih,,' 1\'-..;.1.."11
...a .... nfil..."c. prof;mc ,1;lU;.:hh:r. ';11I..1 tllhc."~l. ~ct. 111 Ihe cnJ.II:,ffmann'.. tm" h.;;rm'IIH"1I1..." prCh:'1 "dl'Ihlt ..1;lIlc.lup
ln th.., f';II..."C 1\1" "nll....l'm....;l~ .. K.;ltlfm:mn ~';lUfm;lf\n l' mnn: Pi"ltl\l..· \\llh n:,.:.uc.l hl Il,\llm;lOn'.. Iln~Ul,I.(

I..."\\mpan-.l\n, i'lc:1\\Ccn thc Bnok, "r I-Ie:klc:! ;lnu 1.e\IIII..."U' ;mJ nCtllc..'hll1\\m~ n:'pt.·(tl\ ...·I~ ('1 {,,!.!••,. \ tll ~.

~,,\k 1. P :'_:':'. nC.\le 10- ='c..'C Inst.m:r'!l. pp :h·3..1.;md .:1,5_.:1,-
1() r.SlTl"ïJJI'Ar.'[)IA lL'I)Alc'A 1k....'oC-Je:nl...:dcrn. 1';.:\ 1

Ikrncrkl'n~\\cn 'Il~J lIoÜmann', .\rhcltcn auf hlhll~dlcm (ichlcle. die c.kr Wll'c.Icrlcl.:unl.: 11er Itlhc..-I\ri.nll\ri.
~C\\ Idmct 'InJ~ Ilt1l'1'm:mn \\ar f;lst JIC eln/l~c .Iud. t ~dehnc. der 'Clne ent-.c.:hlcdene ,\hle:hn~ln~ c.ler 1\llx·lk.n
ttk :.IUl:h lm Werkcn lU hc~nJen 'U....hIC

rH/-: UNW/-:RSAf.J/-;IVISH /-~VdU.lll'l:ï)/A IbJ 1""", 1"loo""lnl,~""·1 S.\, "/.lX
lIolTmann's 'Ch"ll;lrl~ \\url.. <Ire \\ntlen fl'llm thc ,tanJpomt of "n....l tlrthuJo'~. In Ihcm he nt.;llllt;lln~ the
\Ic.l'~me :1Ulh\lr.-.hlp \lI' the: Pcnl:l1cueh ;md hchc\'c" h1cr:,Il~ m lhe: dc.'o('lnne uf RC\'c:!allun 1Il.. ~rc:l1 "co'lce hl

thl~ nrthndu\" \\"as lhat he 1.'3\'1..' ltS 1e:u:hlm:s a sc.:u:nulic and c.:rUlc.:a1 h.:L'i1S, Ile \\.;t.. ';111\1\""t the 1'01\ JC\\'I,11
~h'llar C.,r his d..~ \\'ho de\'\'(cd mueh ume I~ Blhllcd ~nUc.:lsm llc \\':l~:1 hltlcr tlpflc.'nenl tif Ihe "llI~hc:r ('ft

h~lsm" ,,1" thc \\'ellhau.'Cn ~""lIl.ll, anJ unJenc.lIl.lk to rcfulc Il:-; cuncluslon... nt a numhcr ,If \\or:o.s. 'uc.:h :I~ Ab
lJdndlunc:r-n uhtor dIt" ~ntd'~U"'us('1rr"n (;r".\r"t:r" ( 1l'\iN) :md DI(' ",/('lrru:,~lr"n 1r1.~1fIn:r"n 1hs ~nl1lmc:nl;l~ lin
l.e\- .\\llh Us c:stahhs~ment ,lf Ihe \':.Iluc ,lI' lhe: T:mnalUc \\'nlings for the t1nders(:II1Jm~nI' Ihe lhhle. \\.;"
dc..~n~..d h~ Jc.""cph l lalé\'~ 3."\. (he rt'klSl pnlrc.'und conrnhUII"" hllhe undcrslanJln~,If I.c\· ..1nc.;C ){;t,hl

rHI-: ,\T/INIJARIJJI:WISH /-~VCrCI.oI'/-:f)fA . ,'<-cil R,,'h (bJ.); IA,"<I,,". 1'.15'>.
Ile 0pflc."Cd Ihe Rcfonn m,li,. cment and puhlishcd amcfcs dcfendin~1he: Talmud :md Shulh.::lI1\rukh :1~;un..1

Ihelr anl1'~cmllic dctrachlrs. Hoffnmnn anaeked the Wcllh',"~1.'n 'c.:h'lol ur hlhhc.:al .:rlll\:"m \\hl ....11
undennincd the s..1nCIlI~ of lhe Bible. lhs puhlishcd sludics II1cludc: commcnL:IOCS ,'n p...n ... of Ihe P...nl:llcuCOl
:101.1 an inlmduCllc.ln 10 tannallic mh.lr.l.,hlm.

tHF. F.1...·C'fC/.OPEDIA OFTHF.JELVlSHRFilG/ON - Z\" \\·crhlll"....ki & (rctllTrey \\'1~"'lf.1er (I~d"\.). l"lnc.hln. It)f.:'
.. Hoffmann ""as a \'i~mus champion of Onhodo\~' hoth againsl Rcfurm .100 a~all1sl :tnil-Sc.'mlilc :111:1.........

on the Talmud ..00 the Shulhan Arukh. I:c wmle Sludtc:s ln carly r:tbhmlc IlIer:tlun: ;1110 h.,lakhlc re~p"n"'l

(~lclammc..'c.J Ic,hl)'il) and pubhshcd cditiuns ur midra.-.hic le\ls. 11i~ ma.lm "urk \\'..s hls çummenlar) llII

l.c\·nic:us and Dculcronom\' whieh eriticalh' e:\:Iminc:d Gm.f-Wellhausen's theoncs of hlhlicii CnllClsm.

11This nel:Olll\'e attilude lowarc!the i'efUI3Iion... ~r Wellhausc:n and olher Blhle enlies in IloITm.,nn'.. cUmmcnlOlrlcs
i:-. c:spcci~lIy rcmarkable in the li~ht of the srmn~ polemicaJ charncler of sorne of the mllsl Impln.,nt medle\'ul
Jc\\Îsh commcntarics. So one would e\'cn consider purgmg Ihcse of Ihcir pulcmlC:11 cunlent - he Il ln ;1 ne\\"
c..-uitic.ln ,,'r tratLslatiun - 3.-' the~' fonn an mlcgm.1 pan uf thc..-sc c.:ummentarie....

On the poh:miCliI 3.spect of mediC":l1 cllmmcnl:lric:s, sec c,g. E.l.J Ro~nlhal l t}5i and P)(~. nn :Inll·
Chrislian pt')lemic in mcdic\'31 Bihlc commcnbrics; IbId., 19(10, un lhe cham.cter nI' medlc\'al Jewi...h c\cJ.,"c'''.
T:llmagc 1967 on Radak; Touitou 1990 on Ra.,hi: ~Iarc (~ohen 19').1: l-ll ·1-l2~ :!olS, nul~ 1.~. 14.

1: ~pcrher 1916.

13 Seubauer 1917, 191K 1922 On Ihe scholarstup of Jakob Scubauer (1X')5-1tJ.1S), d. lhe cnll)' ln rJ 12: I(,M)';;
B. cJc \-ric.."S 19Sti

14 Kapu.slln 19(..0,

15 ~ha\\" 1969.

16 Sumbcrs Rabbah. ~"iQ 13: 15. Ttus midrash is a laie le:\l. probably nol carlier lhan lhe 12th cenlul) and nul
auc:o:;.tcd to earlier tho,n ~hc 1~lh. Scholem J%9' 6:·(15 discusscs Ihis concept and Ils ,,')urees. Sec :11'\() Ihe end
of Ihn Ena's introduction 10 his Tom.h oommcntary.
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l:n~:,.:I"p;..U:Jl..l'11 l bm. .\:C\\ !:.Jl111'n I"JXt,·
1~n ...·: ,,:h 'lXtcJl..l JuJah.:a. l''Ji2
11.ln .mJ Thel Il. I~h;':..ll R.l'\ 1"';\\

1fcbrc'\ LOlon C\)lk~c AnnlWl
I ...r..lci Oncnt:..ù Sllll.JIC"

J,'urnai nI the Amcncan Acadcmy III Rchgu1n
Journal ,lI the Amcnl.."an Oncn[~tl SCIl,,:ICIY
JI lumalof BlbllC"..l1 LnCr..llUrC
.Iahrhlll..:h tur die Thc'llh 'giC
Je\\ l'..h i-hstor:
J lumal t lf JC\\ l'..h StUJICS
kru'llcm StUJlcs ln .-\rJ.bll.:' anJ I... lam
Jnumallor the StuJ~ of Jud;usm ln the ?Cf"lan, Hellcnlsuc and Roman ?enlxl
krusalem SIUUICS llf Je\\ I",h Thoughl
Jilumai for the StuJy of the GIJ Testamcnt
JC\\lsh Sc.lClal SluJICS
Jt)umal (lfThC'l)I"gll.-a1 StUJICS
Jcwlsh Quanerly RC\'le\\'
Jlluma!l,f Religion
Ju\l's<:he Zeltung
K"~alh Scpher
~lonal...."'Chrift fur Ge-chIChIC und Wtsscnschafl d~ JudenlUtT:S
The Mushm W"rl\l
~1<)naN\chnft fur die Wis."OCnschafl des JuJcntums
:-':eue km:hhche Zc:lls<:hrifl
Ou\ll.,.tamenlis<:he Slu\lien
?rcx"CC\lings of the Amen(,.'"a)1 As......'Cluuon for JC\\'lsh Rcscarch
S<:npla Hlel'OS\.>IYlnllana
Stu\lla Isl="::1
Stu\lia Rosenlhaliana
Supplement... 10 VelUS T~tamenLum

Velu.... Tcstamenlum
Zells<:hnft fUr \lie Alll.,.lamcnlliehe Wissens<:hafl
Zell"Chrifl \1er Dcul"Chcn Mmgenlandischen Gcscllschafl
Zells<:hrift fur Theologie und Kirche

Sorne blbliogmphicù abbn:viation.... round in IIl\·'atl:~n:

•

A.T.
SB
Elnl.
a
Gc:sch.

Alten T.,.::unenllOI\l T.,.tamcnl)
Buchcnb<'l(lk.s)
Einleilung (intn.luction)
Dillrnann's comhlcntal")' on E.'\odu.... and Lc\'ilicus
Gc:schlchle (hislmy)
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Part Two

David Zvi Hoffmann's
Die Wiclztigsten !nstan:en gegen die

Graf- Welllzallsensclze Hypotlzese
("The Main Arguments against the

Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis")

An annotated translation



• Translator's Forcword

ln my translation of Rabbi David Zvi Hoffmann's 1n.\hUl~,'n 1 have tried to remain as

faithfuito the original German as possible as weil as 10 HotTmann's personal style. in ••rder

to preserve some of the llavor of the time and the environment in whi,'h he wr,\te. as long

as it would not eonlliet wilh the re;ldability of the English. This ais•• implies that 1 ha\<'

rc:taincd Hoffmann's pnragraph division. whic:h may thc:rc."t\lrc. S(lnle."linh:s Sc."c."m I(lngc."r

than usual. The German propensily for abbreviating book titles is dearly ••hsen :lhle in

Hoffmann's text. This. too. 1 ha"e retained. However. his most important ahbrc\ ialiollS

havc bccn indudcd in the list ofabbreviations prec:eding the bibliography.

1 have translatcd ail of Hoffmann's citations l'rom other works strai~ht l'rom his text. the
'"

only exception bcing Wellhausen's own Pmlegomena and Gewhi"'lle. whic-h has been

translated into English under the title Prolegomena rorhe Hi,rory olAnci"nT Imlt.'/. 1965

(1957). Use of this translation is duly indicated. In general. rcferences to Wellhausen's

work in Hoffmann's tcxt cile the page of the original German edition.ln the cases where the

corresponding English passage was easily located. which was not al ways so. the second

page reference is to the Engl ish edition.

One work that proved indispensable in preparing the translation was the Hebrew translation of

Hoffmann's book by Eliezer Barishansky. entitled 1'l"1:r"1 'il) nlJ,l'.,;:,o t'11,~., (1928).

Apart from supplying a new introduction and an update of the issues dealt with by

Hoffmann. as weil as Barishansky's own set of supplementary foomotes. this ·ranslation

solved sorne of the problems that arose from the German original. With regard to the many

scriptural citations in Hoffmann', text. it turne<! out that sorne were not altogether exact

and/or lacked the proper references. Or. possibly due to printer's errors. the references

proved to be even totally incorrect. Unfortunately. in most cases the Hebrew translator left

them uneorrected. Where possible this has becn rectilied.

For the translation of the scriptural passages 1have consulted The Holy Seriprures According

/() rhe Ma.mrerie Texr. A New TransLarion. ere." (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication

Society of America. 1917). ln rendering the names of sorne of the festivals. even in places

where Hoffmann did translate them. 1 have preferred the Hebrew term over a translation.

for the simple fact that this might otherwise result in a kind of descriptive translation of an

especially eumbersome nature. An exception is created. however. by the sometimes incon-

• sistent use of the terms "Pesach." "Passover." or "chag ha- (or: feast of) matzo!." ln prac-

i



•

•

tically ,~I cases 1have followed Hoffmann. who frecly interchanges "Pt:\U.''h'' and "Pu..\\u.h."

The J PS tr.tnslation. "gain. uses "p;,ssover." Moreover. most of the names may bc conside~ed

f;,miliar 10 the infonned re;,der. Personal names and toponyms arc in general rendered as

they lIsually occur in English. In rendering the divine names. as weil. 1 have retained

Hoffmann's syslem. This means remaining faithful to the traditional Jewish approaeh of

either using the epithet "Hashem" 1the Name 1for the Tetragr.tmmeton or changing a conso·

nanl in the other divine name. i.e .. Eloqim. when the latter is not rendered hy "the I.ord."

1 h'I\e retained most of Hoffmann', own notes within the text itsclf at their proper place.

They arc placed within parentheses. Some of the longer and strictly bibliographical notes

h'I\'e hcen moved ta the footnote system at the bottom of each page. My additional notes

and annotations in the translation of Imtu.n:t:n arc printed in square brackets. In arder to

f:lcilitate a consultation of the German original based on the English lranslation. the page

numbcrs of Hoffmann's lext arc plaeed in the margins. This also made it possible la leave

Hoffmann's own cross-refercnces ta earlier sections of his text intact.

ln Imtan:t:n. Hoffmann al ways uses the original Hebrcw for his scriptural citations. 1 have

either transliterated the text in these cases or used a translation. depending on the spccitic

purpose of the citation. For the consonants. 1 have used the general transliteration table of

the Encydo['<Jt:dia 1l1Jaica ( 1972). with the exception of nwhich has bcen transliterated as

"ch" in orderto distinguish it from "kh." which is used for:l: and ~ which is indicated by

"t7.:" this bcing due ta the limitations of my ward processor. Abbreviations of biblical

books follow the general rule. with the exception of Ezekiel. which 1 have abbreviated as

F.7.. and Ezra. which has not been abbrcviated.

Lastly. sorne of Hoffmann's peculiarities in the printed text [ have left in place. such as the

use of * or bold face in citation indicators.
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.\, Introduction

~10$t new enties 1 declarc the Pentatcuch to ~ a compositc.· \\'I,.)r~. \"',.'nsisting llf l't'ur d".'\.'l1­

ments. : The symbol P or PC 1i.e.. Priestly Code 1 is used for th" s,'·call"d (inmd" ·hriri.

whit:h stans with ~i::l i"1'~~i::l and ta whit:h mainly the pri"stly l:ms and lh" l:ms ,'i

sacrif:c" and purity were d"signat"d. FM the Book of D"uteronomy. lhe symh,,1 D is USl"!.

The oth"r two documents ar" indi"ated hy E and J. as they refer t" the USl' of th" 1"0

differ"nt nam"s of God. Th" sy mhol JE r"f"rs to a wNk "hil'h is ,·,'mpiled fn'm the "'!tl'r

(wo documents. According to the ncwcst criticisnl. P l'notains \'1.:'1 annth(.·r 1C'~lal dll....·tllllc.·nt.
~ . ~

calicd the Holin"ss Code 1Hl. The main components "f lhis document ,'an hc found iu I.e\.

lï':~6. Until 1866. most of th" noted criti"s eonsidered P to hl' the "Id"st and D t" hl' thl'

iatest pentateuchal source. with E and J positioned in hetween lhese two.

ln 1866. however. K.H. Grafs work DkGe!WI:/i<he!n Biidrl!r d,·, AJ. was puh.

lished... This work presentcd the c1aboratcly argued thesis that holh lhe legislation of

Leviticus as weil as related laws in Exodus and Numbers were post-deuteronomic. and thal

their ongin was to be dated in the penod following the Exile. This hypothesis found ilS

widest circulation mainly through the work of Julius Wellhausen (Die! lomr(/\irion .le'

Hexule!lIchs and Geschichle Ismel.\. which was later published under the title of Pm/,·.~o.

menu :lIr Geschichle Isrue/s) and has now become the ruling theory among the newest

eritics. Their view on the origin of the Pentateuch is basically as follows:

-l) Before the Refonn of King Josiah (1( Kgs. 22 and 23) the Torah supposedly

existed as a mere narrative work eompiled from J and E. eontaining only the Covenant laws

of Ex. 20-23: 34: 10-26. in addition to 13:3-16. In Josiah's time (± 623 BeEl the core of D

emerged. which. expanded with additions. was later joined with JE. -1 Thus the pre-exilie

and early post-exilie Torah consisted ofjust JEand D: P was added only al'ter lhe Exile and

later still united with JED by a Redaetor (R) who also included several narratives

originating in priestly eircles. The newest eritieal schocl distinguishes three different layers

in P: the Holiness Code (H) being the nldest part of P. the Priestly Grundschrift (Pg), and

thelatest additions: the secular material (Ps).

Shortly after the publication ofWellhausen's Geschichle Israe/s 1published a senes

ofarticles Sin which 1raise the objections that occurred to me after a thorough examination

1 (BulTmann n::tè:rs c:onsistcntly to the -new enlies: ""ho 10 him wen: n:hlli\'cly 'n~" as ln Ume the~' pn:ccdcd
mm b~ onl~' half:s ~nc:r.ttion:st the morr.1; bUI alsa 'ne"" in the scn.'le of 'modern'. 1.C.• un· (ur aoU-) trndiuunal·1

! The crilies :sIw:sys speak of :s S(Këllled 'Ue:utc:uch: a.~ lhey consuJc:r the: Uook of Jushua :ss llngtnall)' ha\'m,:
bc:en Juine<! lu Ihe Penl:1leueh.

3 Tu lhis shuuld be:xlded his aniele "Die s.g. Grund....:hril\ des ""nI." in .\I<rx· Arch,,'. 11l69.
-1 The Rcdactor responsible for joinio~ oand JE. is call<d lhe Deulcronomisl (Rd 1.
S .\Iaga:m fir dIe lVissenschaft des Judenlhums (.\IWJ] 11l79. IllllO ("Die neuesle lI~polbese uber den

peotlleuehischen Pric:<ten:odc>;"). Sec al"" m~' aniele enlill<d "Pric:s1c:r und I.c<·ilc:n," .IIWJ. Ill90

1
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of Ihis hypOlilcsis, Latcr on [ disco\crcd \ arious othcr worb and articlcs by opponcnts al

thc nc.... cst critica! school in which my presentation is part!y repeated. and in which part!:

nc"" ideas arc found. demonslraling the impossibility 01 this dubious hypolhesis. Notwith­

slanding ail thcse lilerary publications it seems uselul to me to consider exhaustive!y sorne

especially important issucs opposing this hypolhesis. Perhaps this presentation will some­

how conlribute la Ictting thc trulh be \ictorious. The arguments al the represenlati\es of the

newesl modcm sehool. which ha\'e become part and parcc! 01 the objections 01 the

opponcnts. will. wherc neccssary. also be eonsidered.

The Pesach Sacrifice in the PC
The c'rities consider il as an axiom that ever since Josiah's reform the priestly party active!y

pursued centralization ofthc cult. According 10 the modem critical school. the PC goes so

far in this respect that it would project the idea of centraliZation back to the carly times of

the Tent 01 Meeting "ohe! mrrùil. Likewise. it suggests that in the entire period before the

ereclion of the Tent of Meeting and the bumt offerings no sacrificial cult existed and that for

that reaSon the PC does not mention the altars of the Patriarchs either. h But ho\\" can this

be n:eonciled with the fact that it is precisely the PC. when read independently of the other

pcntateuchal passages. that presents the Pesach sacritÏce as being slaughtered in the houses

and has its blood applied to bath doorposts and on the (intel. instead of at the 1central 1altar

(E.x. I2:71? ~

h Sa: K.:IUI/-S4.:h. A.hrl.\:~ dt:'r (i~.\'dtldrl~. 190.

7 IThis msl:mcc is su mcntiunc."ti in E:\. 12:7. \\'hlch :JccllnJing lu Wcllhauscn. IS rig,hl ln the mlddlc of the
pas~~c:s a.'sl~nC\llu PCI.

Thc scriplur.11 pa"sa~cs hclon~in~ tll the PC." acc\lrdin~ 10 Wcllhau.wn. an:: G~n. 1: 1-2. -la: ch..:' (c"li.ccpt
\' :"»)~ h:9.~~ '7: II: '7: 13·16a: ï: tS-21~ ï:2"S::a: 8:3·5: 8: 13-19; 9: I-li; 9:2S-1O:11; 10·20; 10:22: 10:.'1·
.~:: Il 10·32 (C\CCPI \', 29): 12Ab-5: 13:(,: 13: 1::: 16:.': Ill: IS-17:27; 1l):2l)~ ~I: Ih~ 21:2h-:;~ ch.:,"~; ::''':7­
I\) Ic'(ccrl \'\' Ilh Olnd It't): 2$:26b~ 26:~,*,"~:;: 2i:.4(,··2S:9: 31: IX: ~~$:9~15~ .~5:~b-29: .\"':fl~S: ~~(,:4() •.'ï:2:I
(t1nlll\'tt'dqO\')~46:h-~ (1't-2ï les.... sure)~ ~i:$.II~ 4i::7-~~ 48:3·7 (\'. ï'!)~ .l9:2S ('!); 49:29:.~~~ 50: 12~tt ­
Ex. 1: 1-5; I:i (with..lut H'a-wrbll ",a·\'cfat:mu); 1: 1~·14 (wjth"lui 14.a. 2nd h;J1l)~ :;::''l~1..''~ 6:2~i; l~~ ï: 19-20;
ï:~_::'~~ R 1-3; S: llt.~15~ ·9:8·12~ i:: 1-20: 12:!8: 12:37a~ 12:-Ul-4L 12:4..~·13:2: 13:20: 14: 1-2: 14.:8b.l)
(WllhuUllw/ unlil wt*·rht*r/o): 14: 10 (fmm "'a-ytt:"'(ql)~ 14.: 15 (wilhoUI malr-ltt:,'aqdal): ch,I6 (withoUI \'\', 4­
5: IJh-Itw.I~ 18b.21: 27·30: 35b; a.... weil OlS \'\'. h-tot and .~h that "'cre in.~ncd b\· the Rc:daelllr)~ li: 1 (unlil
b,,..,,IIIJ,m): 19: 1·2:1: (20: Il by the R•..Joctm,: 2·USb-Ill:l: 2S: 1·31: 17: (31: ill'!) 3*:29·32: cJ-I:JJ·.~S!):
~'5: 1-40 c:ndin~. - Le-v. cnlin:l)'; - Num. 1: 1·IO:28~ 13: I-lia: 13:21~ 13:2$~26~ 13:32 (unlil 1114'): 14.: la~
t-l:2:I: t-l::,-7: 1-1:10: t-l:26-29 (:!ll-29','J: 1-I:3-I-J6: t6:t·2 (2 panly'): 16:ll-t 1: 16:t6-22: 16:JS: t7:1·20:la:
20:2: 20:~b~ 20:6: (20:9'~): 20: 12: ::!0:~-29: (:1 :4a: 21: lO-II'!): 2..";6-31;~: 32: 16-19 (e:o<ccpl chamlslJlm
(mu,,"l he: d,u.~/uml il, \'.Ii): .~2:::!4.; 3~~33: 33: 1 lu the end llf Sum, - Deut, 32:-lS-52: .34.: la: (34:ia'!):
34:8-9, - J osh, 4: 19: 5: 10~ 12: 9: li-21: 15b (27. /a·"t!daI, b\' the R..."daetor): 13: 1.5-33 (S(."Conc!an'): 14.: 1·5: (3
sec.): 15:1-12: 15:20-16:8 (e"(cept 16:1-3 and sorne olhe:rS): (16:9 b)' the: Rcdaclor): 1;:1.4: 17:i: 17:9
(exccpt 'dnm until ('am mt'na.f/~Ir): 18: 11·2,":;; ch, 19 (e~ccpt \'\'. ~7 and ~9 IT, a:td some othc:rs); ch, 20: 21: 1·
~:~ !::9·34.

Wcllhau.""n and his >choal runhc:rmon: distinz,:uish the uri~inal laws ur P whieh helon~ la the uri~inal

con: (which Wellhausen calls Q =quatuor r,'Cdc:rum liber", Othe.. cali it P:! or P~). from the other panly aider
and pnnl~' )'oun~ pans, .·\ccordin~ 10 him Ihe pa.~sa~ originally belongin~ 10 Q are: in Gen. ail the
"""sa~'CS bclon!tin~ lU P, - Ex. :!.~:29, - L~v, ch, 9: 10: I·S: 10: 12·1S: ch,II-IS with c,ceptiuns: ch. 16, -
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hl ln addition to this. Num. 9:1-1-1. which uescrioes Ih,' Pt'sa~h ,,1' the ,e,",'Ilu ~e"r .

does not mention at ail that this ,acrilice was prepart'd in tht' Tent ,,1' \1ct·tin>:. Dillman

could thercfore note in his Commentary on Num. 9: 1-1: "The nolion that this sec,'nu

passo\'er sacritice is ,Iaughlered at Ihe Tent of \1ceting ralht'r than nt';1r the tt·nt,. i, Ih't

Stl2.g~stcd b\' the text. This conclusion m~l\' he rcal~h\.~d al heost thrnUllh a l"."llmhÎnatil)tl with... ... . . ::-

Le\'. 1"7." Le\'. Ii. howe\'er. bclongs to H Ithe olde't pan of l'CI and th"ref,'rt' it ,'an ha\l'

no implications for Pg Iwhich is latt'r~ 1.
Compare to this ho\\' cspccially Dcutcronom~ strl~SSCS thl- ~d\.-l'\r..1tilln llf Pl·S~h..·h ~It

the ccntr31 Sanctllary. Delit. 16:5-ï states: "Thou maycst nnt S~1l..·rilicc the Plssl}\'\.'r· ..,ffcring

within any ofthy gates. which the 1.ord thy God gi\'elh Ihee: out at the plat'C "hit'h the l.,'rd

thy God shall choose 10 cause His name 10 dwell in.lhere thou ,hait sacriliee the pass",er

offering at even, at the going down of the sun. at the season that thou eamest fonh out of

Egypt. And thou shah roast and eat it in the place which the Lord thy Gou ,hall t'hoose: anu

thou shalt tum in the moming. and go unto thy tents." One might almost thin!.; that. con·

trary to this. the PC - which records the Pesach sacritïce as being prepared at the houses .

should show emphalically thatthis sacritïce could only be prepared al the central Sanctuary.

ln facto in King Josiah's time. after the Book of Deuteronomy had been reau puolidy. the

Pesach festival is celebrated at the central Sanctuary by ail of Israel again for lhe tïrst time

after an interruption of many years. "For there was not kept such a passo\'er l'rom the day,

of the judges thatjudged Israel. nor in ail the days of the kings of Israel. nor of the kings of

Judah" (II Kgs. 23:22), One can see here how much weight. alleast since Josiah's time. is

attached to having the pe.wu:h. this very imponant national-family sacritice. be s.~eriticed by

the entire peoplejointly at the central Sanctuary. And then it would have been the PC thal

abolished this old and hallowed custom after the Exile and commanded to have the pt!.\t1ch

sacrificed in the houses: the very same author who. according to the crilics. willfully

refrained from mentioning the sacrifices of the Patriarchs in order not to cause damage to

the notion of centralization of the cult!

But docs the PC really allow for the Pesach to be slaughtered in tlle houses. far

from the Sanetuary. and forthe blood to be applied to the door posts? According to the new

erities this should absolutely be assumed. For them the historical narrative in the PC is only

Num. 1: l,lb; t:-lll-3:9; 3: 15-IO::!ll: ch.13 partly; ch. tb partly; ch. 17; ch. Ill; :!$:'~ 19: :!b; :!7; .I:! (parti),;
33:.50 unlil 36; 13. - DeUL 3:!·,34 parti)'.

1- Barish:1n.'ik'y.thc Hcbrc:w tl:ln.-.1.1.l0f. e:tplains: \\·cllbau.~n Cllis the ~round source of the: PC "Iluuk uf
the FourCO\'cn:ml~" C'Das \ïerbund~buch") or Q :: quatuor (·four" 10 Latin). sinet:. :lccordin~ 10 him Il con·
bins four co\'cnants: Gen.I:28-30: 9: 1·17~ ch. 17: E~.6::! fT. K,ucncn (Hml. In A.T.. p. 62). ho\\'cl'cr. di~J:~
bc-eausc: the words in Gcn.I:28 do IlOt constitutc a CQ\'c:nant bUI a blc:s.."üng. Kucncn caUs Ibis par1lcular !'\Ource
w1thiD the: PC. "P:".I Wcl:bauscn and his ~hool considcr il canonicalthat the Icp:lslati\'c pan. of Q al\\'a~~

rc:m:lins v.ithin the hisloric:aJ. framc",'ork. The sequence of the la,,"S is historicall~' motivaled. Th<N: (>·13\\' lbal
break up the historiai CODtiDuit~·. arc not or nul for sun: considc:rcd to bc pan of Q b~' this "iChOlll.
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li,tion throuuh which the aUlhor waots ta lend validit\' ta his legislation as being Mosaic
::'" .... ...

and according ta "hich at the time oflhe Exodus the Israelites in Egypt did nol prepare a

"e".eh sacrifice al ail. Anyhow. "hen in spite ofthis.the legislator in Ex. 12 meticulously

desc'rihes lhe procedure of this sacriliee in Egypt. then this ean only aim at regulating this

as a divine nrdinancc lor ail limes.

J)illmann ttx)' an upponcnt of the nc\\-cst critical school) ~ says (('l'mm. lIn E\~~u... ..l!\J

I.l'\ Illl.:U'. lXI,J"':' 1:( 1r ,: "One doC's oot han: the kast right to asscrt th;lt the- 3uthor wanh:d tCl la~

Jown sorne of the- l".'ustoms n:latcd 10 the cch:hr:l.tion le.g. \'s. .' or Il) tX c\cn the: wholc

family home celehration. only for Egypt. His eotirc method of tinding possible connections

of l'urn:nt practiccs with ccn:,in histOr1l'al ;nstanccs argues against this. and nothing can ~

read either in \'.·H ff.. or in Le\'. 23 or :-':um. 9. concerning a change of the abo\'e memioned

regulations. Il is heyond any doubt lhal according to P as weil as J 1v. 24) the passover

"lcritice would remain a home sacritice in the future too." 'l ln that CaSe Wellhausen's

hypothesis is untenahle. since the assumption that a post-exilic or eVen a post-Josianic

author would have the Pesach sacrilicc prepared outside ofJerusalem is impossible. 1()

s, "Gad has made His Torah upright. butthey have sought out many tricks." one can

"': paraphrasing. Eccl. ;:29. An unassuming. rcader of the Torah will not lind any contra­

diction on this issue bctween the earlier books of the Bible and Deuteronomy. lndeed. the

PC'sach sacnliee was commanded as a home celebration in Egypt. and the simple phrasing.

x IDlllm.mn', "pP'-"Uhln h.' lhe \\'ellhauslan hlhlical enl1Clsm did not make hlm lOto an llpJl\'nent ,'1' the
IÀlt:umenla~ ttk....,~ per sc Ile (,t'uld r.J.lher he ehal'3CtenJ:cd as a muder:J.le, li.! h:~"t mli..mTt"io us: "Ile held thal
there \\erc Ihrce mdepcndent ~'url.."l.'" ln the Penlateueh lP. E and J). anJ ar~ued fur the C\lsleDee "fan
m,lef'C'oocnt DeulCnlOt'mlc "'uree ha."'C\I ,'n E, l'nhkc man~' hl~her hlhlil..dl cntles of hls day. he malntalOed the
l'n''"t~ ,,1' :1 pre·E\llu: P ,wcr D, I·hs l'',sthumously puhlishcd Hllndbud, d~r dlll~.,·td",~nrlrdlf!n rhf!ologt~

t IN'J,5) reJech,"d J. \\'c1lhau.'Cn's phllosoph~ ,,l' tth: dc\'cl(.lpmcnt (.lf IsrolC'1'!Io n:hgl(.lO and mamtalOeo lhat the
n:h~h'" ,,1' IsrolCl. \\ hlt::h \\as eentercd un huIiO\."S.s. WOLS umque ln the anclent \\'(.lrld.'ï

t~ IL hm\c"cr. Bac:nlsch la \\'cllhau.scman) think.s. in hls l\lmmcnt.u')' on E.\udu."io (p, 91). thatll is hkcl~ thal
lalsu OIcc'lr,hn~ lu P) aftcr the csl3hhshmenl ur a 'Olnctuary and an altar the hkll..\l.l of the P..~ch ,",cnllee
hc:lun~ un the altar anJ n,lt Olt the huuses . hc thu."io pUl~ himsclf into opposilion Cll his critical sch(.'lul
:k:l..·"ntin~ lu \\'luch 1> would fla\'C ~"I\'en the la\\'s. \\'hich it IDtroduccs hisloricall~·. li..lT ail times, Cf. \\'urstcr ln

ZAflV. I~. p. l:lll. n,~e 1.
lI~ul "'urstcr. -Zur Char:1ktenstik und Gcschichtc des Pricstcrcude\ und Ifciliekeitseesellcs." ZA.TW

4( I~): Il:·133, "'urster slatcs on p, I::!O: 'The une \\'ho n:\'iscd the la\\'s in tC\', ï.~6·(I·1) in the spirit (.\1' Q.
n~htfull~ h:l(.lk offc:nce tothe pn:c.'ept ln \' .\ 1'1'. tflat c:\'e~ slau~htc:r shoulJ at the same lime he a sacnfice. as
:M:e(.ln1ln~ tu Q in the l.."\lmmandmc:nl"io gl\'cn to SllOlh 10 Gcn, 9:~ IT. pcrmissi(.\n W3."io g1\'cn alrck1y Ii...\r pn\lane
slau~hlcr."To chi.tr; he: add"io in his OOIc 1: "The: ar~umc:nt (Dillm:m. Comm. :. E:c. u. Lt!l..• p, :B:\~ Nuel. Theol.
~luJ. <lU.' lVünt~ Il. 1$81. p. -1,.1) that in accordance with Q the prohibition or Gen. 9:22 lT. is no ton!!Cr
rclc\'ant Ii...lr ~1('lS:I.ism IS ttltal1~' in crror, Ho,,' the cntire: ch:uaete:r of Q is misc:on...truc:d! Ju."iot aS the: Sabbath
\.'\lmmandmcnt of tr.:n. :. the re~u1ati(.ln."io \\'itb regard 10 the l..'Onsumin~of blood in Geu. 9. circumcision in Gen.
1"7. the Pcsach (llrcrin~ ln Gen, 1:' :m: pun:ly pnwisions without :ln~' ronncction tO the: Tent llf ~Ic:e:tin~ and
Ihc Aanlnidc:s.. ~'CI n:maincd in force: alter the h:\'c1ation :lt Sinaï. the samc applic:s to Gen. 9:~ IT.I

1() ln E."(, 1~:~.J.IIIJdm"rlTIta:eh. the whole procedure: for preparation of the Pesacb sacrilice is <:ommandcd a... an
etcmal (.lrdinancc. Dil1mann n:marks in this respect: if hadawuha:eh.,.coDccms ail of "\', 21-2..'. tben \'. ~
Qnn..,t h( sc:parnloo l'mm this pas..~gc. Clearc:r )'et than in P. the home: c:e:lcbrntion of passo\'c:r and the
applicati",n (.ll' hll'lOd (.ln the doorposl~and lintcl of the hou.'M:S is Stn:s.."ioc:d ben: OlS an ctc:rnall~' V:llid ordinancc.
The tho.'u~ht that the: cu"om or sacrilicing the: pa>.""",·cr at home: onl~' orilrinatc:d during the: E.'<ile (Gco'll". Oral)
lS ""en lCJcctc:d ~. Kahsch (Lc>'. 11. p. -l911) as bcin~ wron~.
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oftheordinanccisthatit\\ouldrcmain:'ll in the' fU111':"':' a~ \\l·11. l.~'h.·r.lhl\\l·\l·r. \\111..'11 thl'

Tcnt oi \1eeting was crcc(cd. God C'llmmandt.'d that Th) Ilh'f\.' ...lall~htl·r l'f I.:attk ;lt1d 'mali

,;Iock wa,; pcrmitte:d, excc:pl for Ihe: anil1lal that '''''' 10 1>,' ,;a,'riti,','d :Illh,' T"nt "f \k"lln~

1Le", 1-:': 1 tT.). The:refore il i,; 1>y deti ni1i,'n pn>h i 1>i led Il' ,;a,'ri lin' Ih,' I\"a,'h .11 lWl1l", Il

had to 1>e prepare:d 3t the entranee ,>flhe San,'tuary and Ih,' 1>1,),'d 1>,' 'prin~l"d \'11 Ih,' altar.

Ohviously. the P('~ach So.'lCntil·(" lll" the sC'l'llnù ~ l'af. nlentÎ ..'Hh..·d in :'\Utll. q. ,\ ~IS prl·p;tn.'d .lt

the- Sam.·luary.likc ail sacriticl·S. ()nl~ in (his \\~\y l'an llOt.' lIth.k"r--tand thl'l'nl\ l'h'll thal thl'

pcrson who is hùlr.:rekh rl'('h(l~{(l!l (i.t.'. far fn'lll thl' San ...·tuar~ 1 .... th'ldd l'rill~ th,' I\·'.h:h

sacrifice on the !.lth day of the sC('llno l111,.1nlh. Furthl·mh)f(.', it hl'l'llllll'S ,:!l..·ar \\ h~ l\l1l~ Itl

Num, 9 Ihe: fai1ure: 10 do "<) i,; puni,;h,'d 1>y '"r,'I. \\ hile' Ih,' puni'\lIll,'nl f,'r ",'n,ullllll~

dU,JIII!!I: is already de:cre:e:d in Ex, 12: \5, Reside:s, ,>nly the fai1ure t" hrin~ th,' nalH'llal

,;acrilice: at the: central Sanctuary re,;ulte:d in ,;uch ,;e:\'ere puni,;hment, n,'t ,;imple n,'~li~"I"'"

l'ith regard to domeslÎc fe,;tÎ\'ab,

Arter the prohibition to >'acrilic:c outside the: Sanctuary l'a,; Jifted in Deut. 12:22 IT"

ho\\'~\'e:r, the idc:a could gain ground that it l'ould once more 1>e: po,;,;ible to cde1>r..te: Pesach

at home:, as in Ex. 12, The:rcforc this i,; ,;pccilically prohihited in De:ut. Itô ff. and mea,ure'

an: take:n that in Palestine, toc, the PC>'ach >'acrilicc ,;hould only he 1>rought l'ithin the: ,'Cntr."

Sanctuary, Il is easily undcrstood how this rcgulation was ne~le:cte:dafte:r the: emergenee: of

the: /JCUIUJt (altars: high placesl and only in Josiah's time:, throug.h the: de:struction of the

/Jcullor-cult, could this deutcronomic 1al' he rcinstatcd, The l'ay the: WcllhalL"Cni:m ,;e:hool e:x­

plains the phenomcnon thatthe PC, aeeording to l'hieh the unity ofthc Sanetuary must ha\'<:

e:xisted l'rom thc earliesttimes on, yct ehooses for the Pcsaeh saeritiec ,;ueh a Iegislati\'c

form,that already for this imponant rcligious aet the prineiplc of unity of thc Sanetuary was

breaehed - ereates a question to whieh they may fore\'cr l'ail a satisfaetory rcply. \1

11 Stlnte daim that accordin!= 10 1) the Pesach ,huuld tkll he a "ioOk:nlk"c:;u ail ancJ mll=ht thcrch.lfC he prcparcd ln I~
home..\pan fn'lm the rotet th:lt Ihls as an absurd a.....'umpuon .. Il IS a nie whlch aC\.·urdln~ lu the: hllhcnu c\lsun,:
blXlk,." of la\\' (Ihe: Co"cnant &x,k." and OcUl.) had a "k:nliclal char.u::tcr and. then ,lJlIcJcnl~ (klndl~ \lhh):lnl: the
criticism). \\'3.... !\1nppcd \"If ilS ~cnticial charnclcr h~ the PC Yct ln :o\um. ')'~. 1.' hn a P·P:"'-a~C'. c\cn Ihuuch
accordin~ 10 sorne sccondary). the Pesach IS c'\plicitl}' calla! qnrban hrJ.~h~,". :ml.! al"", m I~, 1~.IO...n. -lX
thnlugh the ordinanccs that oothmg then:u!" shuuld bc lelt unul the rullu"m~ mumm~ and lhal nu 'tr..n~"'n'
nor the uncircumciscd should c:lt from lt. the sacrilic::aal charolCter uf the l·c..~ach I~ ampl~ ,j"...:umenled Kue:ncn
(flnl•• 281) is of the: opinion that: "The "IC\\' tbat P tums the l>esach me:al lolo ôI rôlmll~ cc.....m"'n~ l' nt"
COm:cl o\ln:ady in E't. I:!. e"c:n thou~h the..... thc PcsoIch of the E,odu., IS ln the ru~round. il nuqra qt1J~\h.,

pn:scnbcd for the Ist and 7th da~' uf the Feasl ur ~IOItzOl... D1IImann's a."\..sumpuon lbal unl~' bcc:tu.'C ul the
aUc:mpls Olt «ntralil:ltion P's Pcs3ch mc:al "'3.' poslponcd 10 a 1011er pcnod. 10 the Templc cII~' " cunuadll..'1cd b~

:\um. 9:i~ 1~ "'hen: the lsacrificial] 101mb is callcd qorl>an ha.thnn, Dlllm;ann CôlQnot 'Cnuu,l~ ha,'C manl ln
dcclom: that such a qorban could ha,'c becn brou~ht '\\'hcn:\"C:r"" l'hus t\.ucncn. We IOIkc note nI" lhc C\lnCC''''OD
that P.. 3., post-e:.ulic le!tislator. could nOl ~"'iibl~' ha\'e dccreed that the pas.w"cr couJd he brou~t an)w~a,
qorban lJasll~m. But P dccn:cs e:uctl~ thi~ (ID ë..'t. 1:)~ con."OCqucntl) lt IS Impo~'lble lbal l' "uuld he Jlll"'ll·
c:'tilic. Wben Kuc:ncn tbinks. ho\\''''Cf. lbat in 1:.,\, 12. hl(). \\ith the dcen:c of nuqra qod~5h an ·as.'CIDbl~ of the
people Olt the: united sanctual')'" \\'01..'\ ordcn:d.. he has totall)' misundc:rslood the e:'tpn:s.~on mtqra qod~sh. Le\"
23:3 pR:SCnbes .fler .11, for tbe Sobbatb .., weil.• Mlqro qod~, Sboald ID .ba. C3.'" the peuple lll3ke •
pilgrimagc tu the Sanetuar~" e\'cl)" Sabbath"! UnI)' drag mc:lDS ptl~nm;a~ 10 the SanchlôlJ)' ID r. nuqra qod~3h
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." The same may be the case with regard to another question. the one conceming the

slaughter of animais for meat consumption.

J'he slaughter ofanimals for meat consumption
With regard' .JlS Il,, we willlïrst of ail consider the passage Deut. 12:20 ff. which says:

"When the I.ord thy God shall enlarge thy border. as He hath promised thee. and thou shalt

say: '1 will eat l1esh·. oecause thy soul desireth to eat tlesh. thou mayest eat rlesh. al'ter ail

thc dcsire of thy soul. (21) If the place which the Lord thy God shall choose to put His

Namc there !Je too far l'rom thee. thcn thou shalt kill of thy herd and of thy 110ck. whieh thc

Lorè hmh givcn thcc. as 1havc eommanded thee. and thou shalt eat within thy gatcs. aftcr

10, ail the desirc of thy souL" This passage assumes in any case that until then the slaughter of

animais for meat consu[ll~:;"n was prohibited unless the same animal was brought as a

s.1crilïce for God: or. as R. Ishma.:! puts it (Hullin 16b): that hu-'urtu'ul<'uh was prohibited.

But "'ocre ever can such a prohibition be found?

Untii modem da)'s ail exegetes explaining this passage in Deuteronomy agreed that it

refers to the prohibition given for the desert in Lev. li (d. e.g. Knnbcl ,," OcUI. 1:::Il l'rand

S.:hulv. nn \. Iii). Wellhausen of course. cannot admit this. for such a concession would

undermine his hypothesis if not bring it down altogelher. Once il has becn demonstrated that

Lev. 17 is older than Deuteronom)'. [he \'iew that the PC would be post-exilic can onl)' !Je

maintain~'Ci with difficulty: if at ail. The deuteronomic passage quoted is therefore not based

on the wildemess législation in Lev. 17. but on anotherclear1y ancient custom. 1: Wellhausen

((;,..",,,. hr.. IX) wants to understand l'rom 1 Sam. 14:32-35that in ancient times it was pro­

hibited to eal meal wilhoUl reluming ilS blood 10 God. 13 He renders lhe evenl relalcd in

nC\'Crdllt."S. But "lRl~ the 151h of ~is.."3n and no l.llhcrday of the:~h fcsri\'a) is c:l1lcd drag. BUI also the Icrm
drag is onl). intelligible if onc kno\\'s the: c~plolO:1tion fnlm the "lher Sl')UrcCS: the BlXlk of the Cc.wc:nant and
ll::ut. I,'r Kucnen 1""-.' nolhiD!! cise n::mains bUl the supposition tlmt E:'(. 11 ")nl~' dccrced a ~ch fcstÏ\'al Îl'lr
ISr.tCl when in E~·pt. But then \\1: e:tll to him, \\'ith \\'urstcr (ZATlV &.;. I~O): -Ho\\' the: entirc chJr3eter of Q i'io
misjud!!<d!" It should he na.c:d by the ""y. that P 00c:s na. prcscrihe .. pilgrima~ to the hol~' eit~· for lhe Three
Fcsu\':ds :It :111, 1Ill\\" c:m tbis he compatible: \\'ith the \'iew that 1> is a JXlSt.c."(ilic \\"'lrk'~

IlalScc on tbis issue: Jacob ~tilgrom. -Prol"anc: Siaughler and a Formulaic Kc~" h,l the: Compositilln III [)eutemnll­
m~·. - HUCA ..a.7( 19i6): 1~ 17. This studl anal~7.c:s the: \'arious te:rot.. appl~'lng to slau~hle:r and sacrifice. i.e. ~:'f'

and DnlP and c:'<plon:s the:ir char.:aetc:r in the: texts whe:n: the:~' appe:1r. Thc:sc: arc in pan the: samc: pa"isa~c:s

IllllImaM treal'i. ~fiI~ accord"i a pn:ooC:'tilic datc to Dcutc:ronom~'; not ~Iosa.ic. of course:. but rathc:r 8th c.
BCE. Supplc:me:nting tbis sludy :lOd al~l l.lf intcrc:st in relation to I-Ioffnmnn's posilion is Ilcrbcn Chanan
Brichtl.l, -On Siaugbtcr and Sacrifice. Blood and .-\Illnc:mcnt.- ibid.. pp, 19~55. Relc"ant hcre is e:spc:cially the:
"'''\.lmpari:'i4.ln bctwccn the: appnxlchc:s of \\'e:lIhau."lC:n and "e:hezkc:l K:1ufmann.1

l:!. Graf mcntÎon."i this -old CUSlom- for the: tïr.rr.1 tinte: in bis -Zur Geschichlc des Stammes lc:\'i- in .\t~r:c' Arrlrù' jùr
"".<s'm""aft/irh~ &forsrhung d~s A.T:s. t867. sir.

t.~ ISe.: how",er p. SI-S2 S<'ncino Books on the Bible: Somuel • S. Goldmon. 1966( (951). The p....""lge re..d.. in
full: "3:!- And the """l'le new upon the spoil...00 look sbcep...nd o,"'n. :Illd Clh·cs. :Illd slew them on the
l""und::tnd the people did Clt them with lhe btood. 33. Thon they told Soul. so~'ing: ·Behold. the people sin
..g:lin.'l\ the Lord. in thal th~· Qt \\ith the blood'. And he soid: 'Ye have dCl11 l=ehemu..I~·: mU .. g=t .'one
unlo me tms da~", 3..a., .-\00 Saul said: 'Disperse: ~..oursch'c:s amon~ the peoplc. and sa~' unto Ihe:m: Brin~ me
hithc:r a'C:' man bis o~ and ~CI)' man his sbc:ep. and s1a}' them hen:. and cat; and sin nol a~nst the: Lord in
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these verses as follows: "When after the banle of Michmash the p-:ople. tired and hun~ry.

fellupon the canle :hey had taken. and be~an to devour the !lesh with the hlood (that is.

without pouring out the blûcd on the altarl. Saul caused a ~reat stone to he erected. and

ordered that every man should slaughter his ox or his sheep there. This WaS the tirst altar

which Saul erected to Go<!. adds the narrator". fhus Wellhauscn.

Here. however. an important pan of the text has heen omined. The text reads Iv. 351:

"And Saul built an altar unto the Lord: the s.~me WaS lhe tirst altar that he huilt unto lhe l.ord."

In omining the phrase "and Saul huilt an altar unto the Lord" the reader is made to helieve

that "the same was the first altar that he huilt.'· refers to the hig stone on whieh the slau"hter.. ~

had taken place. But according to our text the huilding of lhe altar had nolhin~ to do wilh th,'

slaughterof the animais mentioned before. That took place only later and was prohahly melmt

to immortalize the victory won o\'er lhe Philistines (cf. Ex. 17: 15. and 1Sam. 15: 1:!). 1.1

According to the narrator aS weil the stone thm the people rolled unto Saul could not count

as an altar built by Sau\. Il is. moreover. dearly stated there tha! the transgression of the

people did not consist of the slaughter for profane purposes. Il is called simply 1v. 331

"Behold. the people sin against the Lord. in that they eat \Vith the hlood." BUl it is dear that

this is the very same prohibition as the one stated in Lev. 19:26: "Ye shall not eat with the

blood: neithershall ye practice divination nor soo!hsaying." 1" Wha! a forced interpretmion

it is to explain 10' to'khlu '·alha·dam as: "Do not eat. without pouring the blood on the altar."

This interpretation emphasizes the main concem: as it does not say here at ail that the blo<XI

belongson thealtar. 16 Aboveall. the law in Lev. 17 only expresses the prohibition regarding

cating with the bh:,,:d', And ail the peuple hrought c\'cry man his o\. with hlm that nighl. and sic", him Ihen:.
35..\00 Saul built an ait.u unto the L\ml~ the same \\"as the rirsl albr lbal he huilt unlo the !.urd." The curn­
mcnt:Ji~' h.) \', ~~:! is notc,,"onh)', Th~ sporl . The Philistinc.-s thld hn'u~ht Ii,"c <::mlc wilh them OIS pm\1Slllns••ml!
the Israelites slau~htcrc:d them 3."i ri.X'd. Drd t'Cll rhl'm "'Il" tilt! blood. In trnn.sgrcssion of the: comrrulOdrncnl. rr­
shall tJOl f!al ",,,',tht! blood (L:\', 19:26), But as thc Talmud and Jc,,"ish Cllmmcnt:llofS ht1ld di\"cN: \"ic"'''' on the
exact mcanln~ of the prohibition then:, Stl they disa~n:e \ln the interprctalion tlf the offence hcn: and the noUure
tlf Saul's remc:dy" The Talmudic \'iew is that the animais wcre consccr.,Ilcd as pcace·oITcrin,:s. hUI wcre coltcn
belon: the blood had bc:c:n sprinklc:d: saul (herclore set up and altar·sltlnC ...0 that the hlood might he pourcd un
ie. R:11bag hold... th3t the sin was th'll of eating in lhe \'cz:' place "'here Ihe bloc.llI hac.l hc...cn p.lUrcd uut (OI heathen·
ish prnctice). and tbolt Saul im~isted on slaughlering by the stone so that the anim:d \\llulc.l he cun....umc.:d in .1
place "lther lhan that in which the bh,xld had becn shed (so also Ehrlich), Accordin~ h.l Kimchi. the ulTence WOlS

that the~" slc:\\' the: bca...ts on the ground. "'ith the l'CSult that the hlood eould not drain a\\'ay propcrl}". Sc~al''''

interpretation sc:em... bcst to mcet ..U the circum...tanœs, The people wen: Stl lamlshcd Ihat they ate the me-dt
belon: therc had becn time for the bloc.ld tC.l drain awa\" (ail the inc.lication.... are tbat the mcat W&l..\ c;lten rd\\.' • nol
an uncommon prncticc in thosc: days): Saulthc:n:fon: ~I up a stone as an altar and ~\'e ordcrs thar the animais
were 10 he brought as sacrifices. so that the full ritual of sprinkling the blood might he c.lbscn'cd. l"nlcs., the
stc.lne Md bccn u.-.cd a.... an altar. thcrc \\'ould he liltlc n:.3.'iOn ("lr the statement in \'. 35 in thi~ connection",I,

t4 It simpl~' won' do 10 =.., lhe word, ",-\nd S.ul built. ..unto lhe lord" .., bulb lbe L\(.'( .nd the P",hilla ha"e
these word.. and t\'cn add "then:" aftcr "and he bullt", ..\lso. in his work. ~r Tt!xr d~r 88 Samue/u (Ig'71).
Wellhausen did nol c:riticize lhis verse: .1 .11 .nd neithc:r did Kau=h.

IS ln addition wc sec ben: tbat aln:ady in Saurs time ,othe c:3tin~ of the: blood" constitutc:d a gT3\'e sin~ whilc
according to the ncwc:st critica1 school thi.'i prohibition containc:d in H wa", n:cordcd onl)' after the E'tile!

16 \\ben. among the man~' c:tplanations our Sages gi\'C on 10' lo'khlu Cal ha-dam. tbert: is also one accordin~ to
whic:h il mc:ans: "nol 10 e:at and stilllhe blood bc:longs on lhe .llar: tbc:n we may "ssume, followmg Lc:v. 17.ln
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slaughter with the purpose of shedding blood (dam shafakh. v. 4). Meat consumption is

not mentioned at ail in this passage. Moreover the conn...ction with "neither shall you prac­

lice divination" speaks for itthat in "you shall not eat with the blood" we have a prohibition

of a superslitious custom. Conceming this Maimonides lM""" III. 401. Nachmanides and

others have already deelared that many heathens partook of a meal of meat and blood in the

helief that through the act of leaving the blood for the demons. one could establish contact

wilh them and thus getto know the future.

1:, Therefore Ez..H:":; considers "Ye eat with Ihe blood" ("al ha·d'IIII r,,'kheilul as one

of the transgressions equalto idolatry. According to Wellhausen's explanation this would

have heen totally incomprehensible as in thattime it was already permitted to slaughter in

any location through the deuteronomic law. 17 It is also elear that Saul only prohibited the

eonsumption with the blood and consequently ordered everyone to slaughter at the big

stone near him (u·shechatetemha:.eh.114:34\l and thereafter to consume the meat within

the camp. so thatthey would not eal with the blood.

Wellhausen furthermore asserts that the prohibition on consuming meat other than

s.,criticial meat. must have ...xisted untilthe time of King Josiah. There is. however. not the

slightest trace of such a prohibition. But many passages can be produced demonstrating

that no one had even thought of such a prohibition. Abraham prepares a young calf for his

guests without any hesitation <Gen. 18:7). Jacob brings his father two prepared young

gOalS (Gen. 27:9). Joseph has animais slaughtered for his brothers (Gen. 43: 16). David

consumes the sheep prepared and sent to him by Abigail (1 Sam. 25: 18.35). and Saul eats

the calf slaughtered by the witch of En Dor (1 Sam. 28:24): also the oldes! law (in Ex.

21:37) considers slaughter as sinful only when it concems stolen livestock. III Imagine

now the absurdity of the assertion that for centuries a prohibition on meat consumption

would have existed in Israel: such that the Deuteronomist in the time ofJosiah considered it

necessary to abolish this prohibition with detailed arguments! 19

lhe wddc:mess C\'CI')' sl:lU~hlcr must h.3\'C becn :1 sacriJïcc:. and thercfore the Torah t3cit1~· implics a sacriticial
I11caJ, O.ltl."C."qucntly the Talmud in z...~'ac:him 12Da c:an alsu undcrsbnd 1Sam. 1~:33 r. a..Oi rcfcrring to a sacriticial
mcal. bcc:m.~ xcordin8 to lhi~ passage the "erse: rclcrs to Le,'. 19:26. ORly for the nc:w~"St criticism. accordin~
1(\ \\'hich al the lime of the author of the Samuel pc-ricopc: the: la\\' in Le,,'. 19 had not ~'ct becn \\'rinen down. is
such an c""planatil,,ln inadmissiblc.

17 II" funhcrmore the prohibition 10' /o'khlu "'alha~am refers to the sloilughtcr for profane purposcs tfuln it is still
dc:pcndc:nt lln thc prohibilil'n \\;lh regard to blood, Sinee lhis prohibition on blood aIso applies lO \'enison and
1i..)\\'1 (t..e\', 7:16; li: 1~) lhcn lhe prohibition «-ln stau~hlcr should equalty oilppty to \'cnison and Jo\\'I; but e"en
l)eulen.'oom~· 3S..'\Oumc:s that dec:r and gazelle ma~' he slau~htcred an~'wherc (Deut. t~: 1S; 22). ju.·r;t 3.'\0 Le,'. 17: 13
pn:scribc:s for veni""n .nd fo>\'I "nJ~' lhallhe blond he covercd \\ilh dust (',*,"I

18The daily mcaI of Kin~ Solomon too.'" d",",rihed in 1~. 5:3 h:lldly eOIl..istcd of saerilieial animaIs: sinec
Ih""" eould llOl he calen in an impure sUlle (Deul 1::: 15),

19 Cf. BfCIlcnl::unp. Oes'I:: u. PropiJ".n. 13-l-.
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1.'1 Nevertheless the vague assumption that every slaughter in ancient Israel must have

been a sacrifice belongs to the permanent stock of the Wellhausenian school.lt has hccome a

dogma since the entirc existence of the hypothesis rests on it. Thus e.g. Steuemagel says con­

ceming Deut. 12: "In ancient days 'slaughter' and 's.,crifice' were identical concepts (hoth

:ewach J. at lcast every slaughter of t:on and haC/ur was at the same time a s:lcrilice and had

to be so (1 Sam. 14:32 t'C. J." Baentsch likewisc tEtoc/. /1. /.,'\'.1 remarks with regard to Lev. 17:

"According to ancient Semitic and ancient Israelite tradition every slaughter "'as a sac'rilice

and must thercfore always be pert'ormed at the nearest cultic site (possihly on an improvised

altar: 1Sam, 14:32 ff.l.:o Smend IAIII~.\/<IIII,·lI1t. 1?<'I.c;,·.wh.. I-Ill. "nie 31. who also ,onsiùers

it an uneontested dogma in the text that: "ln general every slaughter was a s:lcrilicial meal:"

yet at least in a footnote he makes allowances for the fact {hat in the narrative on {he

Patriarchs. but also in historical times often by way of exception the slaughter was not a

sacrifice and that it should also be doubted whether an actual offering of blood was intended.

As evidence for this exception he refers to Gen. 18:7: 27:9: 14: Judges 6: 19: 1 Sam. 28:24.

It should be noted that for the mIe only one place (as we have demonstrated, not proving

anythingJ,1 Sam. 14:32 is given: for the supposed exceptions Smend manages to present

live places. Above we have quoted even more places. Still. sacrifice was supposed to be

the mie and non-sacrifice the exception!

How do these cri tics explain the prohibition on slaughter in Lev. 17'? Let us

examine the doubtiessly most thorough researcher of this school. Abraham Kuenen. He

says (E;',I. ill A.T.. p. 87): "Lev. 17:3-7 contains the provision that all caule and sheep that the

Israelites would slaughter should be brought to the Sanctuary in order to be prcpared as a

peace offering.. This commandment could only be carried out as long as therc were many

Israelite shrines and everybody would have one nearby. Now. however. it was given with

the one Sanctuary in view - possibly by someone who knew at least of the earlier condi­

tions from tradition and sought to retain them."

On p. 255 Kuenen says: "Much more complicated is the question conceming the rcla­

tionship belWeen Deuteronomy and Lev. 17:3-7. prohibiting the slaughter of eallie and sheep

except for peace offerings. and vv. 8-9. restricting saerifice to the Tent of Meeting. Verses

3-7 eontradict Deut. 12:15. 20-22. which exp1icitly allows slaughterforprivate use far away

from the Sanctuary: Lev. 17:8-9. however. centralizes public worship in much the same

way as Deuteronomy passim does. Did this one [Deuteronomist?l then abolish one precept

in his legis1ation whi1e aceepting and confirming another? If this were so we should expect

20 W"hat a wc:igbty statement whicb. on doser cumination. for tbis thcsis hardI)' pos.~scs the thicknc:ss of a
spider web.
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him to refer to Lev. 17 or atleast have sorne expressions in common with this chapter. but

neither one nor the other is the case. More importantly. however. Deut. 12:8 totally pre­

c1udes this relationship. If it had been known by Deuteronomy that Moses had already

commanded the Israelites in the wildemess to worship only at one holy location (and surely

this law would have been observed during Moses'Iife). it would not have pro-ciaimed it as

something new and applying to future generations. Z 1 The question whether PI (H) can

demand that ail cattle and sheep be slaughtered at the one single SanclUary has already been

answered Ip. I.~J. Whoever is not satistied by this solution may assume that slaughter at

"God's dwelling" in this place was decreed to the Israelites by Moses in the wilderness

taking intoconsideration the circumstances that PI. by couching it in this manner. \Vants to

make c1ear whal God could lruly demand even if it would no! be His intention to implement

this demand in full force under totally changed circumstances" - Thus Kuenen. ZZ

With regard to Kuenen 1must emphasize appreciatively that he is the only one to

fully apprehend the impact of the questions by the critics on Lev. 17. and also has the

feeling that in the face of these weighty questions he only knows to give vain pretexts.

Kuenen could not look upon either of his two explanations as a serious and satisfactory

answer. According to the tirst. a legislator holds on to an old custom even though he must

be convinced of its infeasibility. when again according to the second the law set forth in

stricter legal form with the threat of the punishment of wer considering it as a description

of what God really can demand. but does not demand. Now this law is found. however.

next to other laws.like the prohibition on blood kisui ha-dam. newilahu-rereifah ILe\'. 13­

151. which are in any case also decreed for the present. Z3

15) ln any case one must agree with Dillmann when he says (El}. p. 585): "The asser-

tion of a post-deuteronomic or indeed post-exilic composition of these pericopes is next to

:! 1 Kucnen (:::"';;5) dc:eidc:dly n:jecl"i the i.L"isumption th.n Le,'. 17:3·7 foll<"",5 the old national tradition according 10
which slau~hlcr as 01 ceremonial ilct W3.'i admissihle (,lnl~' al the sanctU3l)'. i.e.. the nCiln:sl high place (lios.
9:4·~). 1n llrdcr 10 bc: able to pmelmm trus. c\'ct)thing rc:fc:rring 10 one: single: sanctual)' mtL'il be rCmll\'c:d. "But
(s:'ys Kucncn) Ihis mcth<'td is highl)' arbitr:ll)'~ in Ihis \\'3Y one rrmkcs up 13\\'s 01: one's own discrclion", (Sec also
Kiltel in TTrror. Stad. aIlS IVUnt. Il. +lIT.).

"-- IJ.II. Ilcn7.. T"~ P~nlal~u(''' and Haftoralzs. S«'lncino: London. 1958. -186. comrncnls on Ihis passage: On
Sla~·int: Animais Illt Fl"N.'ld - (Lc\'.17:3l "Klll~l/r an ox. c\'identI)" rcfcrs to a lirnc when the slaughtc:ring of
animais Illt flllld wa.~ rare. and onl)" al a family fcsti\"ity or other formai gathc:ring was mc::J.l consumcd. Dunng
the wandcrint: in the \\'i1dc:mess the: pc:oplc H"cd on mann::t: and onl~' c:'tcc:ptionall)" would il happen that an
animal \\'01." slaughtcrro for con.'iumption. E\'cl')' such s1aughtcring had 10 he a sacrificial :let: il had to t:tkc place
al the Sam.1u31)": and il \\'3.~ dccmcd.il peace-ol1"cring. In Dcut.I:!:20 f.• the la\\' is modificd in anticipation of the:
fa..:t tMt ISr:lcl would soon be sprcad ,,"wcr il l;lr~ :U'ca~ for the requircmcnt t!lat c~cry animal killed for food
..h,'uld he hmught tllthe: Sanctu:a~' could apply uni)' wben the cotin: Commurù~' Ii\'cd in the closest pro~imit)·

tll il. A"'"cordin~ ta the Rabbis this section n:fees onl)' to animais intendcd as sacrifices· that tbey mu.'lit not bc
,,'Ien:<! e,cept allhe door ,,1' lhe Tabernacle."'

Z3 Ilrcdcnkamp ri~hlrully (p. 133) asles: ""'hal is lbe purposc ur lhis maslerly concoclion or lotally \\'onhlcss
pr"'''Ccpl~ for the present of the compiler. lbe transgression of which. in kiod humaneocss. is e'..en purùsh:1ble by
d""lh'"
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absurdo because it could never have occurrcd to a legal c,)mpilcr. with Dcut. I~: 1:' ft". as a"

acknowledged law before him. to estahlish a commandmcnt su,'h as \.,.\" 1-:."-. ,:;" .11,,'

Kllhlcr. mN. (;~.'ich. 11.:. p. 5:~. nl'tc~. Sec abn Klttcl ln fh('o/. SlIid. /111.\ nï,rrr. 1~1. l', -1\ Il . ;lI1d

m~ rcmark, 10 .\fW) l~":lq. p. 3 1•.1. :a

It will be agreed that Deut. I~: 15 f. and:!ü ft". constitute an aholition of the prohibi­

tions of Lev. 17:3 ff. When. howewr. Kuenen opines that it rcfers l,) this pn)hihili,'". it is

really asking too much. When Moscs pcrmits somcthing ail his listencrs had "'''lsid''rcd as

forbidden till then. and he suhstantiatcs this pemlission with ki·yir, '11'/'/11111110 '/10111,1-1110/,/,'/11

then he need not have quoted the prohihiting law which had now lost its validity. I",'id,'''­

tally. he lea\'es the prohihition on hlood intact and ir.· ·,'sses it on his listcll<'rs with th,­

same expressions with which it is substantiated hy Lev. 17. Compare \.e\'. 17: Il . ·'f'or the

life of the tlesh is in the blood, , " and 17: 14 - "For as to the life of ail llesh. the hlood

thercofis ail one with the life thereof for the life of ail tlesh is the hlood thercof "wilh

Deut. 1:!:D -" l'or the blood is the life: and thou shalt not eat the life with the tlesh".

Equally Gen. 9:4 (Pl - "Only tlcsh with the life thereof. which is the hlood thereof. ye shall

not eat". With regard to Deut. 1:!:8. however. wc will demonstrate later in the chapter 'On

Deuteronomy and P' that it is not in contradiction with P, Since Dellteronomy "holishes "

law from Le\'. 17. this lauerchaptercannot he post-exilic in origin.

Nevertheless. the Wellhausenian school keeps a back door open when it denies the

affiliation of Lev. 17 to the original core of P by trimming it of ail expressions th:n arc

characteristic for P and in this way daims that P permits slaughter for meat consllmption

without sacrifice. :S As quasi-l'roof for this. Wellhausen quotes Gen. 9:3 f. where in the

Noachide commandments slaughter was penniued. As if Lev, 17 dated the prohibition on

slaughter from the dawn of history rather than rcvealing it after the ercction of the Tent of

Meeting! 26 Besides in the above passage about the Pesach festival wc "Iready demon-

:2--1. With that ,,"ulSter (ZAW ~. 122 C) is als(,) 'scnt packing', Ue dates the pmhihÎtlUn on slaul!htcrin,!: lU the
lime: immcdi.uc:l:y follO\\'ing the ë'tile. :lfler whlch ail rclumccs 1i\'''"C.I 10 Jcrusodcm ,lOd Ils \'ICI011~' Cl.:!" :d'liu
1(oll.in~r. Einl.• 4-$.7). A."\ if the rcturnc,:cs ",ould not ha,'c had the intcnUon tu sprcad uut murc. the prohlhltlun
Wa.~ indicatcd a.~ clruqatC'o{am {e·dorotam and not h.1st.'d on l)eut. 12. when: :\1'\4.1 the kl\'tlrrJIII', ('tf'. is t:lkcn inhl
consideration. And tbis would ha\'c becn wnltcn h~' lhe same author who pn:supJXl"iCS the complete c,pulsltln of
the Canaanitc:s and conqua1 of the land b)' Israel (Le,'. IN;2.':;~ 20:2.~ 1".). The h.umoDl/.:lllons nI" the :lpolu,!o!cIlC'
lea\'c I~r bc:hind that which the crities of the modcm sch\'M.,1 chusc lu i~nurc!

25 The unhcard ofarbilr.1rincs.~ with which the 'School' (cf. e.~. Bacnl-.ch. his (~nmmcntaf) ad lue.) pruceeds l'
C\'en too much for K.uc:nen~ camp. the quotc abo\'e, p, N (1+1-l). note.

26 As if the law in u,', 17 il~lf lin ". 31 would protest a~ainst such a.~sumptions. It dircctcd the pruhihitit1n 'ln
slau~h1C:ronl)' to ';s/r ';slr mi·beth .";sra~{ thcrcb)' excludin~ ~1ran~rs "'hile further in ,.. N ""Itb regard 10 the
prohibition on sacrilicial offcrin~ oUl"iidc of the sanctu:lf)' it says: •...\\llosOC\·cr thcn: he: of the house: ur I,rnel.
or of the: str.mgc:rs lhal sojourn amon~ tbc:m..: the rorci~er is includcd. Il can absolutcl)· not lx: the nplDinn ur
p lhat e:"cr)thin~ which "'as later prohibitcd by ~toscs. was aln:ad)" considcred as prohibitcd in the lime uf the
Patriarchs. Did Jakob l10l maI'1j' t"'o si~1crs in spilc of Le,'. IR IX. and did Ammm not malT)' his aunt (J~x. 6:20)
in spilc of Le,'. 18: 12'! .
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stl"ated that Ex. 12. which the Wellhauscnian school reckons among the core of the Priestly

document (Q), necessarily requires Le\'. Ji as its supplement. We want to demonstrate the

unit y of Pg (Q) and the Holiness Code in a special section. howe\'er. since the \'iolent

tearing apan ofthese two pans of the Pentateuch constitutes one of the decaying suppons

on which the newest hypothesis conceming the Priestly Document rests,

The core of the Priestly Document and the Holiness Code
Aho\'c 'r. » We alre:ldy exprcssed Ihat according 10 the ncwcst school an c\'cn oldcr law

had hcen worked into P, indicated by H (Holiness Codc). the main parts of which are

found in Lc\'. 17-26.:-

According to Dillmann 1('0111111. 111.1-,4(1) and others it is characteristic of these Holi­

ness laws. "that the cali for holiness. which in the Co\'enant Book. in Ex. 22:30 constitlltes

merely one commandment among many others. de\'eloped into a leading point ofview. The

purity stipulations as weil as the rules regarding the treatment of offerings and gifts are placed

in relation to this." Only by rcmoving this Holiness Code from the alleged core of the Priestly

Document has it become possible for the newest schoolto devise a characteristic of Q(Pg)

in such a way that it appears exactly desirable for the tenability of the entire hypothesis.

It is not in agreement with the cri tics' premise ofP being purely a priestly and litur­

gïcaIIKu/ru"llaw.that in Le\'. 17-.,~ an uncommonly large numberofmoral and legal com­

mandments is found. Holzinger (/:"ill/. ill l'elll.. *17) feels compelled to make the following

concession: "Ph (his designation of Hl represents the entire moral and humanitarian spirit of

the Coyenant Book and Deuteronomy. There is no lack of direct links with the morallaws of

lE and D.. especially ch. 19 is throughout on the same level as the other moral laws. in­

deed. in Ph they occasionally even seem improved: compare e.g. 19: 15 with Ex. 23:3.. As

evidence that Ph is influenced by the Covenant Book. Baentsch (p. 110) examines e.g. Lev.

19: 15: 35: 20:9: 24: 15: 17: 19: 20 (25:3 l. as compared with Ex. 23:3: 21: 17: 22:27: 21: 12:

~ï ;\cc"''1rdin~ III Wcllhauscn the follo",in~ pcricoJle' hclon~ Il' I-f: the core of I.e\', Il; ch. 17<!tl with rrulny
chan!-",-"S and fC\'isillns. i.e.• C\'cl)'thing \\'hich rcmind~ (Ine l'If Q should he a!t'cribal to a r&:\'isinl:! hand: l:astl)"
~un1. 1':\: 1-1.1. similarl)' m'isc.:d...\ccordin~ 10 Kucncn the follo\\'ing pcricopcs bclong 10 H (\\'hich he caUs 1>1):
I.e\'. Il: t .~1~ 41-47*~ lc:\', 1", 18. 19*. :!O. :!I panl~.. :!:! panl~', :t':9-:!:!*: :!..':39~3*: :!4-: 15-:!:!: :!.5 po1nly;
~(, .11; :-:um. 1~:~741; I~: I·~(, whieh is .Iso <llder lh.n Q (" = wilh • few ehan!lC"). Dillmann calls lhe
1I<llincss C<lde S (= Sinai Codc't) T<l Ibis w<luld belong: ""n.s of l.ev. 17·26: E.'o 31: I~ fo"' I.e'. 5: 1·6; 21·2-10;
SllnlC llr I.C\', IL Sumo 10:9 f,~ 15:3g~l~ (p.:lSsibl~' some of Le", 13 L :"um, 5:11-31~ IS:l&':!I). (n
cl.lnclusion wc ~~\'c: the contcnl'i 4-'lf 113ccordin~ tl'l Dri"cr. 1..1:\'. in SHOT (quoted by Str::lck. pAO): I..c:\', 1 0: 10.
Il; 1 1:21>-2.'. *147; 1 7:3 un'il 'a:;. -1 "OilhoUI 'el ~Iarh 'oh~r mo'"..t." and 9 the same. 7•• N, 10·1-1; 1 8:2b­
30; 1 9::! fn'lm q~oshim .~O (wÎthout Sb). :!..'·37~ 2 O::! from 'is" .Z7: 2 1: 1 l'rom I~-nef~sh ·103 ~-'«"a"'.

1Oh--1~. 13-1S, 17b (\\;thout le·dororam)·21 (withoUl alJaron lJa·kollt~n). 22 only 1«IJ~m '~/oqaw ~'o·kJlel. 23:
2 2:~ (rom "'Q·\·ma:ru, ~h anl,' 'ani lraslr~m• .3 from kal 'islr -16 (3:n-cr without suflix. 4- \\ithout aharon) ,
INb-~ol;. 27-33~ '2 3: 10 fmm k(.I2.. 1.5-18 (\\ithout slru"'aJ until "·e-msk~lr~m). 19b, 20 (without ("al shnei
kc"'·lls,m). 22.. 39:1 l'mm be.aspe.okJl~m. -Kl-l' (\\;thout ~Ib)~ 24: ISb. 16a until .'(umar. 17-21: 2. 5:2 from ki -93.
tO unlil rakl,.m. 1~·2.~ (",thout 16.nd 23); ~S4Oa. *-'. -17. $3. 55; 26 .11. Possibly (e.g. Driver. Einl.) .Iso
Ex.6:6-lI; 1 ::12. 13; 31: 13. 1-10; Num.1 5:3741.33:52. 53. 55. 56.
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• 21:23 f. (23: 10f.): the spirit of the Co"enant Book govems in <'rdinances 1ik,' I.cv, 22:2S

(cf. with Ex. 23:19) or 25:25 ff.: spiritual as weil as material affinity is presenl in Lev.

18:23 (cf. with Ex. 22: 18): 25:35-38 (cf. with Ex. 22:24): 25: 14 (cf. with Ex, 22:221','1:

19:20 (cf. with Ex. 22:15f.I','1l

IXI Il should also he pointed out that e"en the hU/I11.\ law is <'ccasionally ernployed in "

humanitarian way (25: 1-7) as in Deuteronomy. If Deuleronomy ,'ontains Ih,' gr"at"sl and

most important commandmenl it must not he forgonen thal 10 th,' pri"stly H<'lin,·ss I.aw

helongs the olher. that e"eryone is equal: "Thou Sh:lll hwe thy n"ighbour as Ihyrs"lf"

(19: 18)" - We add to this that Ihis commandment also extends to the for"iglll'r \ 19:34) ­

What lhen remains of the alleged priestly caste spirit in the Priestly Cod,"," Nalur.llly. tlll'n"

fore. this corpus must be separated l'rom P. In order to he ahlc to descrihe a blossoming

tree. full of fruit. as dry wood. one imagines tirst ail fruit picked. ail le:l"es shaken oIT. ail

life juices squeezed out. and then one scre:lms: Look at this dry tree trunk!

The main reason for separating H l'rom Pg is that sorne expressions and ligures of

speech occur in it which are ostensibly not found in Pg. 1 S:lY "-'T.:n.\ihly. as most <,1' them

:lre found actually in pericopes which \\'ere before designated to the Gmnd,(·hri/i. without

any hesitation: but no\\' as it suits them better to separate H l'rom Pg. the erities have de·

cided to declare most of these passages in the GrunJ.\chrift as p:lrts of H or :IS I:lter revi­

sions. 1 want to present sorne examples hereto: the refrain 'ani ha.\h.:m or 'ani ha.\h.:m

e1oqeikhem. eTc. is regarded as one of the main characteristics of H. This formul:l. how.

ever. is also found in Ex. 6:2: 6 (as an introductory formula): but also:ls c10sing formul:l in

Ex. 6:8: 12: 12: 29:46: Num. 3:45: 10: 10: 15:41. A second formula is 'kh 'kh: also found

in Lev. 15:2: Num. 5:12: 9:19: compare further Ex. 36:4: Num. 1:4: 4:19: 49. A third

formula. na.\a' rawnn or nusu' cheT' alsc often occurs elsewhere: Ex. 28:38: Lev. 5: 1: 17:

7:18: 10:17: 16:22: Num. 5:31: 9:13: 14:34: 18:1: 23: 32: 30:16. Other expressions :lre

eitherhapuxlegomena oroccur in H also only in a single chapter or in such few passages

that these cannot be labeled as characteristic features ofa text.

(9) Thus damav ho or Jemehem barn occurs only in Lev. 20: 'uchulle''\(}\''uonly twice.

:avarchalavu4vash. mi:bach hashem only once: darnah in three places. only with regard

to sexual offences. One can go through Holzinger's (p. 4t 1 1'.) entire index of stylistic and

formai peculiarities in H without finding in it the slightest proofthat H would form a part of

Pgand that it belongs to one and the same author. Thereby it should be noted thatexactly the

pericope of Lev. 19. which stands out because oftheoft recurring refrain of 'ani ha.\hem.

etc.• as the introduction [Lev. 19:21. "Speak unto ail the congregation of the children of Is­

rael." shows and as the toral kohanim already notices. was meant to be recited in public. It

• containsexaetlysevendecalogues: \) v.2-8: 2) v.9-12:3)v. 13-16:4)v. 17-19:5) v. 20-28:
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(,1 v. 29-32: 7) v..13-3(, (the Midrash Rabba starting with ej"dwhim counts only six deca­

logues: Pesikta de R. Kahana 51 b: also Heidenheim on mil' urÎl'/à/ 'u/el,ht!! f'e.\<lch l,

The few linguislic and practical differenccs can easily be explained through the di­

versity helw"en the content of H and the other parts of P. :x They are of little importance

wben c<lmpared with the many expressions and phrases which H and Pg have in common

and whic'h can only be eliminated lhrough an arbitral)' eritieal method in whieh ail these

numerous passages arc declared to be;. later revision. :'j A few examples will be gi\'en

here: ln I.e\'. 17:3 lhe words "in the camp. or that killc;h it outside of the c'amp" Ihl­

ma. 'hafl.:h '" '",ha yi\h<,!/(Il lIli<'!llIl: /a-lIluchufl.:h 1must be deleted. as 'the camp' is ehar­

aeleristie of Pg.·lII ln \'.4I'd f'':la<'!/ '"hd mt'.:J) unto the door of the Tent of Meeting" is

an llllerpolalion. :IS in \,V. 5 and 9. Verses (, and 7 again must be deleted altogether (being

passages with Pg-expressions). ,\ 1 Likewise the beginning of 17: 1-2 and the end of li: 15­

1(, would have been drawn l'rom Pg. 1just wonder. though. whether one is not entitled to

designatc to Pg a ehapterof 16 verses in its entirety. in which wc come across the language

of Pg in 10 verses. r.llher than 10 lind for this peneope a new compiler called H. only to

declare afterthat 5 complete verses ( 1. 2. 6. 15. 16).2 hall' verses (in vv.:; and i) and:;

times -' words in:; other verses for later additions and !'Cvisions'?l

A similarehaos is brought about in ch. 21. As later additions (aecording to Pg) must

he explained by the new crities: ln \'. 1 l'rom I\'u-yo'mer to "·.:·'ulllarlelll ·uleihelll. "And the

Lord s.1id unto Moses: Speak unto the priests the sons of Aaron. and say unto them:" in v.

10 l'rom 'a\ha-Ylll:aej to 'el·hah<'gadim. "upon whose head the anoinling oil is poured. and

that is consecrated ta put on the garments:" .\: in v. 12 the words ki ne:er shemen mühchal

·doejal\'. "for the consecration of the anointing oil of his God is upon him:" then ail of "".

16 and 17a. and in 17b the ward le-domlam in v. 21 the words 'ahuron ha-knhen (as H

could not yet have known of the Aaronide pnesthood): in v. II the passage miqodçhei ha­

ejodcL\him u.min-ha-qodashim. "bath of the most holy and of the holy:" in 23 the words /v..

rarocher 1o' yam' ,·e·'e1. "the veil. nor come near." are inserted: finally. of course. ail of

v. 24 is a later addition. Then once more wc have 10 interpolations within 24 verses!!'u

~:-t Sc:e m~ L"ommt'"'ary" 3d kte. One "ill h3,'c the SOImc cxpcricn« when compnnn~ c.g. the chapccrs on the
hUlldin~ uf the Tcnt of ~1a:tin8 .E.~. 2,':; I"r.- with the: utber pan.."i of P.

~91'rudL-nt n:sc.udlc:rs likc Dillmann omd \lthc:rs !-~t al lc:.1St lŒal thc:y h:I\c Dot round il satisfac::tot)' c:'(planation
I\'r the \'Ceum:l'k."CS pn:scnlcd lhcn:.. cf. Dillmann NDJ_ 6.."8 f.

.\n Wh~ slk'uld;l lalcr inlcl'f'l\'l.uor M\'c~ lu in.~ thcse \\urds'?!

.\ 1 OI'k."1: tnI.'R: \\OC QM\.lt undcrsl3nd \\'hat ;1 huer~ln may bol\'c intcndc:d \\;th thcsc ;lddition.~ and wh~' c.g. he
Ihou~ht il ncecs."'3n' I\l tepeal '("1 ~lat'h 'o/r("1 rndt!d fl'lur limes.

~. .
.. - Apm \\'C a.'ik \\'Mt did thc intcrpobtor intc:nd \\;th this in.~on and \\'h~' is no ,.-uch addition fo:md e,g. in

Sum, .~:":~ ",th "the hi~h priest"?
~.\ lX:QSI\m.311~· the pa."q~ thilt ""cre 10 he deleted "'cn: in faet accused of disturbiDg the: conle:...L T~' wen: in

l"a,,1. \'nl~ dclclc:d.. h..l\\C\'Cf. sinec Ihc~; fllrm an obsUlc1c for the: p~"Oncci\'cd lhc:ot)'. and b)' malcing ail
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ln order not to accord to Pg any expression regarded as ehar.l,·teristic of H ny Ihe

new erilies. one is othen\'isc forcl-d [() diminatc ail ra~sagC's that d~:I.·Îsi\'l"Iy hdr'llg ln Pg

and assign them to H. Thus. according 10 Driver e.g. il is plausink to aS"rine Ex. h:h-S 10

H. necause of the repeated '"ni h",ht'Ill o""urring lher,', Ex. 12: 12-13 is judged similarly.

Ex. 31: I.'ac and 14a too arc claimed for H \whereny in the middle R insl'nl'd thl' words

"for il is a sign hCI\\'ccn Mc and vou throughout VOUf l1cncratÎnTls." ki '(lf hi' ;'t'ini 11_... .... . ~

\'endkhem le-dor(ltam which bclong 10 Pg bcc...'ausc \)f It-.doro!l.lml. 3-l

But on the same grounds Ex. 29:-lt> t,,,) should l>clong t" H . as indced it dOl'S in Hol,

zingcr's lable 15. Traces of H have funher heen disl'o\wed in Lev, 2.5. h. -;. 11. and 12: just

sections whieh had " :rl ier heen aSl"ri nl'd to Ihe Grund" 'hrifr in lhl'ir l\llalily. Num. 3: 11,13

ends with "1 am the Lord" and thus bclongslikewisc ta H (Holzinger's tahle 14\: st r.1Ilg"1y

enough Num.3:41.45. whieh also has "I:un the Lord." was overlooked there. WUNer. too.

assigns the )(lrah-paragraph in Num. 5: 11-\3 to H (/", \1' 1s,'4, p. 1~51, just as l'rom NUI1l. h

10 Num. 10:9-10. ending with "1 am the Lord your God." mueh would l>clong to H . while

lhe prceeding, beeausc of the lerms "l'r.Iah, hl'nt:i 'ahart>n and others. could only he aserihed

10 Pg. In Num. IS again therc are many passages showing eharacleristies of H hut nearny

also showing signs of Pg (vv. 17-21: 32-36: 37-41). The t:it:ith-paragraph, \'V ••n -41. in

panieular has ail the peculiarities of H ('''tl'm :(lnim, I\'l'-hl'yitl'm ,/<!dmhim. 'atli ha- ,hem

<!/(I,/t:ikhl'm): but as it also has /e-d(lrt>tam in v. 38, no one. despite the eritieism, eould have

inscned this: thus eonscquently H also has /e-Jort>wm like Pg, or rather. H and Pg arc one

and the same work. Finally Driver has also found traces ofH in Num. 33 (v. S2 1'.: SS f. l.

However, the abovequoted signs strcssing the unity of Pg and H do by far not com­

prise everything that is to be said eoneerning the identity of the compiler of both documents.

There is still mueh that testifies to the unity of H and Pg whieh has so far been left dormant

by the erities. The following should be noted. The entire festivallegislation of Lev. 23 was

avaHable for the law of the testiva! offerings in Num. 28-29 (whieh is supposedly also

incon\'cnicnces \'anish al onc's plcasurc: the cnlire methocJ "tC:e:m' likc a hle:r.:ll)" m.a~IC:lan·, Inck lu Ihe: nun·
pn:\.'On","Ci\' c:d ~dc:r.

.'4. Sc..... Ilol'jn!-....r's tables. In ortler tll dcmun.,tratc thc crmr uf thls whule l:rlucal e:nterpri'C 1 ba,'c tu antlcipalc
somcthing: Olt tbis point which will bc work","d uut mc.lrt: e:"lcn.si"cl~· lall:r on..\11 of E.", 31: 13 is quolccJ in I:J..
~: I::! (cf. also \'.20), ln order to sec this c1carly holh Jl'ls.~~ shtluld he put nc"lto c::K:h olber:

EI_~O:I~ 1;<.•\1:1.1
~IOR:ll\'f..T also 1 ga\'C,~ them ~(~. sahbath.'IO. 10 bc a slgn .. .\;cril~· ~Iy sahhaths ~uu ,hall kccp: fur It is
hctwecn "-le and them. tbat they mlght kno\\' that 1am a 'IOi~ hetwecn ~Ie and ~(lU thmu~hout ~'Uur

the t....ud tbat sanetify them. gc~"1'ation.~~ that ~ou may kilO\\' tbat ram the
\', :!Il - And hallo,.. ~I~' sobb,uh..: and lbey shall Ile a Lord ,hal docs sonetily ~uu.

si~n bet~l:eD ~Ic and )o'ou. tbat ~;ou ma~· kno,,' tbat 1
am the Lord ,our Gad

F.J.ckiel clQrl~' SbtCs (", 10 f,) that tbis is a commandment th;at Gtld ~\'e the Israelites in the dcsc:n aftef the
E."odusfmm E~'pl And then still a ne\\' c:ritic (cf. Hol7jn~r labre 13) bas the ne!'\'c to dcclan: this \'erse: a,
ba"ing bc:cn cumpiled !"rom twu post-e:xilic: doc:umcnts!
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• compiled from Pg and HI and it is considered as a lInitied whole: also V\'. 9-22 and .39-·B

arc gi"cn thcrc ta... ag;.lIn"l Wcllhau...cn, .Ifdl1t. 1Xi;. p ~:l~l. Then Num. '18:'26.'he-huqrh'cheln

minchahchaJashah. (" when ye bring a new meal-offering lInto the Lord") refers to wt.'­

hicval·lt.'m minchah chaJa.,hah. 1" and ye shall present a new meal-offering lInto the Lord")

in Lev. 23: 16 and in Nlim. 29: 12. wt.'-chaglt.'m - yamim. (" and ye shall keep a feast lInto

the Lord seven days") is an almost literai qllotation of Lev. "3:39 and 41. " wt.'-hi'lrlll·lt.'m

'i,llI:h /a,ht.'m. 1" and ye shall bring an offering made hy rire lInto the Lord"). which

occllrs freyuently in Lev. 23 (V\'. 8. 25. 2ï. 361 prepares for the law of the festi'-al

offerings to he revealed later in Num. 28-29. The Pesach Icgislation in Ex. Il 1Pgl has one

sentence in common almost literally wilh an H-passage. Compare:

E\. 1è: 1-1

•

The resemblance between these passages is striking. The words "and ye shall keep it" in

Exodus seem to be original since they rcfer to the immediately prcceding "this da' 'in the

s.1me verse 1. while in Lev. 2.3:41 "feast" must be rclated 10 the preceding v. 39 and only re­

peals the "and ye shall keep it a feast unto the Lord." Perhaps the expression has been

borrowed from Exodus: on the one hand in order to point Ol!t the equal holiness of the

feslivals of Pes,.1ch and Sukkot. and on the other hand to stress the distinction thatthe laller

is to be eclebrated as a festival for seven days at the Sanetua\')'. while eoneeming Pesach

only the first day is eonsidered sueh a festival (Deut. 16:ï). 36

The idea that God dwells amidst Israel. runs equally through the Pg- and H-passages

and likewise proves the unity of both parts. E'I:. 25:8 (Pg) issues the eommandment. "And

letthem make Me a sanetua\')'. that 1may dwell among them" [we-casu li miqdash we·

.,hakhantihelOkhaml whieh is repeated as a promise ["And 1will dwell among the ehildren

oflsrael. and will he their God. _.that 1may dwell among them."1 in Ex. 29:45 and 46 (H).

ln Lev. 16: 16 it is said about the Tent of Meeting "so shall he do for the Tent of Meeting•

.\5 The nc\\" sch"ol considcrs it~lf at libcn~' 10 C\'lunt Sumo 28-29 to the scc:ondilr)' <;omponcnts of P (Ps)~ onl~'
Ihis au'\iliar~; hYP.ltht."Sis of JX1r.1~raphs llf the Pcnt::ltcuch that appcarcù c\'cn later lh.ln Elra's lime. is St'
Unfl'lunW."\l that wc nl."C.-d I1\lt t3ke it Înto :lCC\lunt.

Je, The: l:l\\' conccming the: drink.ull"e:rin~ (~wn. 15: 1-16) ·is composc.-d by the: compiler (not the: :lutoor) of thc
'-"\lllceti\ln \lf LC", 17-26* :lccordin!= to Wcl1hausc:n <J/dTlr.• 18i7. p. ~7) ~lCln\\'hile: in Lel'. 23: 18 ·,\;th lhcir
mcal-\lffc:rin!! :lnd the:ir drink-orfe:rin~· points dircctly to the: law in Sum, 15: 1. l"hich. :llxlIt l'rom many
olhcrs. speak.'i f",'r the: unit~' of boLb lcgislatil'c groups. This lal" conccming the drink-ofrcrin~ is. hOl"cl'cr.
tl\lt ,,'nly ",ften p~"scntcd in ~wn. :::S-29. but also ~um. 6: 15; 17 rcfcrs to it and Cl'cn Pt: (E:<. 29:40) is awan: of
il (cf. .lso Il K!1'< 16: 151.
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that dwelleth with them in the mielst of thcir uncle:mness." with which the presence of (I,'d

among Israel is indicated at the same time. In Lev. 15:31 this thought is expressed with the

words "when they defile My tabernacle that is in the midst of them:" as in Lev. ~O:.' \H) in

" todefileMysanctuary "The promise in Lev. 26:11 tH: "And 1will set My tahernack'

among you") is merely another variation of "that 1 may dwell among them" in Ex. 25:~.

This concept is repeated with the same words in 1Kgs. 6: 13: Ez. -13:9: Zech. 2: 1-1.

:." Moreover. as seen above (p. ~) the Pesach legislation needs Lev. n for its e"tll·

pletion. But yet another Pg-passage assutlles the prohibition on slaughter in l.eL ,- and is

incomprehensible without il. In connection with the prohibition on fat we tind in l.ev. i:~-I

the provision: "And the fat of that which dieth of itself \nel'l:'Î/<lh \ and the fat of that whieh

is tom of beasts ltereifah\. may he used for any other service: but ye shall in no wise e:1t of

it." Why would only the fat of animais that die by themselves and that of which ;s tom ,,1'
beasts rather than that of ail animais not ritually slaughtered be permitted for any service'?

This can only be explained from Lev, 17:3-6 according to which every slaughter should be

a sacrifice and the fat he smoked on the altar..as has already been noted by Wessely. For

this reason only the fat of animaIs that die by themselves and that which is tom of beasts

can he used for any other service.-'''

Alsoconnected \Vith the prohibition of secular slaughter is that neither in H nor in

Pg \Vas the consumption of nel,'eilah land rereifahl prohibited for ail Israelites. In Lev.

17: 15 the one who eats of the nel,'eilah is only obliged to purify himself ritually \by im­

mersion and washing of his clothesl. Lev. 22:8 prohibits only the priests to eat nel'ei/<lh

land tereifah\. lestthrough itthey defile themselves. Yet in Lev. 11:40 as weil. the one who

eats the meat of nf!\'eilah is only obligated to wash his clothes and Lev. 7:24 also prohibits

only the consumption of the fat of neveilah and rereifah. not either the mea!. Baentsch is

correctthen when he states (Comm.• p, 114) that H (but also Pg) limits the prohibition on

neveilah and rereifah to the priests: the common Israelite and the stranger may eat of il and

only have to un-dergo immersion and wash theirclothes. Thisobvious facto though. does not

agree (Holzinger. p. 417) with the system of the new school. according to which in cvery

place always an intensification in requirements can he observed. while in this case H and

Pg pennit something which was prohibited in Deuteronomy (14:21) and in the Book of the

Covenant (Elt. 22:30). Holzinger thinks !hat in this precept one could imagine seeing an

accom-modation against poverty in later times. However. he prefers to argue this

inconvenient occurrence away. He says: "But Lev. 17: 15 does not appear to freely allow

the people the consumption of the meat ofanimals!hat die by themselves and that of which

37 Cf. .11WJ 1877. p. t37 and my COl7lJ7lent. :u W'.. p. 255.
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is tom of beasts with the condition of a subsequent ritual purification." .'X But Lev. 22:8 by

iL,C/ftestifies likewise to this. just as Ez. ~:31. With regard to the issue of incisions and

the bald patch Ion the headI in connection with a dead body. wc see likewise that that.

which in H (Lev. 21 :5) was only forbidden to the priesls. in Deut. 14: 1 is fcrbidden to ail

of Israel as a holy people. in agreement with Lev. 19:2; tT. Here too in any case. the

system of the new criticism receives an enonnous blow.

The precepts in H and Pg regarding nel'd/ah and radjah are in Ihe tirsl place linked

10 the prohibition on secular slaughter. When no other meat Ibut sacritïcialI is pennincd.

which could only be consumed in a pure state and also could n~t always be obtained (as not

everyonc was able to bring a sacritice) it was neccssary to pennit nt'l'ei/ah and radjah for

th... common Israelite. In Deuteronomy. which pennits secular slaughter and Ihe Book of

.he Covcnant as weil. in which it is not yet forbidden. newilah and r<:rttiJah could have

been absolulely prohibited..'" ln any case the unity of H and Pg can be seen once again: 50

much so thal Pg tacitly assumes the stipulations of H. ~o

If the rcsult of the affiliation between H and Pg is as such likely to shake the entire

modern hypothesis. then it is of even greater significance for the following examination on

the relationship between Ezekiel and the priestly sections of the Torah.

The relationship between Ezekiel and the Holiness Code
Never has such an obvious facto supported by evidence. been challenged by men of science

as the one that Ezekiel had made use of the H-document and that therefore H must necess­

arily be older than Ezekiel. Klostennann was the first to prove this clearly. ~ 1 Later. with­

out knowing Klostennann's work.1 demonstrated this fact 50 clearly (MW) 1879. p. :!10 t1".)

that 1find it understandable that Dillmann (EL3. p. 583) characterizes the opinion that Ezekiel

\Vould be older then H. as a "thoroughly wrong hypothesis built on false critical principles."

1should Iike to compile a body of evidence here. by combining my proofs \Vith those of

Klostennann. as weil as by adding many new considerations. which (using for once an

expression of Hitzig) would knock over even the strongest ox.

3~ But sec m,' çommcntal"\: ad Iex:•
•\9 How lhis diffcn:na: bc;\\'CCQ l...e\·iticus on the one: haDd and Deutc:ronom\' and the Book of the Co\'cnant on the

..lthcr band CUI bc c:xpbined ac:cording to Je"'ish tradition. 1 b:l\'C di.'iCus.~ in my Comm. on u,', 17.
~O It should bc: OOlcd he:re lhatthe: new c:rities arc IlOt content "'ilh separatin~H from P~. bUl (and their principles

nca:s.'iil:ltc this) thc~' a."""i~D sc:\'crnl authors; bcc1usc c.~. Le,', 18 contaios the ~mc:: laws as Le,'. 20: Le,'.
19:30 3~m:s litct:lll~' \\'ith lc:\', 26:2. and Le'·. 19:9 ff. :almost literall~' \\;th Le", 23:22. In this \\'a~' the~'

happily rcnc:h bock to the: old ""ild" Fra~ments H~'pothc:sis Il.e.. the: thcor)' that the: Pentateueh Ils we have it
00\\' consi~1.'" of diffen:Dt fr:lgIDenlS. c:ICh of which CIme: into bein~ indcpcndcntly_ \\itbout :lD>' organic connec·
tion 10 the other and wilhout any iouer con.",",~uinit~·.J [Some rceent developments "ith re~ to the relation­
ship bc:lwcen P and H arc prcsented b~' Israel Knohl. "The Pricstl~' Torah Versus the Holincss sehool: Sabbath
and the Festival_: HUCA 58(1987): 65-117. See ""p. his lrc:llnlent of the views or Wellhausen and Kaufmann.1

011 Lu/hmschcn œuchr.. 1877 - rcprintcd in bis Der Pcn/tJlcuch. 11193.
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• :5) Ezekiel cites Le\'. 26 the most. the promises of hlessing as weil aS the thrl'ats "f

punishment. and it is quite certain from the meaning of prophet's w ords that hl" had Ihis

chapterof the Torah before him. We will tirst compare the promises for the future in EL

34: 15 tT. with Le\'. 26:4 ff.

Ezekiel. Ch. 34 Le,iticus. Ch. 26

" \IIJ 1 \\111 ~l\""I"':~K'" III 1hl;' LUl\1 .lll..! \\ill

:'7 .\nJ the tl\."C ..,1' the l'add ..hall ~1t:lJ Il" frUlI. ,mû the ,J anu the 1;'IIlJ ,110111 ~ 1\:1..1 her l'tl'du........111..1

canh ..hall ~ Il:'''1 hcr pnll..lul.:c.

that m'lde hl,"usmcn ... \1' them

:~: .\nJ 1the I...'rd \\111 he thclr l Î..-.J . 1the 1.l,nJ

~: . hut lhc~ ..hall J\\el! '\afcl~. and nunc ..hall

makoc them afr~d

.\6:9·10: ...and 1 \\111 tum unlu (pr:lnllli ~uu . and 1

will multipl~

1:·13 .mu\\11I he ~,'ur\i," l.un Ihe 1.\'rJ

h: and ~llU ,hall he Jm\ n. ;mu nUIlC ,I~dl

maJ,;,c ~4,)U arr.lld. ..a.~

'J: 1will ha\"C R."'J"'CI uoh' Ire'''''' 1~tlU :111..1

multlpl~ ~uu

•

One can clearly see how Ezekiel uses the promises of Leviticus with regard to the Oocks

and applies them to Israel. Therefore he statts with "and cause evil beasts to cease from the

land." which is the most important one with regard to the Oock. while in Leviticus this one

fol1ows only after other promises. Instead of "and dwel1 in your land safely." Ezekiel gives

the corresponding "and they shaH dwel1 safely in the wilderness." but later again he repeats

"and they shaH be safe in their land· but they shaH dwel1 safely" (vv. 27-28). Later the

prophet leaves the image of the flock with "when 1have broken the bars of their yoke. etc."

The borrowing in Ezekiel becomes even c1earer when one sees that the other expressions

found there are a1so taken from other preceding texts. Compare:

..2 Ezckicl 3lso cileS the introduction to t.bc promises of blcssin~ al aoothcr plac:c. Accordin~ to Et.. ::0: 19 God
S3}'S to Israel in the ",ildcmess: ",,':LIt in ~1)' statutes (~<huqotai); and kccp :\1inc: ordinanc:cs (muhpalat). and
do them" (sec ". 21; 18:9). as in Le". 26:3: "If )'C walk in ~1}' sUllutcs (~-rlluqot(ll). and kccp m)
commandmenL"i (ml1::wolai).:me! do lhcm."
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• E7.ekiel

.W~OCj .\01.1 1 wlli mak,c "dlh lhem a t.:o\cn:mt

Idem :1 co\'cnant of ~cc:

Other places

lIo-.ca 1.~() "III 1 rnakc a C:~l\Cnant "!lh them

~um 1.'" 11 \1)- cmenant nI pcacc

.w. 11. cf \' 1X," :and thc~ ..hall nn more he :1 rrc~ \:um 1'+:.' Will he a prc~

Joel :.It) :md 1 \\111 no more m,lkc ~ou a rcproac:h

These examples show that it may be assumed that in this chapter Ezekiel used other sources

than H. of which otherwise no usage can be demonstrated anyhow. Even more than the

promises of blessing Ezekiel made use of the threats of punishment in Lev. 26 which he

quotes literally. See the following grouping:

Ezekiel Lev. 26

-lit); 5: 16; 14: 13: hc:hllid 1 will hrcak the ..(:)11" nf ~h:6: \\'hen 1 break ~nur ..taft" llf hrcad ...and the}

hre:td..and the} shaH c:1I hn;;ld h}' wci~hl shall ocli"cr ynur hrcad agam h~ wcight

4: li: .. .the}' Will plOC OIway in thcir iniquit} 1639: ...shaH rine O1W:lY" in thelf Sln

flltJ a!Jo ~'t"0' oJtr!Il:

5:1; 12: .. .thllU ..hait SQUer 10 the \\ind. and 1

wllI4Jr,Jw nUI a s\\ord anCf (hem

s: li. cf, 1-1.: 15: :md c\'il bca.sts. and (hey

,hall hcrC3\'c thcc. 4.3

h:~~: 1 \\111 brin!% (me\"l') a sword UI"-'O ~ou

~r, 5: 17~ 14.: 17~ 33:::

(,:.~.$: ...and 1 will destroy )'our hi~h plact."S.

And ~..our all:U'S shaH bc:comc desolatc. and ~'our

sun-images shaH hecomc hrokcn. ..1will set

the cm:asS(,."S".bc:llln: their idols,

26:.~3: .-\od ~ou 1 \\ill scalter am\lOg the naüon..... anù 1

will drol\\" out the sword aftef ~ou

26:22: ...the bc:a....t of the lïeld among )OU which shall

hc:rca\'C you

26:2$: .\nd 1will brin!% a s"md uI"-ln )OU

26:30: .-\nd 1will dcstnlY )our high placcs and cul

do\\'n )'our sun.pillars. and COlSt ~..our carca....ses

upon the c:arca.'iSC:S of your idols +.s.

[pigr~ik;'em '·al.pigrei gilllieikhemi

•

,...e·lllppalri d,alelelldlem lifnei giluleiklleml

6:6: ...the citics shml he laid "';L'ile. and the: high 26:31: And 1 will Imkc your cities a \\'astc and will bring

-13 Baudis.<in lEinl. in A.T.. p. 192) noies: "El. is the: depcndcnt part: the: threats about scnding the beasts or the
lield (in El. e,plained as '''''i1' beasts) and the: destruction of the: eaUle that are eoaneeted and. as il appe:u<.
related in thought in H. have becn disa.'iSCmbled b~' Ezekiel inlo two scpa"'te threal< (5: 17: 1-1: 13: IS).

-l-l Klostermann (Pent.. p. 381) wanl< to emendate <al.pis~i and read aIso in the: Pcntlteueh <al'p"nei instead.
Sinec p.g.r. only has the menning of 'to destro~" in :\ramaic. pigrtikhtm cal-pigrti gilultikhtm is such a
lilting word·pla~·: "~'our eareasscs upon the CllClSSCS or ~'our idols." that the: ,,-ording or the: Torah must he:
con.oridc:n:d a'\ the onl)' com:ct one. It may be that the mc::ming ofp.g.r. in Ezc:kiel's lime ""as DOt in use: ne\'cr..
thelos.< it did ehan!!" the meaning ùr the e,pres.<ion in the T"rah somewhal
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• pIOlCC'; (hezmol) shall lx: dCSl..llalC

14: t"7: ..1 bring a ....\\~lrd up'-m that l;mJ

17~O' .Illf his trcachcl} tlkll he h~lIh

":~lmrn1tlcd against ~Ic.

•:'1):17- ,mt of thelf cncrnil."S' land....

1"716; Isr.• 14.Vil: h~ hrc;'l~in~ the C\l\cn:.mt

•

Klosterrnann (/'<'11I•• p. 3H() emphasizes the following instance. The second speech of El..

6:2 ff. has the forrn of a prophecy of doom addressed to the mountains and \·alleys of Israel

being the stage of idolatry. while Lev. 26 is an address to the Israelites. When we lïnd.

however. that Ezekiel uses the same expressions that were originally phrased f0r a speech

addressed to pe,ople and tirst need to be translated in order to make them apply to localities.

this is proof that Ezekiel is the copyist here and that the authority of Lev. 26 detcrrnined his

choice of expressions as against the nature of his own thoughts which would have rcquircd

new expressions. However. notjust Lev. 26. but also the entire Holiness Code must have

been so completely impressed upon the memory of the prophet Ezekicl. that wc can tind

numerous examples ofidentical expressions within almost every chapter. Thus. from Lev.

17 one can tind the following borrowings in Ezekiel:

Ezekiel Lev. 17

1..&.:4: ...c\'ct)· man orthe hllU.~ of Isrocl 1;:8: ...\\'hat~llc:\·cr man Ihen: he: of the housc: ur Isroll:1

that scucth up ..(·ash~r).·cra/~h) "'e ",I" the: str:lngc:r that sojllums amc.1Dli= Ihem. thal ulTcrs

14:7: For c:\'c:r~: onc of the bouse: of Isrncl. or (a humt orrcrin~) (·a.'l"~r .\'t.f'll/~" (("o/alt)) 46

",f the stnlngc:rs lhat sojourn in Isrnc:l _,"

14:8: ...•nd 1 will sel ~I~· fac••!!'linst thal man 47 17: 10••r. 20:6: 1 will sel ~I~' r••••~.insl Ih.l soul, ..

4.5 The Torah docs not use the ward bamol for Goo's hol}' places (only for pagan ones). hcncc the wurd mlq­
d~sll~;kh~m.Cf, &udi~in. p, l~. who wanlo; to unch:rstand J'rom the plural of 11Uqd~sll~lkJJ~min thls la\\' that
lh. unifie:ation of the Sanctuary had 1101 yet been impl.menled. (On lhis seo ais<>: Ps. 73: 17; 6lI:36; El.. 21:7).

46 That hen: the la\\' is original and E7.ckiel the inùt:ltor. should immcdiatcl)' bc ob\'iou... to anyonc; silICe 'clSlI~,
,\'tral~h is the rcguIar term in the Tornh \\;th regard to sacrifice. it is equ:ally nc:cCS,'W1" 10 strcs... in a law lhat
tbis counlS for the ~'Uanger 6lS much 6lS for the native. This sound.. stran~ in a prophetie spc:cc:h and can onl)'
!le "'plainc:d as a ..neetion from th. I.w.

47 Also the w~.hashimol~hu I~·'ol w~·/jmshalim [......d will make him • si!lD ...d. pro••,bl whi.h is lound in
bctwCCD bath sentences wc quotcd is borrowcd from [)cUL 28:37 (w~.JJa.v;la l~·slramaJJ le-muslral we·tisJJmlUllI
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• f ""III cut hlrn 011' lrom the mld,' oJ.J.X \I~ people 1 will c.:ul him uff from amon,e hls people

~~ ï She pourcd Il nut upon the ;!found. to 1'7' 1.' he ,h:1I1 pour out the hloc.x! thcrC\lf. and

,o\"(:r Il Wllh du."I.

:H) When we continue rcading the Holiness Code. ch. 18 and its parallel ch. 20. we will find

once more that Ezekiel frequently used thesc lexIS.

Ezekicl Lev. 18and 20

10 Il

\\Inch If:1 m.1II un, he ,~IIJ Ii\'c h~ lhem

11,9 .111 Ihe nuc.hl of tllt."C Ihe) 1l;1\'c

Clunmlllcd Icndm:ss I:lmmtlh 1

IRf).II: ... ncllhcr hath Ihel dcfih..d his

nci~hhour's \\1fe (cf. ~: Il)

IRf) icf. 21: 10): ...ncithcr hath Jhel C\lmc "car

tll ;., \\On1Oll1 in her impurit)"

,:;: II: .. .lh\)u hast dclilcd ~I) s;lnctuar) ...

~: 10: ln Ihec h:I\'c thc~' UnCll\'cn:d lhcir

r:lIl1ers nakcdm."Ss

::2: Il: .. ,and ""ch halh le",dl)' dclilcd his

ùaughtcr~in.la\\' ...

::2: 11: .. ,and ""ch in lhce bolh humblcd his

sjsler. his 1":Ilbers d:lu~htc:r

1';:7: And 1 \\ill sel ~l)' face a!!"insllhem ...

when 1 set ~I)' face a!!"inst them.

nmn dl1, hc shall !I\'C h~ thcm

20: I~: .,.thal lhcrc: he no \\'1ckt..-unc:ss amon~ ~llU.

1:'lmmultl

IS:::!O: .. ,10 dclilc th~'~clf \\Ith hcr

::!(): 10: ...hc that committclh adultel1; wilh his

nci~hhour's \\'Ife

1R 19: ,\nd thou shall nol approaeh unlo a \\ornan ...

:l~ lon~ as she is impure h~' her unclcanness

20:3: ,.. to dclÏte ~Iy sanclual'), ..

18:7 (cf. 20: Il): The nakcdncss of thy father.. ,

shalt thou not unCO\'cr

18: 1S (cf. 20: 12): Thou shalt nol uOCtl\'cr the nakcdnc:s..~

"lI' th~' daughter-in-law...

18:9 (cf, 20: li): .Thc nakc:dness of lh}' sislcr. the

daughler of th)' f.ther

20:5.6: then will 1sel ~Iy face ag:ain.'\I...1 will set

~Iy face agmn.<iil

•

16:38. -lO (cf. 23:4$47): And 1\\ill judgc lbec. as 20: 10: .. ,both lhe adullercr and Ihe adulleress sboll

women ,bol break wcdlock and shed hlood an: he pUllo dcath

jud~d;...and lbe~' sball stone mec with stones... 20:27: lhe)' shaH stone him with stones

18: 13: .. ,he sball surel)' bc: pUllO dcath and his :0:9: he sboll surel)' bc: PUI 10 dcalh. ..his hlood sboll

blodd will bc: upon him he upon him.

• And )'OU sball bccome .n a.<lonishment•• pro"erb. and • b)"word). pro"ing lbot for the originalil)' of this le~t

one shuuld nOl look in Ezekiel.
48 !n.'lcad of the mi-qcrn' of Lc'·iticus. Ezekiel u.scs mi/okll (cf. K1oSlermann. p. 393).
49 The prophel presents the I.\\' of /cisu; dam here .s a humanitarian eommandmcnt bc:twccn man and .nimal.

whieh lhe murdcn:ts shuuld bove obscn'cd .llcast \\ith re!!"rd 10 human blood. Hcre 100 il is elcar thcl Ezekiel
had lhi.. la", hefore him or othcnvise bod il in minci.
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• 1(,36 L 2310; IS; 19: .. nakcdncss unl.:~"crcd

The Holiness legislation. too. which is rcported brictly in Lc\'. 19 oftcn functions as a

basis for Ezekiel. as the following passages show:

Ezekiel

4 14 1ll."lthl."r ~;lmc 111I.'rc ahh~'rrcJ Ik...h 1I1l~1

m~ mlluth 51

Lc\'. 19

\Il, - \l.:1" - 1:\\ II., ;\ 'lh.. Ihlll~. Il ..11:.11 Ihl1

lx- ;1I:~cplcJ

hlhhcr~

.~:~o: 1 will la~ a ,tumhhn~ hkll.:k hcfllrc hint

2:. 1
): ln th",'C ha"c h\."en talchc.ucr--

~'7':2: .. lhat :-"~iourn...anù thc~ ...holU he untu !lJ34: The str.lI1gcr lllOlt .....~I"umcth \\llh ~ou ,1,,111 he

~ou olS the homc·horn :lmon~ the childrcn of Ismel unlo ~Utl ;'IS Ihe hl'mc·ll\lrn ;lInon~ ~ou.I\:U1n_ 15:1 11

45: 10: Yc shaH hOl"C just halanccs. ~md;l jUsl l'):.~(,: Ju:o.t Nll.ml:cs. :1 just cph:lh. ;,mu:I ,1U"'1 Inn.

"cphah. 'Inù a JUS! hath" - shOill ~c h:.m: .

.U::':; (IR 1:): .. lift up ~l'IUr cyc.-s unto ~'ollr Idols Il ):...J: TUfn ~c not unto the l(hll,..

•U:26: .Ye stand upun Yllur s"orU,.. l'): Ih: ...ncithcr sh:.111 lh,'u st;lI1U iul~ h~ 1hc hll".'l1

... In rncasurc...4: lI: ...h~ mcasurc...

of th~' Ilci~hhllr..

119:3S:

•

Ezekiel borrowed various themes l'rom the priestly and sacrificiallaws of Lev. 21 and 22.

even if in quite a few places he deviates on essential points. S3 The passages arc:

Ezekiel Lev. 21 and 22

-&4:25: ",they sh:lll come ncar no dead pcrslln 54 21: I·J: Thc:rc shall nunc delilc himsclf lbr the demJ

Il') de:filc themseh'cs; but for fathc:r. or for mothcr. amon~ bis people: c:t.cept fm...his mlllher. and for

t')r ft')r son. or for daughlc:r. for brotbc:r or for sislcr his f:nbcr. and for his son. and for his dnu~h1er. und

50 A.~ in most cases Ezckie:1 presents the: law a.<; cilhcr M"ing bc:cn obsc:f'\'cd or a.~ ha\'ing becn transgrcsse<!. the
Ic~islator Clnnot M"C crcatc:d bis la"'S from ël.c:kicl's tc:'<l, Il is EI.ckici mtber. who ba.~c:d him.~clron the: law in
Lc:'·iticu.'i,

SI A!1",unsl the lIS...rtion of quile. few erilies lh31 lhe word pigul is of. I.le origin. Ilalé")' (R~rh. IJ,hl. Il. p,
2...c;'7) n:fcrs to thc adjc:etÎ\'c paglu and the: "crb puggulu. which commonl~' occur in Ass~'rian.

52 Instcad of the word hin. which WOlS obsolc:le: in his lime. Ele:kie:l u.o;cs bal; wÎlh rcl:ard 10 Ihe: sacrifices.
howC\'er.lin 45:241 he uses the ~1atutor)' mcasurc ",n.

S3 The departun:s from the le.. of Lc:\'itieus <:an only refule the assumption (of Gmf " al.) lbal I"ekiel is lhe
.Ulhor of H: h""...·er.lhey do not pro.e in lhe 1""1lh3t he would lIOl ha.e ha<! the Torah I.w hefore him,

S4 Ezc:kiel e,plains lhe legal lc:rm I~.n~f~slt b)' m<:an.' of '~/''''''1/ 'adam, Elekiel. furthennon:. horrowcd lhe
c::ç,pression 'el·~il • 10' yal:o' from the nazircne: law (S'um. 6:6).
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• fruit nalh h:ld no hu....hosnd. the:: ma: dcfilc Ihem-

..w "'1" ,"cllhcr 'h:.lIl1hc: 1;1k-c: for thClf Wl\CS a

\\100\\. flor her thal " put 01\\;1:. hUI lhc: ..hall

Ih:1I ,cP;Ir:llclh lumsc!f Irum \Ic

..w.~ 1 (1.;1 ~·I..J.)- The pne" ....h:dl nul c~ll of :10:

lhm~ Ih:11 l.hclh t,r Il'cif. 55 or IS tom

prnl;mcû \1: hol: namc..

for hl' hrolhcr. :mû lor h... 'Islcr.. lml h;uh nad ml

hll,hand. !ùr her ma: he Jdlle 11Imsclf

: 1 10' ,h.1I1 not Ici the haiT (11' hlS hcad !!ll luo"'C

21 1.. \ "Iun\\' or onc di\'nrccd. thcsc he ..h:11I n(ll

l:Ik.C. hui ;1 \ Ir::11I

..hall nol côn.

:2:32: .\nd :c ..h.:l1I Ilul profane \1: 11\,)1: n:lme.

.\01

With regard to the festivallegislation of lev. 23 cf. Ez. 45:21.25. 56 No traces of lev. 24

are found in Ezekiel: however. al1the more 50 Ezekiel made use of lev. "5-26:2. Compare:

Ezekiel Lcvitieus

~,: li' . Il sh:l1l rcm:un his tn the :C:lf ('1' Iihcrl: 2..~: 10: ".anù pnlChllm Iihcrt:

IKi (cf. H 12. Ih)... halh rltlt wrllngl:d ;my :!..~: 14: .. ,ye shall not wmnt: one :mother-..

IIlnlTmann ,!.!iH:S 47: I~, hut this m:1kl."S no 'Cnsel

IK.~ (U: 17:~ 12): he: hath nol gh'cn forth

urun Înlcfcst: nc:ilhcr hath takc:n an~' Încrcasc:... increase.. ,

.\.+A: .. ,hut with fOfl.'C 57 have ~'e rulcd (,wcr them 1.5:46 (cf. ~. 53): ...~e sh:lll not rulc...with rigour

.md wilh "!-'llur

7: 13: For lhe scller.. .to that which is sold...

"'hich shall nol rctum

Il: 105: ... lb)' hrclhrcn. the mcn of tbl' kindrod

tU; ms ima!l"l)' (maskilo) ...

:l.l::IR: tbey have delilcd ~1)' sanctllal)"...•nd

lIa,'c profancd ml' Sabbalhs

25: 13~ 14: .. ,~·c sh::all rctum c\'cr)' m::an uoto his

pt.lssession. And if thou ..'Oeil ...

25:48: ...one of his brcthrcn m::ay rcdc:em

(vis·u/.iml) mm. [s.:c al"" 205:25 for u.sc of g :./.1

26: 1: ...lïgurod (maskit)

26:2: Yc shall kcc:p ~I!' Sabbatbs••nd ""'c",ncc ~I!'

sanctuary...

•

Ex. 31: 13 tOO. whieh aecording to the modems belongs to H. is quoted almost verbatim by

Ezekiel (sec aho,"e. p. 20 noie 3 [= 14. noIe 34]).

0505 Ezekiel.grcc:s he", "'ith H.nd not "itb Oc:Ul l·t2l .nd E<. 22:30.
56 If in 20:28 Ezckie:1 uses ("~t: ('a\'or from Le,'. 23:40 iDStcad of the dcuteronomistic cet: rcranan. ODe: cao sec

_ c1"",I!·.thal he bad bad the f",..tiva! Icpslation of l.c:\·itiellS in front of mm.
~ 1 u\'r!.dJCZ:cJqaJr is an c.'(planation of the: ::an:haic u\'e{ardh.
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• Even if. with the frequent similarity of the laws. thc cvasivc argumcnt of thc critÎcs

that Ezekiel would have known thesc laws from oral tradition within thc pricstlv drclcs.

would be accepted. this is not admissible in thosc cascs where Ezckicl eorrcsponds canspicu­

ously in wording. or where he uses the warding of the laws in order to connect them with

other themes (as e.g. in Ez. 14:4: 14:7: 24::' 20:.n: 34:4l. Wc will Iirst dcal with thc usc of

expressions and Iigurcs of speech from Lcv. 26! These can only havc !>ccn barrowed from a

written example. Wc saw that the opposite situation. of H having uscd Ezckiel. is unthink­

ablc. But il the prophet had the concluding chapter 26 of Lcviticus bcforc him in wrillcn form.

then the entirc legislativc collection. of which this chaptcr is thc conclusion. must havc had

a fixed written forrn. The references in Ezckiel are thercforc not dcrivcd fram an aral

tradition but from the written Torah. Consequently. a post-exilic datc for His impossiblc.

But not only H is thus related to Ezekiel. A close cxamination will morcovcr show

that the PC. to which the new school grants a post-exilic origin. was alrcady availablc ta

Ezekiel in its entirety. We will now present the refe:'cnces and reminiscenccs of thc othcr

parts of the PC in Ezekiel.

Ezekiel and the other parts orthe PC
31) Many of the matters described in the other parts of the Torah. (aside from Hl that are attri­

buted to PC. are also found in Ezekiel. They are so !lumerous. that a coincidencc should he

ruled out. One must have relied on the other. Observe the following instances:

Ezekiel

L::::.... 01 firmament...

~7:9: ...C\'CI')" Ih'ing creature whc:rcwith il

s\\'armclh.. ,59

4ï:IIOI: ...al'ler il'i kind...as the: tish ,,,l' the sca

1:.26: ...01 likenCSS:LOi the: appear.lI1cC' of a man

29:5 lef. 33:27: 34:5: 39:01): ...to the bea.,ts of

the carth :md to the fowls of the hc:J\'cns M"C

Gen. l:fl; ...01 firmament. .5H

Gen. 1::!1: ...c\'cry Ii\'in~ crcalurc...s\\'amu.:d...

Gcn. 1:2.':;. ~6: ...aher ilS kind.. .Iish ur the: sc.t ..

Gen. 1:26: ... man...aftcr our likc:ncss.

Gen. 1:30: and to t"ct)' hc:aSl uf the c:.:uth and lu

•

1 gi\'cn thec for food.

28: 15: ...l'rom the day that thou wast cn:atcd... Gcn.5:2: .. .in the da)" whc:n they ";en: c~'tcd.

8: 17 (cf. 7:23): ...th~· IiIl the land with "iolence Gcn. 6: Il: ...and the canh "'US fillc:d with ,. iolcnec

58 Thal the use of rakra in Ezekiel is the same Ils in Genesis. bas been pro,cd eon,incingly by Halé'y in R~dl.
Bibl. Il. 250. agaillSt Comill.

59 The c:tprcssions ne/esh chayah 3S weU as sh.r.t: arc characteristic for the PC according to the eritics. the
masc. 'asher sheuaJ::. which does not go with neft!Sh dltl}'Clh. bols in "'iew the: sherel: ne/t!S1t cltayah which occurs
in Gen. 1::!o.
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•
~K::::O the !I ...he' 01 the 'C<I.•md the hl\\I ... III

Ille: !le•• ' Cil. Ihe hc:l'1'o 01 the l,cid (,II .mL! ;111

l,,;fCCplll~ thllH!' Ih;11 I.:rccp upon Ihe ~rounJ.•mu
.111 1he..' 11II.:lllh.. , ;lU: UpOIl th·: 1:Il.:c tir the: c;lnh

1 ~x "lhe :lpl>C;Ir.U1n' III Ihl." ~I\\ th:1I " llllhe

duud mlhe d;l~ III ï.UIl

Ih hO allJ 1 \\111 C..I:lhll,h Ulilo Ilu.oc;1II

(jen t. IX 1 \\111 c..tOlhll,h ~1~ Cll\Cft;,1n1 \\lth ltH:C

(ien -lot cler: It\\\I:lllcr th kllld.c\cr;. hmll'l""\cr:

,Or!

Ihe _ur. and UpOfl :111 \\hCrC\\llh lin: ~rounL! Il'l,.'l1lclh.

:lI1d UpOIl ;dlthe ft ... hc' 'ilthe 'C:I

l jen. ":' 1.\ ch:

,\X I~( 13) Ih:ll hale ~llllcn c:lllic :HlLI ~''Il.l(j:-.

::::O.\X" oui of the 1:1110 whcrc Ihc~ "oJoum (11

lien _\4-::..\: thetf c:lI1lc and Ihelr ...uh-otam:l'

(jen..\h'7 cie: . the I:md of thelf 'n.lllurmn~..

t) t). Ih: 13 l jen.• i:~. h.::::()~ 1:'\.1" i

knll\\I110 thcnl ... \\herefme ~l~ .. ,1 am the l.'lrd.

:0:(1 ln lh~lt Ja~ 1hl'tt.'d ur m~ hand IUll.\"tlll \"lld" Ex. (,'h; S: ..and 1 \\111 hring ~ou lIut .. \\hll:h 1 hftcd ur

unlo (hem. bl hrm~ (hem 1t.1nh. cie.

:!:O::X; ~:: hlr \\hen 1 had hruughl them mtt) the E't. (,:S: .\nd 1 \\111 hnn~ ~\lU 1010 the l.md. concemlOg

I:md. \\hu:h llifh.'d ur ~1~ hand ..unto your \\'hkh lliftt.'d up ~Iy hand to ~h'e it 10 .\hr.lham. tu Isaac.

ratlter:". and to Jat."\lb..

:{):~:! (etc.): And ye shall knuw thatl am the Lc.mi E"t. 6:; (cIC,): ...and ~c shall know lh:!t 1am the l.urd

Il' 1,5 (2.~: 10; 33::!:~): ... untu us the land is gh'cn li.'. (,:R: ...and 1 will gh'c it you fur a hcnta~'"C

14-:9; 13 (etc.): ...1 will sln:tch out ~Iy band

uron him, ..

:4:2.": ...and Y'our shoes upon y'our fcct ...

5 10 etc. (cf.2$: Il): ...•nd 1 will "ccute

Judt:mcnl~ in thcc:...

E."t. ;:5: ...\\'hen 1 stll:tch fonh ~Iy hand upon Egy'pl. ..

Il,. I.:!: Il: your shl')CS on y'our l''ccl...

Ex, l:!:: l.:!: a~Olin."t allthe gc.'lds, ..1 will e,eculc

judgmc:nl" 1am th<: Lord

•
hO lien: is sho"'n clearly ho\\' in Ei.ckiel c'pn:s.~ion.'i from all p;ans of the Tornh come: logetber in one: and the:

samc P'L'-"Q~; a.~ the PC alw3Y'S o.~ cha.\"Clllra-ar~r:.. "hile lE o.~ drayœ Jra·sad~h. 3Ccording 10 Ihe: crilies.
Tho." \\'hc:n:a.~ the cnllA: arrangement ha.~ becn borro"'cd l'rom the PC. "'ith the: expression clrayœ lIa·S<Jdell an
«ml l'rom lE bas crept in. m1d jo.,'1 a.~ in Ihe conclusion of this "erse M~·kJrol lia· 'adam 'asht*r "'al pn~i is an
c:xpro."iilln l'rom JE (Sum. 1.:!:3),

61 The e:~pres.~ion "the: land when: they' sojoum" '~rt!l: ~.r:ureillem is clcarl,.· dcrh'cd from the PatriarchOll
narrnlh'cs llf lhc PC,

62 It shuuld Ile: cleu tl' anyonc: tbat Elekiel ha<! E.'<. 6:3 fr. in mind during Ibis spc:ceh.
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•
1he Ix-ry 1. 1I1l' t 111~ \, ~lIlJ 1he r;I'I'lCT' 1~lllIJ 1hl'

"m;IT;I~dl

111:-4.' Ihe I:llUn \\a!'o full nf Ihe I.ord"'i lilll~

~uuj -.a~ lInlo1hem..

IS: ((). and he Jl'Clh tu;, hruthcr an~ Ill' lhc'C

1-1: 1.' .,\\I1CII a land ..mneth a~am..l \Ie. h~

..and ,hall he sanclllh.'C.I in fler.

~: ~ l' ,.ncilhcr shaH lan~ prit."Sll drink. \\me..

I.c\ 1 h ;11111 ,:ut Il

"'l~ unto lhem

t.c\ 1{)'9: Donk. nu \\ me nor 'II'UI1l= drmk.

~:~6 (cf. 4.2:~o~ 44:~\): tbey ha\'C put n"l di11er· I.e\'. 10: 10: .\nt.! Ihal ~c ",a~ Ilut "hlfcn:llf.:c hcl\\l.'Cn

rcn,,"C hct\\t.'Cn the h"lly and the cumm"'n. nCllher the th)l~ and the cummun; and hcl\H.-cn lth: unde'llI

ha\'C thcy t:JU~ht ditTcrcnce hct\\:ccn the uncleun ..mllhc dcan.

and the dean...

-1: 1-1: ...my soul h.lh nol becn polluled...

:4: li(:::!2): ...CO\'Cr nut thine upper lip...

10::: ...and Iilll>.llh lhy hand.s wilh cools of lire

Le\'. 13:..J5: .. he ,hall CU\'cr his upper !lp..

l.c\', 1(,: I:!; .01 ccnscr full uf Cl"lals...

•

.\3) :!O:37; ...and 1will ClUSC )'OU 10 pa,,-'" under the md l..c\·. Z7;J:!; ...whal\l'IC\·cr pol"iscth undcr the nNJ (,.\ .

48: l~: TnC)' shall not sell orit. nor c,,"clmngc: I.c.-"·. :!7:9.1O fI': ...slmll he hol)'; he shall nul altcr Il

... for it is hol)·... Dor cban~c il...

:0:27: ...in tbat tbe)' denlt tre:lchcrousl)' with ~Ie ~um. S: 12: ...and act unfaithfuJly a~in.st mm.

63 Ezckiel's borro~;n8 of this tcxt rcfutcs also the opinion of Kuenen and others. accordi:tg to \\'blch l..c\',
Z7:32·33 had onl,' entered the Pc:n131euch al'lcr E;r.ra·s lime bcc:tusc of the concepl 01' tcnths nI' canle occumn,:
in il. Sec. how.,.;"'•.IIlVJ 1880. p. 138 and my commentar)· on 1..,.. 27:3:·33 .
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• ::: I:X hrUl~Clh UlIlIUll~ 10 rcrncrnhr;mu::

- III the lum l' I.:umc t"'nh. the n-..l halh

'lilU 1.J .~:' 1 Thl' J.~lrd !l;I\C "Ill,Ik,Cl1

Ullh' Ihl' l,url!

h;llh llfllli.cn Ills 1,;\ll1lm;mdl1lcllt

:\um. Ih. t .'. 10" .:ld hcton: the l.:ol1~rc~atlllll lu

Sumo 1'7:~\ .. the wu .\\a" hudùl.'d .put fnrth hws.

•

h,}use klOCpC,", nI' the char~'C uf the ;"ltaf lent uf mccllng.-.and the char~ ur the ..har.

""'* .\0 the fiNI uf ;dl the IÏrsl-fnllb 'lI" cn:!) Sumo I~ t\: The firsl-ripe frUits uf ail that IS ln

1111 n~ then land

.u:~'). The mcal·"l1cnng. and the san..ulfcring. :'\'um. lN:9. 14: ...c\·cl') mcal.orrcring of thcirs...thcir

.mu the ~Ullt ollenng. thcy. C\'cn thc~. shall cal~ Sin9(,ltlcring of thcirs.. .lhcir guilt·l,l1cring...E\'ct')

~u1tJ ('\'cl) dc~,lIcrJ thin!! ln Israel shall he thcus thing dcnltcd ln Isrou:1 sh311 he Ihine.

44.:21( .. 1 am thcir inhc:ritancc: and yc shall Sumo 18:20: .,.lhl"lu shall b:l\'C no tnhcrimncc in lhc

fl\'C lhcm no (lllS~''iU,m ln Isrncl... land ...1 :un lhy punion and lhine: inhcrilancc.. ,

.\(,:~: :\nd 1will sprinkle c1ean \\OIler uplln Sum. 19: (3: ... beaUL'iC the: "OlIer of sprinkJin~ Wa'i

~ou,. nlll dashcd again.\l him.. ,

....7: 1'>• ..ag:2S: ...3." far 'IS lhe walcrs of ~tcriboth~ Sumo 27: 14. DeUI. 32:51: ...the "Ollen: ot" Mcribath·

k:kIc:sh (>4 bdcsh

4(,; (.'\: a lamb llf lhe tirsl ~car wÎthout blc:mish... ~um. ::!&3: he~lambs of thc tirst ~car wilhout blc:mish

~ly ~~~~

tH This 03rtle' is not cxplainc:d in El.c:kicl~ il cm then:fon: onl~' come from the hi:"torical narrath'c of the PC as it
dc.lCS tIlll l'lCCUl else\\'hcn:.
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•
,J- ~{l \nL! the.." \\l,."{ 'Idl..' ... hall ~. the l irc~ll :'C~l.

IHll11lhe ~lfI..Icr Cl5 Th., l'

..:111\""

•

ln the examples presented here nearly ail parts of lhe PC. hoth \cgal and narrat;, l·. ;lrl' rl'·

presented. C'onceming the lauer it must he :lssnmed that lhey \\we availahll' III the l'r0l'het

in wriuen form.

Ez, 20 is especially instructive. The prophet starts with thC' revclation in Ex. 1>:2 ft".

and uses sorne expressions oecurring therC'. He then tells how the IsraeIitC's worshippC'd th,'

gods of Egypt and were yet dclivered by God. Continuing. he tells with the words of Lev.

18:4 ff.. how God gave His life-giving statutes. Next he adds thl' Sabbath C'ommandment.

quoting Ex. 31: 13 "erbatim and then relates that. beeause of their disobediC'ncc the tirst

generation died in the wildemess and their ehildren. too. were threatened with a future

exile. as they.like their fathers. had shawn disobediencc. The depiction of the history of

Israel from the E:~odus from Egypt up ta the entering of the Holy Land is so differenl from

the narratives in the Torah.that. following the melhod of the cntics. one must assume that

Ezekiel was unaware of the entire Torah and that he created his narrative from totally

different sources. However. in contrast. it is exactly his speeches that are Iilled \Vith

expressions from the PC and Deuteronomy. and it emerges unambiguously l'rom these

speeches that Ezekiel not only knew these books. but that he considered them to he as the

authentic Scripture contailÙng divine laws given by God to the people in the wildemess. (" If

65 litre ëlekicl c~pl3insclcarly the obscure place in the PC and Jush. 15: 12.47. \\'Hh n:~anJ lu the rncamn)! of
lI-Y;:l',Il sec the ~smllls Th~SllUrus sub. l- •and EwalcJ./..c>Ir,hlldr § 277c.

66 lla1é\'~' (I.e.• p. Zi'9) IR~["h. Bibl. III makcs the peninent rcmark. that narhaldh ln I~. 47'19 can 1.1nl~ he uu­
ucrsh.xxJ by a......,umin~ that Ezc~cl had in mind lIac/llltal mU:'''ln'. "hlch i~ fuund ln ~um. .~:S 1~d;,u.:1 u~,

funhermon: the namc: lamarill.l\tc:ad of the lor has ümc archaic namc nudhar r:rn or t:malr. round ln :'\'um. .\-1.;.\.

4, T(, thc:sc: eumplcs wc Oldd that t:m of :\'um. 33:36 is tran."ilatcd t:m; taU'ar par:.t'Ia' hy the Jer. Taq:um 1
67 Onc mcn:ly nccd"i to rcId tbis ch, 20 of I~ckicl attcnli\'cl)' and one: rcco~nilcs ln Il a mo\alC "1)·lc m whlch

..)nc constantl~' cornes acrtlS."i c:<pn:ssions l'mm the legislati\'c bllOk... and the pruphets . v, S: hud'arr~·

-,,'sTad is l'rom Deul. (4:37~ 14:2)~ WCl· 't!ssa .l'ad, (t\\iec) fr\.lm P (E."t. 6:K)~ w,ùwadtf lulrt'm . 'Uni IrtL\'ht'm rn'm
thc samc: (\'. 3: 10 nodtfll and \'.6) - v . ,: nasa'" ~'aJt Ic.du!m. cie. l'rom 'he !'lame l'rom \·.K and ,,~ 'tL,lrt'r·tar"
la/r~m l'rom :\'um. 10:33~ :tJ\'uld,alCl\' uJt'\'US/r:LOi in man) pcnUltcuchal pa....'\Ol~~ 1:\"1 h,' l'mm Ja, J: Il) - v
7: ,çlr;qur:~;.gilu/~; l'mm OcUl. 29: 16~ 'al·titam'u l'mm I..e\', 11:-1-3 - v, 8: again ,duqul:t'I • g,lult" : lulrpokl,
rhamati l'rom Lam. 2;4-: Jer. 10:25: the combination of 'a/and clu!ma/r l'rom l)cut. 9·.19~ Jer. 7:20. clc.~ /(".
kllalol 'apI bah.m for which Ez. otherwise uses /chalall d,.maIt (5: 13: 6: 12: 13: 15). from t ..m. ~: Il -. li:
"'Q·t:t"as It'nurun Sht'1TU l'rom Jcr. 1-1-:21: /t'wdll Ir«hd l.A:v. 22:32: It'·rt'mt""~m (t'lltJl:,'um ~'t'r("l: mll:ru,m
·l''·~(*tnt'l /ra.r;:oy'm I..c'\', 26:4..-«;: 'os/rt'rnodtfu sec atxwc - v. 1 1: t"lof'"/ruqOlal w(". '(*1 nushpatm . tJ.tht"T \'ifaJt"h·
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• the prophet presents the history yet differently l'rom how we perccive it directly. the hanno­

nizing levelling. which the critics reject so energetically in ail places and without which they

still are not able to make sense of this chapter. imposes itsclf on us.

Ezekiel and Deuteronomy

ln order tu pre\'ent an erroneous view. according to whicl, Ezekicl is the originaltext l'rom

which the PC would have been created. it is necessary to demonstrate that Ezekicl not simply

horrows l'rom the PC. but ..ISO makes use of many other sources. He intersperses hi,

speeches in:ldvertently with expressions and phrases from these sources. so that we should

not look fur uriginality on the part of Ezekicl every time he shares expressions with other

texts. We willlirst collect the deutcronomic expressions as they occur in Ezckiel. Compare:

Ezekicl

x 5. 10 111l",~C l'onn of crccpll1~ thin~~ ;lI1U

X Ih thc~ \\nNhlppc.'C.1 the 'un hl\\'ôlrd the cast

I~ Ih But 1\\llllc;l\c 01 fl.:'\\ men ,'1' lhel11" Mot

:0 .U \\ Ith .1 ntl~ht~ h:mu••UlU \\lth an

\,ulslrclchc:d Olmi ...

ft 1.\(20:2X)' .hll;h hill. in ail ..the mounlains

.. likcncs...; ,If an~ thmg that crccpcth .

4: Il): the 'un...•mo \\llrshlp them...

4::7: ..;mu ~c ...hall he Idt fc\\' 111 numhcr-.

4.:S. :::S:tw: .. ~c shall scn·c... \\,....xI .mu ,tune

4:.\4,5: 15: .h~ ;t nli~ht~ hand. :mù h) ;ln out·

strctch,:J arm..

12:2: ... the high mlluntain'i... thc hills and

•

mlf'hm hdlrt'nJ Illcr.lIly fr\lm l.e\'. IN::; - v.1 2: .d,abtolcll .mf.'qvdsilam almllst litcroilly Ihlm Ex, .~ 1: 13 - v,
1 3: "'a,\'lIm"' t" fn\nl Ucut. 'J:ï, ctc,~ ~·dwqolCll lo'-Italakltu Le\', :!:6:3~ nll.'.ltf'C.II'll nlLl'aslI Le\', :!:6:4..~; 'tlSht!r
.t',t'cl\t'h . ",ad'llI haltc!m a.'i \'. II ~ ...hablotat du{f!/u Ex.•'\ 1: 1,*~ Ushpokll dramati as \'. tt Ic!klwlolam Ex. 3:!:: I:!:
- 'V. 1 4: ;l' \', ') - 'V. 1 S: tla.~a"i .\'adi - 't!{ lIa'arf.'t: as in Sum, 1,*:28. 30~ ::a\'Q1 - I::\'i ab('I\'c \'. (\ - 'V. 1 6: bt!.
mulrpola• . rlttlt!lI" ahc.wc \'. 13; 'ad.a~ • .r::.lu/~r"t!m 1Kgs. 21 :2(\ - 'V. 1 7: \l't!tar"as ('eini oncn in l)cut .. ctc.~
"tI,~lIa('lrc""m l)cut. 10: IO~ ",e-Io'. rasitl 'otam kala" Jcr. 5: 18 etc, - 'V. 1 8: b.«huq~i - 'al-tt.·It!kJm I.C\', 20:2.'~

ht.'g.lult.'."t!m 'al·/itam'lI I.e\' , 1~:2,* - 'V. 19: bt!-rlmqOlai leklw - ",t""aslI 'oram Le\'. 26:3 - v, 20: \l'e-'el
...ltabtOlal a.'i ablwc \'. 12 - v, 2 1: as \'. 13 - 'V. 22: from ,,-a·'a'"as to It.'·('elnel"t!m as \', 1,* - v, 2 3: na.~a'ti t't­
\'ad, a.'i \', 1~~ It!lrafir: - ha.r::o~'im Oc:ul. :!8:M~ u/~..arot etc, I.c\". '26:33 - v , 2 4: :L.~ \"\". 13 und 1(; - 'V 2. 5: the
'''Ipptl'rriiIC l"lr \' II - v, 2. 6: bt>·matnOlam Ex. 2R:3N~ be"crQ\'ir· rac"am Ëx, 13: 12~ It'meran 'aslr~r yed"lI, clC,
I~x. 7:5 - 'V, 2. 7: dat'CU'- ",C"-'amarra('aleiltem I.c\', 1:2~ gidfu 'ot. Sumo 15:30: be·nut·alam ctc" Sumo 5: 12 - 'V,

28: ",a-'an'cm ·Ialtt!m E.x, 6:8~ \\'eJ·,\'ir'u klral-gn.raJ.ramalr from Oeut. 12:2, 13; rct: ('a\'ot Le\'. 23:-&0: kct-'as
l{omanam and \\'eJ.,\·a..nklru .'iltam cie, fnlm Jcr. 7: IR; uiarlr niclrod,~ilrt!m\'cl)' llften in Le\', - 'V. 29: Iraba'im
.\ltam ()cut. 12:.5: wa-yiqanr .'iltemah • 'ad lra.\YJm "a::.t!h Dc:UL 3: 1,* - 'V. 30: sJukut::t!illem as \.. 7~ \'e'ad.arel ­
'U./~m =ofllrn Sunt. 1.5:39 - v, 3 1: bt!1ta'"cJ\'.r benelkltcm bcJa'eslt Deut. 18: 10; giluleikJrem 3." \'.ï - 'V. 32:
keml.~ltpa"lrot I.a'arat:ot fnlm Gen. 12:3: leslrant ('cr::: ",a'a\'C"n l'cUL ,*:28 - v . 33: cirai a 'ani nC"'um Itaslrt!m •
'lm·lo' Sum,14:~~ bt'-~'ad ("j.a:aqah u\'i:rd"a netu:o-'alt Oeut. ,*:3-4: uwe.('ltt>nuUt sltefukhalr as \".8 - v. 34:
,·elror:::e.ti 'elk.ht'm Ex. 6:6: we.qibar:::ti • bam OcUI. ~O:~~ bt'a:O-'ad t'ha:.aqah etc. 3." \'. ~~ - v, 3 S: we·/rt:"citi
'etk.hem Ex. 6:~; we-nisltpaleli Jc:r. 2:~.5; Joel 4:1~ panim 't'1-panim Dc:ut. 3-4: 10 - 'V, 37: wC"·lttra\·arti •
Ita.d.a\'t'f l..c:\', 27:3:!- - v, 3 8: ~a 'eret:. tnt'gur~ltem: \'ldtrlt'm ki - ani lrashC"m E.'<.. 6:4. 7 - v. 39: we'et •
Jltem. ID' t«halC"lu lc\'. 22:32 - 'V. 4 1: \\'~.qlbat:ti a bam:L~ \.. ,3.1.; \'eniqdasltti Le\'. 22:32 - v, 42: as ". 18.

Mt 1n.~tCKl(lf the arch::ùc metel, Elelciel uses 'ansht!•. LikC\\isc: the archaic "em sh~'arhas been changcd into holar
\\'hieh is commonly usc:d by Ezc:kicl.
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• ~tnJ undcr C' cr: h:~lf~ 1re<:

1.3. (, 1 \\111 Jc'tr\l~ :\lur hl::h 1'1:1\,;,·...

under C\C~ !c::II: Irl't,'

1:.\ .ml!:1: ... 1\:111 ,h,',lf\l: 1I11.'tf n;Il1\,,'

5 11(-.3 1 .. X IX; q 101 Ilclth.... r ,h;tll \!In.... "':1.:' 1.\ 'l

"J..J.:.. \I1J lll;1 ""'IHfll\er': Ihe: .. 11:111 "!:llld h'

luli;:c

tl II

IX='O The ""'Ullh~ll '1III1clh. Il ...hall JIC. Ihl.' "Ill :.J. Ih rhl.' latlll:r-. ...haHn,'1 1'1\: PUI hl.k~llh 1111

...hall Il\ll !ll.:;lr lhe lI11ljUlI: ,'llhe f:llhcr. ch; the dulJ(cll CH:f: 1II;U1 ,1..,11 l'l.' PUI hl dl'Olth

::: - 1n thc."C h:I\',", the: nl;ldc.' h~ht llf falhcr :IOJ

mnlhcr

::: 1: ln thec hale the: 10lkcn ~IUS h' ...heu

hkk.xI

:::~ Ihe: Jc:alt h: l1pprl.....sum \\Ilh the

...tr.m~'Cr .. ,fathcrh."Ss and the \\l\h)\\. (,1)

::'\:~l: "hnrrnr

l'+:S: ano makc l11m a '.agn and a pnn-crh.

.\i:Z-': .thcir ie.h,lls :mJ thcir dctcslahlc thin~s.

...: 1." ...\\hither l WIU dn\'c thcm

Il: 17. IlJ(36:24. 27): .. .1 will C\'cn galher ~ou

l'rom the IlC\lllh:s...when: ~c M\'C been

scanercd, .. 111 will gi\'e: thcm a hcan of ne:~h

39:2..":;: ,.. :":0\\' will 1 hring back. the: capti\'it~ of

Jacob. and ha\'C compa.'i..'iiun...

•'9:24: .. ,and 1 hid ~I)' l'ace l'rom them.

5: 16: ...the: c\'il am.l\\~ ur l'amine.. .! will

increa.'iC...upon ~;ou.. ,

:-:- pJ: ('ur~d h\: he lhat pcnertelh Ihe IU'III,7I,,' ~Iuc

lu the ..Ir.m~cr. f:'lthcrlc'"". ~mJ \\ILIu\\

:~':5 (1.:1' .1er 15:4. :lllJ I1h're) :llIorrnr

:X:37. -kt: :11\ ~"t\'IU,hment. ;,1 prmerh

29: 16: .lheir dctest:'lhic thm,;:s. :101.1 Ihclr Idol,

.\O~ 1. ,,\\ithcr thc I.ord",hath dn\'t:n IlIce

.\0:3. 6: ..:lOd ~alhcr ~ou frum :'111 thc l'copies.

whithcr the 1.\'rd... I1:'lth ~:lItcr,"'lIlhce .. \\111

circumclsc th) hcart ..

.'0:.': .thal then.. Will lum lh) C<llllI\'lt). :'IOd Im\'c

C'lmpaSSlun, .

.'\1: 17: .. .1 \\'111 hidc .\I~ face l'rom them...

32:Z3 ft': 1 \\'111 h~p cnls upon Ihem.. .\hne am""

..the wasung ur hunger..

.\"7) Especially instructive are the places where Ezekiel combines eltpressions from the PC and 0

within one sentence. These places are clear proofthat Ezekiel is the later source in which he

presents in one place reminiscences from various sources that he was aware of. The PC (Lev.

• 69 The compilation of K~r ,!'f!IOm w~.·almanah is round "cry ohen in I)c:ulcronom~'.
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• 26:33 J, e.g., uses the expression 'e:areh ha·goyim for the dispersion of Israel. while Deut.

(4:27.28:64) uses hefit: ha·'amim. Ezekiel combines bath expressions ( 12: 12. 15: 20:23:

22: 15,29: 12: 30:23. 26: 36: 19: cf. Il: 16. which has hirchl.Ujtim because of the preceding

verse). but also uses them individually I:.r.h. in 6:9 andf. W.t:. in 11: Iï: 20:34:41 l. For the

ingathering of the people Dcuteronomy uses the expression we-qihhet:kha mi-ko/·ha·'·amim

130:31: Ezckiel borrows thiscxpression too ( Il: 17). but combines it in another place (39:27)

with lIIe- 'art:or 'o\'el'eihem. which he borrowed l'rom Le\'. 26:36. 39. Ez. 5: 16 opens with a

dculeronomic thrcat he·shah'hi 'et-chit:ei. etc. (Dcul. 32:23 ff. l. but closes with a quotc l'rom

Lcv, 26:26: we-,hal'arti /akhem lIIateh. ln 6:3 idiomatic phrases arc likewise intersperscd

with D-expressions (we· ïhhadJeti: we·nigJ'I"lI. \'\".3.6). Ez. 14:8 comains four clauses the

tirst ofwhich is derived l'rom the PC. the sccond from D cDeut. 28:37). and the third and

fourth again l'rom the PC. In 22:6 Ezekiel sums up the offences that had been commilled in

Jcrusalem. These mostly concem transgressions of the Holiness Code Le\'. 19:20. 25.

Ne\'crthcless. in v. 7 ('al' we-'eim cheqa/tl hakh) he uses the deuteronomic expression

CDcU!. 27:16·lmaq/eh 'al'Îw we-'imoJ) ratherthan the Levitical one of Lev. 20:9 ['asher

yeqa/e/ 'et-'al'Îwl. Equally. when summing up the priestly duties in 44:24. Ezekiel

includcd dcutcronomic precepts CDeut. 19: 17: 21 :5: 33: 10).

ln conclusion we will present a few examples demonstrating that apart from the PC

and D. Ezekiel. in formulating his speeches and prophecies. also had other parts of the

Torah (JE) in mind. Compare:

Ezekiel JE

~: 13 (J I:~ 11'.): thc,)u \\'01.,,\ in Eden the gardeR ,,,l' GeR. 2:8: (j"xI plantcd...a ~ardcn.. .in Eden...

l.i..ld ...

16:49 IT: . .Ihe iniquity \lf..,S4,.ldom...aoomirmtion GeR. 1.3: 13 (cf. ch. 19): the mcn (,1' Sodom wcn: wlckcd

•

.\~::-I: ... ;\bmham..,and he inberilcd the land.. ,

38:~ ...1 \\ill cause 10 min UJX'D him... lÏrc and

brimslonc

1": It Il': .. ,put bmcclel' upun th)' band.....

a rin~ upon th~' nosc...

Ib:5: .. .ln the: day lbal thou wast oom

16: li: a chain lln thyncck...

1:-1: lin: Il...hing up...

:0::6: all th3t opcnctb the \\'omb...

18:7(1:): ...""th R:-'Ion:<! his plcdgc fo,. d<bt...

Gen. 15:i: h) ~l\'C thl."C this land 10 ioherit il. ..

GeD. 19:24: caused to rain upon Sodom...brimstl,."nc

and fire...

Gen, ~:-I7: ....-\nd 1 pUI the ring uPU" he, ""-"'••nd the

bl':JCelCl' upun her band..

Gen. -10::0: Phamo's binhd:ly...

Gen. -11:4::: and put. gold chain .bout hi.. neck

E.~.9::-I: ...lin: Iloshing..,

E.~. 13: t:: .. :III that opcneth the womb ..

E.~. :::::!S: If thou .t .11 1:II:<...to plcdge thou s1t:llt

n:ston: il unto him
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Ezekiel and the other Prophets

Not only the words of the Torah. but also the oral and wrillen prophecies \ll" his c"ntellll""

raries and older prophets to which he had access. are so abundantly represented that herc

too we must consider the expressions from the PC as ha\'ing been borrowed hy El.ekiel.

Ezekiel has most in common with Jercmiah. Compare:

Ezekiel Jeremiah

~t them.

.... - .. \od Ihou shah SPC:Ik. ~I~ words unlo them

.licth lo\\'aru the nunh..

1 1~

1.1.\

... "'t.

~md ..pc:.llri. UDlo them

..mu the t';'ll.:C (hen..... ''" l' Inll1\ Ihe 11\,rlh

the Ua~' uf lh~ ~~luth...

.5:h: ...she bath rc:bcllcd ag.Ürt'il .\.line ordimlnccs ~: 11: Il41th a n:Jlhlll chan~l,'l.I Il.. ~l-.J..

in doio!! wickcdm."S.... mon: then the natiuns..

•

::O:h. IS: ...the bcaut~· of ail lanl.h.

ï: 14: Thc~- ha\'C bh.'lwn the hom...

13: 10: ... I~acc. and thlm: is no pc:a~...c ...

~~: li r.: ...was alicnall.'d l'rom them

:::9:5: ...upoo Ihe 01"'0 field...oot he hrou~hl

togelher. nor ~thcrcd...

14: 15: ...dcsolatc. so lhat no man may pass

thmu~h

7:26: ...and instruction shaU pcrish from the

pri"'1. and coun.«1 from the eider.<

12::!: ...Ibal ba\'c cycs...aDd sec nOl~ tbat ba\'c

cars. ..and hcar not...

13: 13: ...• S10rmy wind...in ~1~' fury...

6: Il: ...they shall f.JI '*' the ,·word. b~' the

.': 1'1: ...a plca~nt hmd. the: ~l .......Jlu:,t he:nt;"l--'C'

6: 1: hlo"' the hum IR Td;UOl.

6: I","-l: Hl): ,.PC:lcc. pcacc. ,'h..:n 'hen: " no pc~u,:c.

6:8: ,.. lest .\I~' suul he: alu:nalc:d l'mm Im'Co.

N::!: ...!hc~' shall D\ll he: ~.lthereJ. nor he hunc.'tJ

UpllD the face \lI' the canh

9: 10. Il: ...3 dc:solalilln. wllhout an IRhahltant.

none pa.s.'CS thnluf:h

18: IR ...for in.StruetioD shall nol pc:rish from lhe

priest. nor coun.'C'1 from the wise:..

5:21: ... thal ha\'C c~·cs. and sec not. that ha\'e~.

and hc:ar no!

~: 19: ...a stonn of the Lord IS t:anc rorth 10 IUf)· ..

24: 10: ...thc sword. the famine:. and the pcstilcnc:e..
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• famine. and b} the pc...hh:ncc

lX:~: . The fathCf\ ha\"C cale" sour ~r.lPC".

.\"cl the chJldren's tcc:th arc selon cdge

1..":; a po,stun: lor Clmels ..couchlnf!.placc:

for I1I)çks

1.+ U çUI or,. fWn1 Il m'In and hca... t

IÎ~1. ..hall he: ,çancrcd h)\\:lrd C\Cr: \\Ind .

.N' Zi \\hen 1 ha\"C hrou;:ht Ihem rock l'rom the

people...

3I:1~)1: The fathers ha\"C calc" sour ~pcs. and the:

chlldrcn's lccth arc set un cd~

.:U-12: ..01 hahu.:lllun of shcphcrds catl...m~ thel r

!loci,... 10 lie do\\O

3(,:29: .. shaH cause 10 1.:ca....c from thence man .and hca....r l

-l'):.V,: .. and will 'Calter them lll\\ard alllh("e \\lnd~.

,5()·I'J; .\nd J will hnng: hrad ha.:lc

Wc now mo\'e to the other prophcts. Compare:

Ezekicl

7~. (): .. ,the end l' come...

ï: IX: They shall alSl.) gircJ thc:msch'cs wilh S3ck·

c1uth...•md haldncss up.m :Ill thc:ir hc:ld"

~lI: I.~· ... the noise of thy son!--~... lhc suund üf

Ihy harps shall he: no more hemJ

.'6:331".: .. ,cat1~ the cilies ln he inhabitc:d.. the:

WOIslc: places... the land that \\'as dcsol:ltc:...

Ezekiel

R 2. ...The end is comc...

S: 10: ...sackcloth upon all I«.lins. And txlldnes.... upun

c'·cry hc:ld

5:2.."': .. .lhe n«.lisc of thy son~~ .\nd let ~Ic nut hcar

the mclody of thy' "",Iteries

9: 14: .....\nd they shall huilt the \\'aste cilies. and

inhabit them...

•

4: 13: ... Ithe~ willl eat..lheir bn:ad unclcau... 9:3: ...•·\nd thC)· shall c;ll unclc:m r«.ll.ld in .-\s..~ria

11: 13: My' net .lso will 1sprcad upo~ him... 7: 11: .. .1 \\ill sprcad ~Iy' net upon them...

1(,:39: .. .slrip thec...•lld leove Ihec naked .nd bare 1:.5: Lest 1s1rip her n.ked...

17: 10: .. .shall it 001 ullerly wither. when the 13: 1.5: ...An C3Stwind shall eome...And his sprin~

e:lSt \\'ind louchc:th il... shaH bc:comc dl)·...be dricd up...

Ezekiel

30:1.3: ...\\<lC worth the day. Forthe day is nc:lr I:IS: Alos fortheday" For the day of the Lord is

...01' the Lord.. .1 band .

36:30: ...that ye =y rccclVe no more the rcproaeh 1: 19: And ye shall he satislicd...•nd no more...•

of famine among the: nutions n:proacb :unong the: nations

39::!9: ...Ior 1 \\'ill ha"e pourcd out My spirit.. 3: 1: ...1 \\ill pour out My' spirit..

~7:1: ...W.telS is.sucd out l'rom UDdcr the thcsbold ~: 18: ...And. rountain sball come ro!th orthe

of the hollSC... house or the Lord..
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• Ezekiel

Ezekiel

'7: ,-: .\11 lkmds shall bc: ..l.u:k.

31:- .the..' stars ... thc slIn..;.tod the: m,'Il..ln

..hall n"1 :;1\'4: her h~ht

";".~-+ .. 1 \\11I.li"" makc the prllJc- of the ..lrllll~

Nahum

J 1 \\\'C Il' the hh"xJ~ ~II~ 1

1.' 10 the ...tars III h",',I\I.'11 .. 11:111 Ih'l ';:1\(,.' IhL'if Il::h'

the 'un the ml"-lO ... hall "ni "::IU"'C ht.'r h~hl hl "'!Hlll'

~:::"l Il' .:1 ~~ .. \nd Ihc~ 1.111 h'lI1~ Ul'k.'tl hlln

ail \'csscls ...

•

:"':lJ f.: ...kindlm~ the lïrc... makc the pile ~rc;J,t .~():3.': .. dl.ocp and lar~c~ the I>lle thC!Cllf l' l'1ft: ,UlU

3::': ... 01 ('Cllple llf an unintclli~iblc speech and .~~: Il): .. the lïcrcc peuple. 'recch...a ..tOll11ml.·nn~

tRi. 16: ...hath gi\'cn his hre:ld to the hungry. :\x:i: ...dcal thy hn:'ld III the hung') l'hen lhllU

:mu lmth Cll\'Cn.-o the nak<.-d with a g".lnncnl SCLost the n;,lkcd. 1h:.1t thuu ct\n:r 111111...

Ezekiel Obadiah

.'5:5: ...in the time of their c:llamity... 1: 13: ... In the d.;'Y of thcir c:lIl,mit~·...

Ezekiel Zephaniah

:l8:~6: ...•nd sb.1I build bouses, und pl.nt 1: 13: ...tbe~· sbull huild blluses..•nd pl.nt

\·inc:yards... \' incyards...

,:\4; 12: in the day 4"lf c10uds and thiclt darkncss 1: 15; ....\ d.'y of c10uds and thick darknc:ss

7: 19: their "I\·er.nd their gold sbull nol he .bl 1: Ill: :-:':itber tbeir silver nur Ibeir ~'uld sb.1I he "hie

10 deli"cr them in the day of the wmth of the J..(lrd to dclh'er them in thc day of the I..urd's wrolh...

:!S: 16: ...Phiiistines...Cherc:thites...the: rcmnant 2:5: .. .the sca-coast...Cherelhiles...J>hilistines...

of the: sea~oast

22:2.."'. 27: ...her prophets...hke :1 roarin~ lion... 3:3 cr.: Her princes in the mid\t 4"lr her arc: roorin~ lion.\

Her princ:cs in tb<: midsttb<:n:of ore like wolvcs.. ...wolvcs uf tb<: dcsc:n...Her propbe:t.s... ller pricsts have

prof.nc:d tbu. whieb is hol)', Tbcy buve donc: '·iolen.. 10

Iht: I.IV

70 In this place. where wc onl)' show what El.ekicl and other prophets ha"e in common. wc will nOl laite iota
..count tb<: "mous pans of Jsaiah.

35



•

•

~l)) The conclusion of our examination is that Ezekiel. like no other prophet. has been intlu­

enced by the collective holy literalUre and in his prophecies utilizes the expressions and

sentences of the other holy writings which were present in his mind.

Ezekiel, the PC and their relationslup

Ali the adoptions from the collective legislative and prophetic literature in Ezekiel presented

above lead to the assumption that Ezekiel used the PC just as he used the other writings. It

is however quite unlikely that the Pc. which shows no evidence of the utilization of ex­

pressions from other writings. would have be;:n used solely by Ezekiel. But another conside­

ration as wellleads to this supposition. If Ezekiel were the originaltext from which the PC

would have borrowed the numerous expressions and sentences shown above. how is itthat

the PC consistently chooses those expressions that are only found in Ezekiel and are origi­

nalthere. while carefully avoiding those which Ezekiel has in cornmon with Jeremiah and

other writings. Might it have been the intention of the authorof the PC to borrow only that

which is original in Ezekiel and to this purpose to undertake a critical investigation of Ezekiel

in orderto recognize what was original and what was b:>rrowed? Why. for instance. are the

expressions 'al' we-'"!:,, heiqa/u 122:71: ha.-chajar.:.i...ha-goyim 112: 151: we-sha~·ri ...'er­

shel'llt 116:531: we-/o'-IllchuL.we-/o' 'echmo/ [7:4: 7:9: 9:5[: "cr:rtfanan 16:131: :t.l'C1l<·ah

123:46!:shiqur:ei. [5:11:7:20: Il:18.21: 20:7. 30: 37:231: . etc. which Ezekiel borrowed

l'rom Deuteronomy and Jeremiah. never utilized in the Pc. This surely proves that Ezekiel

is not the original text. but that he had the PC in front of him.

~Il One should also note an agreement belWeen Ezekiel and PCwith regard to the place of

the particle ki. Rabbi Locb Spiro already remarked in his work Harkhasim Leviq"ah ["The

rough places (shall be made) a plain." a quote from [s. 40:41 that in sorne parts of Leviticus

and Number;. the particle ki is placed after the subject. This construction occurs only 41

times in certain legislative sections of the PC. but not in ail. [n the lirst live chapters on the

sacriliciallaws.eighttimes(Lev.l:2: 2:1: 4:2: 5:1. 4.15. 17.21). to which should also

be added Lev. 19:20. [n the laws of purity. Lev. chs. [2. 13 and 15. twelve times (12:2;

13:2.9.18.29.38.40.47: 15:2. 16. 19.25). and then in Lev. 21:9: 22:12. 13. 14.27:

24:15. 17. 19: 25:26. 29: 27:2: and in Num. 5:6. 12.20: 6:2: 9:10: 19: 14: 27:8: 30:3.

4. Generally ki is placed after the subjects 'ishah. 'ish. nejesh. 'adam (33 times). As this

occurs only in sorne laws. it seems that this formulation is typical for the [egis[ative style.

whereby occasionally the person or issue which is the subject of the law. is put at the

beginning of the sentence. Since Ezekiel a[so positions the particle ki in the same way ten

times(3:19. 21: 14:9. 13: 18:5. 18. 21: 33:2. 6.9). it is clear that he imitated the

legislative style of the PC in these places. This is obvious when comparing:
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EJ.14:13:

Le,", 5: 1: wf!""t!feslzkj·tedlt!la' lAnd If any nne :'101

Le\'. 5: 15: llefesh ki·r;nt·olnuZ"aJ III' any 110C commit a trc~pa."sl

Le'", 5:: 1: lIefesh ki-leC!œtll' u·,1Ut'alal",uZ"alllf any one sm ~IOJ i,.·(lmmlt ~l trcsIX1SS 1

This construction is further only found in Is. 28: 15 and three times in 1 Kgs. s:.n where.

however. the positioning is explaincd bccause of the accentuation of the suhjeet.

Add to this the fact that legislative precepts found in Ezekid can he understood onlv- .
when we assume that the prophet was aware of and recognized the laws of the Pc. Wc will

give sorne examples to illustrale this. In 44:29 ff. when listing the gifts to the priests. thl' part

of the priests in the meal and peace sacrifices is apparently not mentioned.lt is impossihle to

assume that Ezekiel would not allocate anything of the pence and mc.-u sacrilices. One l':l0

agree even less with Smend (COIIIIII.) when he remarks: "Ezekiel is silent on this issue as some­

thingself-evidem and trivial: however. as yield from the sacrilices he must have demanded the

same for the priests as Deuteronomy." ( 18:3). This gift. which only occurs in Deuteronomy,

was really less self-evident than the firstlings mentioned by Ezekie1. which are prescribed in

alliegisiative sections and have becn presented undisputedly since the earliest times. The

silence on these priestly portions cao only be explained by assuming that with the expression

we-khol (emmaI kol in 44:30 Ezekiel had combined ail priestly gifts indicatcd by tenllllrl( in

Num. 18and elsewhere in the PC. and tothese belong as weil the portions in the pence offer·

ings(Ex.29:28. Lev. 7:32 ff.• Num. 18:19). [n 44:29 Ezekiel says with regard to the mea!.

-12) sin. and guilt-offerings: "They (the priests themselves) shall eat Ithem 1" (hemah yo'khlulIl).

about the other holy gifts. however. only: "they shall be for the priests" 144:30 la·khohanim

yehiyeh). 71 This place is easiest explained through the precepts of the PC that meal. sin. and

guiltofferingscou[d only be eaten by male priests (Lev. 6:1 I. 22: 7:6: Num. 18:10). But

the other gifts. as far as they completely belonged to the priests. eould be consumed by ail

theirdependants(wives.daughters.andslaves)(Lev. 10: 14: 23: 11 ff.: Num. 18: Il. 13. 19}.

The presupposition of the laws of the PC is demonstrated even more c1early in the

festivallaws in Ez. (45:21 ff.). Wellhausen 72 asserts that in Ez. 45:21 Pesach is considered

to be the first day of the festival week. But then Ezekiel has the festival week starting on the

14th ofthe month. 73 That is impossible! What then could have moved the prophet not to let

71 Smend rcmark.'i hen:: ·~olc:wonby hen: is the cmphatic h~malt~ pcrhaps the c~clu."iiyc right of the pnc.'iL"i ro
the sin and guilt onè:rings Wa.~ not l'"et totally bc)'ond doubt." Il is. howe\'er. bc)'ond doum th:ll Ihis c:~pl:t.

nation is Încorrcct.
n G..chichl~. pp. 107 and 110. ["in the tirst place then: is a discn:pancy ..s 10 the dural/()/1 of lhe lea."s; ""lh

l:1st seven and not ei!!ht da~'s. and the pa'iSOver is taken for lhe: nr..1 da~" of F..a.'1cr. as in Dcutcronomy"J,
73 KaulZSCh's "ish to emendate ,he l-lIh' 10 'the 15th', is totally unfoundcd.
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the Pesach week start on the 15th of the month j ust 1ike the Sukkot festi val (45: 15). i.e. at

the full moon (keseh Ps. 81 :4)? ft is therefore certain that pe.\lU:h in Ez. 45:21 refers merely

to the pre-festival immediately followed by chag shavU'"ol yamim. The words of the prophet

presuppose the passage from the Torah. Ex. 12:6 ff.: "and ye shall keep it {the pesach 1

unto the fourteenth day of the same month at dusk. hein ha-"arhayim and they shall eat

the nesh in that night (v. 14) And this day shall be unto you for a memorial. and ye shall

keep it a feast (v. 15) seven days." This day' (v. 14) is obviously the 15th of Nisan.

aithough immediately before the 14th was mentioned. It is nOl necessary for Scripture to

state this tirst. while everyone knows that the 15th day belongs to the previous evening (cf.

Lev. 23:27 and 32). Likewise Ezekiel says: "On the 14th you will have the Pesach." He

refers here to the time "at dusk" and "in that night." following the 14th. like in Ex. 12. ')-1 The

following "seven day feast" starts consequently on the evening of the 14th. or on the 15th

of Nisan. - Only when we assume that Ezekiel had the festival laws of the PC before him

can it be under-stood that he does not mention the Feast of Weeks (.\hanr·or) at ail. Lev.

23115-211 only mentions a conduding feast of the Pesach celebration (rat:erel she! pe.\ach)

and not at ail a spe.;::ial festival. Ezekiel does not mention this just as he does not mention the

-1.') "GlrJ!rel of the Sukkot festival. [Even though the rar..erel of Sukkot is specifically men­

tioned in Lev. 23:36.)- An indication of the seven weeks to be counted following Pesach

may he found. as Rashi already notes. in the appellation of Pesach as chag sha\'/l'"or yamim

(Ez.45:21).

ft is confirmed then from many sides that Ezekiel is dependent on the PC. It is

useless to argue further with those who. after ail the above expositions. still daim that the

various parts of the PC only had a post-exilic origin. 7-1a

j4. The a.~umption that Er.c:làel relies on E.~. 12 is c:\'cn more juslilic:d a.~ \\'c alre:Jdy dcmlln.~tl'ilted abo\'c (p. 29)
tbat lllc:kici ha.~ Ii"c pas."'3~ in common \\'ith tbis chaptc:r. and funbcr (p. 29. noie 5) \\c noticed tbat ('~1:

'"a"ol in El_ 20:28 is burrowcd (rom the: festi\'aI 13\\'S of J...et.'. l3:..w.
;-+.a (For a "cr)' thorou~h trcatmcnt of the is.'iucs in this chaptcr. sec .,\\'i HUf'\'itz. A LinguisliC" SllIdy of Ille

R~la/lonslrip b~lWun 11r~ Pri~stl.. Sour<~ and llr~ Book of E:~lcid: A N~w Approaclr 10 an Old Probl~m.

Cilhicrs de 13 Rc:\'ue Biblique: :!O. Paris. 1982. His conclusion. ba.~ on his ?urcl}' linguistic in\'cstigation of
the: malcrial. is lhat Pis pn:-exi.1ic and thc:n:fon: prc-dalcs Ezc:kicl. At OCClSion he: ciles Hoffmann. whase wort
he 3cknowled~es. lei. tbis is not to SOl}' lhat bc would concur wilh 3DY tbeolo~ca1 conclUSiOD or prc:misc
«pn:s.o;ed by Hofflll3nn. He reOeel< the ISIOeli school of biblic:al scholarship whieh IlI3kes use of modelOte
biblicat c:ritieism. Sc:e also :'Icnac:hem Haran. "The Law-Code of Ezekiel -IO-l8 and ils Relation to the Priestl\'
$ehool: HUCA 50( 1979): -15-71. tn tJùs aniele those poinls are highlightcd where Ezekiel deviales ftom th•
eontenl. of P. Y'et it i.< IlI3de eleac tllat the autbor of Ezekiel llad aec:ess to P. He 100 mentions Hoffmann in a
fllC,llnole:.1
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-14)

The PC and Deuteronomy
One of the most important questions that should be discussed is how Deuteronomy rdal<'s

to the PC. As Deuteronomy itself is mainly a book of laws, just like thc PC. one Olav

rightfully expcctto find information in it on whether it postulates the laws of the PC or

whcther these arc completcly ignored. If it would show that Deuteronomy just postulates

thc PC but also regards these laws as divine and commandcd through Moses. than il should

be admincd that ail rcasons c1aimed for a laIe date of origin of the Lcvitical and prieslly

book oflaw arc mercly phantom rcasons. ~~h First of:1I1 it should be noted Ih:lt:

a) /r is nor rhe inrenrion (1Dell1erono/llY 10 he rheJirsr ho"k "f/al<'

Wellhausen. and after him Stadc 1r;~.,,·IIi(""ld.\md,1. pp. hl. h5o-;) and Comilllt:illl. ill .-1.1',)

only consider chs. 12-26 to be thc original Deuteronomy and cvcn excludc l'rom thcsc

chapters many vcrses of which thc contcnt is contrary to this original Dcutcronomy.

According to Wellhausen it is bcyond doubtthat the original Dcutcronomy lays daim to

being the first book of law without presupposing any othcr Torah text. Hc dccl:l1cs thc

statements of the deuteronomic introductory speeches. according to which thc dcutcro­

nomic laws (chs. 12-26) were prescnted by Moses only at the end of the fortY ycars of

wandering in the wildemess. as being in contradiction 10 the original Deutcronomy. 75

This laler book of law was originally viewed "as an enlarged edilion of thc old Book

of the Covenant" according 10 which Moses had not carried the laws and statutes hc rcceived

at Horeb with him for forty years. but had proclaimed Ihem immedialely to the people. This

unheard of assertion can only he maintained through an unprecedenled 'Iendency' crilicism

lTenden:kririkl by which ail verses not fitting the assertion are thrown out and arc assigned

10 a later hand. Firstly. Deut. 23:5-7. 7(, which unambiguously testifies !hat Moses proclaimed

7~b fin cllntm."it 10 the first pan of Horrmann's postulation (i,c:. Dcutcronom)" n:llcCls P. ~Ind thcrclt.ln: 1) is nlcler)
wc tind the \'ic\\" of a n:pn:sentati\"c of moocrn Isrnc:1i biblical scholarship. ~Icrwchcm Uarnn. While cllncumn~

thal P prcdatc:s Deutcronomy he arri\'CS al Ihis conclu.'iion baSc.-d on "cry diffcrcnt prcmisc:s. \\'hile :K:CCp1inl:
the ba.~ic lindings of critic:a1 scholarship and fol1o\\'in~ the: idea...; (lf Ycehe/xcl KauITmaM. )"Cl crilical of Ihem.
he selo; (lut 10 pco"'e Wellhauscn wronp: al lcaslon Ihis issue and meanwhile kecps lhe debate un Ihc dale uf 1)
\'c~' much ali\'c. He posilS an inleresting argument on wh)' P is both old in lorm. )"cl ncw in implcmenlation
and while oldertban Dcuteronomy. ~cl unlcnown to it! This \'ic'" cao lx: round in "The ChardCler uf the I~iestly

Sourcc: l'topian :lDd E.~clusive Fcatures: in: Pror~~dings of tlr~ Eiglulr World Cnngr~.fS of J~wr.çlr S'"du.·."
li( 1983): 131-138 and an e.pandcd version of the same. "Behind the: Scenc:s of History • Detennlnin~ the Date
of the Pric:1itty Source: in: J8L 100(1981): 32t -333.1

75 Wellh. <JldTh. 1I~77. p. -16*) bases hilme'f on l)eut. 26: 17-111. from whieh il would result that ~10s<:s re'c:aled
the dcuteronomic laws immc:diatc:ly aCter the proclamation of the Tcn CummandmcnLo; at lIorcb, Onl)'. il is
ob\'iou~ that \\;th Ira~'om in \'.17 is not meant lhe day orthe: enlcrinp: inlo the Covenant at Horeb. bUI the d3)'
of the proclamation of the deUiClOnomie laws, bccau.<c: this proclamation and the rc:ady hc:arin~ of the "",'pie
w.s ",!,ardC<! as. "",ew.1 of the Co,c:nant made.t Horeb. (On the pen. in h.'~mana and h.'.nuriciJa. sec E".ld.
13.5c). The Sioaitie CO\'elWlt w.., a1so ,a(id for the present ~enc:ration (Deu!. 5:3) and w.., a1rc:ady rcnewc<!
"ith an ""th.nd. eUl'SC befo", enlering the hotYland (Dcut. 27:9: 28:69: 29:9·12). Thus a1so Dillmann (III. p.
362).

76 Sccalso Kue:nen (Einl .. p. 2S2 f.) .gainsl Valeton and Gei""r. who object to H. 23:2-9 on olbcr ~roUll(b.
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his law only atthe end of the forty years wandering in the desert. must put up with being

assigned to a revising hand. Then Deut. 24:9 also mentions an eventthat had only taken

place after the legislation at Horeb. This. of course. must also be a later interpolation! Only.

25: 17 portrays the encounter with Amalek as something that happened long before: and 12:8

speak- of the land east of the Jordan. when it commands: "Ye sha\l not do after a\lthat we

do here this day "Immediately after that it says: "But when ye go over the Jordan "~"7

Furthennore.the election of the Levites as somethingalready accomplished is everywhere as·

sumed in the ori ginal Deuteronomy (see Deut. 18:5: 21 :5: etc.). According to both Deut. 10:8

and Ex. 32:29this occurrcd only after the construction of the golden calf and natura\ly could

~,) not have taken place before the legislation at Horeb. Finally the legislator mentions (24:8) the

law regarding leprosy. which he had already commanded to the priests. This he could not have

done had he fonned his viewpoint atthe time of the legislation al Horeb. Aiso ka-'asher

l:i.....ilikha (12:21) "7K can only referto acommandment given in the pasto - Hence the deutero­

nomic legislation was detinitely only made public atthe end of the forty years wandering in

the wi Idemess. Consequently there is absoh.tely no reason to anribute the speech in ch.

4:45-11:32to an aUlhor different from the one of chs. 12-26. Thus. notjust Dillmann but

also Kuenen (the lalter \Vith especia\ly detailed argumentation - sec Ei"l.. pp. IOK-II~) have

decidedly accepted that these chapters belong to Deut. 12-26 as an introductory speech. In

this introductory speech it has c1early and repeatedly been stated that Israel. now at the end

of its many years of wandering in the wildemess and about to enter the Promised Land.

should strongly take the fo\lowing laws to heart in order to practice them in the Land.

Having ass1lmed this. it seems apriori likely that Deuteronomy does not present

itself as the tirst legislation given to the Israelites. but that it postulates another one.

promulgated during the forly year stay in the wildemess and which it now. right before

entering the Land of Canaan must expand and modify. And if Deuteronomy would have

c1aimed to have been the first written book of law, it would have (just as with the Book of

the Covenant ofwhich Deuteronomy was in any case aware) seen to its being made public

immediately fo\lowing the legislation at Sinai. lt has also been shown repeatedly in the

introductory and c10sing speeches 79 that these laws were presented to the people only after

77 ~~"l"'hc:n:aD)1hing is round indicating an impc:nding waDderin!! in the: \\'ilderncs.'i. and in 18: 16-20 the stop at
Hon:b and "the da~' of the llS.<embly· :m: piClured as ....nls far in th. posl Sc:<: K.u...n § 7. notes 7 and 8.

iN Il cm casil)' he proven lbal wben dcaling \\ith dcutc:ronomic laws Dl:utc:ronomy as a rule. u.'il:S the present 'an;
m":<l",~h tseo •.g. t:!: 19. 28: 13: 1: 15:5: 19:9). The perfeet I:~k'llim:md r:.wilikha in thosc: pl••es con onl~'

refel' ta enrlier InVl.'S.
79 AI"" in CL« (aceording 10 the .rities) lbal nOi ail in:roduClol}' and .Iosing speeehes belong to Ih. aUlhor of

Dc:U1.rollOm~·.y.t ail .rities of the DOW school agrec tbat thesc: pred31. the PC. As proof agaÎnst the vi.w of lh•
ne\\' enlies wc: CUl in the course: of our iD\'estiption present to thnt end also the passa~ from the introduetof)'
and closing speeehes whi.h do pn:supposc: lhe PC.
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the fort y years. for the simple reason that it says in the introduction l Deut. :'::!l'-6: 1) lhat

the following (deutc'onomic) laws had been revealed to Moses lw (lod immediatclv al'ter- -.
the promulgation orthe Decalogue at Sinai

b) DeuteronolllY and rhe !egis!arion o{rht' Book ,/rht' ("m't'n,mr

lt has generally becn admiued that the aUlhor of Deutcronomy also knl'w of thl' ('<""'nant

Icgislation in Ex. 10-23. Ex. 34 and Ex. 13. Following the stale of affairs \\<' just skl'tchl'd

this becOlnes dcar evcrywherc. According to Deut. :!8:69: :!9:l' and other l'lal'cs (aiso Jcr.

11:1-8) the deuteronomic laws may bc considered as the found:llions of a ncw co\ cnant.

"which the Lord commanded Moses to make with thc children of 1sr:lcI in thc l.and l,f

Moab. beside the covenant which He made with them in Horeb." This new covcnant was

intended l'orthe new generation which was about to take possession of the Promiscd l.and.

but this did not invalidate the Covenant of Horeb for them. This was not less in full force

for this generation (Deut. 5:2-3). and with it also the laws underlying this ('ovenant. If.

then. also quite a few laws l'rom Ex. 20-23 arc being repeated in Deuteronomy. this is not

the case with the majority. whereby it ShOllld not be dOllbted that these too havc not lost

their validity according to Deuteronomy. sOThus Deut. 27:5-6 postulates the validity of the

commandment~ l'rom Ex. 20:25. and likewise the law regarding the rclease year 1sht'lIlirrah \

can only be understood when the commandments with regard to leuing the land rest :md lie

fallow in the seventh year (Ex. 23: 10-11) arc presupposed. Under no condition may it he

assumed that Deuteronorny wants to he considered as the only valid Book of Law. as it

rather necessarily postulates another wriuen law code which had alrcady been given long

sinee and the validity ofwhich is undisputed. When. however. the Covenant legislation is

presupposed in Deuteronorny. even though this is not c1early said anywherc with so many

words. and even though it seerns everywhere as if Deuteronorny would want to he

recognized as the only valid legislation. there is nothing against stating that Deuteronorny is

aware of the PC and considers it too as a known and valid code of law. Again. without

explicitly saying sc.

cl Deuteronomy relies on P-laws

Positive evidence can he produced that Deuteronorny presupposes the PC as a known and

valid code oflaw. This is tirst of ail c1early shown by Deut. 24:8. which says: "Take heed

in the plague of leprosy. that thou observe diligently. and do according to ail that the priests

80 The phcnomenon lhat sorne: of the laws from the Book of the: Co\'cnant appcar in l)cutcronumy and Olhcrs do
nol. can he c:tplained in t\\'o \\'3~'S. Ether ~toscs dccmcd il nc:ccs.'W)' with n:~ to quilc: a fcwof the Cm'cnant
laws to rcpcat and cmpbasizc tbem in bis speeches (pcrhaps in order to tcach tbem somcthmg ncv.' . bU/il:"
da\.'QT sJr~nilrhad~sJr ho:L~ the T:J:1mud says). or ~losc:s' ori~nal spc:ech indccd ronlaincd the cnUre Book of 1hc
Co\'cnant., butthc ph-.;ages th:tt onJy rcpeatc:d the Co\'cnan1 laws \'crbatim ""cre DOl: includcd.
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and the l.evites shall teach l'ou. as 1 commanded them. so ye shall observe to do:' This

passage states explicitly that God had also commanded laws conceming the plague of

Icprosy to the priests: laws that can neither be found in the Book of the Covenant nor in

[)euteronomy. Wellhausen :md others daim that this passage does not refer to the laws on

leprosy of Lev, \3-14 butto oral traditions x1 which were only accessible to the priests and

of whom Deu!. ,>:\:9 f. also says:" For they (the priests) have observed Thy word. and

keep Thy covenan!. They shall teach Jal'ob Thine ordinances and Israel Thy law:' This

laller pass.age hl' itself proves emphatically that not only were oral traditions in the priests'

care. but definite lixed wrillen leachings as wcll. ln that case "the Covenant" to be kept by

the priests. l';m hardly he anything hut the law of the Tables of the Co"enant and those

wriUen in the Book of the Co"enant (see Ex. ::!4:ï: 34:::!ï). And is it not so that Deutero­

nomy. tao. (as the quintessence of the words of the co"enant. Jer. II :::!) is recorded in

wriUen form and gi"en in the priests' care (Deut. 31 :9: lï: 18). With which right then can it

he assumed thatthe laws and teachings according to which the priests should direct them­

sclves andjudge. would only ha"e been oral traditions according to Deuteronomy'?!

Note furthermore that Deut. 24:8 docs not mention ajudgement made by the priests

ba,ed on their own deliberations (cf. Delll. 1ï:8 ff.l. It is rather explicitly shown: " .and

:Iccording to the judgment which they shall tell thee. thou shalt do." The legislator also

rcfers to certain divine laws which were already known to the priests even beforc the

promulgation of Dcuteronomy and the divine origin ofwhich is not auested to only through

the instructions of the priests. but alread~: before (precisety through the wriuen doctrine). It

follows categorically from this that the precepts conceming leprosy recorded in Lev. 13-14

-l.'l) are being impressed on the mind in order to be carried out whereby we find the charac­

teristic commandment that even in those cases where the law is defined beyond any doubt.

it is yet only the prerogative of the priest to decide conceming it N2 (cf. Lev. 13:2.9. 19.

49: 14:35 etc.l.

~I \\'hen the Kabbis .-ssumc a referencc 10 oral tr.:lditi",n.~ in the words ka'aslt~r l:IwirikJra (Oeut. 12::21). lrus
causc.-s the nc\\' enlies 10 chucklc. And ~;ct. the Rabbis onl~' s:J.)' this a.~ no 1:1'" conccmin~ the \\'ay of
slau~htcrin~is h..l he: I,'und in the: Pcntatcuch. ln this ca.'\C. howc\:cr. wc ha\'lI: the 13\\'S conccmin~ Icpro~1' in
wriUen It)ml bcfllrc us, and )'cl the critics claim (Ml the pa.~~~ in Dcuteronomy relies ,'ln oral troditions!

N~ ln Deut. 19: 17 {"lthc."I' judges :lppear bc:sidc:s the pri~'1.~.ju.~:lS in 17:9. 12. In 2';:8. ho\\'C'\'cr. onl~' the pricsts
in accl,.ln1nncc with the pw..~~ quota! rrom Lc\'iticus. "'ben in 21:5 it S:lys orthc pria1s: .....and :lccordin~ to
their wllld shaH C\'ct)' contro\'~~' bc:." tbis accidenta.l indication of the ta."k. of the pria1s would not c:<.clude
lMI the: jud~ al~ coopcr:lle conccming the cuntnn'crsy. siocc carlier. in \'. 2. the eiders andjud~ \\'cre :llso
mcntionc:d, The c::llling of the pricst" h."lIe1m the la\\'. which is t3Citl~' impliccJ. is an~'ho\\' anl~' ordcrcd in the
Pc. Sec ''''''. 10: 10 rr. 1*:57 and Ihe m:m)'lc:aehinl'" that ...e,., ",,'.me:<! b)' CKxl to ~losesand .:Iaron,
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d) DeUleronomy 1-1 und Ihe PC

From Deut. 14 it can with great certainty he proven that Deuteronomy h'lsed ilsclf on written

priestly doctrines. Deut. 14:3-20 is therefore mercly an ahridged repelilion of Lev. Il. s.'

The following factors show thal Ihis law in Leviticus is lhl' original ,'Ill' and lhe l'nl' in

Deuteronomy derived:

1) The expressions le-minehu./e·mino.It'-milltlh arC' forci!:!11 10 the use..' of lan"ua"c..'
~ t'" t'"

in Deuteronomy hut do fit into the style of the Pc. soml,thing on whil'h hulh \Vdlh,IIISl'n

.ll1d Kuenen agree. Just as .\hert!l: IDeut. 14: 19) does not OCl'ur elsewhere in Dl'uleronl'IllY.

hut on the other hand occurs frequently in the PC.

~')I 2) The prohibition on touching the carcass of unclean animais <Deut. Il :S) can l)nly

have been derived l'rom the PC. which also gives lhe laws ûf purity <Lev. Il :24-4(). Bul iu

Deuteronomy. which lists only dietary laws and indicates the prohihited and the pemlittl'd

foods with the terms luhor and lum/!i' (cf. vv. la 11'.. 1911'.), this prohihition can not he

original. (Deuteronomy, however, also knows the laws of purity. Cf. 12: 15. 22: 15:22,

23: II l'.: 26: 14).

3) Deut. 14:20 ("Ofall c1ean winged things ye may eat") considered by itsclf seel1ls

to he merely a repetition ofv. II ("Of ail c1ean winged things ye may eat") and is further­

more very peculiar in this passage directly followin!! "winged swarming things" (sherel:

hu·roj). The verse only receives its correct interpretation by means of Lev. Il. There wc

find. besides the unclean "winged swarming things" a fUl1hercnumerntion of uncle'lI1 winged

insects (Lev. 11: 11-22), Instead of this specified list. Deuteronomy only givcs the short

precept of v. 20. as consumption of locusts rarely occurred and therefore inclusion in a

popular law seemed unnecess;\ry, Thus. r(if in Deut. 14:20 only rcfers to winged insects,

as in v. 19. Such vagueness. however. can only he understood if other c1car delinitions are

presupposed. This isalso shown with regard to the precepts conceming "the things 1insectsl

swarming upon the eal1h" (shan:eihu'aret:) lDZHI in Lev. 11:41-42. which are absent in

~3 \\'hen Kue:nen (p. ~) poinl'i out thal tlM: popular listin~ ul' cdihlc mammals (Dc:ut. 14:...5) is O1h'\Cnl 1:1 Lev.
II. then lbis is rnther an indicllion of the priorit)" of l..c\'iticus. Theo ceruinly il IS accurding lu .he ~cncr:d

characlcristics of pc.::rmiucd mammals (chcwing thc eut and split hoofs) gh'cn in Lc:\'Îlu.:U.\ a' wcll oss ln
Dculeronomy tbat a specifie listing of separau: permiucd anim:als sccmcd supc.-rl1uous for lhe on,rinaJ law, ,uch
as the listing of indh'iduaU)' permincd sort.'Ç of lish (which is also osbscnt in Deulertlnom)'). ;\s people .ue
unable 10 eSl:J.blish whetber the animal che:",'S the: cul or has \'isibl)' split hoofs when bUling mc:oal fur
consumption. the: gc:nc:raJ.I)" occurring cdible: mammals should bc: spc:cificaJly lislc:d in the popular Icglslallun:
c.-specially as according to Deuteronomy onc CUI slaughter an}"\\'hcre and the pricst'" are not always a\'ai1able
for advÎse. \\'ith regard to lish this is not necessary as the SCOlies and lins arc \'islble on e\'ery lïsh, .
Consequentl)". the special listing of mamma1s is a dc:uteronomic addjtion~ cf" \', 5: 'd~'U1 u·t:\'I ",lIh 12: 1S. 22
and 15:22.
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J)euteronomy .Iikewise probably bccausc thc people refr.lined l'rom consuming these loath­

sorne creatures anyhow. In the originallaw these precepts cannot have been absent. which

is already shown by its dependance on Lev. Il:-16. The law in Deut. 14 is therefore

dcrived. K-l

-Il Otherwise the order of the laws in Deuteronom)' corresponds completely with

Ihat of the Pc. Preccpts arc givcn concerning a) mammals. b 1 tïsh. cl birds. d) winged

insccts. cl c·arrion. flel'eilah. Thc law c'onccrning carrion. howcvcr. appcars in Deutcronomy

ill a totally diffcrcllt form than in I.eviticus.ln the lattcr case it is a purit)' law. Thcre 1Lev.

Il :24-40) various kinds of carrion arc listcd: 1) the carcass of prohibited. undcan animais.

<l" lIel'(,/lah 1vv. 24-28): 2ltht' c:lrcass of swarming animais. sh<!ret: (\'V. 29-38): the carcass

of dean mammals (VV••'9-40). It is not staled there thatthe care:lss of dean mammals ma)'

1101 he ealen. Eisewhere it is prohibited onl)' to the priests (Lev. 22:8). while a la)' person is

onl)' commanded 10 take a bath in order to rcgain a pure state and wash his dothes (Lev.

li: 15 f.l and. in case this is not done. he is obligaled to bring a sin offering (Lev. 5:2 IT..

sec Dillm'tnll ad 1",'.). ~51n Deuteronom)'. on the other hand. it is prohibited to eat an)'

carrion (k,,1 n"I'(,/laM with the argumentthatlsracl is a hol)' people (as hol)' aS the priests.

cf. Ex. 19:6). This difference between Deut. and the PC has been explained abovc Ip. ~3).

From allthese cascs it bccomes dear that Dcutcronom)' is )'oungcr than the PC and that the

food laws of Dcut. arc derivcd l'rom the Levitical food laws.

Kuenen Ip, ~54) admits that Deut. 14 corresponds with Pin st)'le. But it is his

opinion lhat Othis is explained b)' assuming that D. which is aware of the 'Levitical priests'

and is connected with them (ch. 17: 18: 31 :9) and which otherwise also secms to attribute

value to their teachings (24:8). aàopts from them this Torah concerning 'c1ean and un­

c1ean', even though doing so onl)' in an oral manner and although based on written records

springing l'rom one of them." Regarding this we note that sueh an agreement in wording.

likc thc one bctween Lev. II and Deut. 14. is unthinkable if based only a common oral

tradition. If not a derivation. one must necessarily think of at least a common wrillen

vcrsion. as Kuenen also admits as possible. But if D had a wrillen priestly source available

Sol DillmaM <III. t-06. cf. 113 52.,-\. 1I:::!;~) pc.linL" oui lbat P places the: marine animais bc:fon: the birds as in Gen.
t:: 1 1'.. while 30ll1hc:r Sl'lurCC (J'.~) (Le\'. Il :4(,; 20::"0:;) has the order "the hca."l. ..lhc fowl ....:mu C\·C~' h\'ing
cn:alUl'e.that s\\'anncth uJX'" the canh." l'hus, Dculcn1nllmy ha.'i adhcrcd lothe llnler in P. - ln lms wc agn.-c wÎth
''-lImann lhat the \lnkr in D which com:sPJnd~ with the: one: in P is also a factor tbat spc::1ks for a dCfi\'ation of
D l'n'nt l'. The ,mkr of Le,'. 11:46, 4.'n the: other band, is no indication wbatSOC\'cr that this "'a... ba.'iCd un
:lnl,.lthcr source, Cf, the closlng \'c:rscs in Lev. 14.:~5(, and 15:32 f.

S.:' ,\~~llrding tll Jewish tradition one: is only ubli1-~tcd 10 brin~ tbis sin offc:ring in ca.~ one cntcn:d the: sanCluaJ)'
ln an unclc::an stalc ,'r ale: sach."d food. In my Contmcntar)', p. 201, it is notc:d that this prcecpt ba... il... oriJ%in in
the: wHderrlCS.'i, where the: t'luire people WOlS cnc:J.mped around the s:mctlm~' and could onl~' cat sacred mcal~, 3,"

rn't'anc slau~htcr wa.~ I,'rhiddcn, There il W3," alnK'St imp4.'lS..~iblc for a pcrson Of,.'It aware of his unclc:an st:ltc, 1('1
cnler lhe hl'll,.- cbambcr and cal SOk.-n:d fo4.lf.i.
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concerning 'd~an and unclc~m.' surdy this source \"'oulu flot just h~lVl· c(..'ntainc.,·d thl'St'

precepts. Or does Kuenen think Ihal a little note cont:lining. the pre"epts <:<>Ilccming. Ihc

prohibited and permitted animais Ilew illto thc Dcuteronomist's hand hy ,·hanec'.'! Morc·

o\"cr. when wc sec in Deut. 2-1:8 that D is also familiar with the pri,'stly te:lching.s <'<>Il'

cerning.lepr(lsy. when in 12:15etc. it is aware of the purity laws, it is simplest Il' assumc

that the author (lI' D had C(lmmon priestly teaching.s in writtcn fl'rm hl'fl'r,' hill1 and Ill'

intelligent rcasoning is necded 10 hamlonizC" the- iUl'ntitv ..,r thesl' tcachin"s with thosc-o.... _::"

conlained in Le\"iticus. Sf.

e) D<:lII<:ronoIllY aflJ oll1a P·Ial\'\

Besides these man\' other law$ l'rom the PC ha\'e hcen a modcl for D. 1n some e;lscs Ihe\. .
arc reinterpreted by 0 and rendered with different expressions. as Dillmann already noled

1.111. p. hOS ff.l. To these bclong: "and thou shalt not eat the life with the tlesh (\\"<:·lo'·(o'lJwl

l1a'fI<:Ji:-,h '-illl ha·hC1.Wlr) (Deut. 12:23 \, cf. with Gen. 9:-1 and Le\ 17: 1-1.. "ye shall not ,'ut

yourselyes. nor make any baldness between your eyes for the dead" (/0' (i(.~o"<:dll . lallll'Î()

(Deut. 14: 1l. cf. with Lev. 19:28 s- and 21 :5. lnstead of .\11<:,/<:(: which frequently (1l','Urs

in Lev, wc tind 1"'<:1'<111 in DeUl, 14:3. In Deut. ï:26 both terms arc equated. -" at even. at

the going down of the sun" (/J(v<:r<:\' k<:-I'o' Iw·slll:mnhl (Deut. 16:6) is an extension of

the formula "at dusk" (ht:inlu.J·'-<lrroyiml (Ex. 12:6\. The prohihition" ncithershall ye rear

you up..a pillar" (lI-IIl<lI:eÎ\'ah lo·.raqimll lakl1em )( Lev. 26: Il is explained in Deut. 16:22

by adding ('ashersanei' hashem 't:/o<{eikha) " which the Lord thy God hateth: S>\ Deut.

22:9-11 presents itself as an expansion or elaborntion of the brief prohibition in Lev. 19: 19

\Dillmann. Ill, 3-l-l againsl Kucnen). The short "thou shalt not oppress" (lo·'(Cl"C1.\hoql in 1.'_'\"

19: 13 is explained and substantiated. Deut. 22:22 is a rcpetition of Lev. 20: 10 with deutera·

nomicword use. Deut. 24: 19-22 is part rcpctition and partclaboration of Lev. 19:9 r. Similar·

ly, Deut. 25: 13-16 relates to Lev. 19:36l\') as an c1aboration to a basic model. At other plac<.-s

~6 The pn:ccplS conccrnin~ lep1\lS~' wcn: dc:lïnilcly c.:nnnec.:lcd \\'ilh thu~e cnncemln~ the: 'OlcriJkcs The 1e:I'm'~
prccepb show n:laÙ':lOs wlth those ",'n ~criticc. ..s 10 .."ch .\0 e'tte:nl thal ,'ue cau h:lrdly he mm~mcd \\'11hulil the
"Iher, The leachings un Icprosy ba\'C the formulas ',sh k" 'adam k, i:1 cummUII wuh the r"'....t ur the pne~ll}

Icaching:s (cf. abc.we p. -W). The c1eansinlZ sacntïc\'"S pn:scribcd in l.c\'. 14:1·32 (cf. alsu \'\' 4')·53) corres·
pond complclcly wilh the s;lf,;rificiallaws ln !.c\'. l·7~ \', 14: 13 is pr:Jctically a cit:llion uf1::::, 7 r:unhcrmun:.
Ihe 'd·mwlrur: IrJ-"'ir 'I!I rnrlqom tahor (.... .inlo an unclcan place wlthout Ihe cil~") in I.el.' 14:41), .. 1'015
c.:orrcspond.'\ wilh ·d·mu'Jml: la·r,r 't'/ maqom tahor (the ~n' ha... marltan~llr!1 ( ..... \\lthout the camp WUu a cleun
place") in Lel.'. 6:4 (cf, my Comm. "n l.el.' .• l', ~tl. nllie ~). Hence Ihe :luthor ur J) :slsu had Ihe: la\\', ur
sacriliccs of Lc:\'. bcfon: him.

S7 The older .,pn:ssion ".,.. is .,plaincd "i!h the l'''pulur .,.,1 (cf. Je<. 16:6, -It .5. -17-5, 1 K~s_ 1K::!ll).

88 Sce Rashi's striking rc:mark (followlng Sifré). who c'tplains lhis c1ahornuon sueh lhal God hales the pill~r..
nc"l\\', whilc He Im'cd them durin~ the lime uf Lbc.: palrian:h~. Gen, 35: 14 (incidenUlJ1)". ~ P.pil'i.'kIJ,.'C)

89 It should he.: noted ho"," lhc: lo·'tr·asu l"u'4't'/. wiLh which I..c\', 119: 151 inlnK.!uce\ the prccepl, IS re:pcatcc.J 111 lwl
ro...t'h ru",'~/witb \\'hich DcUl. (2..':;: 16) cluses ib rcndillUn tll" the prohibition.
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Dpresupposes the detailed qualilicationsof P. Therefore. when in Deut. 17: 1 it is prohibited

to sacrifice an animal with a blemish. and 15:21 only gives two e~amples. then the more

-:, specific qualification of Lev. 22:20 II. is the one postulated. Likewise Deut. 22: 12 '''Thou

shall make thee lwisted cords upon the four corners of thy covcring. wherewith thou

cm'erest Ihyself"l postulates the more elaborate description in Num. 15:37--11. without

which the preeepl in Deut. is unintelligible. and only in this specitic case of ge:Jilim.

"lwisted cords:' permits "h<l'alne:: Isee Rashi on this passagel. 'lO Other passages rely

directly on P. In Deuteronomy 10:9, 18:2 ka- 'a,ha Jihha in. "as He spokc unto him"

refers to Num. 18:20.2-1. (cf. this same formula in Deut. 1:11. 6:19. 9:3. Il:25. 12:20.

15:6. 20: 17.26: 18 fL). 'li When in Deut. 23: 12 a person suffering from discharge (:,/1') is

cxcluded from the camp. this law is related to Num. 5: 1~ on the one hand and to Lev. 12:-1

on the other hand. so far as the army encampment "in which God goes about" 1Deut.

23: 15: Num. 5:3 has: "in the midst whercof 1dwell"' 1 is considered a sanctllary. Likewise.

Delit. 20:6. 28:30 when speaking of the profanation of the vineyard. can only have had

Lev. 1~'23-25 in view. Delit. 23: 1 records a law concerning one of the forbidden

marriages.lt can. how~ver. hardly be conjectured that according to D only the father's wire

among the relatives wOllld have been forbidden for marriage. Consequently. once again.

the law of Lev. 18 and 20 is presupposed.ln my Commenta!)' 1explain why Deuteronomy

lists this particular prohibition concerning marriage. Ch. 27 indeed reproduces more prohi­

bited marriages among the curses and the transgressor of such prohibitions is cursed. Deut.

18:9-1-1 is a repetition and elaboration of the prohibition in Ex. 22: 17: Lev. 18:21. 19:26.

31.20:6: 27 and serves therc as an introduction to the laws concerning the prophets.

t) The fe.~th'a1iaws in Deuteronomy and P

ln the festivallaws of Deuteronomy (ch. 16) no less a familiarity can he found with the cor­

responding laws in the PC. Although this section of Deuteronomy merely seems to follow

the precep's of the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 23). a doser examination would easHy dis­

cover instances leading to the assumption of a dependence of Deuteronomy on the PC. '):

ln the Book of the Covenant the three pilgrimage festivals appear independently from each

other. Only in Lev. 23 do we leam that shavU''ot is dependent on the chag ha-mat:nt and in

~() IRashi says: '''You sholll make for yoursc:lftwistcd cord.<i upon the four corners of your co\·cring'. he: thc~" ("'cn
fn.lm a mi:tlure of \\,l')Ol :md linc:n~ for this rcL-ron SCriplW'e pUb lhcm (the prohibition of sila'alne: and the
..:ummand. of l:tl::U) in ju,''ttaposition (Ycb. -.kl)'. Sec: also Hoffmann I.e .. Comm. on DcUl n. p. 2.,':\)

91 ln aU pa.'\..~~cs whc:n: Dtulcrooom~: bas ka·'aslrerdibber. the com:sp"ndin~ pas.'Q~ cao he: dc:mllnstl'3lcd from
the elU'lier l'OOk.. CIl' the Pcnl:lteueh. Compare e.~.: DeUI. t: t l ,,;th Gcn. t.5:.5. 28: 14: Ocut. t:::o with E.,.
~::-l: t)cUI. :0'17 with Ii,.~: Il l'l'.: Ocut. 26: III with E.,. 19:.5.

9: \Vith "'~ tCl (Xsach :tndcha~ hamat:ol. cf. Richm in SI. u. Kr.. 1868. p. 36:.

46



• a way constitutes its concluding iestival. '" The iestival laws oi Lev. 23 have thereil're

been divided into two sections, both oi which are indic;lted by the concluding s,·menc.·, ''1

am the Lord. your God" (vv. 22 and 43). Section one comains the spring festivals: the

Pesach festival and ilS concluding festival. Shavuo!. Section two deals with thc autumn

festivals: Sukkot. the two festivals preceding it and its concluding festival. l.ikewise.

however.Deu!. 16explains Shavuot as belonging to ;md depending.m the l'es;\ch festi\al.

More precisely because in this te~t both festivals "re preceded by a .'oncluding adnhmiti,'n

which applies to both (v, 12). "4 i,,_: ually by means of the precept to cclebr"te Sh;" U,'t

seven weeks after the beginning of the harvest. which. concluding l'rom v, 7 and the .·x­

pression chodt:sh ha-al·il'. took place at the time "i the Pes.,eh festival. lt should he n"ted

that Deuteronomy. while it does not explieitly say that the harvest commences al the time of

the Pesach festival. it docs consider Lev. .,~: Il a, heing known Id. D,lImann III. J 1-11, "S

A curious agreement between De~teronomy and the PC is seen as weil in th.·

commandment in Deuteronomy that only one day of the Pcsach festival (cf. Dillmann on

Dcut. 16:71. but on the othcr hand. all sevcn days of the Sukkot festival should he

celebrated in the chosen city. Just as the PC only rcfcrs to the tirst day of the Feast oi

Matzot as chag. % but on ~he other hand. all scvcn days of Sukkot are ealled sueh (Lev.

23:5.34: Num. 28: 17: 29: 12). ln the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 23: 15: 34: 18) the seven

days of the Feast of Matzot are not distinguished from one another. and in Ex. 13:6 the

seventh day in simply called chag. Thus. with regard to this issue Deuteronomy is openly

based on the PC.

•

54) Furthennore. with regard to festival days no work prohibition is promulgated.

although immediately hefore. total rest is enjoined for the Sabbath. On the other hand. in

Deut. 16:8labor is explieitly prohibited at least for the seventh day of Pesach. As it is. there

is no basis whatsoever why of all other festival days a distinction is made only for the

seventh day. lt may therefore he assumed that Deuteronomy prohibits work on all holy

festival days.just as the PC. lt says so explicitly once again only for the scvcnth day of

Pesach. hecause it might he thought that work would he pennitted on this day as it is not

celebrated at the Sanetuary and falls in the harvcst time. 97

93 Cf. in Ihis n:~rd my article on P~nt. G~..... p. Il.
94 [)cUl. 16: 12: "And thou shall remcmbcr tbat thou "'a...l :1 bondman in Eg)'pl~ and thou shalt l)bo,cn'c and du

tbcsc statutes." h is ob\'lous thal Wllb "tbcsc statutcs" is nol simpl)' rncanl. a... lIulte a fcw Interprete" dt). the
one immediately prcccding prcccpt conc;:çmin~ the fn.:c will offcrin~. This "erse:: is rdthcr a concloolDJ:
c:ülort::ltion 10 a1l prcccdin8 lo'tival rc8u1ations~ cf. E"<. 12:24. 13: 10.

9S The name rhag sha"·,,col in Ë"(. ,34.:22 presupposes likc,,"isc: tbc counlin8 of "iCVcn wcck.., prC'Cribcd in l.ev
23. This lallies with m~' daim. which 1pro"c in m~' Commcntary on Le,' iticus. lhat Lev. :!3 is a law from Sinal
which W:l,' n:vCll1cd belo", 1:.'<. ~.

96 Sec m~' Comm<:nU1r)' on 1.cl'. 23. [chal: = festi\'a1 1.
97 0', DiIl=IIl. p. 608 II. :lIld cf. my :lJticlc aboul rem. Ges.. p, 27.
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Finally it should be noted that the name chag ha-.\ukkor <Deut. 16: 13. 16: 31: 10) is

only 'lsed in the PC and is explained in the commandmenL' of lev. 23:42. while in Ex. 23: 16:

34:22 this festival is calicd chag ha- 'a.\if. Veto the name ,·at:.erer (Deut. 16:8) for the last day

of Pesach originates from the PC where it serves to describe the concluding festival of

Sukkot ((.ev. 23:36). ln bath law codices this word appears as a term describing a festival

day ofwhich the main characterofits celebration iies in its abstentior. of ail kind of labor.

The prohibition "thou shalt do no work therein" always comes as an explanation to thesc

words...xThe term chif'~on. "haste" (Deut. 16:3). too. is derived from the PC 1Ex. 12: 11 ).

,,) DeUferonmnv 12 and P" .
ln relation to the laws on secular slaughter in Dcut. 12 wc already demonstrated Ip. "1 that it

can only be based on lev. 17. Conceming Deut. 12 the following can yet be said. Whe'l

considering Deut. 12:lS-28. wc tind there one list of precepts presented twice. Deut. 12:8­

18 is identical to Deut. 12:20-27. Both passages contain the following precepts:

55) 1) The holy sacritices may only be brought and eaten at selected places (vv. 8-14: 17-18 =
V\'.26-27):

2) Sceular slaughter is pennined anywhere in the land: one should only abstain from the

consumption of blood (vv. 15-16 = vv. 20-25).

Il becomes c1car upon careful cxamination that. despite a similarity in content. Deut.

12:8-18 proceeds from a different point of view than Deut. 12:20-27. The tirst legislation

postulates that in the present time saeritice takes place anywhere: "every man 1do1what­

soever is right in his own eyes" (v. 8). There the arbitrariness in bringing the holy

offerings is specifically and explicitly prohibited. And lest we think that ail slaughter

outside the selected are2S would be forbidden. v. 15 shows that the previous prohibition is

only restricted to holy sacrifices and that secular slaughter is permiued everywhere. Con­

sequently. we have here a law oC prohibition. which in one respect has a restriction. The

case is different with regard to the law of vv. 20-27. This one has a totally different point

of departure. ln the present the entire people exists in the proximity of the Sanctuary and

may t~eref"ri: 'not sÎ,mght= l1Ilything which is not aIse brought as a sacrifice to God. ln the

future. however. different circumstances will arise. The people of Israel will be living in a

big country and the Sanctuary will be too far away from most people's places of residence.

Il is for this period. then. that slaughter and consumption of meat is peimiued anywhere.

However. a restriction is introdllced in v. 26. stating: "Only thy he-iy things which thou

hast. and thy vows. theu shalt take. and go unto the place which t/:;e Lord shall choose." ln

,

9~ The n:a.~n wh,· Dcutcronom\' bcstows the Dame ~ar:~~ton the SC"cnth da\' of Pc:sach. \\'hile the-PC doc:s not
use Ibis namc ~ith n:g:ud to ihe Fca.'\l ,,"1' ~tatzot. CID be tound in m)' Corr.m. on le\'. 23:36.
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this second law we sec that an existing prohibition is being revoked and it ',>nly retains

sorne of its f<-rce with regard to issues alreaày known.

lt is obvious that this second law (vv. 20-27) wants to add to the dclinition of I.ev.

17. The "altar of the Lord" of Deut. 12:27 is the one mentioned in I.ev. 17:6, The hasis <lI'

the prohibition 011 blood in Deut. 12:23 is the s.,me as in Lev. Iï: II. 14 (e;". also C1en.

9:4). and the entirc law in Deut. 12:20 tl. ean only he understood as a revoeation of the

strictest interprctatioll in Lev. Iï: 1-41 'Cc "o." C. p. " IL \.

What. however. is the hasis of the liN law (Delit. 12:.8-19\'.' Il may hl' assumed

that it is directed against the prccept in Ex. 20:2-~ "?I which seel11S to permit the ahundant

numberof altars. but it should really he kept in minù that the law in question was aimed al

the Israelites in the land <0 the cast of the Jordan. lt says there: "Ye shall not do after ail that

wc do here (po) this day. - for ye arc not as yet come tu the rest and to the inheritance

hut when ye go overthe Jordan ." (vv. 8-10). These sentences assign our law decidedly to

a place in the land to the cast of the Jordan. '1'1 mdeed. the emphasis po IWY0ll! (v. 8)

c1early says that or.1y in the most recent times III lsrael's present places of residenee this

freedom in choice of places of sacrilice has taken elTec! and that hel'me. during the entir<:

period of wandering in the wilderness. this was not the case. As it seems. the Israelites did

not dwell in one single camp in the land across the Jord:m. but rather scauerC'l in the towns

(cf. Num. 21 :"5. 31 ). and there everyone "did \Vhatsoever \Vas ri,;ht in his own eyes."

Slaughterand sacrifice took place at any altar or high place. Inn as the prohibition of Lev.

17 cou1d not be observed under the circumstances. Our la" (Deut. 12:8-18), following the

silence that had developed. intends to strictly prohibit this present use or abuse. 1n 1 Conse­

quently. this law is younger than the one in in vv. 20-27. In2 The latter bclongs to the \lld

?? (-,.". ..•. ~U...WC. p. _.
100 EI..:!O::2& secm.~ to rcfer to this fnet ",hen he rel'Ilcs that the sacrificc.-s look pl:J.cc ul the hl~h places ri~ht on

cntc:ring the land (wt'· 'Q\'iyt'm). Thc:se wordo;. howC\'cr. should lx: understood as 'right ahcr the Cll(KIUI,.OSI of the
land to the ca.<t of lite Jord:m.'

101 s..'<: Ibn ena.l.c.
10: Comill draws ;:attention to IWO o.ioublc:L": \'\'. 5·7 with 11-1:! and 15-19 with 20-28 (the: lalter IS ..lsu rcc.:ul:­

niled h~' St:1de.l~s('h.lsr, 1. 658), \"\" 5·7 delïnitely OInticipate. \', R connccts looscly "lth \', ~. Il is clc::u
tbat \'\'. 1S.19 and 20·28 do not have to he nc::<1 to cach other (ilolzin~c:r. 2rW). SIc:inlhal (Xt'I1.'irhr. j/ir
V/jlk"psyclrologi~~IC.. IllllO. XI. pp. 7-13) di"inguishes 7 fragments in this ebapler lA: 1·7: Il: 'OK-12: C:
... 13-16~ 0: ... 17·19~ E: ...20 ...26-28~ F: .. ,21-25~ G: ,..Z'9·3l; and 13: 1), lIorst (Rt'~'ut' dt' l'JlIsiom.' dt','i
reli,~ions XVI. 511·56) Olt firsr. follows G. d'f:ichlhal in disa.....~blin~ ch. 12 into two documenl": vv. 1-3. 29­
31 and -1-28. but is then con\'incc:d tbat 4-28 is compilcd from four diffcrcnt tc:X.l~ (i.I: -1-7. 2J-~: b~ X-12; c:
13·19: d: 20.24-28), Among thcsc: four frngntcnl'Ç a~ Ihn:e (3. Co d) c:omplcle pn:c:cpl" conccmin~ the cult, \'\'.
8-12 merci)' being a prohibition to \\Ilcship outsidc of Jcru.'wcm (Holzingcr. 293), Alrc:udy in 1K73 Zunz
(D.l17. • p, (69) :lSSumcd • tluccrold recension la: 5-7. 11·12 (repcotcd in l'-IR): b: 13·16: c: 20·17), Mter ail
Ihcsc: cx.planations pn:scntcd abo\'c it is my opinion that tbe simplest dh'ision of two groups of la\\'~ is Ihe
one !bat ~Ioscs Iùmsclf ""ptCSscd.
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Sinai legislation (using the deuteronomic idiom) and is in fact an addition to Le". Ii: 1-9.

and was probably already gi"en on Mount Sinai. and not at ail only in the îortic:th year. 10,

h) The historica! presupposition.' oiDeUferonomy

Wc ha"e yet to consider the historical presuppositions in Deuteronomy. At this point wc

should lirst state. that it is al least "cry hold to altempt to identify from the historical data

scaltered throughout the admonition speec:hes of a prophet with certainty the sources which

pro"idcd this prophet with his material. Let us approaeh E7. 20 with this method in mind

and estahlish wherher JE. P. or any such source lies al its hasis! E"ery conclusion deri"ed

in this way is necessarily misleading: and when in addition argllmen/a ex siten/if) arc being

drawn into the skirmish. it seems to us that the outcome of the examination is decided

mther because of the conlident tone with which it is being proclaimed than that it is

supported hy sound l'roof.

Wcllhauscn IU4 asserts: "That whieh is characteristic for the Pc. is tacitly disre­

garded (in Deuteronomy) and :;kips o"er from Ex. 34 straight to Num. \0. While not a few

narrati"es. which Deuteronomy refers back to or hinls at. only appear in JE and not in Q. the

opposite is not the case." Il is astonishing that for such a general assertion not one example

is prcsented as evidence. At tirst sight the statement "and skips over from Ex. 34 straight to

NlIm. 10" seems 10 be decisive evidencc. Only. it has not been taken into account thal this

entirc pentateuchal passage. with the exception ofan account of the erection and consecration

oflhcTahemaclc. only consists of laws. Conceming a grcat part of these laws (the laws on

leprosy) Dculeronomy refcrs back in a c1earway (sec p. 47) and another part (the dietary laws)

are quoted verbatim (sec p. -18). Could one ask for more! 105 Only the story about the Taber-

511) nacle is still missing. According to Wellhausen Ill" and ail modems. however. it is necessary

lhat also in JE between Ex. 33:6 and 7 mention should be made of the construction of a holy

tent ('ohe! mrJ"edj (in any case after 33:7 one such tent is available in the wildemess), and

yet. in Deutcronomy not a t;ace is found of this tent! This can be explained in the sense that

Deuleronomy only has a tixed immovable maanm 'asher yivchar in mind and does not

want to speak of the mobile tent. After this the l'roof of the non-mentioning of the Tent of

Meeting is rcduced to zero.

1o.~ Conl".-emin~ the ()eQ10I:UC in I-:'~. 20 and l)euL 5 sec Riehm. Si. u. Kr.. 1872. p. 305.
104- • .,

(/~srJr. bir.• p. .~. p--. 395.
105 ~l"Ite the circular :ugumenl: the nc:\\'cst critics do not want to adrrùt th.3t OcUl 2~:8 and DeUI. 1-1- had the

",nUen li1\\'s ,,l' Lc\'. (1·IS in mind. -as D doc:s Dot knc", of the: PC.· Ho""c"cr. the)' prove that Dc:uteronom)'
w4,luld DOl he: :J."'':ltC of the PC b)' :lSScning that Dcutcronom}' doc:s not Wc the: cotin: book of LC"iticus iota
:J.crount.

106 '(I~.'i(·h. I.'(r,. p, .~R2. p-. J93,
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But with a few different examples against Wdlhauscn the hasis for anothc' ",;,;cnion

can be established: in ail instances wherc a dear difference ean he ,;eer. "mon" ail the<-

narratives available in JE as weil as in Q (pc). Deutcronomv follows thc vcrsion of JE. 1"-
Granting that this bc true. mav one then draw the conclusion that D was not """arc "f the- .
PC'? ln that case. accor,~ing to the newest cntics. the post-l'xilic wntcrs. who are al ways in

agreement with the PC. cannot havc heen aware of JE and D! But alrcady hy its own

aceouOlthis assenion is incorrect. - We will now examin: thc l'xamplcs:

1) "The spics weOl out from Kadesh. nol l'rom the wilderness of Paran" - But in one of thc

verses 1Num. 13:26) which definitely bclong to Q( PC). thc \l"rds "UOlO the wilderness of

Paran. to Kadesh" are found. This is proofthatthe name "the wildemcss of Paran" in Q is

identical with "Kadesh" and that "Kaclesh" is in no way unknown to Q. Whcn. howcvcr.

throllgh te,ldency eriticism "unto Kadesh" in NlIm. 13:26 is rcgarded as an interpolation. we

can only wonderwhy such an interpolation would not have occurred even earlicr with regard

to v. 3? And if. from the fact that 0 onl)' uses the name Kadesh and not also "Par.Ill." onc

would rcach the conclusion that 0 had been ignorant of the PC. then one might :IS weil

conclude from the fact that 0 only uses "Horp.b" and not "Sinai: lhat D knew only of J and

not of E; whieh really would be absurdo One could say: "Paran" relates to "K:ldesh" as

"Sinai" to "Horeb;" cf. Deut. 33:2. Comrare also "the w~iderness of Zin." NlIm. 13:21

with NUln. 20: 1: 33:36.

5') 2) "The spies only came until Hebron. not nearly unto Hamath" - It is. however. only the

imagination of the cri tics. that aeeording to JE the spics would have come until Hehron. Thc

aceount in Num. 13:29: "Amalek dwelleth in the land of the South; and the Hittite. and the

.. !ebusite. and the Amorite. dwell in the mountains: and the Canaanite dwelleth by the sea. and

along ily the side of the Jordan." says with eertainty!hat they spied out the land in all its direc­

tions and penetrated heyond Hebron northward. The only reasan that the issue of the spic.s

reaehing the valley ofEshkol [Deut. 1:241 ncar Hebron. is emphasized is that the sig,ht of the

giant Anakim produced the weil known fatal effect on the spies (see Num. 13:28.33: Dcut.

1:28: 2: 10. 21). In Deut.• too. this fact is especially emphasized. hecausc its speeches often

refertoGod's miraculous deed providing Israel with a vietory over the sons of the Anakim.

(Deut. 9:2) who up to then had proved to he invincible. In view of the significance of Hebron

and the Anakim. it is casily explained why Ddocs not mention the other joumeys of the spies.

107 W.llhauscn. Gesch./sr.. p. 384.

51



•

•

." "Kaleb bclongs ta the spies. but not Joshua." - Only Kayser IOK has nevertheless chal­

lenged that in JE only Kaleb and not Joshua would have bclonged ta ,he spics. despite the

fact that he shares Grafs point ohiew. Num. 13:6 ff.: 14:30: 32: 12 (see also Josh. 14:6.

wherewithout any hasis Kuenen Ip. 3:5, declares "and eoncerning thee" ("a/'oJoreïkha) la

he an interpolation) speak emphatically againstthis. If Joshua is not menlioned in Deut.

1:36. this is onlv hecause immediatelv following (v. 38) it savs ahout him that he will enter
~ .... ..

the Holy 1~md as leader atthe head oflsrael.

-1) "The rehelsnfNum. 16 are the Rubenites. Dathan and Abiram. and not Korah and th.:

I.evites." - The Pc. however. COI:nts Dathan and Ahiram also among the rebcls: Num.

26:9. 1"" D( Il :6) refers ta thisevent only in passing. Deuteronomy onl)' mentions the terrible

»unishrnent of Dathan and Abiram as a waming eXdmple. and Ilot the Lcvites who stood out

among those zealous for God and whom D eonsiders as 'cachers of the people. Truly no

hetter r,· 'son for this ean be fo~nd than that D would have had no knowledge of the story

hO) about Kurah?! See Knobel. Keil and Sehui.~ on Deut. Il :6. t 10

5)"Afterlhe senlementthe people must deal with Moah and Ammon (Deut. 23:41 and not

with Midian: the dealings of Bi!eam arc with the former and not with the latter." - But also

in JE the eiders of Moab make eommon cause with the eiders of Midian: see Num. 22:4. ï.

Wellhausen. 1t 1 ta be sure. says that the words "'the eiders of Midian' are inl1ueneed by

Q." With this sort of eriticism ?nything can freely be proven l'rom anything. ln the entire

passage no trace of Q is provided. and yet. for the sake of the preconceived opinion.

Midian is ta bc derived l'rom it!! II~ Ammon sgain. docs not enter into relations with Israel

either in Qnor in JE. Deute•."nomy. therefore. gocs its own way and is independent l'rom

hath Qand JE. If according ta Deut. it is Ammon and Moab that should stay far l'rom Israel

and not Midian (23:4). the latter shares the same fate with Amalek. Because of its proven

hostility towards Israel it is ta be exterminated by the sword. in the time of Moses as weil

as in the time of Gideon.

1O~ DeL'f m~:crli.sC'h~ Buch d~r Urg~scltldrl~ Isra~/..;. p. NI.
10') Kucnc:n (p. 96 and 321). K.:Iyser and others decl'lfc :\'um. 26:9·11 for a 13ter addition to P. Ooly. ;as in the cn­

tire cl10lpicr nt.lI. one 131er addition c:an be disco\'cred. the isolation of thesc "erses must thcrcfore bc: c:tplaincd
a.~ tcndc:nc:)' criticism. through which 0111 pa.'\."i03gcs thoU contr:KÜe:t the: hn~>thcsis can Q.~iI)' bc: dischargcd.

110 \\'hen :\um. :!6: Il makes panicular rcfcn:nec llf that faet that Korab's sons did not dico than this prO\'cs in
which hi~h cslc:c:m the: son...; of Korah "'e:te he:ld. This is also the simplest C:'tpl:ulôltÎon for the: fact that t)
e\lnccals the: sin of the:ir lathc:r. Jtl.\1 as Chronicles conce:als Oon,'id's sin \\;th Bathshcba, Or would it bc so tbat
the: autoor of Ps, 106. \\'hich mentions a1so 001\' Dathan and Abiram in \', 17. also had nc:"cr he3rd of Korah'!!

III JfdTh. I1l76. p. 579, •

Il:! Sec Dillmann. III. p. 141. who. ba.~ on diffcrcnt argumcnL'i. n:achcs Wcllhau.~n's "je"" and dcsignatC1i
:S:um, ~:~ 10 J, which als..) mentions Lhc rcl:1tion bc:twccn :\Ioob with :\lidi:ln.
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These are ail thl' examples forming the basis of Wellhausen's assertion th:1l in D Wl'

find onlv JE and not the PC retlected. 1 am convinced. th:lI an assertion restin" ,'n such. ~

weak supports can be refuted in no time: and even if my arguments have no d,'monstr:lIive

forcc. on the one hand they may offer sufficient counter intluence against Wcllhausl'n's

hogus arguments. and on the other hand artirm the results of ,lUr examinalion ohtained

through differen! proofs, First of ail on" should be reminded of thl' issues that Niildeke and

Wellhausen already advanced as signs of D's familiarity with Ihl' PC: \'it'Ilhausen. h"w­

cvcr. hdic\'cs that thesc signs arc not strong cnollgh ln undC'nllinc the fnundatinn ut" lhe

counter proofs. They are: the ark of acacia-wood IDeul. 10:3 \. the !wdve spics 1D,'ul. 1:231.

(,Il Ihe seven!y Israelites who wen! down to Egypt (Deut. 10:22). and llll' dellleronomi,' addi­

tion to Josh. 20 which belongs to the PC IWellh.. G.I.. 382-87). III See furthennore

Josh. 5: 10 (ro·'-en!\· against hein ha-'-wroyim): 9: 18-19 (<!/okei yiml'<!I): 13:20 IT.. and cs­

pecially ch. 22. To this. two passages from the Books of Kings that derive from the PC

should be added: "Israel shall be thy name" (1 Kgs, 18:31 from Gen. 35: 10): "and he was

filled with wisdom, and understanding and skill to work ail works in brass" (1 Kgs. 7: I·t

derived from Ex. 31:3 f.: 35:31 f.).

D's familiarity with the narrative of the PC is apparent from the following passages:

Deul. 2: 14 says:"And the days in which we came from Kadesh·hamea.until we were come

over the brook Zered. were thirty and eight years." The fortYyears of wandering through the

wildemess is found in ail traditions: that, however. fmm Kadesh·Bamea to the cl'èssing of the

brook Zered exactly thirty eight years had passed, can only be calculated with the help of the

dates in the PC, According to Num. 10: Il the departure from Sinai takes place in the second

year on the twentieth of the second month. With several interruptions (at least of one month

and seven days· Num. Il :20: 12: 15) the joumey goes to Kadesh. From here the spies are

sent, who will he underway for forty days. The retum of the spies occurs thercfore approxi­

mately in the fifth month of the second year. According to Num. 33:38 Aaron dies in the

fortieth year on the first of the fifth month. Immediately thercafter the Israelites cror.s the

brook Zered; Num, 21:12. This event. thus. occurs exactly thirty eight years afler the

mission of the spies. If D (or Rdj were not dependent upon the PC. then no rcason is known

why for the many events from the departure from Egypt until Kadesh only a little over a

yearelapsed and for thejoumey from Kadesh up to the hrook ofZered thirty eight ycars arc

113 Verse 3. bi""rlidcftll \..... +6. From this Dillmann (III. 5(,&) proves that Rd wa... familiar wilh and usc:d the PC.
When Kuencn (p. 126) baCiC:d himsclf on the !-"\.."( te:<t. ""ben: bl ..~1i dtfal in v. 3. a'" wcll a... n'. 4-6 an: absenl .
Dillmann ri~hll)' painlcd out thallhc: L\:"\: \'crsion of Joshua frcqucntl)' omit" cotiR: \·C~ and pa."i.""'llcs and
lhal. lhcrcfore. herc 100 thc 1-"" le:tl cannot bc decisi\'c.
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• daimed.ln any case Deut. 2: 14-16 cc.rresponds in word and content with the Pc. II~ It is

repeated here once again that only the mi Etary men died in the wilderness. The passage which.

accordino to Wcllhausen. is c10sest to D in content. Num. 32: Il. savs that onlv the men" . .
"l'rom twenty years old and upward" would die. ln the narrative of the spics. however. this is

only related hy the pejust like in any case the ohligation ofmilitary service for men of twen­

r,:, Iy years and up is only conlained in the PC. In JE no trace of it can be found.

The expressions in Dellleronomy. :akhar '" nc<;c\'ah (4: 161. ;,ara' (4:32). hÙj,hah

fI/'a,'h 12:301. 1II""l.\h"h (33:4). arc typical for the Pc. Furthennore. the passages ",c·r:.a\\'

't'f y"hm/ur" in Deut. 3:28 (sce also Deut. 31: 14). "'c·r:i\\'Îwh 'm" of the PC (Num.

27: 19. cf. v. 22). and God's commandment to Moses to get up to the top of the Pisgah and

10 hehold the Promised Land (Delll. 3:27). likewise. can only be found in the PC (Num.

27: 12: Deut. 32:49: 34: 1). Finally.the threat with the "boil of Egypt" (Deut. 28:27. cf. \'.

60 and Deut. 7: 15) can only intend the narrative in Ex. 9:8-11. which belongs to the Pc.

(Sec Dillmann on that passage).

Based on e\'erythingsaid so far in this chapter it can be considered proven that D is

aware of the la\Vs (Toror) of the PC: that these arc often presupposed if not quoted in D. Fur­

Ihennore. that in the historical speeches of D nothing is found which would imply ignorance

. of the narrative i:lthe PC. but rather. that everywhere. where applicable. ail available narra­

tives of the lirst four books of the Pentateuch are reflected upon. We can therefore state em­

phatically lhat D presupposes the tirst four books in their present foml and has been added

as a conclusion to the enlire code of law from the beginning. Il is superfluous to state lhat

the result of our examination of how D relates 10 t.he PC is incompatible with the newest

hypothesis conceming the PC and that the supporters of this view can only stand their

grcund against the obstacles raised here. with the help of ail sorts of makeshift measures. Il:'

•

hJ) The Promulgation orthe PC
Wellhausen and his school move the promulgation of the PC to the year 444 and through

the external witness of Neh. l> 'l. also intend to confinn that the PC was proclaimed

Israel's code of law only after the !::.xiie under Ezra and Nehemiah. It is told there how the

114. Cumph:tcly unfounded. Dillmann n:lc:~tcs 1)cul. .:: 14b-161o Rd~ hut Cl'cn ~rantcd Ihis. Ihis passa~c ronns
dcar pn'Xll' that Olt lca...t Rd knc\\' of the PC. which. of course. is somcthing the modem school cannot admit to.

Ils ~Icnti(ln sh,,"uld still he: made of the: n:lation..~hi!, bclwc:c:n the: thn::lts of punishment in Le,'. 26 and thl1SC in
l:leul. ::tl, 1 ha,·c pointcd out in m~· commenbr)· on lc\', that hcn: 100 the: priority n:sts \\ith lc\', :md that Ocut.
~ Shll\'''i il"'Clf tll he: depcndc:nt on l..e'·. 26. or gn:::tt importanee is still: P doc:s not presuppose a code: llf law.
while at the: lime of Jen:miah and E:t.ekiel. and c"en nKlfC during and aCier the: E.~ile: Dculeronom~" Wa.·~ con·
.idc:n:d 10 bc: lhe: !"ncrnll~' 'c:ccplc:d:md n:cognilc:d ~I"""ic code: of I.\\'. The PC had • nccd for D us un c.pnn·
.ion. \\'hat .oould bc: donc with lhe Tenl of ~Icetin~ in the Holy Land? Should. cenlmlilc:d snnetu.ry bc: inuo­
ducc:d or not'? Onl~' 0 .n."·",,, thc<c: qU","'ion.., Sec Ja<h, 18 .nd 22, Sec .Iso Hnlé\'y. R.cIJ. bibl. Il. p. 4.~:' rf,
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secular and religious oftïcers and eldl'rs of the community. Il .. eighty ("'e in numhcr.

committhemselves in writing to the code oflaw promulgated hy Ezra and ail others ,'ommit

themsclves bv means of oath and curse to walk according to Clod's Torah and t,) ol·"er..-e- -'
its statutes and laws. According to Wellhausen (1;,'''''' .. r, -!:~ 1= r -!t1SIl "il is ,)I",ious that

Neh. S-11 is a close parallcl to Il Kgs. :!:!-:!3: espeeially to :!3: 1-3, There wc read that

Josiah went up to the Temple with 'the prophets and ail the people. hoth small and great:'

wherc he rcad to the assemhlage ail the words of the Book of the i ;IW. and hound himself

with ail the people before God to keep ail the words of the hook. "Just as it is l"'idl'Il! that

Deuteronomy becamc known in the year621. and th;\t it was unknown up 10 that date. SI' il

is in evidence Ihatthc other !,mJ...n"t.'Ïtig<'n 1 remainingl Torah of the Pentatcul'h 1for thl'rl'

is no douhtthatthe law of Ezra was the whole Pentateuch 1became known in the year 4-W

and was unknown lillthen."

Unfortunately this argument proves too much. as Ihere is not the slightest question

in Neh. 8-10 of an 'otherTorah of the Pentateuch: Rather the people committhemsclves to

the entire Torah and in the Iirst place to those laws which arc not found in the 'other Torah'

hut are prescribed in Deuleronomy and in JE. which is older in any case.

The tirsl and mosl important purpose of the solemn assembly. of which Neh. S- 10

speaks. was undoubtcdly "and the seed of Israel separated themselves l'rom ail foreigners"

(Neh.9:2: 10:29,31). Sorne fourteen years earlier Ezra had already atlempled 10 carry out a

strict isolation of the exiles who retumed to their land [;<.lm the pagan and semi-pagan inha­

hilanls (Ezra 9-10): but it seems that he was nol enlirely sllccessflll. or that a relapse was to he

feared. which in fact really happened later (sec Mal. 2: Il l. Firstly. the assembly commitled

itselfnot to interrnarry with the inhabitants of the land (Neh. 10:31 l. a law which is sllperbly

enjoined in Deuteronomy. but not in the PC (Deut. 7:3 ff.. sec Ex. 34: 16). Secondly. lhey

commined themselves to observe the Sabbath strictly and not to make any purehases on that

day (Neh. 1O:32al. This. too. isan old law which had already been commanded in the Deca­

logue. but until then and even later (Neh. 13: 15 ff.) had been neglected by the people.

Thirdly. an oath was swom that the fruit 'lf the seventh year would he released for the

poor. just as in that year debts are absolved. These arc old precepts of JE (Ex. 23: Il and

Deut. 15:1 ff.). which. until then had hardly been observed (sec Lev. 26:34: Il Chrono

36:21) and the strict execution of whieh was urgently demanded by the circumstances of

116 Il should he notc:d hcrc that the tcrm most frcqucntly u.'iCd for 'communit}"' (l't!daJ,) in the: PC ducs nol uccur in
Sch. g..1O. but om)' bn~i .\'isra·~l. cam. and one lime also qaha/(N: 17). And stilllhe Wcllh3usemans wanl ln
makc US bclic\'c tbat the tenu rt!daJ. would rc:fcr to a n:Ii~lou.·i communitJ' a.~ it had come lOto c:\islencc ID
Jcrusalcm and surroundin~ aflcr Ihc E,ilc! ISec on Ihe use of thcsc tcrms alsll, Jacob ~1iI~rom. "pric,rly
Terminology and the Political and Social StructUR: of Pre·~lonan:hic Isrncl: J!!R (,1)( 197K): flS·J·U 1
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the period (sec Neh. 5: 10). Il"7 The contributions for the Temple and priests come onl)' on

the fourth place. But there. too. it would he wrong la Ihink thal il is a matter of sanctioning

Ihe PC. Nothing could be farther from the truth! The individual ordinances much rather

,how modifications. forced hy the circllmstances. to decisions of the Pc. ir, such a way

Ihat one can sec the impossibility of Ihe laller codex having been written in this periad.

They la)' ordinances on Ihemselves 10 charge Ihemselves yearly wilh the third parI of the

shekel for Ihe service of the house of God (Neh. 10:33 l; according to Ex..,0: 11 1"1". half a

shekel is due. Furlhermore it is decided 10 hring the wood offering to the Temple at

appointed limes (Neh. 10:35). ahout which nothing is written at ail elsewhere in the Torah

Idespile Ihe fact that this verse explicilly S:IYS sol 1· The nexl provision of hringing the first

fruits of every year to the house of the Lord (Neh. 10:36) corresponds in idiom more with

the precept of JE (Ex. 23: 10,1) more than the instructions of the PC. where it is said that the

first fruits belong to the priests (Num. 18: 13). IIl'The concluding prccepts with regard to

"'l the contributions to the priests and the Levites (Neh.1 0:37-40) do not in fact contradictthe

PC. but sorne very important gifts arc absent. SUch as: guilt- and sin-offerings (Lev. 7:7:

Num. 18:9). the meal-offering and the skin of the bumt-offering (Lev. 7:8: 6:9: Num.

18:9), the hreast and the thigh of the peace-offerings (Lcv. 7:34 etc.). Among the othcr

holy gifts the thhe of the herd (Lev. 27:32) and the fruits of the fourth year (Lev. 19:25) arc

absent. It is c1ear then that we are not dealing herc with a promulgation of the PC at ail. The

JX.'Ople arc rather enjoined to keep the whole Torah whereby especially those commandments

arc emphasized which were neglected in those days and which because of the conditions of

the time very urgcntly needed to be enforced (see Ezra 9-10: Neh. 13: 15 ff.. Neh. 5: 10:

Mal. 3:8-10). From this we can conclude that Neh. 9-10 proves the opposite from what

Wellhausen wants to read into it. namely that in the assembly of the people. about which

Ihis passage relates. the PC was considered to he a book of law known and aceepted of

old,just like the other parts of the Pentateuch. Therefore.just as the remaining laws of the

Pentateuch were not sanctioned for the first time at that occasion. likewise the PC cannot

have heen promulgated there for the first time.

117 le stKluld furthc:r bc: noce<! that the c:ulog~: rt:Cilcd hy the: 1.c,"itcs (:"c:h. 9:5-37) bcrorc the: solc:mn commit·
menl of the people: docs not makc: use (or hardly Cl"Cr) of the idiom of the PC. but bonows e:'(pn:s.."iiOlL'i from the:
cnlin: -r"mb. C"mpan: 9:6 with OcUl. 9: 1-1: E,<. ~O: 11 .9:7 f, wilh Gcn. 15:6.7. IS • 9:9·11 wilh E,<, 3:7:
Ill: 11: 15:5· 9: l~ \\ilh Il<. 13:~1: lS:~O • 9: 13 f. ,,,th E,<. 19:~: 20:~: ~0:8· 9: t5 wilh E,<. 16:-1: 17:6 (cf.
Sumo ~():8 l'C) ·9: t7 Wilh Sumo 1-1:-1, tS (cf, E,<. 3-1:6)·9: t8 \\ilh E,<. 32:-1· 9:~1 f. Wilh Ocul, S:-I: ~9:-I. 6 •
9c2S wilh Ocut. ,,: 11 ·9:.\2 with Ocut. 10: 17: 7:9: E,<. 18:8.

liS It is strnngc tbat in ='um. 18: 12-13 the: diffe:rcnce: bc:twcco tbe: lirst fruits tbat arc: not brougbt to tbe:
Sanelll:lr)'.:md the bikkurim wlUeh do ba,'c 10 bc broughllo the S:mclll:lr)' (cf. OcuL ~6: 1 II). is oal}' lUnlc<! al.
O..lnc"..min~ the: fonnc:r it S3~'S: "which tbey ~"e: unto the: Lord." while \\ith rcg:ud to tbe: latter it S3~'s: "whicb
lhey bring uni" lhe Lord,· Oal}' when E,<. 23: 19 is pn:supposed. CUl il bc undClSlood thallhe PC is not elcan:,
"ln tbis issue:, This pn.:wcs the unit~' of PC and JE Se:hc:miah. ho\\'C\'e:r. u.'iC."S the e::<.pres.'iion,"to the: Housc of tbe:
Lord" fn.lm E.,odu.~ and "'fruit" from DcUl ~6:2~ dc:spitc the criùCÎsm.
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Kuenen's View on Ezra's Book of Law

Despite the c,,'ar evidence that Ezra's Book of Law comprised the entire Penlal<'uch.

Kuenen daims (Ei/ll.. p. ~ Il) that the Law aceepted by the assembly of the pe,'plc was n"

otherthan the priestly law (sec ",'le ID). However. he gives no other reas"n than lhat S"!il<' of

the obligations accepted by the people at the public reading would have had lheir origin in

the PC and these obligations differ l'rom the commandmcms wrillen in Deut<'mnomy. As if

the remrned exiles eollectivcly. with Ezra as their leader. ,,"ould have been Pentateudl ,·nti,·s.

"'" cutting it up into its component parts and noticing between them the contradictions. ,lIld

lhen asking themsel\'es which of lhe documents wonld have bC'cn authoritative for lh,'

practical performance!! One really only has to glance at the narr:ltive in Neh. g-I 0 in ordcr

to admitthat the entire asscmbly knew of only one Torah of God, the collective preccpls of

which were held as both divine and binding and had no idea whatsoever of any of thes,'

precepts possibly contradicting one another.

But let Kuenen present sorne of his arguments: wc will indicate them with numbers:

1) "The provisions \Vith regard ta the celebration of the Feasl of Sukkol. which. according

ta Neh.8: 13-18 was promulgated by Ezra and then accepted by the people. arc found in

Lev. 2:40-43: the eight day festival (Neh. 8:28) in Le\·. 23:39. a regulation which deviates

l'rom Deut. 16:13-15." - But Neh. 8:18says nothing cise than, "and they keptthe l'cast

seven days: and on the eighth day was a solemn assembly. according ta the ordinance".

Does Kuenen thercfore think that when the retumed exiles had had the entire Pentateuch

before them and read that in Leviticus besides the seven-day Feast of Sukkot an "Eighth

Day of Assembly" [hayom ha-.•heminirar..eretl was commanded, and in Deuteronomy there

is only mention of the tirst seven festival days - that then they would only have celebmted

seven days?! - Surely the Chronic1er knew of bath, apparently eontradicting, laws (and that

the Chronic1er knew of the entire Torah Kuenen a1so admits) and yet he relates that already

King Salomon celebrated the Eighth Day of Assembly (II Chron. 7:9).

2) "The obligations which are accepted upon thcmselves by ail the signatories of the

Covenant Document (Neh. 1O:3Q.40), are those which P places upon them. This applies

especially ta: a) the observance of the Sabbath rest and the sabbatical year (v. 32); b) the

contribution in the costs of the showbread. for the daily as weil as the remaining sacritiees

(v. 33 l'.); c) the bringing of the tirst fruits: d) the tirst barn o~ bath man and animal; e) and

the tithes ta the Levites of the fruits of the land. who. in tum. had ta separate tithes for the
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priests IVV. 36-40). Kuenen, furthermore, remarks, that the vv. 36-40 agree with Num.

IR, but di l'fer from Deut. 18: 1 ff.: 14:22-29: 15: 19-23.

(,7) 1 am especially astonished to see Kuenen propound sllch absolutely l'aise asser-

tions. l.et liS exanline the lis!:

wlul The Sabbath rest has already been commanded in the Decalogue (Ex. 20), and not

the slighlest indication can be discovered that Neh. 10 is thinking of a passage l'rom P.

Contrarv to whm is said in Neh. IU:32 with regard to the sabbatical vear, it is ,'xa,'llv P
" """

whieh is not laken ioto consideration but only Dellieronomy and the Book of the Covenant.

Il ""ys therc: "and that wc would forego IWl'·nitt",h Jthe seventh year, and the exaction of

every debt IU-lIlusl'h .\'I1JI". The expression w<-·nittmh has been borrowed l'rom the Book

of the Covenant (Ex. 23: Il): ko! mU.\l'h yuJ cornes l'rom Deut. 15:2 ("every creditor shall

rclease that which he hath lent"), while in the legislation ofP, conceming the year in which

the land lies fallow in Lev. 25 there is no mention of a rclease of debt. 1 lind it totally

ineomprehensible. in view of such faets. that it could be possible to ciaim that the

asscmbled people only had the PC before them.

uJ hl The contribution to the ,acrilices has bt.-en enjoined in P. but differcnt l'rom Neh. \0

(1 : shekel inslead of 1 .,). and nothing is found in the other parts of the Pentateuch to

contra-dictthis. These verses can only prove that P is ul.mtaken into account - which. by

the way, nobody denies.

uJ cf Above (p. M 1'.) we have already stated that the obligation of bringing the lirst fruits.

as far as idiom isconcemed. has becn borrowed from the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 23: 19).

uJ JI With regard tothe Iirstlings the criticism sees a difference hetween Num. 18. accord­

ing to which they are given to the priests. and Deut. 15:19-23. which decrees that they he

brought to the ho1y city and consumed there. Conceding this (but not permitting it). when

the assembly underthe leadership of the priests and the Levites. opts for P and not for D.

there isalso a glimmerof evidence. that they had not had D hefore them. In any case. apart

l'rom the fact that this commandment sought from them the well-heing of and henelit for the

priests. they ,~id not transgreSs against Deuteronomy in this regard. when the priests would

he given the'oirstlings to the priests so that they might he consumed in the holy city.

uJ el Conceming the tithes too, the criticism Iinds a difference between P and D. The

tradition conciIiates this as it assumes a twofold tithe: one a Levitical and another a sacred

one. to he consumed by the owner as peace offering in the chosen place. The Chronicler
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:llready speaks in this way \11 Chrono 31 :6: the tirs! tithe in \.5), Why then would Et.r:I. ifhe

had the entire Pentatcuch bcfore him. not have hamlonized the differl'nel' inthl' "'Ulle "ay':

(,S) It would then he natural that the assembly would only have eommitted themselves to observe

the Lcvitical tithes,:ls the second tithe remained their possession and only l'njoined up,'n

them the minimal effort of consuming it in Jerusalem. An obligation gladly hon<>red. as the

entire population lived in the vieinity of Jerusalem. \\" Admittedly. e"l'n if iu Eua's lilll"

the harmonization ofthis contradiction was unkuown,then Neh, IO:3~ fI' still only pr<'\'l's

thal from the two contradil'lÏng commandmems P was al'cepled as Ihe 'lI1l,that \las rl'quired

for the upkeep of the priests. There is not the slightest indication there that Ihe reason for

this choice would ha\e been the ignorancc with regard to the existent'e of D.

3) How does Kuenen explain the obligation of refraining from marriages with pagans': I.et

us hear his words: "The prohibition of emcring into marriage with the Cana:lI1ites. to whkh

Ezra and Nehemiah refer in justitication forthcir exclusivity, is already found in other legis­

lativetexts (Ex. 34:12-16: Deut. 7:1 l'f.) and is repeated and presupposed by P \Num.

33:51-56: Lev. 18:20)." We arc unablc to dcteet any trace of the prohibition to imemlarry

with the Canaanites in the places from P he presents. According to the tradition which

teaches the unity of the Torah, it is certainly postulated by P: P docs presuppose the Book of

the Covenant. Not so. howcver, according to the critics who declare P to l'le an independenl

document. How then cornes the collection (which had the new legislation of P in front) to

oblige everyone to avoid marriage with the inhabitants of the Land. This can only be

explained if the entire Pentateuch underlies these texts. as it is also explicitly cxplaincd in

the following account in Neh. 13: 1. which states that the pericope of Deut. 23:4 ft'. was

read to the people.

Other pseudo-proof. that in Ezra's time only the PC was presented to the people. is

found in Holzinger (Eil/I.• p. 431). He thinks that Ezra read the entire codex. from the be­

ginning; as. however. on the second day Lev. 23 was read as weil, it would be unthinkable

that in sucha short lime Gen. 1 through Lev. 23 was read. and that it was. moreover. also

elucidated by the Levites. ln Neh. 8-10. however. not the slightest indication is found that

Ml at that time tbeTorah was read from the beginning without omissions. It rather says there:

"And he read tberein" (8:3); "So they read in the book in the law of Gad" (8:8). To which

purpose. then. would a1so tbe narratives of Genesis and Exodus have been read. as only

119 On the same ~round.; il was not 1lC:CC:\.~' cilhcr to commit the people to the tithc of the hcrd or of the nuck.
Theo me tithc of the hcrd also belonp:cd to the c,.l\\'ner and onl)' had to bc: utilized a'i a pc:acc ol1"c:riol:...
sacrilicial mcal. Kue:ncn and otbcrs mistakcnlv think lbat Lc\'. 27:32-33 claim.~ the: lithc of the: hcrd for Ihe
l.c\'ilC:S and dc:clare. Ihen:forc. this pas."'3~ 10 tic an arnendmcnt of which nothin~ was known )'el in I~.ra·s lime
CEinl, § IS.-\ 30. p. 298). Below we "il1 elabornlC on the crroneou.snc:ss of this ,'iew.
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the acceptancc of the la"', was intended. And from the laws as weil. surely a lining

seleclion would have heen made.

Wellhausen {(i,.,,1I.. p.-lè5: p" -I~-Ilp ..UI~11 admits that the lcgi'iation of Ezra consisted of

the cntire Pentateuch. hut maintains. however his previous (scc p. ,,~) assertion. He says:

"Just as it is in evidence that Deuternnomy became known in the ycar 621. and that it was

tlnkllown tlp to that Jate. so it b in evidence thatlhe funherTor:.h of Ihe Pl'ntatetlch - for

th,'re is no doubt that the law of Ezr.l was the whole Pentateuch - bccame known in the year

-l-l-l alld was tlllknoWIl lill thell." Il should he c1ear to en'ry·olle that the phrase. "for there is

110 douht that the law of Ezra WaS the whole Pentateuch." abolishes and is as weil in

l·,'ntr:.diction to the daim of th,' rest of Wellhausen's statement. How. lhen. \Vellhausen is

able to maintain his thesis in full force is heyond me.

Dillm,mn (111."7-1) too concurs with me. AI'ter as.'erting Ip. h7è lï.llhat Ezra's lawbook

(as Wellhausen admits) contained the cntire Pentateuch. Dillmann continues: "According to

this the question as to the novelty of Ezra's lawbook is also senled. For if this would imply

that the matter of its contents had been unknown to the community or its leadership uniil

that time, then this can be rt'Ïected in any case, if only because of the fact that it also

cont'Iined JE and D with which there must have been sorne familiarity in Jerusalem already

hefore Ezra. (sec e.g.: Neh. 1:8 f. and Deut. 30: \-5: Ezra 9: 1 11'.: 10-12, and Deut. 7:2 IT. l.

Ifone would want to restrict the novel character to the 'other Torah' lanJ<.'rw<.'Îlig<.' Thora 1. aS

contained in the Penmtcuch with the exclusion of 0 (Wellh.. l'ml. p. -I~-l). then it should be noted

that Neh. 8-\0 does not mention a"y such distinction. but rather deals with the entirc Torah

(Neh. 10:30), and that passages like Ezra 2:36-40: 63 (Neh. 7:3943: 65). Neh. 6:10 f..

12:35,41: Haggai 2:11 show a familiarity with the laws of the priestly part of the

Pentateuch, already before the events d~scribed in Nehemiah.· Baudissin (/:'ill/.. p. 195 rr.)
arrivesat a similarconclusion. namely that one should stick to the idea that in the days of

Ezra the priestly laws were publicized together \Vith other laws that had been available and

known already before. Also, we are not dealing here, at least partly. \Vith the publicizing of

a new legislation which hadjust come into being. Thus Baudissin.

70) To this we should add that the Book of Nehemiah in no way speaks of two dif-

ferent kinds ofTorah. but mther that the entire people and Ezra know of only one Torah of

God. Therefore. it should be admitted. that at that time in no way a new Torah was made

public. bui that it could only have becn the Torah. acknowledged as having been given by

God aS of old through Moses. and none of the contemporaries of these events could have

considered the Torah that was being read from asanything else but the one of Moses. This

is 50 clear from the entire account that there is no need for any discussion on this topic.
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The PC and the Post-Exilic Conditions

We have demonstrated that the PC was not ne\\'ly introduced at the assem~ly ,)Ilhe p",'pi<­

as described in Neh. S-1 0, but that this codex aS weil as the oth,'r parts ,)Ilhe Penlaleu"h

had ~een aceepted at lhat lime as the Torah olold as given ~y C1od. l'hus, he il indireell\. the

authenticity of the PC is established according to the vie\\' 01 the ne\\' ,'riti,'ai sch,),)\. :\s

al'ter this, mor,'()\'er. history kno\\'s nothing of the period l'rom lhe intr,)Ju,'li,'Il "1 the PC

10 sometime before or al'ter the Exik, lhis book of la\\' slH)ulJ hl' "ssign,'d lh,' pla,'" \\ hieh tlll"

Torah and the Book itsclf demand, n"mcly:lt the beginning of Isradite hist,)ry.lr. ho\\<'\ ,'r.

Wellhausen thinks it incomprehensibk that the pç had "een in e,ist,'nce helor,' lh,' E,ile.

yel meanwhile seems to have heen present "S:I latent and ineff,'cti \'t~ lor,'e, th,'n it \\',)uld 1",

even more incomprehensible to as.sume that such a codex could ·.lave entereJ history in sueh a

latent and inobtrusive way, Holzinger also admits this. He says (p. ,C"l: "1' has hecome the

foundation oflhe !ater Judaism, A eorpus of such signitic:mcc would nut creep in tacilly. On

the contra!")', with regard to P it should he eXpl'l:'ted that this kgislation \\'ould h:,,'e heen intl\)'

duced in a festive manner through a puhlic act, as happened with D," This act. now, he tries

to locate in Neh. S-lO. As this is !lot the case, this festive act ,~m therefore he no olher than lh,'

festive legislation at Sinai with the subsequent promulgation of the other laws through Moses,

ln orderto corroborate the opinion thal a post-exilie PC would he even more an impossibility,

Wc want to demonstratc by means of a numherof startling e,amples. ho\\' totally unsuita~le

the legislation of the PC seems for the post-exilie pcriod and how lhis cannot possihly h:we

becn designed for this period, We willlïrst consider the Ark of the Covenant in the PC:

~ 1) a) The Ark oftlle Covenanr

The other parts of the Pentateuch. JE and D. also mention the Ark of the Covenant. hut no­

where does it appear as such an important cultic objecl as in the PC, Il is lhe Iïrst holy im­

plement which God commands to he buill (Ex, 25: 10 ff.): the Ark is covered by the kaf'oret

with the two keruhim. where God's presence manifests itself (Ex. 25:22: Num. 7:89) and

where on the holiest clay of the year the great atoncmcnt is performcd (Lev. 16: 13 fL). The

holy Ark must always he equipped with staves (Ex. 25: 15). by means of which it can he

carricd by the Levitc:s. afterit is carefully covered by the priests (Num. 4:5: 15), As things are

it is generally agreed that long hefore the destruction of the First Temple the Ark with the

Tables of the Law was no longer in the Sanctuary and that. when building the Second Temple

no one thought of also placing a holy Ark in the Holy of Holies (cf. Jer. 3: 16): and that.

therefore. theatonementon the Day of Atonement no longer took place al the kaporet, but al

the 'even shetiyah [the foundation stone). which had taken the place of the Ark (M. Yoma

5:2). Why then would the author of the PC have incl udcd the holy Ark in his legislation'?
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And if he would have donc it al ready in order to put an archaic stamp on his work and was

therefore prompted to rT',:;>lion the Ark's conslruction. what could have moved him 10

associate the great atonement festival with a holy implement which. in his time. was no

longcr in existence and the construction ofwhich was not at ail intended? Even more so. as

in th:s way. in the absence of the most important implcment for atonement the entire atone­

ment festival could he called into question. Or why had the prophets and the priests al the

heginning of lÎle Second Temple period. apan l'rom the Temple. not thought of reinstating

,1150 the Ark of the Covcnant with the ka{'oret. if it had really been so that the PC i~ which

these holy utensils play such an important role. had becn composed in thal very period'? ln

vain one willtry to Iind answers to these questions among the followcrs of the new school:

they will only be able to reply to them by means of empty evasions. 1~u

b) The Un'nI and the Tummim and the Anointing ofthe Higll Prie.'!

Only lhe PC (E\. ~x:3n) mentions the making of the Urim and Tummim and their purpose. Il

is true that it docs not state of what the Urim and Tummim consisted: nevertheless their pur­

pose is delermined preciscly. when it s..'ys (Ex. 28:291: "And Aaron shall bear the names of

lhe d:ildren of Israel in the breastplate ofjudgment upon his heart." Num. 27:21 (PC) says

even dcarer: "And he CJoshua) shall stand before El.::azar the priest. who shall inquire for

him by the judgment of the Urim before the Lord: at his word ~hall they go out. and at his

word they shall come in. hoth he. and ail the chi;dren of Israel with him. even ail the

congregation." The purpose of the Urim and Tummim. then. was to transmit God's will

Ihrough the high priest to the leaders of the people and conform to which they would have

10 act. We see. Ihat unJess it was the author's intention to wrap this holy institution in a veil

of secreey and mystery. that he could have told much more about the Urim and Tummim.

The consultation of the Urim and Tummim aceurs very often in the Bible in the

pcriod ofthcJudges and the time of the first kings, Saul and David. whereby. at times the

UrimandTummimareexplicitlymentioned (1 Sam. 28:6 and LXX on 1Sam. 14:41); but

mostly they are tacitly implied through the expression of "asked (counsel 00 the Lord"

(sha'al hasheml (.lu. 1:1: 20:18. 23. 27; 1Sam. 10:22: 14:37; 22:10.13.15; 23:2. 4. 9 ff.:

30:8:" Sam. 2: 1; 5: 19. 23). Nothing is heard any more of the Urim and Tummim after David.

ft is doubtful whether the Urim and Tummim cao be associated with the 'breast-plate' l'efodJ

mentioned in Hos. 3:4 (see Nowack's~mmentary).In any case. according to the Blessing

of Moses in Deut. 33:8. the Urim and Tummim are rlSSigned to the Tribe of Levi.

ft has now been determined that afl~!·IÏ1~..Exile and in the Second Temple period the

1~o c.r. IQoslcml:lnn. NKZ. tll97. p. 35&
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had to he postponed "tilltherc stood up a priest with lIrim and wilh Thummim" (Eu:! :!:li3:

Neh. ï:65). If the PC had only been eomposed during the Exile, its author. who ael'ording

to the cri tics. was a priest, and therefore al ways had the interest of the priests al hean and

espceially inlended to rJise the high priest's prestige nevenhcless did not present the high

priest as bearer of the lIrim and Tummim whieh did not exist in his lime. Through this

defieieney the high priesl was at risk to min his entire reputation. What is lllorl'. th.' author

even suggests the question of whether:1 high priest who is not able 10 convey lhe divinl'

ruling lhrough lhe lIrim and Tummim is still qualified to funelion :IS high priesl al ail and

wherher it would nol be advisable to also wait with the appointmenl of a high priest "till

lhere stood up a priest with llrim and with Thummim."

-,) Il appears in the PC that. as important as the llrim and Tummim arc. lhe anointing

wilh holy oil is even more important for the status of high priesl, Aeeording to Ihe Pc. ail

priests(Aaron and his sons) were ordained through the holy anointing oil (Ex. 30:30): later.

however. only the high priest who was to be ordained as his father's successor would be

anointed (Lev. 6: 15,16.32: 21: 10). The anointingappcarsasa necess:u)' requirement fort he

high priest, as afterwards he would have the title of 'anointcd priest' I/w·kohen h<l-l/whillCh 1

(Lev. 4:3 ff.. 16: 6:15). ln the Second Temple period. however, the anointing of t.le high

priest was not considered to be in remembrance of lhe :mointing. ceremony pr.lcticed in

earlier times, despile the fact that in a prophetic account (Zech. 4: 14),lhe king and the high

priest are called 'the two anointed ones' 1shnei·v"nei hll-yit:.har]. 1~ 1 According. to Jewish

tradition the Ark of the Covenant, the llrim and Tummim, and the holy anointing oil helong

to the five items, by which the First Temple is differentiated from the Second (cf. 1er.

Ta'anit Il,1. 65a: Bab. Yoma 21a, etc,). According to a baraita (Horayot 12." elc.) King

Josiah hid the holy anointing oil. Again, it is unthinkable that an exilic aUlhor would have

presented the anointing of the high priest as a requirement for this dignity, as a conducting

of this ceremony had not been a consideration.

•

7~) c) The function ofthe Levites

The fashion and style which the PC uses to tell about the purpose of the Levitical provi·

sions is absolutely not in agreement with the tasks that this class of people exercised. In the

PC the Levites are only assigned the ::uthority of transporting the Tabernacle lmishkanl

(Num. ch. 4). to guard the Sanctuary and serve as assistants to the priests (Num. 3:6 f.).

121 Incidcntally. Ibis pa.'i.'kI~C in i'..cchari;.h pro\'CS that in the olden limes. likc the kin~. the hi~h priest wa.,
anointcd a.~ wcll. As the anointing of the high priest is onl}' ~1ipulatcd in the PC. Ihis pa.'i~gc 100, is a c!Clr
protcst '!1'Ünstlhe new schoal. whieh dales lhe PC in the year-l-l4.
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Whatthese duties were is not specified. Neither is it specified wnich would be lhe dUlies of

lhe Leviles ance a permanent Temple wauld be in place. Exactly because of lhis. a post­

exilie arigin of these laws must be ruled out. What could have !:leen lhe intention of a

legislatar. who. accarding ta the critics. lived aCter the Exile. to relate that in former times

the I.evites had to carry out certain obligations. which now (in the time of the legislatorl

were of no value to them whatsoever.

On the (lther hand the PC does not show any trace of ail lhe lasks that were

assigned to the Levites aeeording to the prophet Ezekiel and aeeounls of the post-exi lie texts

in thallatter perim!. Aecording to Ez. 44: Il the Levites should "sial' the bumt offering and

lhe saeriliee fonhe people" ;lIld cook the sal":itice of the people (46:24). The PC is totally un­

aequainted with theseaetivities hl' the Levites. Moreov~r. Lev. I-Î states that any Israelite

may slaughter and cook the sacnlIee himself. Even more "o. if Chronicles already presup­

poses this pral·tiee (the slaughter ofsacrifices hy the Levites) as already having been practiccd

ilCfore the Exile (II Chrono 30: 17; 35: Il tT.) ittherefore actt'ally mast have been practieed

al'ter the Exile. Since the time of David the baking of the mea! offering also belonged to the

tasks of the Levites. according to this book (1 Chrono 23:25-29). Even more peeuliar is the

PC's silence on one of the most important obligations of the Levites. being the perfor-mance

of the music and song during the Temple services. 122 According to 1Chrono 25: 1 ff. it was

David \'Iho organi7.ed the music of the Temple. Ps. 137 and E7.. 40:44 ff. among others.

demonstrate that already during First Temple times there were professional singers

performing during the Temple service. Not only Chronicles. but also the Books of Ezra and

Nehemiah report in countless passages that thcse can be identified as Levites (see esp. Ezra

3: 10). 12.~ It is thercforc totally inexplicable that the PC does not mention anything about

these tasks of the Levites ifthis book had come into existence only after the Exile. 12-1

d) The relarionship hetween Priests and Levites

The relationship between priests and Levites with regard to their provisions as laid down in

the PC raises senous objections against the views ofWellhausen. In the period of the Exile

the number of Levites was probably not larger than that of the priests. which Wellhausen

himsclf (c;~srldsr. t. p. Is:!. nale) admits. t25 Indeed. after the Exile 4289 priests and only 341

12~ I:\'co n1\lfC su. in the PC: (S'um. 10:8. 10) il i~ ctlmmanded th.u the priest" should bloYo' the trumpcl'i during
the: sacriticc ur the fcsth'c da~'s: WhcrcL'i not :1 word is said about the m\L'iic and song: of the Lc\'itc:s, IlllW cm
this he c:xplaincd if the PC wlluld ha\'C bc:cn Ct.1mposc:d orÙ\' aftcr the E..tile'!!

,~ .
1_. :;""'.\1\\:1 I!t')(). p. tl.~ IT.. wher. \'ollClslein's h)'polhcsis (sce Kucncn. 8nl.. p. ::83). U"'llhc positions of

sin~rs and ~tckcc~ wcn: 'Ic\'iti:t.cdt llnl}' 13l'-'"I'. is conclu:ü\'cl}' rcfutcd. From E7.ra 2:62 wc lcam ho\\' much
cue ha~ hcc:n takcn ID rccording and pn:sc:n'ing the gencalogic:s,

12-1 ::Cc Arokhin Il. and Sil'", :-wn. 116.

t25 This cun :tIso he dcmanslrulc:d trom 1:7. -15:3-5: -18: 10. t3. Sec .Iso lhe ehaplcr "The Endawment of lhe
l'fil'SIS." (p. D-I).
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Levitesjoined the retumees. However. the PC' decrees that the Levites he a\loe'lted -1." citics

for them to live in. The Torah docs not state how many of thosc would hc for the pric·sts.

Yct. Joshua 21 mentions that thc priests would reeeivc 13 cilies and the Leviies 3:'. This

distribution l'an in no way be reconciled with the numher ,,1' Levites and pric'sts during th,'

E'l.ile and with the distribution mentioned hv F.zekiel. The distrihution of the tithes al11on". ~

the priests and Levites as descrihed in the PC' argues l'Ven strlmger against the opinion that

this work wou Id have originated in the period of the E'l.ilc. Thc' tithc' n1:lY hc' c'llnsi,!l-r,'" as

the main source of income for the priest. It was therefore ealled his inheritanc'e i/a.-/lajahl

(Num. 18:21.24). as they rceeived it instead of land. I:h But l'rom these tithe' the Levites

kept ninc portions and the priests only one. Added to this is. that the tithe of the LC'vites is

fredy at their disposaI. like 't l e inerease of the threshing.l1oor. and as the inerease ,,1' the

wincpress·lt"lm. 18:301. whereas the priestly portion is holy and may only he eonsumed

in a statc of ritual purity by priests or their dependants. Apparently the PC also r-resupposes

~(,) that the Levites were much morc numerous than the priests and would theref"re he entitled

to the greater share in the priestly places of residence and income. Also. the Levites keep ten

times as much as the priests in the distribution of the tributeofthe booty (r":i:!l1. 31 :28·30).

When. in the period following the Exile. the situation has tumed 'lroun': :Lml the priests

exceed the Levitcs in number. provisions were made that the priests too would ro:ccive the

tithe(see B. Yeb. 86b: Philo Il.391 :Josephus.Ant. IVA. 3: Ani. XX. 8. 8: 9. 2: Vita. 121.

Nevcrtheless. in the l'avenant through which the Israelites obliged themsclves to observe

the hws of the Torah. we find the dcsignation of the tithes. exactly as is deereed in the PC

(Neh. 10:38 f.). Even though this was no longer befining the circumstances. it was not

thought wise to encroach upon the Torah legislation. Only later concessions \Vere made to

adjust practicallife to new circumstances. t:7ln any case. ail these facts refute deci~edly

the view that the PC would only have originated during the Babylonian Eltile.

e) The Post·exilic Conditions and the other WWS oJthe PC

Also when considering several other laws in the PC such a divergence bctween these and

the post-l'xiiie customs becomes clear. that a post-l'xiiie origin for the PC should be ruled

126 ..\saflerthccc:n.'\u.'\ in Sumo the Tribc or JA:"i fc.lrrncd one: lhirtic:th uf ail of IsrncI. the tithe ,lIppe;l'" ln he::1
n:l:alÎ\'cl)' 100 lar~ inhcribnc:C. (:\'cn if the Turah onl)' dccrces that the tithc merci)' consist uf curn. oH. and
ne\\' wiDe. Ho\\'c\'cr. il should he takcn into OICCOunt thal é.lf.:cl)rding III the la\\'s the \Cpar.ll1on of the lithc.:s is
left sc.lle:ly to 1he: con.~icnce of the: indh'idual and it could he c'tpcctc:d lltat man~" would nol fulfiU lhis dU1y. oiS

W3.'i stillthc: c:a.~ in the: time of the Second Tcmple (sec ~Iishna Demmai).
127 ..\ln:ad~' in the da~'S of the prophct ~laJ:lChi. it scems tbat the pricsts reœi\'ed tithcs. sincc Ihe prophc:r says:

"Bring ye the whole rithe iolO the store-bouse lof the Temple)" (3: 10). whcrca.'\. :Jccording 10 the covcnanl of
='eb. 10:39. onl)' lbe leotb portion of lbe tilbc:s should bc h>u~bl inlo Ibc Temple slurchou.'iCS. Cf. also Selo.
12:44- and 13:5. Il, Certainly from Hizkiah's lime: on 1he litbc:s "'Cre ~1ored in the Temple: chambers CIl Chron.
31:11 rr.).
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out completely.ln the PC the yearly temple-tax amounts to half a shekel (Ex. 30: 13 tT.: cf.

li Chrono 24:5.6.9). However. in the covenant of Neh. 10:33 the people commit themselves

10 a contribution of only one third of a shekel. Neh. 10:35 and 13:31 emphasizes strongly

th:lt regul<lr wood-offerings are broughtto the Temple. The signitïcance of of these wood­

offerin"s in Second Temple tim~"s is demonstrated bv the Wood Festival of the 15th Av whiche _

~~l is lIlentioned <ltlength in Megillatl ~':lllit [Scroll of Fastingl. ch. 5 (sec Josephus. Wur.l lI.

17:1'> and :'VIishna T<I'anit4:4).lndeed. the PC (Lev. 6:6) stresses explicitly that "a lire shall

he kepl huming upon the alwr(of the bumt otTering) eontinually:" yel. not even one word

com:cming the wood-offcring.

One pass.'ge in the PC (Num.4:3J states thatthe Levilesstart theirscrvicc at age thirty:

another (Num. 8:2.' ff.) mentions <Ige twenty live. The sages explain this to mean that the

tmining for the Levites would st.,rt at age twenty live and their Jctual service al thirty (Hullin

24., <lnd Sifre Num. 62). After the E"ile. however. the Levites were appointed "from age

twenty ye<lrs old and up\Vard" (sec Ezra 3:8). Chronicles (1 23:24-27: li 31: 17) <lllributes

this regulation to David. t:l\ What could have caused the PC - if it had been composed after

the E"ile -to postpone the age of service for the Levites and establish it in il \Vay which is not

consistent witlnhe practice of the day'? Wc already explained (p. ti3·M) how after the return of

the exiles the main concern of the leadership of the new community \Vas the prevention of

marriage \Vith foreign peoples. Furthermore. we have c1early demonstrated (p. l>ll) that in the

PC not a trace cao he found of a prohibition on marriage with foreign peoples. Is it

conceivable thatthese issues ofvital and timely importance forthe people of Israel would not

have been retlected in the law book of a post-exilic legislator? The PC treats the marriage

la\Vs in two chapters (Lev. 18 and 20). and gives specilic marriage regulations concerning

the priests in Lev. 21. [n a time in which priests had married foreign wives (Ezra 10: 18) and

in which the prophet Malachi utters words of condemnation against allthose who married

"thedaughterofastrange god" (Mal. 2:1 [ ff.) - could it be conceivable that in such times a

12tot K-uenen (§ Il. note..a. and § IS. noie 28) c:~plains Ihis contradiction a.<; follows: ~um. 8:2."\ rr. is a IUler modi·
liotion of ~um. 0.1.:3 nc:cessitatcd b\' the sm.,11 numbc:r of Le\'itcs (Ezr.:a 2:40: :"\ch. 7:43: E/rol R: 15 1'1".). In an
c\"cn 1aler pcriod Ihis samc sitWJlÎon Icd 10 the l.C\'ü(""S slarting thcir scn'icc al age l\\'cnty. This dccisiun.
hllwC"cr. clluld nOi. he: enten:d into the: Ie:~slation any more and is then:fore anributed to Da\'id in l Chron,
~1:~+7:1. Tha.; Kuenen, t\~,~nst this the lollowing objections cao he: made. 1) If it would ha,\'e becn thought
necessal')' 10 cban~ the n:gumtion in ='um, ~:3. than tbis is a case of merci:)' cbanging the number rathe:r th.ID
that a dill"cn:nt la\\' had becn interpolalc:d contr.K1icting the IirsL This would be insane! Whoc\'cr is not satistied
with the talmudic c:tplanation may a.,,"'UOlC:. with 1lcngstcnhe:rp: (B~ilr. III. 392 ff.), that the::.first rcgulation
applies III the carrying ur the Tabernxle in the wildemes..;, and the second applies 10 the ne:ct pcriod, 2)
1\'10111:)' unlounded is the as,,"iumption tbat 1.IICf (aner the conc:lu."iion of the Penlateuch) in the Second Temple
penot!:l nc.,,\\' change WOlS thought ncccs.'\3f')'.:l..'i it is inconcei"able that the numbcr of Lc\'Îtcs laI~r would ba,'c
diminishcd cn::n funhcr. One: nm~' rathcr :l..<;sumc lhat 1011er. afler condition..; in P3lcstine had con.'iolidatc:d. more
1..c\'iICS would come 10 P:dcstinc from Bab~'lon. Kuenen's h:)'pothcsis is e\'en more: unlikely. ",hen he assumes
in § 11. note 15.lhol 1.ler the sin~ers .nd l'lIlekc:epc:rs. who oriltinally we.. diS\iD~uishedfrom .he: !.c:,'ilC:S.
had bccomc l.c\'itcs. by which sUlcly tbc numbe:r of Lc~itc:s must ha\'c increascd significantl~', Sec alSll
Dillmnnn's cllmmcntal)' lln ~um. 8:23 fI',
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theocratic legislator would l'ail to devote even one word to a prohibition ,'1' marri"ge with

foreign women?! This is unthinkablc:. Andjust this factor alonc ru!<'s out cmphatically that

the PC would have a post-exilic origin.

The Place of the Dh"Ï.ne Senice

Al'ter having presented a number of signilicam proofs againstt~ ~ vie,," of Graf-Wcllhausen.

we will now examine the grounds which the followcrs of this hypoth"sis ;1<1\'an,·,· as its main

foundations. We will follow Wellhausen's train of lhoughl. In his Gt:.\( 'hidllt: l.v"d.\. hc tirst

describes thc "History ofWorship" (PP, 17·17-11= 17-1<-..lj) and arrives al the conclusion th:lt in

the sequence of the strata of pcnwteuchal legislation. JE would rcprescnt thc carlicst. D thl'

second and the PC the latest layer. And l'rom this conclusion. then. it should be possible to

est.,blish the regulations concerning the location of the divine servicc. Wellhausen thinks that

with regard to the oldest period in Israelite history. hcfore the building of the Tcmple. not a

trace ofany law delineating the place of the divine service can he found. Even the last (deu­

teronomic) revis;".. \li tne historical books does not objectto the abundance of altars and holy

places in this period. According 10 theauthorof the Books of Kings. Solomon's Temple \Vas

indeed build l'rom the outset with the view in mind that ail other places of s.,critiee should he

abolished. This conception. however. is unhistorical. since the high places were not removed

untilthe time of Josiah: and 8ijah still described the destruction of the divine .'itars as the

highest desecration (1 Kgs. 19: 10.14). Only in thecighteenth ycarofthe reign ofKingJosiah

7?) (621 BCE) the local places of sacrifice were dcalt a first heavy blow. The new directives.

initiated because of the l'ail of Samaria and the words of the grcat prophets. won an uneasy

victory and would have been accepted by the people with great difficulty. were it not for the

fact that the Babylonian Exile had completely severed the link with the pas!. The returned

exiles were indifferent with regard to the high places and it stood to rcason thatthe One God

should need only one place ofworship. The three stages ofhistorical development correspond

also to the three strata of the Pentateuch. In JE the rnultiplicity of altars is perrnilted (Ex.

20:24-26); as. al'ter aU. according to this source. the Patriarchs. too. established allars in

many locations. But Deuteronorny is opposed to this and commands rcpeatcdly the unity of

the Sanctuary; this is the position of the Jpsianic Reforrn. But th..· :'C presupposes ihe centrali­

zation of the ct;: and projects it by means of the Tabernacle (which. according to Wellhausen

ancioGraf. never existed) back to the dawn of Israelite history. which would then rcf1cct the

spirit of the post-exilic period. Thus the account ofWcllhausen. We will now considcr:

a) The PC and rhe Centrali:.arion ofrhe Cuir

Could Wellhausen·.~analysis be correct? Is it true that the PC. taken by itself. argues based on
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Ihe assumption thalthe centrali7.ation of the cult has existed uninterruptedly since the oldest

times'? ln other words. did the PC with the description of the unity of the Sanctuary. by

means of the Tabernacle. intend to report the tendeney that this situation had endured l'rom this

time on uninterruptedly? ln order to be able to answer this question in the negative.the follow.

ing shoüld be considered. According to Lev. Ii not only every sacrifice. but also ail profane

slaughter '"Hside of the Tent of Meeting (the central Sanctuary of the pcriod in the wilderness)

is prohit>ited. Wc have already pointed out ahove 1pp. 16. ::, that Lev. 1i still agrees with Pg

(priestly Gnmd"'hrift> eoneerning the prohibition of profane slaughter in the wilderness.

The same Lev. Ii which. being part of the Holiness Code (H l. is separated l'rom the core of

the PC. aceordino to the Wellhausenian school. Furthermore. it has c1ea;lv been shown above
~ .

th:ll Wcllhausen'sassumption. that every slaughter Was to be a sacritiee in prc-deuteronomie

times in Israel. is completely untenable (p. " Il.). ln any case. such a praetiee would in no

way he eons,,;tent with adeeree prescribing the unity of the Sanetuary. whieh is also admitted

by many followers of this school. ft should therefore be eoneeded thatthe PC presupposes

the unity of the sanetuary for the period in the wilderness. nevertheless for the period of the

"Il) residenee in the land the eentraiization Can not have been legislated. sinee this would have

implied a prohibition on slaughter whieh is not also a sacrifice and it would have been

impossible to travc\ to the national sanetuary cach lime one would have wanted to cat meat.

On the eontrary. we arc mueh more entitled to the opinion lhat the PC adopts an atti­

tude of indifferenee with regard to the centralizalion of the divine service in the Holy Land. 1:')

Certainly. it is told Ihere that in the wilderness a Tent of Meeting should be erecled. but no­

where is emphasized that the centralization of the cult is intended. The predominant name of

the Tent of Meeting ('ohel m:J"ed or 'ohel ha·redut) signifies. aceording to the authentic expla­

nation in Ex. 25:22. 'tent of the revelation of the Divine Presence.'The ark of the Covenant

with the Tables of the Testimony were the center and soul of the entire Sanctuary and was

morc important than any of the others. The sacrifieial altarcomes on the last place (Ex. 27).

The PC knows nothing at all of a permanent sacrifieial cult during the forty years in the

wildemess. On1y at the occasion of the dedication of the Sanctuary sacrifices were brought.

Lateronly one more case of sacrifice is found in the PC. namely incense offering (Num. 16).

According to the PC. too. the Tent of Meeting in the wildemess functions mainly as Tent of

Testimony whereGod reveals the lawsto Moses (Ex. 25:22; Num. 7:89. etc.); and very often

129 J'lSh. 22:9.~ docs m,t hetong to the PC either. a< \\'ellhau,<cn <J/dTlr XXI. 60\) scem.< 10 think. Rather. the
I13rt:1lor mkes up a deutcrm10mic position with re~wd to the unity of the Sanctual')' (sec K,uc:nc:n. Einl.. 326 and
Dillmann on that pa.<<oge: and al,." the ehapter "Dc:uteronomy and the Ccntralization of the Cult: below). In
Josh. 22 we Iïnd 1030 pa.<sagcs from the PC,like in 1 Kg<. 7: 14 (Cf. Ex. :'\1::'\ ln and 1 Kg<. 8:7 (cf. E.x. 25:20).
Joshu., also horrowc:d fn,m othc:r scriptural pas.....~. c.g. \', 19 from Sum, 1~:9; \'.18 from Sum, 32: 15: \', 20
fn"m Josh, i: l.

68



•

•

He would make His Splendor visible in a doud befon: the eotire people (Num. 'J: 1:': 1"7:-1.

y ct. JE also knows of an '"hel 111('"<'</ with the same function. Thl'n' tlX' it is a Tl'nt <,f Rnl'I ".

tion nearwhich God's Splendorwould appear in:1 doud lcf. Ex. JJ:7·11: Num. 11: ln: 12::':

Dent. JI: 14 ff.). As mentioned (P, ='''1. lhis Tent of Revelalion. too. wonld have l'ontainl'd thl'

Ark. and between Ex. JJ:6 and J3:7 the construction of the Ark and lhe Tent should han'

been mentioned. At least Deuter< nomy mentions an Ark made of aea,'i:l w<xld ( 1O:J l.jnsl as

XI \ lhe PC (Ex. 25: 10). With ail these differences prevailing belwccn lhe " ,h'" /Ill ''''/ of .lE :lIld

the Pc. then. l.'''lhev neverthcless have in common th:llthev an' clll1sidered to be the <lnl\. . .
Sanctuary of Israel in the wilderness and thal besides them no olher sanctuary CXiSIS. Whcn

in Ex. 17: 15 and 24:4 Moses builds an altar. this was donc before the ere,'lion of lhe '"h'"
'·e<l. Later. this is the onlv legal sanetuarv. and. also according to JE. Il<' other sanclU:ll"\'.. ..... ... .

cxists besides the 'ohel lIure<l. And in any case. neither the book nor the sourcc of Dculcn,·

nomy mentions a word conccrning the Tabernacle. When Wellhansen II ;""'1,.1".. p, 5: Ip, :'<\Il

goes outto war againstthe Tent of Meeting in the PC with the obsel"\'ation. that h"d sonrce D

known about the issue of the Tabernacle. "that then: underlies this creation 1i.e. the l'aber·

nacle Ithe very real idea of unit)" ofworship. for the sake of which it would surcly have been

very welcome. to the Deutcronomist. e.go, evcn as a mere idea. It is only the embodiment of

the tabernacle that is fanc)": the idea of it springs from the ground of history "In that case

the s;lme could be brought againstthc 'ohellll,,'ed of JE. Only it sccms thal the Tent of

Revelation ('ohe! ha'''e<lllr) is purposefully not mentioncd, because thc mobile tent. which

can easily be transported from place to place,offersaeount~r·balanceagainst the pernlancnt

and unchanging lIIaqom 'axher yil'char of Dcuteronomy (SCC ""''''c p. 5X). Thus the talmudk

tradition also says. in the Babylonian (Zevachim lISa) as weil as in the Jerus.1lem Talmud

(Megillah 172c). that in Shiloh not the mobile tent. but a permanent stone construction

functioned as sanctuary. which had. however. carpets as top coyer and therefore was one

time called hen'ir (house) (Ju, 18:31: 1Sam. 1:7) and another time 'ohe! (tent) (Josh. 18: 1: 1

Sam. 2:22: Il Sam. 7:6).

The Tabernacle as such did not establish the eentralization of the cult for the fol­

lowing period either. As long as the people lived togetherin one encampment during the w;m·

derings the unity of the Sanctuary was self-evident, The Tabernacle. howevcr. was not made

for the later period. and once the seulement of the land took place. it eouldjust as weil have

been disposed of in favor of many sanetuaries as just of one single sanetuary.

Certainly the description of the Tabernacle and the sacrifieial cult related to it. intended

130 On this sce K!ostcrmann: 'f)ic IIciligthums- und l.agcrordnun~'. in: NK/. INC)7 (VII), 4H-77; 22K·25J; 21)K.

3&3. Sec also. Sifn: Zuta (ms,) on :"um. IR4 - R. Shimon sald: whal do wc lcam thal Ihcre :Ire Iwo Icnts? ..\ Icnl
for the sco'icc: and a lenl fur R::\'clation.
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to t""ch huw the divine service should always oc organized around the lIluin Sanc!uury of the

Israelite nation. Il should. however. neither be doubted "that during the period that the life

K~I of the people was heallhy and strong there was a devclopment in the rcligious life of the

peuple that strived for an ever strieter centra!ization by means of a bigger more central Sane­

tuary in the midst of many allars and high places." IE\\ald: ,.\lla/Wllla. p. l-Ui). If wc also

disregard the Pentateuch and Joshua. then wc still tind clear evidence in other sources that

Ihe temple in Shiloh was thought of as main sanctuary in the territory of Ephraim. Jeremiah

lÏ: 1Z) and the authorofPs. ïR( v. 00) considercd it. taking into account the e'i'ressions they

use. as the unly legitimate Sanctuary uf its ti···'.·. 1\1 But also the historieal books of the

prophets lor at least their Iatest redaction) r~llect this opinion through statements in Ju.

18:31 and 1Sam. Z:28. and indircetly in the sense that as long as the Ark of the Covenant was

loc:lted in Shiloh ohroughout the entin: Book of Judges and 1Sam. until ch. 9). the hwnah

1high place 1was not menlioned and a sacritice outside of Shiloh was permitted only when

hy means of a theophany or through the presence of the Ark of the Covenant the place

wou Id oc s:mctitied. Arter the Philistines capturcd the Ark. it was not rclUmed to its place in

Shi loh. either for re!igious reasons. as the catastrophe was considered to oc a divine rcjeclion

of the Sanctual')' at Shiloh (Ps. ï8:60). or occaus>: of political reasons. as the people were en­

vious of the tribe of Ephraim which seemed to have becn the force in power in Israel during

the period of the Judges Ou. 8: 1: 12: 1). At that time the Ark of the Covenant was no longer

the focal point of the divine service. Everywherc high places were erected. which.just like

the latersynagogues. probably also sen'ed as places for prayer. t.~~ The main Sanctuary was

the "grcat high place" which was in existence tirst in Nob and then in Gibeon. both in the

terrilory of the tribe of Benjamin (1 Sam. 21:7: 1 Kgs.3:4). t.~.~ Once the Solomonic Temple

was built. il became no doubt to be recognized as the main Sanctuary. Only al'ter the di vi-

K~) sion of the kingdom the inhabitants of the Northem Kingdol'l would exchange it for the

s:mctuaries of Bethe! and Dan. A regular divine service at ail times was only performed in

the main sanctuary. In that place the etemallight would bum before God (1 Sam. 3:3): there

was a permanent table with the holy shew breads {I Sam. 21 :7). and there the daily bumt

U 1 ln the l.\'r•.\tonul.'tw·lJrift (Beila,;e I.ur jild. Prr-s.\,e<) I~. p. 1. 1 alrc:ady prc:scnlcd proof that the Torolh (GeR.
~9:l) :.IISll menlion.~ the central sanctl1af)' al Shiloh and that Ibis place may ha\'C pla~;cd an imponanl pan in
Jacob's lire.

I.\~ llannah prJ~èd al the Shiloh sanctUi.I~· (1 ~m. 1: 10). taler. whcn the bamot \\'cre en.octl.-d there would he a
huildlO~ ne't Il" thc ~crilicial altar. which pnlhably scn'cd as a placc tl'lr proycr and ml."Ctin~, Thc.-sc buildings
wcrccollh.od hd/~i hdmot (1 K~s.I.':3~; Il K!!s, 23: 19). This faclor may M\'C conlributcd 10 the facl that also
JlltlUS klO~s ("Ier.lled thcse bamol (sec also 'Lm~ralurblall d~r ''Jüd. P~.t.fe," 1tf78. p. 21),
lIn "The IsrdClÎle bcmkJ; :\ f....."luI."Sli..,n of Interpretai ion" (7.J\ \Vt.M( 1982): :!.O.'·213). ~ler\'yn D, 1:",\\'lcr cxplmcs
Ihe nature ,,,l' thc bamah c,,'mparin!! the present \'iew on archarolo!!ical. le:\tual and linguistic c\'idence with ilS
carlier inlerpreblion.... c(,lncludin~ lhat \'cl')' liUle is a:tually kno\\u about il c\'cn no"'.1

L~':\ (Elie/cr Barishan...k\'. the I-Icbrc"' tran...lator of HolTmann's work ad.. to this: sec also B, Zc\'ahim. 118b•
"The Shc:chinah restcd"on Israel in Ihrt:C placC'S: in Shiloh. in :"ob 3nd Gibc:on. CIC,")
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offering would also be brought (II Kgs. lo:!:,\. \Vith the presuppl)sitilln of su<:h a main

sanctuarv ail laws of the PC can be understood withont lhl'rl'bv havin" Il) ",du,k lhl'
~ . ~

private sanctuaries, where any individual - not the eOllllllUnity - l',)nld hring his sal·ritil·e.

b) Dt!lI/t!ronoIllY andrht! ccnrrali:ari"l1 ,,{rhe ,.,tlr

Only Deuteronomy prohibits ail saneluaries outside of the central Sanl'tuarv. l,l'V, 17. how­

ever. which enjoins the saille. shows by the strietness with whi<:h <:ll'ry sl:llIghtl'r is prohi

bited, thal it does not make a daim to any future validity. 1'4 Sinl'e aftl'r lhl' <:llnqul'st of thl'

land on the cast of the Jordan and perh:lps already during thl' wanderings in thl' wi ilknll'SS.

everyone "did what was right in his ey"'s" (Deut. 12:8: ahove. p. .:'h) - Wl' tind thal .Il1sh.

22. which prohibits any cult outside of the the Sanctuary of Shiloh. l'an only hl' Sl'en il: thl'

light of Deuteronomy and not of the PC. FurthemlOre. Josh. 22 makes dear that.just as in

Jer. 7: 12, the Sancluary at Shiloh was the very place which was seiel·tl'd hy God l'rom lhl'

beginning and the words in Deuteronomy (12: Il. ISl. "the pla<:c whkh (Jod) shall

ehoose" must in the Iirst place be understood in this way, 1.\5

But also Deuteronomy, by itselr. refers in vv. 12: 10-1 1 ("the place which \G,)d 1

shall choose") in the tirst place la Shiloh, Apart from Josh. 22 and .!l'r. 7: 12, Josh. 9:27 also

points ta this fael. Il S<1YS: "And Joshua made them Ii.e.the Gibeoniteslthat day hewl'rs of

wood and drawers of water for the congregation. and for the altar of the Lord, until this day

in the place which He should choose (h(/-IlUUIOIll '(/sha yi\'(·/wr)." This phrase ean only ;m­

ply Shiloh: therefore in Deuteronomy, tao. this expression must be understood th us. (Ih

The expression "ta put His name there" or "cause His name to dwell there." which is usmll-

>\4) Iy added ta the 'ehosen place' (Deul. 12:5, Il) is likcly to he understood as the 'residence

of the ark" atthe holy site. t.~7TheArk is called: "the ark of Gad, whereupon is ealled the

Name, even the name of the Lord of hasts that silleth upon the ehembim" (II Sam. 6:2).

Consequently, with the Ark Gad tied His name ta the place: hence Gad caused His name

tirst of alita dwell in Shiloh. t~N

U~ The dmqcllt"olam. t:lc. statule (It'")r <:\'cr. ctc. M) in I.e\'. 17:7 can uniy ;lpply lu the pruhlhitlon of ,\';,,,dlOl'"
drill: (i.e. the sacrifice outsidc: of the Sancluat')'). whlch is dllTcrcnl Inlm Ihe pn1hlhillull III I.e\' 17:X If Iln

brin~inga sacrilicc oUlSidc of the: sancluary. S\."c 111~ ConlOlClllaf') tu that pa~'3~"c.

1~5 (Reference b)' the lIebrew tran.~lator: Sc."C alsu trJ.clatc ~lc~llIah lOa and ZC\'ôlchim Il')01. '\;ullsl(,jenn~ 'the
rc.-st' . this is Shiloh",)

136 This cl'lnclusion is :JISl'l juslitïcd if we \\'lluld OI~rce with Dillm;:mn in ;lssl~ninJ.! the phm,c mat/0m 'a.'ilwr
\'il'rhar in Josh. 9:Z7 10 the Rc:d:Jctor.

137 God fC\'c:a.ls I-limsc:lf bclwcen Ihe Iwo k~rllb"n ()\'cr lhe .-\rk (E.'t. 25:22), Ilcreb~ the Saine uf (jel4..l l'al Ihe
salnC lime united wilh the Ark.jusl iLS with the an~t.j, wh... WiLS lcadin~ thc ""a~ fur I,rilcl lE,. :!..'.2()·21). 1.11,,:
the an~"ci. the .\rk functionc,:d OlS a rcpn.:senlati\"c uf Guo (cf. Josh, 3: 10 fI'.; ·ti).

13R When il sa)'S in Josh. 21:42. in a pas.sat:e which is iL,sit:nco to J) b)' Dillmann. that Uud ;.:a\·c Ihem rc.",t hum
ail sidcs. then is hen: thcn: is c\·jdence. accordin~ 10 IJcuu:ronomy. Ihal in Ihe da)'s ur Jo...huOi 01 plOicc ror a
ccntral s.,nctual')' was aJf'Qd)' chosen. as according to Deut, 12: 10 If immedialc1)' after the hc;.l:inmnl! of Ihe
da)'S of ~1 and safel)'. the hol)' sile would bc chosen. This cm. Ihcrdure. uni)' he: Shl1oh,
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Accordino to Deuteronomv as weil, the legal basis for the eentralization of the culte> • _

already ex.isted before the construction of Solomon's Temple and it must be assumed that this

situation was only interrupted during the period between the rejeetion ofShi\oh and the con­

stnJction of the Temple in JenJsalem. The passage in 1 Kgs. 8:16 must be thus understood

that Gou. since the Israelites' E:wdus l'rom Egypt. had not sclectcd a city in order to build a

(uurable) house there (/h'nor nayiTl. where His name would dwel\. ln this connection Shiloh

is only to bl' considered as a tent (cf. Il Sam. 7:6), If thcn Josh. 22 yer prcsupposcs thc

deutcronomic commandm<:1I1 with regard to the centralizcd cult although it dcrives many

ex.pressions l'rom the PC. this shows that no differences prevail eoncerning this issue bctween

Deuteronomy :!Od the Pc. as "le Iattcr source prepared the deUleronomic instructions by

lIleans of the construction of the rabernacle and the introduction of the legal sacrilïcial cult.

e) JE and rhe Cenrrali:alion oflhe Cl/Il

But what is thc rclationship of JE to D in this respect'? According to Wellhauscn. as to most

of the eritics. there is a blatant contradiction bctwccn thcm in thc scnse that Ex.. 20:24 aI­

lo\\"s stralght-forwardly to build altars at any placc. which is prohibited by D. Only bccausc

admillerl:y Dcutcronomy shows familiarity with JE cverywhcrc and frequently dcpends on it

l'CC ao.>\e. p. 46) such a contradiction would thcrefore he incomprehcnsiblc. cvcn morc so

because Deut. 27:5-6 quotes Ex.. 20:22. FunhernlOrc. Ex. 34:24 \" neithcr shall any man

covetthy land. when thou gocst up to appcar l:efore the Lord thy God thn:e times in the year")

detennin<'S heforehand the centralizcd cult. Indeed. Ex. 21: 14 mentions the altar as a place

of asylum but ne\'crtheless v. 13 takes other places of asylum into account. since the one

55) single altar was no. sufficient for this purpose. Finally. it shouJd be taken into consideration

thatthis law in JE also always spcaks of one altar and not of alturs of God. t.V) whcreas it

knows of the many pagan altars (E~. 34: 13): Iike the propllets speak of the many altars of

Israel, t-lll Therefore we should explain Ex. 20:21. "1 cause My name to he mentioncd lre­

membered. recallcd 1" ('u:kir 'el shemi) in the sense in which thc Aramaic targumim translate

il: "1 will let My glory roll."" ('ushrei .var shekhin<'ti). "God causes His name to he rememhered

in that He chooses this site for His dwelling place and for the unfolding of His Seing." 1-11

This expression therefore.like the leshakhein shemo in Deuteronomy. refers in the first place

1.\9 This is clc:arly cmpha."Îlcd in E:t. 20:~. :21. which explicitly prohibit" the makin~ of "~ods of sil\'cr. or
!-"'lld.'i ",1' !-'\lld" (in the: iJIUnd). and mc:ntion.'I: directl)· thcrcaflcr: "An altar of Clnh thou shalt makc uoto ~1c" (in
the sln~ular). Wuuld JE ha\'c pcnnittcd SC\'cra1 allaIS fur sacriliœs. il \\'ouJd ccnainly ba\'c dccn....-d ben:: 'AllaIS
\\1' c:uth. etc!!

140 ~('C' funhcr with n:!!:ud 10 E~. ~O:::O. ~ 1: J. R,"hcn~(\n. Dit" allt" R~/igion [STad.\' (Iran~l. from Engli~h by
Orclli). p. 297.

141 Sec al~l\ my Comm~nra,.y 10 Lc\·iticu.~. p. 262 ff. and Rosin in the Jub~/sC'hrifl :um 90 G~bUTU1.Zun: (188-+)•
p. -J...' . ..\IS\.\: Ilcn1=:stcnhcr1=:. AUllt. 1. p. 2s.1-.
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to the home of the Ark. :md testilies thereby to the resting of the divine gk'ry al Ihis Silc·. 1-1: 1n

any caSè. this expression also irnplics in g('nc~1 any k~..·alc..~ whl"n- Cll'd. thn.'tlg.h a \\llUdrl)lI~

manifestation testities to His Presence. BUI such thcophanics wcrc cxccplions. As a mil' Ihc

presence of the Ark would sanetify the sitc and pemlit thc'l'lmslruclion of an :"tar and sal'rilil'c

(cf. Ju. 20:26 ff.) The expression h<:kho! hi.l-I/lu,/o/ll 1-1.\ also applics 10 thc' homc l,f thc Ark.

as it eould be canicd l'rom plac"lo pl;K'C (cf. Il Sam. ï:6: "f,'r 1havc nl't dwl'll il: any hl'usc'

sincc thc day that 1brought up Ihc'c'hildrc'n of Israel out of Egypl.c'\c'n Il' Ihis day. bUI ha\l'

walked in a Icnt and in a labcmacle.") Deuteronomy cmphasizc's indecd thc slril'll'c'llI(";tlil:llil'll

of the cult and does not allow for the possibility of ;my olhc'r sacriticial altar bc'si,les lhc' main

cultie location (Deut. 12: 13).144 Or:ly.this iscloscly cl'nnectc'd with thc elcc,tic't1 oflhc trit",

of Levi following the incident with the golden calf. as Israel's propensily for idol:llry ncc'c's­

sitated a limitalion in eultie locations. In the wakc of this incident ',ile original ordinance lhat

s", cvcry tirst bom bc sanetitied (Ex. 13:2) was ll0diticd in such a way lhat thc Levites would

now put thcmsel"es in the place of the tirst bom (cf. Ex. 32:29: Num. 3: 12 r. l. 14:'

Howe"er, the assertion of the erities thatthe historic'al n;lITatin' in JE ais<) c'ontra­

diets the deuteronomie doctrine ofa centralized cult, is totally unfounded. Il is impossible Ihat

Deuteronomy would ha"e prohibited the altars and saeritiecs of the Patri:m'hs. of whieh JE

tells, on a legal basis as. aeeording to Deuteronomy the prohibilion of l'ri "ate altars depends

on the st:ieetion of the single: site, whieh after ail. in ,he patri archal era. had not yet oeeurrcd.

Further, it eannot be maintained under any condition, as the erities do, lhat the PC would

not mention the patriarchal altars beeause to this source they would ha"e seemed illegitimale.

Firstly, most of the patriarehal altars did not sen:e as place for s.1eritiee. al leasl with regard

to mosl ofthem it merely says: "...and he ealled upon the name of the Lord" (Gen. 12:ï f.;

13:4, 18: 26:25). Seeondly, the PC does not relate most of the other patriarchal narrati"es

either, also those whieh are totally unrelated to the cult. (Sec ais.' ab,,'c. p. II>. ""le ~ I~I>\).

Equally mistaken is Wellhausen's assertion that Josh. 22 seems to ereate the illegiti­

mateeultie sites of the Rubenites out of nothing. No mention is made of these eultie sites

anywhere l'Ise, and the PC simply ignored this story as it seems to ha"e done with the al-

142 Wonh mc:ntioning is that Sifn: Sumo 39 relates this pa.~~gc 10 the pricMly hlc'sln~ in the ~.;mctuary.
l\.lllowing :"\:um, 6:27: "So shaH the)' (the: pnc.-sts) put ~Iy name upnn the chlldrcn uf Isr:lcl. and 1 Will hlc.'Ss
thçm," With regard tu the cumx:tiun ut' ra:.klr instCKl uf 'a:.klr: sc.'C rny cUl1unenlar) cul tew,

14..\ The Samaritans ba\'c instca<l or trus: m°t:'-maqom. which is \'C1)' much an cmcndation!
144 Il should bc nott.-d. ho\\'c\'cr. that Lhrough thc addition of "in c\'cry place that thou sc.'Cst." unt) Ihusc l'lllCC~

arc nn.lhibited that the people thcm~h'es select for sacrilicial siles hy their m\'n choiec:. Slfrc 10 thal Ila':\a~C

rcmark.'i rightly thal through the: pronounce:mcnt of ~ prophet sacrilice: OUl\idc of the sane1uar:' could \'cr:' \\cll
bc pcnnittcd.

145 Whoc\'crdocs net wanllo aecepl our abcwc e~planauon lu E."t. 2O~20. 21. m:I~' then acecpt lhal thc rnulll­
plicily uf cultic places. which Wa,"i uriginally mentiuneu. cc:L"ied aftcr the reJectiun of the lïr.\1 bUfll anu the
cleclion of the Lc\'itcs in Iheir place,
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lars of lhe Patriarchs. There is. howe"er. no posili"e e"idence whatsoever. thal a multipli­

<:ity of <:ulti<: places was appro"ed hy theo<:rati<:ally minded people after lhe <:onstru<:tion of

lhe Temple of Salomon. When the prophet Elijah then interprets the tearing down of the al­

tars la God in order to ha"e them repla<:ed hy altars to Ba'al as a blasphemy (1 Kgs. 19: 1Dl.

lhis does not imply lhat he would appro"e of the great number of altars. The sacrili<:e th;1t he

S", broughtlln l'vlount Carmel look place at the <:ommand of God (1 Kgs. 18:36). 1~" If lhat

whi<:h exisls. hO\\'l'\'Cr. is to he idemilied wilh lhat whieh is legilimale. lhen it should hc'

assumed that idolatry too was permiued aecording to the ;lIlc'ient religious legislation. as

idolatry had al ways existed in lhe Israelite mon;uchy and often enough also in Judah. The

exbtence of Deuleronomy in the lime of Jeremiah should lherefore also he questic)ned.

sincc this prophet eomplains repcaledly about the prevalence of the hamol cult

Admiuedly.the multiplieity of altars had existed e"erywhere ail through the pre­

exilie era (pcrhaps with a few exceplions). No proofcan he fOlmd. hawe"er. that lhe IheOCr.llS

and the prophets would have sanctioned lhis siluation. Moreover, DeUleronomy lea"es the

possibilily open thal in times of unrest ;lIld war. during which Israel would not be Ii"ing

seeurely in its land, 'he legislation conceming the centralization of the cult could be

suspended. This was actually the case al'ter the capture of the Ark of the CO"enant by the

Philistines (when the Sanctuary at Shiloh was eithcr destroyed or rejectedl 1~~ umilthe

construction of the Temple of Salomon. during which period the historical books of lhe

Bible pcrmilled the hal1wl. I~S

I~h Il IS ;'11S\.l pos.'lhlc thou ••flet' the di"Î:'\iun uf the munarch~ the Sanctua~ of Jcrusalc:m W'lS "\1 lun~cr acknll\\'­

h.'\.I!-'\'tJ .., the ,-"Cuter of the dl\'inc sco'zee ID the Sunhcm Nn~'iJum. and thcrcl\lrt'. Ju~t hkc al'ter the n:jccliun of
Slnlllh. the pm ale allars \\cn: unce IIlllrc pcrnuncd..

14ï 1 S;ml. ~:~N. hu\\cn:r. dc;ul~ l,h:mllnstrJtcs lhat the pruph..:u~ hisll1rill~r.l.ph~ dcpicts the unit~ llf thl:
S:.mctuary ;'lS taw Junot: the c\ISlcncc of the s;]netuary at Shll~"lh. (.'r. I~n:denkamp. (;e-srh. u. l'roplle-lf!n. p. I.\R

l~"\ I~t~""t ~lr the institutions discu."iscd in the ra....t two charters (-,'he PC and the Pl""t·E~ilic Conditi~'Ins" and
"The Place orthe Di\'ine Sen'Îce") arc d~1t with in Dunald G, Schle\"s Shi/oll: A Procrcal Cll\' ur Tradt/lon and
Humry (JSOT Suppl. Series tl3. Sheffield Acad. Press: Sheni'cld. 19S9- sec also ils \'Cf} c'\tcnSI\'C
hlbliugrJph)'). Thcse arc l.'Sp. the Tabcmac.:lc. thc Tcmple. the ce:ntr.l1i/.alion llf the: ~ult... the pcdi~rl.'C \)f Ihc
Ehdc ~md :I.adl"lkitc pri..."Sthl...ll1. and the: JXlSltit.ln and nature l'If thc Shiloh sanctuary, E'\trcmc1)" infllrmali\'c Olrc
thc ehapters on Shil\)h (and the aban: rcle\'ant related issues) in 19th centut)" biblical crîlicism. which
dlseu.'-....."S Ihe ... ie\\' of Wellhau.'\CD. his followers and hls entics. that of his prccursors (ail of ""hom I-Ioffmann
Irc-.Ils cxtcn...h·cly): a."i wcll a... the \'ie,,"s \lf ltlOSC llf the lollo\\'in~ ~~ncmtilln.... both in Wcllhau.'4:n's camp 01."

wdl as \lUlsidc l'Ir il. Of spc.-cial intcn:sl is the trc3lment of Iht.lse Isrneli scholars (stanin~ wîlh Yechcl.k.cl
I\.aufmann) whll. (ln the onc band. accepl Ihe ba...ic findings llf the cntical school. )'ct on the other band. rcjcct
its n\f"lst c'\trcme c1aims (such as ib r.ldical re\\'ritin~ of Isracl's histor)"). and argue for the prc·c'\ilic (,lri!l:in \lf
l'. "'Il \',lr1Uu., p"'lilll' in a manner Olll unHke II(,ll"fmann. alhcit not ba."l.'\l on the samc premlscs, ..\nother Wllrk
(hat slKlulù he mcntioncd is ~lenachem llaran's Tf!mpl~... and Temple--Sen'ire ln Anr't.'nllsrael: An Inqlllr:-' Ima
rlrelJ,arar"terofCu/r Ph~no~na and the HislOnra/ Sc!lling of :he Priesrl.\· Sd,ool (O:'dard: Clarendon Prcs.'i.
1'J'i'S) which altempl'i "to dcmltfL...tr.lIc the antiqull)' of :III the DUltcrial e:mbodicd in the: Pcnta.te:uch:ll pricstl)'
M)UI"Ce (I-'), Cl'ntr.ll') to the predominant \lpinilln in modem biblical rc:scarch. it is cuntcndcd :lerc that" Ol)t
4.
'
nl)' lus ail the pric:rr.11)' materi:l1 (P) li prc-c:'\i1ic ongin. but c\'c:n il'i Iitcr.lry form had alre:ldy crystallilcd in

rre-c....ihc times, This lx'lllk. a compilatilln (lf prc\'iously publishcd aniclcs (man)' llf which wcre translated
fnlm IlcbrcWl. unl\munatel~' lack... a hibht.l~raph)" and an indc't.)
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The Sacrifices
\Vith regard to the sacriticcs. I~"too.lhere is sueh a differenel' lx'twl'en thl' PC and thl'prl"

l:xilic hislorical sourcC's. lhJt according to the I.:ritic~ thi~ Ic~isl~lti\',)n shnuld b,,' assÎ.·tll'J hl... .. ~

post-cxilic IÎmes. Bcforc cngaging in a critiqlu: ",f \Vclihauscn's p..'rtilH.'nt disl'Ussil'I1S. a

remark is in place. The talmudie tradition itsclf statesth.llthe prel'epts in Ihl' Pl.' l','nl'l'ming

saeriliees were only valid for the l'entrai Sanl:tuary and did n,'1 apply t" the /'lIm, '1 . .-\11 :he

more so. the l'riti..'ism must admit that in this l..·OJl'\. ,,'nly the..' pral".'til'l' f".'f thl.' main l'r \"·'...n. r~ll

Sanetuary islaid down. where a pemlanent pril'stly dass. ktllm kugeabk in kgaimalll·rs.

SSl would takc care of an accuratc: C'''\ccution orthe prCl'cpts \,,,'l' ~lt'll\\l,.·. l'. :--'\ 11 1. \Vith n,.·~ard tl,\

the hall101. where anyone eould funetion as prie~t. the ,'nsen'anee of thesl' ralhl'r l·"m!'li

<:ated regulations would be impossible. At these pl.tees ancil'nt and simpk l'usloms '\'t're

adhered to. if totally pagan·minded priests would not introdu<:e f,'reign way s. .-\l'tt-r this. ail

these arguments againstthe Pc. which speak of ",,,'ritices outside of the main Sanl'tuary.

must he dropped. Wc will now compare the fl'w pass.~ges rcferring to the rite at the main

SanelUary. with the regulations in the Torah.

ln 1Sam. 1-2 wc tind for the tirst time something about the ,'ult al the main Sanl'tuary

of Shi loh. However.thc narrator picturcs the acti\'ities of Ihe priests as hcing presumptuous

and unlawful (! Sam. 2: 12·14,20). As presupposed legal norm wc tind Ihere that: Il ;he

fat is smoked on the altar: and 2) that only then the priest is entitleu to take his l'on ion (n.

15-16). This is tomlly i'l agrcemcnt with the PC. Funhcmlore wc sec that in the main

Sanctuary (the grcat hall/ah. sce abo\'e. p. S3) in Nobthe holy shew hread W:tS ehanged every'

week li Sam. 21:7) and that it could not hc eaten by someone in an impure state (V. :').

Thisagrces with Le\'. n:3 and 24:5 fI'. Conccming the grcat hall/ah in Gibc'Jn wc only know

thatthis is the place where Solomon once brough~one thousand bumt offerings (1 Kgs. 3:41.

This number testifies to the Ilourishing of the sacrificial cult at that time: :md surdy then: ,~m

have been no lack of cenain fixed arrangements in thc sacrilicial ritual. Also at the occasion of

the sanctification ofSolomon's Temple countless sacrifices wcrc brought (1 Kgs. 8:5. 631.

From 11 Kgs, 12:5 we see thatthe \'ow mentioned in Lc\'. 27:2 IT. was common pmcticc in

the time ofKin~ Jehoash, However. according to the Syriac tmnslation and the LXX then: is

doubt whetherthe words kesef rover in the passage refer to the annual sheqalim, as is su:;­

gestcd by Targum Jonathan and the carly commentators: but it cannot bc decidedly denied

cither,lI Kgs. 16: 15 shows thatthe daily divine service, as it is describcd in the PC, was

1..9 lA ~Olx! 4l\'co'icw of the sacrifices. thcir purposc. c'(3cl tcmunolo~,.,. anl.1 hisluncal dc\'cl,'pmclIl CIO he
fouOO an the El 14: m--616. &c also the: hter.nufe '1ulltcd Iherc. Jacob ~hl~rllm. ID hl' Sludu·.\ ln L'uIIU'
;rllf?olugy l.md Ternunology {Lcidcn: Britl. 1~ (a collccllUn of stwJlCS pubh!'ohcd prc\luu,l~ ln \anuu...
journals) corrubor.llcs the findings (,ll' Hoffmann al h:a."it tn the: cffcct tbat P must he prc-('Ihe. ha'Cd nn ~I

lin~uislic·historical c-uminalion of the \'arious lcnns for the ,",cnlicc... and llthcr cuille aCtÎ\"luC'·1
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actl:ally practiced in Ih~ Templc in Jcms;l!em. l'rom Ihi" pa"s;I~l' \\' l'i1hall"en lril'" ", pro\ l'

Il ;f·,dl./"·.. p.:'!. n\'~(' !p. ;')1). that in pn.>e..~\;,iliç times lmly ~m .(lJ.:h S;tl.'ritïl.'e..~ in the..' nll'min~ and at

night a minl.."hah sacritice was hrought \,)n a daily h:lsis. In that ('ase..~. hll\\e..~\·c..·r. it must hah.'

heen "0 Ihal in Ihe lime of Ezra and thl' alllhor of Ihl' R",," "f Danid ["" ,'nly a mi::. 'h.i1:

\\ as broug.ht, as Ezra 9:4. 5 and Dan. 9:~ 1I..mly mention an cov.:ning min( -/14111. 1"11:\ \"'llmpari

son hetwcoen Il Kgs. 3:20 ~Uld 1 Kgs. lS:~Q. 3h. moreoVc..'r pn)\·l.~S thal in thl.' tlH'ming. ~lp.1r1

Irom the' o/uh. :d:-:.o :\ J.'tîfZ( "flah \\ as hrought. ! ... 1 From thi ... il is I,,'l)ndudcod with ~.l'nd rc.·:ls~'n

that :lt night. apart l'rom ·~c min.-ll"h, alsl) an (I/ah w:ts hrl)ut;ht. :\s 11lH\,,·\e..·r. ~I"'c..·l'rdin~ l~'

the PC a minâwh hdon~c..·d 10 the daily 'o/ah. as it did ln e..'ve..~r: o/(Ih: sn. th,,' ::l~'ming as

wdl 3S the c\"ening service..· bcgan with a 'O"Ûl and \Vas ù)nc,,'llIl.ic..'d \\Îth min "/hlh. The..'

expression "the iilorning "n/ah and the cvcning. minchah" .llso ..;.ignitïcs the he..·g.inning. and

conclusion of the daily divine service. 1:': This is alllhat is rd:lted eon<:crnin~[he s;"'ritieial

service at the main Sancluary. outside of the Pentateuch.1t stands 10 rl'ason lhat no histnry

of sacritïces can be construed from this. as d<>c:s Wellhausen (Pp. S.~·S:; Ipp. s~·s~ll. He is

hardly affected by ail that is submitted in this chapter against the PC. sinee Ihe Priestly

Code. in truth. does not describe the hall/f" religion. Yet.l do nol want 10 limil mysclf ln

such a general judgement. but rather consider the main arguments individually. Those

totally unfounded and subjcctive assenions must of course he passct! hy in silence.

a) According to JE the divine service has bcen handed down from as carly as thl'

pcriod of the Patriarchs. Yct. according to the PC the laws concerning the sacrifices werc only

revealed to Moses on Sinai. whereas before that time no sacrificial cult would have exisled.

(l":.,,·II. p. 53·5'7).• In JE. howevcr. vcry few lawsarc found al ail( Ex. 20-23) and ofthl"SC only

asmall part is repcated (Ex. .34: 11-26) afterthe erection of the Tent of Meeting (Ex. 33:7). In

these few laws the regulations concerning the sacrifices have also taken their r.ghtful place

(Ex. .34:25 f.). We already note<! before (p. Ml. that nothing c:m be concludcd from the silence

with regard to the cult of the Patriarchs. Meanwhile it is obvious from the PC itself tha! it

90) does not have the sacrifices stan only with the Mosaic legislation. but already presupposes

them for the earlier period. With regard to the sin and guilt offerings in the sacrificiallaws in

ISO Indccd. Well"""""n and olllers ll)' 10 pro"e from 1 K!l'. 1!l:2'J.3(.: Il K!l'. [6: 15: 1:': -1(\ 13·15. ':-ra 'J:*. 5:
:-':ch. 10:J..a.. lfult the la\\" conccming the d.ul~" s;acnficc W3.'i inscncd IRto the Ilc:ntatcuch only ..ner l:.J:rn,
.-\gain.'Ol Ihis -absurd" idc:a. ho~c\"cr. Dillmann a;·.wd. u. l.z~·. J. J..I8) aln:acJl ;l1,1\'30cOO: 1) ..\lrcacJ) in the
andent ""orn.h- Le'", fl:I·6 the moming and c"c:ning '""olah (humt (.'I)Crin~) is prcsupp.N:d. !) .\Iso the rotel
that this law concc:ming the tanud is rcpcatcd t",iec pmlc:cts il a~aima the suspicion of hcin~ ~ 1011er
interpolation. 3) 1·10"· could il h3,·c hc:en that :lÎtcr En:! such:l fundamental law had bc:cn snClkcd m!

151 El. -16: 1* also stales lhis emp""tically. whereb)' in any ca'" the passa"" of Il K!l'. 3:20 IS ",fe.~uardcd
(:lgain..'it Kuc:nen.l:.:rnl.• p. 297). \\'hen Er.c:kicl doc:s not menti'>n ;ln c\"cning S:lcnficc:, then from that no
cl)nclusion Cln he drawn from tms \\ith n:~ to the pn:~i1ic praeticc.;lS he: docs not mention lhe prc-e'\ilic
c'·cning nunchah cither. which e\'cn:onc admil'i \\'3S broughl.

(52 For ye:t :molhcr mcanin~ of this ~~pn:s.'iion. sec my Comm~nt, :u l..n·.• p. 38. UlolTm.ann stalcs in lbal
passa"" thal lhe masl plau."ble e.planation is l""t il relCrs 10 the <lady nunc/ra/r of the hi~h pncst.l
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l ,l,.' \ , 1 ). rlarlH:\:. lir... t the rca,on for tht." ,~u:ritïcc l' intiic;ltcti: \\ hen "1.)n1cnne \.'I.)OlmÎlS a

n.·nain lrans~rc:".... ion. he: \\:ill hring ..;w:h Of ,uch a ...acriticC'. On lhL' Cltht.'f hand. \\Îth regard

1(1 the hum!. mea!. and pc:!cc ()ffcrin~s no mention is made: nf a moti\"alion for the: ...acritice.

l'hi ... cm onl: ht' I,.·,plaincd in s!lch;t \\;1: Thar the..' 1:1\\ l,.'nnccrning. thc: latlcr thrc..~c kinds nf

....acrilice \\as l'onsi<.1cn:d known (rom hcfon: the It:g.islation. \.. hile sin and guilt {)Iïc:rings

\\(."n: onl: inlrDdul'L'd ;11 the liOll' orthe Sinaitic kgislatÎon. Abu the- (:H,,'t That nnl: the pril'stly

pnr1 i l'Tl of lhl' oH..'al and pl"an,' nfft.'ri ng'" (nnl of thl" si Tl ;inli gui \1 l ,(t'l'ri Tl gs f \\ l'fe ,'al Il'd ";1 thi Tl ~

mllst holy llf thl.· off...,ri ngs of the I.~ m.! madlohy lire" p~)ints ln this (cf. l.lO\. 2:3. 10: (): 1O. l 1.

~~: ~:6. 301. During ihe: prlo·\losaic period these pt)rtinns nf the ,acritïl~loS \\"ere tk'si~na[e:d

for the altar lire- J.~' ~mJ t)nl~ in the: \losai(' legislation \\('rc: these "humt p...)rtion::, for the

I.,'rd" allnc'al"d ln lh" pri"sls, This is pro""n hy lh" facl lhal ir. .h" cas"s wh"r" th"s"

poninns ,'(luld nnl h" gi""n ln lh" l'ri ,,"s. th"y w"r" acwally sacrilÏc"d at th" altar 11.",,­

h: Ih: ~:25-2~1.Th" C:lS': ,,l' th" !,ri"Slly ponion in thc sin and guil! off"rings which w"r"

nnly introduc"d in the Mos:lic pcriod is diffcr.:nt, how.:".:r, Th.:s.: w.:r.: origin:llly inr.:nd.:d

f"r pri"stly <:onsumption, :Is th.: pri.:sts t:lk.: on th.:ms.:I".:s th.: sins of the p.:opl.: lhis W:lY

(1.",. h: 1<): 10: Iii and this pOl-lion C:ln not h" called a "humt portion of th.: l.ord,"

Th.:r<:for.:, in th.: cas.:s wh.:r.: th.: pri.:sts would not consum.: th.: m.:at of th.: sin otï.:rings,

th:1t ponion could not COOl': upon th.: altar hut had to he bumt outsid.: of the camp (l.ev,

~:12, 21: ~:1ï_ etc, Sec also my COIllIllr:nT,:1I L<'I'.. pp,-NanJ 50").

A reference to the s.~eri!~eial cult as it was practieed bcfore the establishment of the

Aaronide prieslhood, is found in the tenn cha:r:h ha-T'"mifah 1breast of wavingl and "h",! ha­

r"rumah Ithigh of heavingl (Le,', ï:3~), Ex, 29:22-25 rules that on the occasion of the conse-

'II' cration s.~erilÏce. the fat as weil as the thigh bc sacritïced on the altar. And bceause the thigh is

presentcd asa gift to the Lord (ibid. v, 2ï) it is ealled sh",! ha-T"rumah. as otherwisc aise eon­

cerning the gifts thal arc broughllo Go<! lhe expressions r"rulllah and ha-Jam arc used (cf.

Lev. 2:9: 4:8. 10: 19:6.8). And afterGod gave this divine portion 10 the priesls lhe namewas

nol changed once it was used al lhe consecration. On the other hand. the cha::.eh was the por­

lion of Moses at the occasion of the consecration. as he was then the priest in charge (Ex.

29:6). lt was not a r"rumah for God but a wave offering (r"nufah) which is sanctified in a sym­

bolic way on the altar. and it kept therefore the name cha::.eh ha-T"mifah. The rites that were

pcrfonncd during the consecration were certainly bascd on the older pre-Sinaïtic sacrificial

rites. according 10 which the thigh of the peace offering was always brought before Go<!. t~

I.:\~' !'\)r thl~ ~pc:lk."i alSl.l the l;:uer cuslom Olt the prh·OIte OIitars; cf. Ju. 6: 19 IT. For that mattct. OIl~o the drink and
mlndJdh \)Iferm~ (Sum. 15:~ If.) 3rt' SlCriliccd cllmpletel~' Olt the OIllar CE:",. 29:4.1; Sumo 28:8. 10': etc.

1~ The Grcc:~;s. tt"l\). sacntïccd the scparated thigbbl10es which wen: oo'·crcd "lth fat (cf. Knobcl \lO l..c,·. i:3~
and OIUmann on .':~o 9. Sec m~ Comm. :u Lt::\"•• p. (w l'.)
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In condusion. 1.C'\". l-:~. t\'\'. pn.."slIppllSl"S th~lt tlll' l:-;f;lClill.."s h:h,.!;1 '~ll·rili\"·I;Il ..:1I11

Meron: the cst;lfilishmcnI \,f the." T:lht.'mack. \\ hC'rd'~ thl": "';h..-rilil.'l"d in "Itll' "pl."n field,"

prohahly al the haJ71fJ!. This ('ult. il is trlh.", \\as (r"'lm then "ln pn.'hihÎtc.:d. Ihlt bl.·.... :H1Sl· Il \\;1"':'

l'nnsidC'n:d 10 De: a~ainst Cil..xi's will as su ...·h. but lml\ bt"l'ause..." al time.'s il \\\'lI!d dc,,""l'nl.'r:ltl'
~ . :'

inIO ido! \\"l)rship. The' PC l"."aoo\)1 pnssihly have: rc:prc.."sC:Iltl.'d lhl' ,il"'\ lhe.'rl'l·llrl', that Iht.'

P3trian..'hs \\",luld n~)t ha\l,." s;h.... ritït..:'l,.·o hl.'(,,)rl' (;nd.

h \ :\l,."l,."l'rding ln \\'t.'lIhauscn 1 (;f'\. h. 1' .....'·r.:\. thl' \ dl l"I1H..'nt ... trllgg!l.· f"llgh! .lg:llll'I 1il ...'

..;,;)t.:'nticial (...ult hy the: prophl-ts :\mo~. Hl)Sc-a. 1saiah. \.1 il,.·a h ;lth.l .Il·rl'm i;lh. slh '\\ ... ,:Il';lrl: 1Il;11

thcy \\'c-rc not familiar with and diJ n\)t kno\\' ahollt thl' s;h... rili .... ial ".. uit ;1"~;111 ;lnidl' \\ nUl'll III

thc Tor;lh. :\gainst this it l,.-an t"rl'c:ly lx' argul-d thal if und"'rst~)l)d ah:'l,:luld:. Ih..·s..· l'fl,phl·ti ....

\\'ords arc also directed al JE and D("utcronomy as thl'rc-. h"l\). s;l('riCll'cS and ;dtafs ;tf..· ....ulï,

ciently enjoined. The Patriarch Ahraham was commanded 10 s:l<'ritice his ''Illy son. and he

was espccially crcditcd for his willing.ncss to follow this eommandrnl'nt (il'n. :!:!: I:! 1. (iod

instructedJacob to huild an altar in Belhel (Gen. 35: Il. In Ihe Covenanlleg.islation Ihe hong·

ing of the tirstlings of the fruits. the Pes;lch sacrilice, tirsthorn of Ihe eanle .the redel·ming.l,f

'l:l the tirstborn sons. and the festival s.1critices arc dcmanded (Ex. 22:~ f.: 23: t5, ts f.: 34: Il),

:!...:; f. ). ln many passages Deul. 12- 16 orders that the various s;leriliccs he taken 1<, the hol y

city so thatthcy may he brought according 10 one's tinancial abilities. for the offering of the

tirsllings an especially elaborate rilual is prescribed (ch. 26 l. It is nel'ess;lry in this regard 1<'

read the prophetic pa 'sages attentively and in context in orderlo understand Ihat these men of

Go<! did notjust declaim againstthe S<1criticial cult, but against any emply foml of religion.

he it Mosaic or not :'v1osaic. prescribed in the PC or in JE. 155 lsaiah ( 1: 12). for inslance.

says: "When ye come to appear heforc Mc. who hath rcquircd thisat your hand.to trample My

courts?" and in this way he signifies the commandmel1t "10 appear heforc God." which is

found repeatedly in JEand Deuteronomy. while only oUlwardly perfonned. as a trampling of

Ihe Sanetuary, And thus aise Amos and Jercmiah consider any sacrifice that is brought with­

out the proper intention as a merc consumption of meat without any respect for the fllct thlll

this deed is commanded by the law of Moses. lsaiah aise polemicizes against the vain celebra­

tion of the Sabbathscommanded in the Decalogue ancl aise in many places inJE( Is, 1: 13). He

alsesa}s: "You:-new moonsand yourappointed fcasts My soul hateth" (1: 14). He comments

upon this himselfin his polemic against ~e prayers (29: 13): "With their mouth and with thcir

tips they do honour Me. but have rcmoved their heart From Me. and their fcar of Mc is a com­

mandment of men lcamed by rr.:e." Even if it is commanded by God a hundredfold. so the

1SS On the: cult in the prophetie litc:r.nurc. sec il~ c:'ttcnsi\'c trealment in Brcdcnkamp's (ff!.~I: und Pf"!lpI't"'f!n. p
55 rr. Also. J. Robertson. DI~ A/I~ &/. /sr.. p. 32-l.
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prophcts tc;tch. the \'.. ay the pcupk pt.:rforrn il. makl"s il inlo a prcccpt of man. Thl' fort y )l'al""

of \l, anc.kri nt1 in the w i1dc:mcss d lIrl n!! \\ hi ch. ;1i.:conJj n~ ln :\mo~ (~: 25 1 ~hl" br.u:! i t:.:s hrnu ~h1
t:' ~ ~ ~

Tlo "at"rilïn..'s. an: the n.'ry S;lmc fort: ycars uuring. \',:hich Israel. according 10 ~um. 1~:33 f.

had ln ro~trn ahOlll in the \\ildcrnc:ss as a punishmenr. Strictl: takcn. tht') arC' only Thirt: cight

) cars. during which. indccJ. nothing is hcard ahoul the practicing of a s..1crilil.:iai \':ult. 1'1,

l'i nall ~. \\ ith r~~ard to J ~r. -: 22. Ih~ proph~t himsdf has th~ 1','110\\ in~ histnril":11 f,,,ts

in rnind. \\'~l'n (inti "«:nl \lo .... l,.· .... ln relkem his pl"opk', Hl' s:lid 10 him 11->•. 3: l ~ ,: "\\'111".'0

,hotl ha:--, roughl fonh ~hc people ,)lIt of Egypt. :c: ...hall serVe (ind uron thi:. mnuntain."

\1<"~s also al\\a~s sp~aks tn Phar:lnh in (ind's n:lm~: "I.~t :-"I~ p~npk ~o. thatth~~ ma~

hnl":1 fc-aslunln \1c in th~ wild~m~,,".1 E,.:': 1. -:": If>. ~tc.J. \Ioses c'alls th~ fnnhc'nmin~

C~sti\·al and th~ <ii\in~ s~r\·i~~ "a kast unta the Lord" lE,. 10:91. \10s~s as w~1I :IS th~

Israelites nurscd the: C'xpcct:ltion th:lt this divine service would (.~onsist of the hringing of

m:IlIY hc·~alomhs. \Vh~n Phar:loh want~d towithhold the Israelites' c:mle. \Ioses said: "Thou

must alsn givc inlo our hand sacriliccs and hurnt-offcrings l:c\'(Jchim and '(l/nt) :trld wc

know not with what wc must serve the l.ord. until wc come thither" (E,. 10:25-26). When

1sr..c1 :lrri\~d at MOUOI Sinai. howev~r. no sacrilice was demanded of them at ail. only that

th~y would ohey the voicc of God and keep His CovenaOl (E,. 19:5). It isthis pcOlateuchal

pasS:lgc that Jeremiah has especially in mind when he 5.1YS (i:22-:!'): "For 1spoke notuOlo

your fathers. norcommanded them in the day thatl broughtthem out of the land of Egypt.

c'onceming bumt-offerings or sacriliccs ("nlor and :l!l"<lchiml" (although they had provided

themsdves plentifully with '0/01 and :l!,·achim). "But this thing commanded 1 them.

s.1ying. Obey My voice and 1will he your God. and you shall he My people." The contents

as weil as the mostly ideOlical e,pressions of both passages prove that Jeremiah is thinking

here especially of E,. 19:5. Il follo\\'s from this that the conclusion drawn from this

pass..1ge, namely Jeremiah would not have known or recognized the saerificial Torah, is

totally unjustitied. (Sec al"" my C"mm. :11 IXI·•• p. ~65 CL). I~;

c) The PC would further. according 10 Wellhausen «(;,),.". Isr.• p. fi7 Il (p. fi3 l'Ln.

distinguish itselffrom the pre-exilic literature with regard to the sacrifices.

1) (ncense occurs for the first time in Jer. 6:20. but not even once in the exhaustive

listings in Amos 4:4 f.: 5:21 ff: 1s.l: Il ff. and Micah 6:6 f. Yet neither is the wine for the

drink otTering found in these ostensibly exhaustive listings. although this offering is docu­

mented in many pas.o;ages(Hosea 9:4: II Kgs. 16: 13. 15. etc.). and even the oil is mentioned

I='h ~c Hrtdcnk:lmp.1.c.• p. ~ (1": ,"Ir R\'Ihcrt."iOn.l.c.• p. ISI Il

ISi Sce Robcn.wn I.e.• p. 3:2..~ f.; or Bredenbmp I.e.• p. 108 fT. Sec also the Hebn:w weckly ha-.\laggid 18'76. p..,"tï~ I~. p. ..a.i. I~ ....n thi:\ pa!i.~~ in JeT. (i::!l·2.~) also ~1iI~rom. "Conccmin~ Jen:miaht
:\ Repudiatilln

of Sal.:nfiœ." 7...\ W S9( 197i'): :!ï..a...:"i5 reprint in SlUd;~'I"CU/li<' Thr:ology and Tf?rmmolog.\'I.
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hy \.:il";.lh Ih:-) i,)nly in h) p<:r~'lic .... p\.~L· ..:h: "tL'n lth'lIsands ,'f ri, L'r'" l'( l,il," llll' (r;lI1l..llh:l"ll'l' .

h0WC' c:r. is s;lcritil..~ed onl) ln sm;dl quantitit.· ..... and il is Illt.·rl'!) a ,,:,\ith,.. idl~th,"l' th;1I hl'\.:albl·

l'( ilS sC;lrcity. Jcrcm iah .,;'l)nsiJc:n:d it l'sI'Ccia Il y \\ ort h mt.'tlt i, '1\ in~.

::) The PC ~llways USl'S \(lit'!. hut in rt.'iali,'n Il' tht.' ",'oit ,ml) ,/('m.:,'h. 1 \\\'Ilh, l' r,q 1

:r. h~ 1 \1 - Only twice: in the: pre:·c\ilic pe:ril'J is sacriticiall1nllr\l!('mll('l:i Tllenti"t1t.'d du. h: Il):

1Sam. 1:::-+1. \Vhl..~n in thnsc: placcs Iht.' ~\.'ncr:lIl1"lIr (,!('.'fh;,·}z) with,'ut lht." spc:cilil.' ddinili"'Tl

,!(·.'fhl.·h \old (··lint.' O1t.';I1". St.·t.' (~l"n. lS:hl i' (t'UTh.l. lhl'n [hi ... 'url'I~ d"'l'S Ilt l { I1ll";lIl ;1Il~ thitl~,

3) ln ancient limc~ the: mcal \\:lS tn h\.~ hn'ught ~'Illy hl'ikd. \\ hi Il' in thl.' P<' thi, i ...

al\\ays consig.nc-o to the: altar l1ames in ilS ra" \.'ondition. 1 \\"\"I1h . '" "1\ 1 Il' r"", 1 Il h'r Ihl"

tif5t instance wc tind a proof tt.~,t LI li. h: 1<)L \\ hcrt.~ t nl't at tht.' main Sancttla~ 1t'Il thl' \, '·t.'a .... i"tl

1.)1" a special divine appcaranC'c a prcparcù young. goal was sacritil..·\.'ù. N,\ l.."nnl..'1usi'lIl (an ht.'

drawn from this passagc with rcgard ta thc rcgular ritc at the main Sanctuary. Wh,·n. ho"

e\·er. Wellhausen also trics to pro\e fram 1 Sam. 2: 13 fI'. that haik'd meat "as hrou~ht ""

the altar. this is not supported by anything. as in that passage only menti,'n is mad,' of meat

which is hoiled for a s.,criticial meal: which was also the purpase \lf the ""oking \·esscls

which served in the Temple f Lev. 6:21: Ez. -16:20. 241. Positivc proof that Ih,' pie"es fllr

sacrilice came raw upon the altar. is already supplied hy the ,'ountlcss sacrifices of

Salomon (1 Kgs. 3:4: 8:5. 6.~). which could not possibly ail have been hoiled.

4) It is equally falsc. when in Ez. -16:20 the baking of the miwhah is ,'onn"cted to

the part which is sacriticed on the altar (Wcllh.. p. il Ip. "-'1\l. Fcom this Wellh:llIsen trics to

prove tha! in the earlier days the meal offering was only brought baked. In that passage.

howe\"er. mention is made of the priestly portion. which. also according to the PC (I.e\".

6:9 f.) was baked and consumed within the Sanctuary. The addition to the bumt offering

came certainly ra\\" on the ahar (Ez. 46: 14) - Ju. 6: 19 cannot possibly prove anything with

regard to the regular sacritices at the Sanctuary.

5) The prohibition to sacritice leavened cakes (Lev. 2: Il) was not kept. so it scems.

in the olden days (Wcllh.. p. n [p. Ii9D. Evidence for this should he 1Sam. 10:3. - That. how.

e\"er. the three breads themselvescould not have been a sacritice is proven by the fact that two

ofthem were given to Sau\. Nothing can be condudcd. moreovcr. conceming a hamah. as

has becn noted repeatedly. Besides this. Lev. 2: 12. too. permits lcaven as a tirstling offcring.

d) ln ancient times mest of the sacrifices are supposed to have becn Ihelamim since

in the PC the mi:;.beiœ:h was transformed into a mi:;.bach ha·'·olah. (Wcllh.. p. il.iSlp. (i'l·T-ll ­

At doser inspection. however. the relationship between the bumt offering and the peace

9:") offering would have worked out as follows: the oldest known sacrifice in the Holy Scrip­

tures. is the <olah. Also the minchah. the simple gift of plants or animais. which is already

• found with regard to Kain and Abel (Gen. 4:3 f.l. were as far as the <olah \Vas concemed

•
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simi!ar. as they were tot"lly consecratcd heforc (iod 1 sec 3b,nc. p. <JO!. Only latcr did (lod

!ransfcr His tire girls to the priests. :'\oah ooly hrings humt offcrings (Gc:n. S:~O). and

likewi,;e Abr3h3m and Isaac only knew about this kind of s3criticc. When Abr3h3m wentto

Moriah with his son. the l'Iller 3sked: ··Rchold.the tirc 3nd thc wood: but where is the 13mb

for a hurnt-offc:ring.'!" (Cien. ~~::). The question is phrasc:d in such a way as if thcir wcre

10 ()thl'r~tf.:rilï(:csthan the .,,!ah. ln Joh. tno. onl~ fi/ah sac:ri:ïccs occur lI: 1: ~~:Sl. \\ hiic

'lC'cording [() its author Job li\ed in the patriarchal era. Only in the days "l'Jacob do \\ c' tind

for the !ir·a time the :t'\'(/l"h (Cil~n. 31 :5--+: -U1: 1). In any ca SC'. the narrati\'t.' in (rcnc-sis sho\\ '"

thatthe ,ltc:hlll1im arc of a later date than the' "/01. I.'S

ln the days of Moses the 31t3r was consccrated m3inly for the daily community

sacrificcs. for the "ur, id sacrilice 1Ex. ~9:3S ff. l. and thercfore it is calicd the mi:h<lclt h'l­

·"/<lIt. In latcr pr3ctice .'he bumt offerings undoubtedly were predominant among thc com­

munity s.~critïccs. sincc tle participation of the entire commllnity in a commlln21 sacrificial

meal WOll!J he impossible. With regard to the private sacritïces. however. either'( ni or

c'lllally,hc:l<lmim. or pref.:rably the ,ltel<lmim were represented. The PC teaches this Just as

mllch as :he other so'!Oces do. The princes s.~crificed mostly ,ltc:lamim (Num. Îl. Indi\i·

dllals br:ng equal'.y bumt offerings as wcll as meal offerings on festive days (Lev. ~3:3ï:

Num. 15:3: 29::,9). The sons of Reuben and Gad also repeatedly mention bumt and meal

offerings which '.hey intend to bring only atthe main Sanctuary iJosh. 22:~3. 26. ~S. ~9l.

Il must be admilled.t~ough.that at the hanU)r.lhe meal otTerings occurrcd more frequently.

At the mOl::: :;anctuary. on the other hand. these could only be brought on festivals. as the

p~'Ople would make a pilgrimage there (ls. 1: II f.). A difference. in this respect. between

the PC and the other ancient sources is only sought. but not found.

e) Accordingto Wellhausen (G~.,c1I. l'T•• pp. 75-n [pp. 73·751). sin (charra'll and guilt

l'ashaml offerings do not occur anywhere until Ezekiel and it seems that they have come in

plllce of the earlier money fines not long before his time. in the seventh century. - We will

%) not occupy ourselves here with the true and correct interprelation of the passage " Kg~.

12: 17. But one thing is absolutely certain for us. and Ihat is Ihal Wellhausen's explanalion

is absolulely l'aise. By which right could ail pecuniary fines be explained as property of the

priests? And apart from this. even in Ihe PC only in case a person dies withoUl heirs the

priest las a representative ofGodl receives Ihe monetary fine which is due tO the deceased

(Num. 5:8). Th;: PC has therefore curtailed the income of the priests. according 10 Wellhau­

sen! - With regard tO lhis let us not forgel that Ihe sin ['ash.unl offering also occurs in Ps.

40:7. - a psalm which. according tO its introduClory sentence was composed by David. 3e-

1;;11 Dillmann too <EL. p. 420) ""plaill< the bumt orfering .. being the 01<Je.t rorm of sacrifice.
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,"ordin2, to Hitzig h\ Jcremîah :md ;l('('\"rJin~ h.1 E\\ :'Id arnund the \car (')21 aflc..'r tIh.' dis\-',), lonk _ _ _ • •

orthe bw cod~x undcf Josiah. 1."') :\nd if the: sin \Jffc:rings \\ cn,' lml~ instilutl'd in thl' Sl."' (."nth

('c:ntu~. a lX"'>Ct of rhis pc:riod could nt)l po~si~lys~ak "'( this as s\)n1cthing wh ich \\as \\'idd~

kno\\' n. \~orC'o\'C'r. in EZr:l (K35) wC' ri nd t har the: si n l,(fcri ng \\'as ~I1Sl) ...·;lIll·d . l ,l.Ul. Th~lt rhl"

n/<1h could also ser"e as alOnement. is not only pwwd t>y J,'h 1::': -+2:~ as \\ dl as l's. -+0: -.

t>ut i, .lls,' dearly presented t>y the PC Il.e'. 1:-+\. From this wc k'am that "/.ill \\as al", a

gc.·nc:ti c n~lmc for ail of the hol ie ...t an imal sacri ti\""I,,'s l'( \\ hi ...'h ! hl" l ·h.:u./ ': l 'TlI ~ rl.·pn.'sl.'l1lcd ;\

certain kind rl)r hringing atx~ut ahJnc:mc:nt. rrom many passa~C's il cao h\.o ",h,\\\ Tl that tlu: ... in

.,tïerings had the specitic purpose 10 make alonement t",'r the San,·tlIary \\ hl'n it had t>l'l'n ,1<­

tiled through the ,ins of Ihe people.jusi as in rhl' l'ase "t" individua' pel'pic Il.e\. 1:':.; 1: 1h: 1h.

and sec my Comm.. p. :DL Hcncc tht."Sc sa~riticcs Wcre ,,)nly hrought al the main San",·tlla~

and not at the hUIIIOI. something which is also clcarly ,hown hy Jewish Iradition in Zevachim

llïa. Is it possihle, however. 10 dr:lW any l'ondu,ion l'rom Ihe few pas""ges in the Hit>1c

tdling about the divine service at the main Sanctuary. if in those p"'ccs the ,pecilic kinds or
sacrilice are not memioned'? A weakerurglllll.:nrlllll': sil.:nrio is not po"ihlc! One time ail the

animal sacritices would bc brought as '-,,{uh and :':l'u<"l1 (the holiest and ordinary sacrilices)

(II Kgs. 16: 15bmd anothertime the various kinds of ""criticcs would he comh:ned in :<'1'</<"11

and lIIinchuh (animal and plant sacritices) (1 Sam. 3: 14). Il should thereby he: t:lken into ac·

count. thal the sin offering \Vas mostly brought ap:lrt. besides many other ""criticcs (cf. Num.

28-29), and it would be that much the easierto be overlooked in a gener:lliisting. The >:lme

'n :tpplies to the guilt offering, - The prophet Jeremiah ( J7: J) also appears to he hinting al the

ritual of the sin offering, when he says: "The sin ofJudah is gr:lven upon the hornsofyour

altars," because only the blood of the sin offering would be sprinkled upon the horns of the

altar (Lev. 4:7, 25, 30). Il seems that Zech. 9: 15, too, hints al lhis - which text, according

to some commentators is much older than Jeremiah. The sin offering is also memioned in

Hosea 4:8 with the words: "They feed on the sin of My people (çh(1J('cJ: c<.U1li yo'khlu)." l"lI

Wellhausen thinks!hat "in the early days, worship arose out of the midst of ordinary

life and was in most intimate and manifold connection with it." ln the PC, however. "It

receives, so to speak. an abstract reiigious character: it separates itself in the tirst ir>stance

from daily life." (c"srh./sr.• pp, 78. R3 [pp. i/i. ~I J).• Wellhausen drew this conclusion on the

one hand based on his construction of the history of the c:dt in the early days from those

few data offered by the historicai sources which also tell of the connection between daily

life and religion. while on the other hand the many widely branched out commandments in

159 With rel""d to this. sec Bnxlenbmp. (ksrh. u. Pmph.,~n. p. 59.
t60 Sec .Iso Ha1c!vy. R.,.lr<rr:ht!S Bibliqu~ 1/. p. 230 r. and m)" Comm. :u Û\•.• p. 221.
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!he la ..... nook arc hcin~ trcatcd in :Jn ahstr:H.:t manner and hc~allsc nf the.: iack ~)f hiSlnncal

"ourccs history itsclf canno! he cnnsultcd. \\.'c11hauscn has hccn h)(lking. through a numhef

of l:olorcd spcctad;,:s. As a mattl.:r of fact. one should Ir:- tCl :ITGlngc the history nf the cult in

lhe (,:ra of the Second Tcmplt: (rom .1osCpllHS· historieal \\l1rks. hut cllnsidcr thcn:h~ tht:

t'act'-> nnly ohjcctivdy. disrc~arding the vic\\''' of the histL)riographcr - let us sec \\hcthcr

Ilnl.' \\ iilllhiain tht.' 'amc pictun: \\ hich IS offcn:d hy the la\\' h()ok~ Or \\ hcth",'r nnt Jl'llht

cOllld h\,., caS! t1p(m thl.' \:tlidit~ and fl'cllgnition l,l'the la\\s n:g:lrding. the: cl'ntrali/atÎlln l.lf

Ih~ nl1l h~ ,h~ Onias T~mpk in r.~~pl. th~ Samaritan T~mpk nn \lIn'"t (;~rizim. ,'r th.:

ntlH",'f l,,:ults among th~ J~W\ uutsid~ ..JI' Pale~'aine~ 1"1 Or \\hether nut the acti\Îties and

l'ra,·ti<:~s of th~ H~llcnisls. th~ bt,'r 'vIa<:.:"h<:~s 'lnd th.: Haodi'lns ~nrr~spnnd t,) th~

th~ .. )..:ralic legisbtÎ()n orthe Pènt~lteuch~

The Festivals
Th~ suppos~d la[~nessof [he PC is ~specially c1ear in the legislalion regarding the f.:stivals.

A"~llrding 10 Wellhaus~n If ;e,,·/r. br.. pp. s.l-I:'~ Ipp. X>- t:1'11 the indications teslifying to a post­

~xili.: origin of the PC are so num.:rous her~. chat one should wonder how umil Vatke and

('rar. this had not oceurred to anyone before. - On doserinspeetion. however. ail th.: founda­

tions diS:lppear ima thin air. Boit above:dl wc wam to rcmind that wc already d.:monstrated 1p.

1" Il.1 th~ inadmissibility of separating those pans of the PC l'rom th.: priestly Grund,chrijr

labelcd hy the newest erities as H. and al'ter this operation detïning the special eharacter of

this Grund,chrijr (Pg). Above (p.:1) we have shown in panieular thatthe festival laws ir.

I.ev.:!..~ (together with Num. 28-29) should be taken as a homogeneous festival order. fro.n

whieh the verses 9-22 and 39-44 may not be separated to fonn another source (H). Funher

wc have pointed out above (p. 531 how the festivallaws of Lev. 23 are divided into t\\'o

pans and both pans end with an identical dosing sentence (1 am the Lord your God).

which should sufficiently demonstrate the homogeneity ofthese legal pericopes.

However. the facr!hat Lev. 23:9-22 and 39-44are somewhat dissimilarfrom the other

la\\'s in thischapter and rather have the fonn of an appendix. is easily explained by the fol­

lowing fat:tor. The legislation of the PC is a legislation for the wildemess in the strictest sense.

not only g.ven in the wildemess. but also for life in the wildemess. The three main festivals

howev·er. apan from their immediate historical significance.are at the same time agriculturaJ

III 1 Sec the .uticlc: -DicS~'œ~ im .-\ltcrthum- in LB der Jüd.Pr.• lt0r.'8. p. 11. [~Icntion shoul<1 he madc in
thls rcspa:t 31St) of thc Templc Olt YC'° (Sycnc) of thc Jc""ish ganison in E~"pi (in thc SCf\'ice vI' thc Pcrsiom
empan:) ID the 51h c. BeE. Il'' s~'ncn:tistic w4,.)~hip and it."\. n:lation with the Jeru.'\3lem Templc and ilS pricst~

t":,,ld. Sec tln thi!'l. BC1.:tlcl ?onen. Arr/rn'(*s from Elt*phanrmt*. l.os ..\ngelcs: l·... :\·crs1t~· of C.alifomia Prei.".
t%ll lcsp. pp. tO$.. 133. :::l!9.;:93), Bcr.1Iel Ponen .nd JOll3S Greenlield. J~'.' ofEI<phan/ln< and Mafll<'ans of
....\·~n~: o-\ramal~ T~.tt.\· ,"ith Tran.darlOn. Jcrusalem: Hcbn:w l·nl\·C1'Sit~·. 1980 (csp. Icncr Cowlc~' 30 ~ 1\ .
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f~sti\·als. This latter aspè\"~t \,.'I.H1I...1 not hL" ~·t'fl·l.'ti\ 1,,' in th;.' \\ il Jc..'nll.'SS and Il \\ .lS Ihc,,'n..'fl'fl'

nC:Cèssary to dcal with thcir I.'hsl'nan\,.'c in lhl.' hl.'l~ land sèpar~Hdy in a slIppl':llll'Tlt. Ir.:

C\mscqucntly the tirst apPt.'ndi\. hcgins w ith thl' w\Jrds: "\Vhcn y L' arl' l'l)ml' inh.' lhl' land."

<l'l, Hère wc sec that thl' Pcsal.'h festival is ais.., hl hl·l)~Sl·r\l.·das ~1 harn..·st (l.'slj\al. This

is c\.pn."sst,.'d in the' w~)rds "the morn)\\- art~T the day 1..,( n... st." i.e:. aftl.'r thl' tirst Ja~ I..,f the

ft.'sti\'al ilhe- tirst \\l)rl\. Jay l,tthe festival - ("i/nl hu-mt1't'.!l thrlllJ~h thl' bl'gil1nin~ llf tlll'

han'est and thl' hringing l,f thl..' Clrsl-fruits (li 1hl.' ha0l'st \~'\' lll~ t ·,'mm..,:! ,'n: \'\ :~ 'i 11' l'lw

..,ther appcndi\. shows how Sukkot \\ as t\) he..' \,hsC:r\'C:u in the..' H\,I~ I.and. "\\ïl\.'11 ~ .... h~\\ l'

gathered in the fruit~ "f the land" Il.e\. :'..':.N~".') l'he lsr.l<'lit<,~ ;Ire t" tak<' "tll<' fruit "f

goodly trccs. hranchcsofp~I~~-trcC's and rcjoil..'c l'lcfore thl'I.l'rd ~l'ur(I\,d s...'\ ...'n da~"""

Iv. -lOI and dwcll in booth~. ~o that Ihe foll"wing gener.ltion~when they li\<' in pr,"perily.

may al~o be aw,'re of i:.'w God one time guided l~rad and looked after it 1cf. H,,~ea 1:'.:l)~

JO), 1"-' Likewi~e with reg.ard to the law~ of the meal offering.~ in Lev. :'. the \ er~e~ J 1~ L'

are clearly to he reg.arded as a conclusion to thesc law~. Thi~ is followed by an arr.:ndi x 1\v.

1..... 16) conceming. a sacritice which is only to be brought later in the Holy 1';lOd. n;\lndy the

mine/wh of Ihe tirst fruits. which is identical to the "sheaf ('"ti/lia) of the tirst fruits· <'um­

manded in Lcv. :'.3:9 IL which is also demonstrated in my Leviticlls commeNary t p. t:'<, Il

The SignificcJnce ofrhe Fesrim/s in rhe PC cJl1d r/l<' Fesrit',,/ 0h'ering.\

Wellhausen is of the opinion that in the PC the festivals have been stripped of thcir n:llllr.11

meaning. and lx-en rcinterprcted as historieal festivals. while in the time of this ancientlegisla­

lation ail feasts were nature festivals. 1f>4 However, he only comes 10 this rcsultthroug.h to­

tally miscarried critical procedures. JE <Ex. 23 and 34) as weil as Dleh, 16) know of the Feast

161 Wc ,houM make an ohsc:t'\'ation hen: whlch may e"(plain;l; numhc:r uf l~cls that the newol cnllcl'n1 C'1fI 'lnl~
danf~ through a wlld cutun~ up 'lf the PC IIsclf lOto "con:. ,upplemenlar) laws 'Ind n..'d:lcllunol! :"ldillun, ..
When c'\anumng thc upc:nmg sentcnce at the bcglnmng ,)f I.C\' ItlCtL'. JtL,t ôl' thc dUM"!: 'Cntenc.." al (hc cnd
\lf I.C\ and Sum.. 11 cm hc: sh,,"wn th;lt thrcc loc..'litlC...... C"USIl.,'Û IR thc \\'lldcrnes, \\'hcn: "hnl1C IC~I'I;l1lun h;ld
l'lcc:n n:\·Qlcd: 1) ~Iount Sinai: 2) Ihe Tent of ~lcctlOl: or the w"derness or Sinai (Sum. 1: 1); .~) lhe plmn nt
~Iuah, The: \'ali,,"us laws wen: tirst 01';1;11 n:cordcd on dÙrcrcnl scnllls (whlch sc:em, ..Iso ln he: the uplOlun uf lot
Ylld13nan in liitün 60a), Al the: cnd n:cJactilln. hm\c\'cr. the matcnal lhat helun~"cd tu~cther \\'a~ cnntpllcd
f"-"m Ihe: \':lin,lUS 1:Ii\\· Ct.lllcetions ae:Ct.ndin~ to ccnalO 'pccllïcd norm~. \\'he:n:hy the e.arher \\nnhn~ mol} 011".
ha\'c bc.-cn pn:sco'cd, thmugh which pmccss in the ne\\' Cllntc"(t il ma~· nol hal·c ,eemeo ln he cnmplclcl~

conlllrm tll il.; new en\'ironmcnt. And thus 1 ha\'e supplicd prtlnf i:1 m~' Commcnt.,Z), ,ln l.e\·. fi li If. lh'll 1hc
-.acnlïclal la\\-s in Le\·. 1·7 consist I..lf a lcglslatlon lln!!lllatln!! Olt thc Tcnt ur ~lcclln~ (ch. 1-5) and a
h:t!1s1ation gi\'en on Sinal (cn, 6.7) \\'hlch was uri~inall~· conn\.'Ctcd wuh E"(. :!') I.lkc\\'l'C Il ha., hcen made
plau."iiblc then: that Lc\', IN is a sinaitic law and lh:u the rclated ch, 20 is a 1;1;'" bclnn~lO!: tn Ihe Tcnl of
~1c:etin~ (cf. l..c\', IN:21 ",ith 20:3), The supph:menls ru I..C'\'. 2.1 shnuld he c"plaincd in the '3me: \\"ôl}'. and Ihu'
\\c mOlY bcttcr undcrsland the \'a~uc c~prc:s."iion(\'. 11): I1I.CltWârar<lllla·sllabbcll. cunccmlOg \\'hlch tberc am he
no douht :1.' about il"i mcanin~ according ln m~' (\lmmental')· nn that JX1Ss.'ge.

163 From the m:tin le~1 te~l'\ il d,,'CS RCll bccomc clcar wh.u the si~iliC3nce of the Sukkolh Iè:"iU\'ôll \\'as fnr the
genc:r.ltion orthe ",ildcmcs.'i. Wc should folio\\' Joscphus (AnI. III. 10:4) hen: who sa~'s th:tt it ""as ,ln Ihe 1~lh

day I..l," the ith monlh that the Israelites wen: ~i\'c:n the commandmcnt in the \\'ildemcs., to build hc.)c,)lhs and 10
pn:p.an: for the ",inter. For this rcason, the festival which wa.., then obst:i'\·çd ma~· ba\'C hc.'CD c.allcd dldfo: hu·
.udckor (cf. Is, 4-:6), The ace:ount of this. at whic:h LC"'. 2."\:43 pcrha;x hinl"i, ha.; not bcc:n pn:sco'c:d.

1(>4 ('\'ellh.. pp. KS.I20. csp. p. n IT. of the Enll1. Il':m-,1.1
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of \'1;tt/ol only as a hisloricai festival. Th'.:rl:' an: Ou signs in thi ... t~xt. howt:\'l,.'r. that il is also

sil """,cd t" he a h:m est fest ival. OnI> the PC (Lev, 23:'l ff,) informs Ils eonccmi ng thi s as

1I11n l'lcar as l'an he. And thcn il is thi ... pcricopc (L&:\'. :!...':9-:!~l. .Joly through which the passage

"f Dell!. Ih:9 is made cIcar. whieh is InrlihI> tom lrom the PC 1\\'c'llh., r S", n"(c'l, F\en

though ~lIm. ~X:26 l','; "trougl: opposes Ihis ad. \Vdlhauscn thinks ((;nâ:. p. s.... ISt'. 111'11..'1 f

that in ...pite of !hi .... hl' is ·\:omplch..·I~ justifiel!" to gi\'c priority 10 Ihis passage in c\plaining

1k·utcronomy. "\0 aS III cnnnl'ct th ..., h:asll,f \bt/ot thcn:n: tn life. and slInst..'tjlll.:ntl: 1 i'" II q\

lu dcgr:ldc the ritcs l)( thl' harle:: h: I -- '~'st and \\hc:at lo~l\cS 10 ·slig.ht traccs.' \\ hich 'hctray'

the ori"in of the t'cas!. . 1nJeeJ the "mneetinn "f the t'cast of Mauot with a~ril·tdtllr;d life
~ -

eOlllJ nnl have hcen shown dear~r. than is don~ in th~ Pc. 'v her~ suddenly. \\ ith the words:

"And when you shall eom~ into th~ land "IL~\'. 19:23[lhe stage of hist0r> is ehanged and

wc :tre tr;tnsplant~J lrom th~ wildemess into Ihe lidJs neh in sheafs of corn. (....

Wilh regard 10 th~ Feast of Sukkot violence is don~ to the PC in reversed arder,

Thcre thc historieal c" "Ianation in thc supplcment (Lcv. "":·B) wOllld testify ta the faet that

Tabcmacles.loo. was to hc eonsidcred as a historieal feslival. In truth. howcvcr. the timc

Jetcl,.,in:ltion:" when ye have gathered in the fruits of thc land ." as wdl as the rite of

hranehcs of palm trees (vv. 39-40). eharaelerize thc Feast of Sllkkot adequatdy as an agri­

l'uhural fcstival. and only the rite of dwelling in bOOlhs would be reminiscent of a historieal

even!. The relation is also such that in the PC the agricultural meaning with regard to ail three

main festivals is c1early indic-.lled. Wilh rega-d to the Feast of Matzot. which is primarily a

historical festl\'al and only a secondarily a .1arveS! festival. JE only indicates the more im­

portant meaning and even though Deuteronomy refers ta the secondary meaning. it docs sa

by using words which are on!y c1early intelligible by means of the provisions in the Pc.

Wellhausen emphasizes that according ta the PC the sacrifices arc only communal sa­

eritic~'S.whereas in the other sources il is precisely the festal offering that is [a sacriticial meal.

that is ta say.[ a private sacrifice tWcllh.. p. \{1~ r.lp. Cl<lll. Againstthis it can be argued that in

1h5 1I.e" . :'l: 15 - -and "C: shall couol UOh.1 \OU fnlnt the rt1tlm"l\\' ..ncr the: da\" of rcst_ l'rom the da,,' that '"c hmueht
the shc:lf llf the \\'a\~ing: scn:D wecks ~hall (hen: he complete: 16 . C:\'~n Uolo the mom'", ~ltcr the "\C\'clUb
\\,,"Cl shaU ~c number tiltYiJa~s: and ~c shall present a ne"" mc:al-olfcrin~ unto the: Lllrd"
IJrcul.lh:l) - '"Se\'eJ1 wccles sh;tlt thllU numhcr unl0 thce: fn"lm the lime the sicklc is !irsl put ln lhe standin~ ct\m
..h;,IIt tht"lU hcgin 10 numhcr sc\"cn wcek.s. 10 - :\nd th(lU shalt kccp the f~..r nI \·:t*t*ks UOlo the u:m,1 thy Gllll
.11tC'r the' mca....un: llf the frccwill-l'lncnn~olth~' hand. whlch tlk'lu ~It gl\·C'. 3CCt'lrding OIS thc u'Ird th~ lÀ'd

hh."Sscth thec.-
1h."1t1. . 10: -:1rt' fM.'i1 o/w«ks. IIcb. Slro,""n.'i, ln E..... 2.~: lb it IS C1n~ 'the t'C3St "'If h:1o·cst'. 3nd in 'Sum.
:S:::b 'the da~' l'If the liN-fruit:"'. alluding tl'l it... agricultural aspect ln the Li:urgy it is dcscribcd a." ~man
mt.uan loralt'nu, 'thC' Sca....on l'If thc Gi\'ing of Our Torah'. \":. the Rc\'elation Olt Sinai. It is thu." b\'1lh a
nature and a hlS10rica1 t"Qiti\'a1-.

:-';um.:N:::6 - -.-\Iso ln thc day ofllrt*fi~l-frurl"'i_ \\'ben )'e hring:l new mc:ll.(lffering unlo the I.l'lrd in your Ica....t
of wa:k...._yc shall ha\'C:l th.'Il)' Cl'ln~\'lCalion: )'C shall do no manncr of :'iCI'\'dc wark.-'

lhh St) 1""''1 Dillmann_ ~._ p, 31~
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\ arlOUS pl~:l,.'C':-' thl~ PC dl-;lri: "hl)\\ s t il;11 i t ~ll '1....... {il '1 \,,'l 'flHll:Uh.! thl' bn Il ~1I1 ~ ~ ,( pn \ .IIl' "";'h,:n tï\.·l,,· ...

l'In ft:..;ti\'als. hc.-causc tht.-: an: pn:SlIrrl'Sl'd: .ml! in (:11..'1 thl': .IR' ;i1rl·;h..!: pn.'" ..:nt't.'d Itl lhl' "'l'\ l,,'

nant kgislation (E,. 23: 1..+ tt. l. 1n l .1..'\. :.":.'~ and in :\ 1I111. 2l): ."q il is ,,:k;lrl~ l"\.I'1:I1lll"d that tlll'

(('1mmunal sacri fi el'''; ~lfl' {(.' he hn'lught hcsides thl.' \ :lril'lllS IIhli\ idua! (n..'l' \\ ill ,,'(t'l·ring .... ; .111:'-1

as :'\ li m. 15:3 nlenti ...ms pri \ aIl' l,"t'eri ng... l'n (l'Sri \ ;II Sl ,-of, :il Sl'l :'\ 1I1ll. 10: 1() L Iïltls t tll'n.' l' .111't

)1\1' Ihe' "me Jilïcn:nl't..' Ihat thl' PC prl·s.... ritx·s !he..' ,-'l'lmmunal sal'rili ....'(." \\hilc..' ,'ttll'r l'la l·... 111 Itw

Pl'nl:llf..'th..'h dl' Ilot r11l,ntil'O them. This i ......impl: l.',pl:lÏth..'d \1: thl' I";\\.."{ th;ll thl' Pl' 1 illll'Ihil'd

a:-; tl,,·a ....hing. f('r the: pril':-;[:-; a~ II,.) hll\\ thl': ~hl'lIld \,:arr~ \,,;1 thl.· di\ iTll.· "l'n il'l' 111 tilt: 11l~1l11

Sal1l·t uar: . \\ hi le fl)r in~tan~e the Hl\\.,k l,f 11ll' ( \ n l'n:ltlt l'rI.. '\ id\..·'" insl rUl."11 lltl'" fl1r th\..' 1'\..', 'pk.

1(l)nc. howc\'c..·r. would wam to ....onc...·ludc (rom thc sik·nl."c...· l'Il thc l'Ih\..·r l'\..·ntatl·udl;ll la\\" lhat

in ancient limcs no spc.:i~1 fcstival sac...·riti....e: was hn)ught :11 ail for lhl' ",·ol1lnlllnit~. tl1...·11 il

~houlJ on the: same grounds he as.'umcd that al [hat lime ahsol utd~ no ",'l'llHllUnal "I...·ri li ...·c r,'r
lhe people had exisled at ail. which. in the li~ht of Il Kin~s 1h: 1:'. is imrossihll'. If it \\ as s"

lhal a sacritice l'orthe peorll' was brou~hl uaily. in thl' mornin~ anu "\'l'lling., th,'n it is "nl~

n;Jlural to assume lhat on the Sabbath anu festival days the l'ommuna) "leriliee was mullipl il'd.

The! dt:\ÎgnarÎon (~lrhtl Fe:.\ril·al.\ tl('('ording ftl {he: DtlY\ ({rhe: .\lollrh ill fht.' rc
The lixing of lhe festivals by the uays ,,1' lhe month is seen as a further inui,'ation "f lhl'

post-exilil- composition of the PC I\\·dlh. l', Il'111', 11111\. Aecoruing. 1\' JE ;lIld D. 11\\\\ c\cr.

the festivals should not be ti',·u on specilie days of the month: Pe,",leh o"urs in thl' harvcst

month. Shavuot al the end of the wheat han'est. anu $ukkot at'ter the in~:lthcrin~ .. Il ,'annol

possibly he assu:ncd. however. that JE and D would not tix lhe festivals exaelly ;lIld leave il

up to the individual to celebrnte it on this day or the next. Dillman rightfully states ,Si"""c'
/,.."dll .laAkati.. I~1. p. <13:1: "1 n order to have a communal and simuitanL'OlIs celebr:Jlion of thl'

festÎ\ ,Is astronger regulation of the calendarwas neccss:lry: Apart from :111 clse.lhe wording.

ofScriptllre iil Ex. 13:3. Deul. 16:3.6. where it is dccidedly commandcd to rememherthe d:lY

of the E~odus from Egyptand to eelebrnte it.too. shows that e"eryone celebrnted the Pes.,ch

festival atthe same lime and on a fixed day. Also the work prohibition for the ,e"enth day

of Pesach (Deut. 16:8. cf. E~. 13:6) shows dearly thatthis day was the same :,"d strictly

fixed for ail Israelites.justlike the Sabbath and New Moon day (Amos 8:5).

The reason why in the PC the festi"alsare arranged aeeordingto thedays of the month

but clsewhere aeeording to the seasons. eould very weil he as follows. There is no doubt that

in ancient days the Israelites celebrated the day of the new moon and thereforc bascd thei r caI­

culalions on 1unar months. tb7 On the other hand. thearra"~ementof the festivals according to

t (,ï ïhc Phocnician."" did nul kIlo"-' the c~pn:ssion rllod~'fll for 'munth' and nClthcr dld the othcr ScmUlc pct)pl~.
When the: Phocnicians uscd d,od~slr Il is lln1~' 10 the nngsnal mcamn~ uf 'ocw h~ht·. 'ne,," moun' - Il''' u:\c lur
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.... c:a:'.{Hls. argues for the fat:llhat the: "ular :l'ar was intn.Kluccd in IsraeL which Sl'cms 4uitc:

fl;,.tlurJ.1 ~,nH.H1g an agricultural people. !I,S The PC. luu. must he counting ~K'l;'ording to solar

: cars. as olherwise it <:ould not <:ommand to hring the Omer on Pesa<:h and celebrate Su),:),:ot

in Ihl' slvcnlh monlh together wilh the hanest 1Lel. 23:391. It musl abo he admittl'd that

appro'imalely cler: three years an e,tra month is inter<:alated in arder to adjusI the 1unar year

to lhe soiar y<:ar. l'," Thus a :ear has Ihen t"clvc and then thirteen lunar ll1Ulllhs. In se<:ular

life. c.... pt.·cially among. agrit'u!lural Pl'UPh:S. ~l solar j'car may have.: hcen çllstnmar~. whil'h

regardless of lhe lunar ll1onth. just as with Us was dilided inlo twelvc parts of 30 or 31 days.

from \\hil.:h Iikl'wi"'l' the \Vl,'rt! ''n1011th'' was lkri\'cd. The cconomica! months which always

l'cil in the "lIlle season were na",ed espc<:ially atier them: Ali\'. Zil. Ethanim. Bull-Il ,"-"

R.l.. llI tlll -m ~nh ..."Ùn" l.l.h '.\. '/mltlor 'l'f ,'''0'/(',11 /w 'm'j\'). whiIc the lunar months \Vere mercly

indkated hy ordinal numbees: tirs!. second. third month. The arrangement of the religious

calendar was the ohligation of the religious leaders of lhe people or the priests. and they had

to sec ta it earefully thal the 15th day of the tirst month. being the beginning of the Pesach

festilal. would l'ail in the mOnlh of Aliv. being the month of the ripening of the barley. This

would abo rcsult in ail ,he other festivals coinciding with the season as prcseribed in the L"lw.

However. il' .:ase the 15th of the tirsl month \Vould l'ail bcfore the lirst of Avi,', a lunar

momh had to he add~-d. 1~ 1 The 15th of the lirst lunar month couId. thcrefore. be the tirst or

'01\\llIh' l' 'IU br.ll:hlc mmWOlUnn" . "'-n.lm thC'IT prc\'mlm~ usa~c \\f dloJ~.\h f'\T 'm,\nth Il I\ll1\l\\~ Ill~II:;III~

Ih;lt Ihc~ \\crc: f;,umhOiT \\Ilh lunOiT I1lUnth:,- !"nlm the ~~mnm~. ;I~ 1!Io natuml ;'lI1U,lO~ 1l\"'-!'l\.-dcnl;'U) pC\lpk-:-. and
\\llll.:h ll;'l" ;11\\1 the I.:;"","c ;lm\lO~ the \Ic-.cn .\r.lh, . In I~l\\lr \'1' thi .. abl) "PC;Ik... the ~clchr:ltl\'n \11 the nc\\ m""n.
\\ hllo:h 1:\10IIllUI.-d amlln;! thcm ..Uthrllu~h the collre pcri\'ld uf the monarchy," (Dillmann. I.e.. p. 9:9). 1h\r ;'ln

C\tclN'"C trcOIlmcnl "r the Isr.tclilc calcndar. ~-c: c.~. Juhan ~lorccn.'\lcm. j'he: Threc Calcnd."lr" of .\n-cu:nt
l,rote!." 10: HUc.:,4, It 19:::!:-I.)' 1.\.iS•.\( 19:h): iï·107.~ toc, 19.\:;): I.'I";""C. 10 which he dcals l"tlh htllh the lunar
and ",lOIr asp"."1o:l.. of the cah:ndar. l'anaallile an\! n,'O·(. 'anaarute c'lntnbut!ons anu the lhm~ '11" the fl..'St!\'als, 1

t NoC The <. ·:maaruh.'S ~k'\l the monlh., \'('rudunl , cllunl..'\lll'\uall\ .'0 Ja\s (\1 a munth aou ui\'lu,,'\l u iotu 'UCCOlue,'
("IL'lU'1 . ,\11 Ihls mUIClt.."S tho,l the Canaanlle monlh.'\, which wcre ;Iso usc.-d h\- thc tSr.lclil'-'S in s'-"Cular hfc.
mu't h.:.1\·C hccn "d:ir munlh.'\, <IJallmann.I,c.. panly alrcauy '\latOO hy Cn.-dncr. L'01n17ll!nl. ::14 J~t. p. :210).

1h9 The Il'\In!o! uf the sprin~ month and wllh it the adiuslmcnt of the lunac ml\nth.'\ to the solar ~C:3r was quile
'Impie: If aller the tWch'c lunar monlhs tbc corn ln the: licld", \\'3.'i SO far that one could mlpc 1\1 ba\'C ripe cars
;lr\lUnU lhe nuddlc uf the l\lllo\\'ing munlh. then thcrcb~ the t'irsl munth of the nc\\' ~car \\"Juld bc:gm~ in ca.'ie
differcnll~. Il \\'l'uld '\tan \\'1th the: nc\\' rtlll\ln 3ftcr that. (Dillmann. I.e.. p. (X~~).

1~() "'1\\(' llf the: anc.:lent Ilehrc\\' n."lmcs of the months ha\'c also hccn round in Ph('ICnicüm.Cyprian inscriptil'ns.
namcl) hui in the 1OS(,.'Tiption of E...hmunal'.aI' and in C~prian inscriptions (Corpu.... 1n."iCript Sem. 1. 1 S .•' anu
10 and ~), p. I.~ Il'. 10 .=\b and 107) and .\'a'~tU'Jr t'lanrm ln al')Ol) n:ccntly discll\'erc:d Cyprian (ibid.. nr. ~. p.
9.~ f) . Ihc..'SC wcre: alsu undoubt..-dly Canaanitc... (sce ho\\'e\·cr. Dcrcnbur~ in REJ 1~1. p. 1:2~ 11".) - This is
alS'l the ClSC \\'ith rc~ to 'a\'n·. Ocsplte the fact that ·cn'n' :llw3)'S "ccurs to!-~the:rwith the dclinitc anicle and
Ihc wont rhod~.~h il'" mcanin~ is still \'cr:' clcar and could \'cr:' weil 3lso M\'c the mc:anin~ llf thc name of 3
munlh, Il is nul diffcrcnl with rccard 10 ~lamm~h"l. t'Jin n~;mth; ::1"'. nl"wer month: t'lamm. month of the
pcrcnmal hn1l.1k.~·, (Dillmann. l.c~. p, '.>25),

171 Salt" (JI(lm (ch, :6) lind'\ tr.u."c.'S of such a lcap ~car in Elckicl. EL 1: t r, mention., the firth da)' "lI' Ihe founh
munlh (11' the: fifth )c:lr llf the e,ile: ~ 1 spc:1ks of the lifth day of the si~th month of the si~th ~'car uf the
e'\,le. Bctwccn the C"cnl'\ mcnlioncd Ihc:rc. which ar: one \'car and t""O month.", rcmo\'OO l'rom c:Jch other.
l:J.dael IS. smmg I~'r S4,.,,\'cn da)'S with the c"tiles (3: 1.5) and liès molionl~ for 390 days on his lefl sidc: and for
-10 da)S un his right SlIk (4:5 L), Togethcr tbL'i makcs 7.39().o..W =4.~ï days. A'i. ho\\"c\'cr, one }C:1r and IWO
nl\lnlhs tl').'"Clhcr is llnl)' 3~::lO-:29 =~13 da~'S. 300 C"CO lll\C' solar ;YClr 300 IwCt month would onl~' ~;cld 426
da)'s. tho;c dall::" in f'..:lekicl can Ihcn:forc llnl)' t'lC' nplaincd when Ihis panieular ~'ear W3.' 3 lcap ;Ye:1l'. which
h:t....~ lla)'S,
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thirtic:th l,f :\\i\. Sinl.'l· li \\;h thl.' Fl'l,,'pk'" \.:\I ...t,'1ll 1\' ..·\"1lt1l .h.."ç\lrdll1:':' l,' :tw l· ...·.'Ih'tllh· \l',IL. .

the: la\\ f~)r the..' pt.'l,,'plc: ~impl~ l.'l'tllnl;lIh,k·d 1\' ,,,:dl'~r:ltl' I\· .....h:h 111 :hl' Ilh'nlh ,\1,\\ 1\ Il \\ .1'

thl' Jut\ ,JI' the: rc:li~iÇ1us :ll1thC1rttic..·... Il' ...k·tl'nlllf1C \\:"i",'h d;l\ ll( :\\ 1\ \l.t,- lllll'lldl',! l'hl'\- ~ . .
\\\'uld :llw:1YS consuit the: dl.'cisil'ns l'( [hl' Pnt..··ql: l \'\.k\ \\ llh rt'~;lrd lI' lh,,: ,ll'!l'f!11111.ltll'1l

\)t th",' sc:aSI,.'IlS as \\cll ;lS the: "Sccrets ...,f thc,,'('Jh.. nl!:lr" l\ hi ...:h h;h.i h.'l.'n tLIIl'11l1ttl'd Il' thl'I11

"I..'l,' "1~ \f,u' ,",m/lu·!. i' '::I I ! ,'I·dit,l :"·h/Ir!. and illl''\\'''q~tl\'Il;1l \.:;1 ... 1,.· .... tlll': l\ "\1],1 ,d ,' 1l1.lk,,' lhl'If

LÏc..'l.'isil.'ns hasc..·J \)n thl.' rrt." ailin~ n~·~·d ... 1.'( lh~' i'~'l'I"'k 1..-(. S.llIh. ! 1.1'. rh,,' .11I ·l"·!l1 .\ .... '!'h

Psalm ~ l:~ ais,,) sccrns Il) i ndil.·;\1\"· that I\· ...al..·h \\ a .......·l.·kbratl'd .It 1hl.' !lllll' \ '1 1hl' flil! lth', 111

(..:1'. p\:,. ~ 1:9 \\ ith ~1:-I: ...el· th\'" Jil.·tillll~lr~ "". \ . ;:::: ~ ': _:1 ... ': )i1i t:~.11111 ; • "~ ,

1(l,J 1 Furthc.:r f)Ut~'r{'n( 'l'\ ;'l't\\'c.'l'n ..hl' P(' .m.:' rlf{' , 'rlh'!' L:\n

:\fter I.·:lrdul consideratil'O the othcr 'peci:" ditÎI.'rI.·n.....·' hl.·I\\I.·l·1l lhe 1'1.' .llId thl.· "tlll.'r

sourCl'S with n:gard to the- fl'sti\'al days \anish liJ...l'wisl'. \\\' \\ill rl· ... tril..·t ,'ur di:-.I..·U ......ll'll 11.'

the- sccmingly gravcst cX~lmplcs.

al ln Oeut. 16:4. 8.like in Ez. 4:':~1. Pc"....h" Cllll,ide,,'u '" the fi"t da~ "f thl.·

E:.lster week. whik in the PC Pesach takes place on thl.· ;-~:h of the n1<lIlth. hllt tll<' fl.·Sli\al

week only starts on the 15th (Wdlh. (~·\I'Ir._ pp. Ill; .mJ lIn [pp Il \1 .II1J Il '1.111 - This •.:Iaim fl'st ...

on a false interpretation of the relevant pas.'ages.

\Vehavealreadydealtwith Ez. 4:,:~1 'P~: Il.1 \Vith regard to I),,'ut Ih:~. ho\\\·\I.·r.

the words" neithershallany of the Ilesh. whieh thou "'lcnticest the liN da~ at Cl. en. ",m:lill

ail nighluntil1he moming: temptcd \Vcllhauscn into assuming. "thatlhe liN festival ua~ is

precisely the day in the evening of which fcllthc Pes.'lch: Butlhis assumption is del.·idedl~

l'al sc. The words "the tirst day at even" refcrs to the cvcning bel'0 re the lirst day: b<.-c:IlISC

the day ends al'ter sundown. as is wnUcn in Ocut. 24: 15 and thc evening bclongs 10 the

following day.If the Pesach woulcl only be consumed in thc cvening a ft e r the tirst festiv:t1

day. it could not have been commanded in v. 3:" seven days shah thou eal unlcavened

bread therewith ('akew) .' since only six matzot-festival days follow the bnnging of the

Pesa,h. Our explanation implies moreover an irrefutable praof l'mm Ex. 13:3-6. a pas."'ge

which. according to Wellhausen (}janl I~"'. p. ~) belongs to 0 and which in any case

cannot be allowed to be in blatant contradiction with Deuteronomy. Then: Mos~"ssays to the

people: "Rememberthis day. in which ye carne out l'rom Egypt This clay ye go forth Sevcn

daysthou shalteat unleavened bread". Atthattime Moses sp<>ke to the people publicly on

the clay a fter the night of the E:~odus (E:~. 12:42): 17~ therefore the first clay ofthefcslÏval

172 Thal ac:cordin~ to ~um_ 33:3 the E.<todus tO...lK place ln the: mllmm~ \k~ nol c,,-unU:k1aet our poa.",",L."I:. ha;.a~
ben:. as in Dcut. Scripcun: consldc:rs the plaguc ni lhe lir\lbl.lm and lhe pcrml~,uln tu IQ\c (I~ 12 _\ Il al
n:a..1~ a.'i. the bc~lnnmg of lhc c~oo~ a1tbough the: ....1ual c,od~ ,-li ";UUf'\C nnl~ 101lu",a.I ln lbc: Rk)nun~
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1">' week is the day a ft e r the night of the Exodus. According to Deut. 16: 1 and 6. however.

the Pesach is consumed in the night of the Exodus: consequently the tirst day of the festival

week is the day after the Pesaeh evening. -If. however. Wellhauscn involves Deut. 16:8.

from which it wou Id be concluded that after the Pesaeh only six festival days would follow:

then wc must again point to Ex. 13:6 as the best commentar:' ta this passage. lt says there:

"Seven 1-, days thou shalt eat unleavened bread. and in the seventh day shall be a feast ta

the l.ord."ln Deuteronomy this \crse bccomes: "Six days thou shalt eat unleavcned bread:

and on the se"enth day shall oc a solemn assembly to the Lord thy Gad". The csscncc is

the s:.mc "CC hel",\ 1: it means: after you have caten matzot for six days. you will ho Id an

asscmolyon the scventh day. lt is obvious that on this day. tao. matzot arc caten. as has

already bccn commanded in v.3. 1"4

ol According to the PC the scventh day of Pesach.too. should bc celebl"ltcd in Jerusalem

as a IIIÙVcJ' <f(lJe.\'h Iholy convocation 1and ail pilgrims who did not live nearby were com­

pclled to spend the whole week there. while in Deuteronomy the joumey baek home stans in

the momingafterthe Pesach (Wcllh.ln-,,,·/t.. p, 1l~ JlO5]) - However. by calling the seventh day

of Pesach lIIi<frcJ' <f(lJesh. the PC cannot have intended to command the celebration of this day

in Jerusalem. since e"el)' Sabbath is. according to the PC (Lev. 23:3) a miqra' <f(lJesh. 175

Also on the New Yearand Day ofAtonement are miqra' qoJesh without the commandment of

appcaring in Jerusalem. And how could it be demanded in Lev. 23 to stay in Jerusalem until

the seventh day of the matzot festival. when in v. 10 it is prescribcd !hat the harvest should

bcgin bcfore that? l't, Finally. on doser examination it will he seen that the PC. just like D.

differentiates the festival week of Pesach and the festival week of Sukkot. While eonceming

the lanerit says:"" ,the feast oftahemacles for seven days unto the Lord" (Lev. 23:34). ".. oye

shall keep the feast of the Lord seven days" (Lev. 23:39.41: Num. 29:12). - it says con­

ceming the matzot feast only: "On the 15th, ,.is the feast of unleavened bread unto the Lord.

seven days you shall eat unleavened bread" (Lev. 23:6: Num. 28:17). after which in fact

matzah shall he eaten for seven days. but only the first day will be celebrat..d as festival.

This is stated even clearer in Ex. 12:14: "And thisday (the first day of the festival) shall he

unto you for a memorial. and ye shall keep it a fcast to the Lord." 1n the precise legislative

17.' "'hc:n the L'X.X and the Samarit:m Pentaleuch n::td ·sb:.' al tms placc. il carl ea..;ily bc: undc:rstood that Ihis is a
C\'lncction ha"OCd on Dc:uI. 16:8.

17'; ln my Cl'lmmenUII)' on l..c:\', Z--':\ when dcalin~ \\;th the Omer and the M:a~t ofWec:ks. il is c:'Cplained lbat lin the
mominJ;' in Ocut. 16:7 rcfcrs" 10 the 16th "'If ="is:m. Hc:n:. howc\'cr. wc: refrain from this nat totall)' ccnain
.'pt.""tian. ~ICIn\\'hil. le:! it be n"lod thallh. n:tum ta thoir Ic:nLx c:auld .Isa ha\'. l3kc:n pl..., an the 15th. an
the f""th'.1 day (se<: TasafOl in Cha~i~h ITh),

175 $ee .ba"e (P, 9). the noie .~ill>~ Kuc:nc:n.
176 ln my Cammc:nt:lry on le,'. :!3 1 pn:sc:nl elClr proof tIull !his pass:1~ implies 1\\'0 IIl3tzol-days. And even

"'"COldin~ to the =ites the h:lr> est day \\'OUId al mosl limes f.1I in the middle of the feslival.
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formulation of the PC. lherefore. only the lirst day of Pes.,ch is called 'feast' (, -Iklgl. whik

with regard to Sukkot ail seven daysare relè:rred 10 as· .l'ag. This c'an only t'<: explained from

the fact that the PC.jusl like Ù. ,-" requires one to be present at the Sancluary on Pcsach

only one day. but on Sukkot for the full se\en days.

Of course this expression must have had a broader meani ng in rcgular popular

speech. Outside of the PC it is used to describe any celebration. ,-- Thus Moscs and Aa.on

say (Ex. 10:9):" we must hold a feast w ,the '.ord". Another lime Aawn says 1Ex .

.~2:5): "To-morrow shall be a feast to the I.ord." FN this reason the sevcnth day of l'c'sac·h.

which iscalled'w::eret in Deut. 16:8. is called ,},ag by Moses in his speech to thc' peopk

(Ex. 13:6). ,-s In the priestly laws (pc). on the olher hand. dlag is ;Iteml whic'h is only

used in connection with the pilgrim festivals.

c) The festivallegislation of the PC di l'fers especially l'rom the other sources on the 1'01­

lowingpoints: 1) while aceording to Deut. 16:13 Sukkot.just as in 1 Kgs. 8:66 and El..

45:25. only laslS seven days. the PC adds an eighth day.Iike in Il Chrono 7:9: and 2) in the PC

two new festivals occur which are otherwise not mentioned. namely New Ycar on the tirst

day of the seventh month and the Day of Atonement on the tenth day of the seventh month

,WcI:h.. (;~.,âl.. p. IllS r.lp. lOS 1'.1 anu 1Il 1IŒIl - These OCcurrences could only then prove ;InY­

thing. if the PC would equate these three days of celebration: the eighth of Sukkot (Atzere!).

New Year and the Day of Atonement. with the other three festivals: Pesach. Shavuol and

Sukkot. However. this is not the case. The laner three festivals are chagim. pilgrim festivals.

With regard to Pesach. it is true. only the first day stands out as chag. because with respect

to the imminent harvest it is stated that. after the bringing of the Pesach sacrifice (Pesach in its

Iimited as well as ilS broadersense: the flockand the herd (Deut. 16:2» it is pennilled to lcave

the Holy City. The last six days. however. constitute nevertheless only a continuation of the

first day. since the malZot. afterwhich the festival usually is named chag ha-mat::ot. are also

caten on those days. The second festival is called chag ha-shavU"ot because of the command­

ment which is contained in Lev. 23:9 ff.. which in Num. 28:26 is presupposed as being

known ("in yourfeastofweeks"), and that it is considered as chag is proven by the sacrifices

that are prescribed in connection with it (sec below). With Sukkot all seven days are calle<!

176 This docs not imply. of course. lhat the PC would p~upposc D. Rather il is the pro,'ision conccmcd in the
PC it.~lr (Le\'. 23:9 IT.) which is clCU'ly cnou~h includcd. When modem criticism conncets thcsc ,'erses (1...4:\'.
23:'.1 rr.) lolhe Bolincss C<X!c: (B) and deDies them from the ha.,ie source: of lhe l'C (l'~). Ihen il IS found in the
decisi\'c ~idcncc tbat lies berme us~ which dcmonstratcs the: unit'- of Lev. 2..~: 1-8 with l..c\'. 2.."\:9-22. Iikc:wisc:
clcar proof again.\1 thc:ir \\'ord.~ •

1ïï Oc:ClSionally chag is also c:allc:d 'Cesti"e orrerin~': cf. e.~. E,... 23: 18: ~1aI. 2:3: l's. 118:2ï.
1ï8 Perh:lps lhen: the sc"enlh day is c:111c:d sa "ith respect la the chag whieh " ..., la he a:lebrlllc:d in lhe wilder·

"""'" lE,... S: l, 10:9) and il may ""U Ile lbal Ibis eeleblation ac:lually did raki: place on the seventh da)' after the
""odos. allhough Scriplure doc:s no! mention an)1hin~ aboul thi." Aecordin~ 10 lhe ~'ekhilra on E,... 13:6 rhag
mcans 'feslhe offerin~:and lhc:te • f",'live orrerin~ lchag,gah) is .Iso dc:mondcd for lhe sevenlh day of Pesac:h.
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,hag again. 1n contrast Shemini Atzeret. 1-" New Year and the Day of Atonement arc not to

he recognized as ajoyful celebration (,hag). Atzeret is separated l'rom the preceding festival

every time. both in the main legislation of Lev. 23. wr.ere l'orthe tirst time in v. 34 mention

is made of a ~Ven day festival. and likewise in the supplement where the rites of lul<1\' and

the dwelling in booths is only prescribed for the firs! SeVen days (\'\". -10.42): and as weil as

in Nurn. 29. where only during the tirs! Seven days in descending order 13-; bulls. in total

iO bull·;. arc being ""critieed. while Atzeret is excluded l'rom this sacriticial system. New

YC'lr and the Day of Atonement arc undisputedly not considered to he pilgrim festivals.. The

differentiation between PeS:lch. Shavuot and Sukkot on the one hand. and Atzeret. New

y ear a~d the Day of Atonement on the other hand is demonstrated most c1early by the arrange­

ment of the festival sacrifices in Num. 28-29. The number of bulls to bc sacriticed espccially

for the festival (as l1lumjinJ offers the most correct yardstick forthe festivejoy .In that fashion

only Sukkot is the mostjoyful celebration on which 13-; young bulls arc offered daily.

This is followed by Pesach and Shavuot on which two young bulls \Vere brought daily as a

festival sacrifice. (The sacrifices contained in Lev. 23: 18 f. arc not festival sacrifices but

additional offcrings to the first-fruits bread: "al ha·lt!cht!l1l: sec my CommentaI)' ad loc. J.

With regard to the festival sacrifices on Atzeret. the New Ycar and the Day ofAtonemcnt. on

the other hand. only one bull each time is prescribed. And since these feasts arc not joyous

celebrations orpilgrim festivals Deuteronomy does not deal with them.just as it is silent about

the New Moon ccl ebration. as is the covenant legislation in Ex.. although this feast is already

tes!ified to in ancien! times. tKO ln the actual Deuteronomy (chs. 12-26) there is not even

mention of the Sabbath. becausc only the joyous celebrations and pilgrim festivals (chagim).

17lJ TY Scdarim. heginning of ch. 5 (c.g. quoted in Rao on TB :"cd. 493) thinks thou. il is truc. in the langua~c (lf

the pc.·oplc ,.\tl.CfCl 11,.)0 wC:'lUld ha\'C hcc:n callc:d rllag. bUI not in the langua8C of Scripturc. The louer dccidcrs
lquol!.'\! in Shu'aul TCJ/lul'Œlon p.S. 6(118) II)' Il) PI\WC that Al/.cret. 100. as a cI,ag. in ordcr 10 ju.~lir~ the prol~'cr

fllrmul:t dwg "a·"dr:f!r~r. Ho\\'c\'cr. (rom the !'o1rict scriptural sense this rne:tns nolhing, Heidenhcim in mllrh:or
hrin~:'1 \\'ording: 1I11,slu;'mini ('ar:~~r ha-rhag ha-:t>h. after \\'hich the eighth day is characlcrilcd as C'ar:t>"' "lI"
Ihe dra!: (i.e, the rc:a.~1 of Booth.~).

1NU Fnlm the silence of JE and Dconccmin~ lhe fcsth'al of the Sew ~10c,:'lD. Dillmann (EL. p, b.~5) pro\'CS with
!-'olld rc:'lsun that thcsc IcgisltllÎ\'c bC,:ll"lk.~ arc incomplclc with rc~rd to the fc..-sli\'011 laws and that unJy the PC is
",Iiahte on this issue. :-':ow.ek (H.br. ,o.,rb.lI. p. 139 rr -'00 \\'ellh.. ~ It8 [t13 41) :hinks th.t. on the one
hand. "it ma'" have hc:c:n "ith a delibcrntc intention that the :'\'ew ~h,lC.ln fc:stÎ\'al W3.'\ rhru."t aside lln account of
:.111 sorts uf hcathenish superstition which rcadily as.."c,:lCiated themsch'cs with it~ but on the. othcr hand. it is
p.'s."ibh: thal the undc:signed pn:pondcrnn.:c gained b~' the &1bbath may ha\'C ultim:lIel~' gi\'cn il independcnce.
anJ k"d to lhe: rcckoning c..i time: bl rcgular inlcn'als of SC\'cn da~'s without regard to nC"' muon. \\'ith which
ml\\, il c,~amc inln collision. instead c,lf. as fnnnerly. bc:ing supportcd b~' ic''' . This lalter e:,<planation. no\\'.
n:sts c..ln the unf",undcd a'\Sumplion. dismissing 311 c\'idcnce. lhat the origin of Ihe S:lbbath ma~' he: round in Ihe
Iè.lur ph:L",cs ",lI' the t1'IOlln. Sina:. howC\'cr. the four pha."CS nI' the mocn 00d up 10 mon: tbnn 29 l ': da~·s. it would
ha.\'C becn nca."s'''i3I'\' CH.n· mc..lnth to mo\'c the: Sabbath forward one or two da\'s. Of such il Sablx1.th. howC\'cr.
Il\l tracc is III he foÜnd in ~n~' source, The: formcr opinion is lhercfore likc\\'is~ unlcnable..·\pan .from the f:let
lbat m'whcn: an indication can bc found that an~' "heathcnish superstition" was e\'cr connc:etc:d \\ith the :'\'ew
~I"xln fea.'it wh:lt.'\.OCVer. it is impos.o;;ible 10 a...-sumc that a thcocratic tendcnc~' would ha."·c becn "thrust a.'\idc".
:1.< the day or.he :'\ew ~Ioon \\':IS .1n::Jdy uscd ra. pmclaimin~the tcochin!", or the: prophets (!I K!"'. 4:23). 1Sec
al"". \\,iUi.m W. Il.110. ":-':e,," ~Ioons .nd Sobboths: ,\ Qlsc.Sludy in lbe Conu':ISli.c .-\pproach: HUC,o.
-IS(1977): t-IRI .
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on which one had to joumey to lhe chosen place in order to rcjoice hef,'rc' (;,'d arc' "nl\

mentioned by Deuteronomy mainly in orderto enjoin the unity of the sanc·llIar. ..

Now we can also easily understand why Solomon dismissed the peopk ,'" the

dghth day of Atzeret (1 Kgs. 8:66). as this was only intended ior quiet and rc·st. [SI From

Ezekiel's silence nothing can bc eoncluded. bceause neilher does he mention Shavuot l """\<.
1I1'll p..C LI • It should he noted that the prophets t Hos. 2: 11: Ez. 40: Ill. when lhc'y spc'ak "f

.-Iwgim. most prohahly Ihe three great pilgrim fes:ivais arc inlended and when thc'Y uSc'

IIlf'aJilll they inlend Atzerel.the New Year. and the Day of Alonement. IS:

dl "ln the period of the kings thc' change of the year oecurred in :ullumn. The ;llIlumn

festival marked the close of Ihe year and of Ihe l'estai cycle." (Ex. 23: 1(,: 34:221: in the Pc.

however. the secular ne\\" year had been shifted 10 spring and only the religillus ne"" year.

Ihe YOIll tenr"a.. l'cil 'n the lirst ne\\" moon of autumn. with Sukkot yetlo folio\\". Once the

years began to be reekoned from the spring. the months would be designated hy number

instead of by the old Hebrew names (Aviv. Ziv. Bul. Ethanim). The religious new year

seems attirst to have been et:lebrated on the tenth of Tishri lEz. 40: 1) and only I:\ler it

would have becn moved to the tirst day of the scventh month tWcllh.. (;,·.,<'11.. p. III Illp. IIK"p.

- The following may be broughtagainstthis daim:

Reckoning the beginning of the year l'rom the spring era was already eustomary in

anciem limes. which isshown by Il Sam. Il: 1: 1 Kgs. 20:22. 26: Joel 2:23. IK~ - Ex.... ,: 1(,

does nol imend 10 place lhe autumn festival bcfore the closc of lhe year. since lhe expression

"end of the year." justas "the tum of lhe year" (Ex. 34:22) also implies lhe bcginning of lhe

n e w year. which borders on the closing of lhe old year (cf. Il Chrono 24:23 with Il Sam.

Il: 1). Reckoned according to the solar year. for that malter. the tirst of Elhanim was lhe

181 The: Talmudic: trodition. hO\\'c\'cr. includes ,.\tzcret in (he ju~.. ur Sukkuth (lb. 71a), and Ihis hat! c.iluscd Ilu:
pa...sage of Il Chrono 7:9 rf. to he: changcd. which TB ~1u'cd K. 93 Ines lu harmtlnllC wilh 1 K.~s.K: h(,
~tc;}nwhilc:. the Pcshitla in Il Chnm. ï: 10 mu."'it bc ha:<u on anulhc:r Ic:d trolditiun: u·\'t!·f'lulITu.\'lrtlh "ll.~tlr II!
yar~arh ha·'('tanim. ~I('.• sincc the: the: "'ord ka.'ia' in S~'riac rcfers to the 15th of the month. .iU:"it as the Pc.~hlllii

to 1 Kgs, 12:32 pro\'cs, (~lichaelis' n:mark.'i on the word MC", in Castelli l.c~. S~'r, ilfC :Iho\nlutcly wron~,

Accordin~ to the: Pcshitta it ma)' have becn th:It the ICa.\! of the dcdic:ation of the Temple susned un 1he fi"1 of
Elhanim; Sukkoth WolS on thc ei~hth. which hasc.-d un the atxwe (p. 102) is C:L"il)o e\plaince.1. The Insk. then
n:rmins of harmoni7jn~ the information in Chron, with 1hat in Kings,

182 Sec fun.hc:r my Co~ntar)' on I..c:\·,: "Concemin!! the ..\~ of1he Day of ~\1onemen1". (Vol, Il. pp, 2..~·276,
This is one: of the essa~"s addcd 10 present HoiTmann's ~icws on the critical opinions on the is."iuCS r..iscd in 1he:
actual cornmcntOU)'. 1add it as an appe:ndi:<. as a fUltbc:r illustration of Hoffmann's style and rncthod,l

183 ~lon: aboullh<: bc:ginning of the ycar may bc: found in my Comm. on Lev. 23.• \Vilh !'O'>d n:a....,. Dillmann
notes (Sir:·!kr. der Akad. "on 8 .• 1881. p. 92~ f.): "The l'acllhal ail festi,allegisl.lion sIan.' wilh lh<: l'csach
and ~lal1.('Ith fcstÎ\'al and closes \\;th the Fea!'l.1 of Bocnhs. is in ~ncral bcing gi\'en 100 Iittle considcr.stinn.
Ihis is clcar...If it would have becn so that the pricst" had kno"..n of only one ycarly c)o'cle hc~innin~ in the
han'est monlh. the month in.which the nights and da~'s an: of cqual Ic:ngth. then the:)' would have s1ancd 1heir
their fcsti\'a1list with lbc: Feasl of Booth....", . Joscphu..... whase fcsti\'al list stans with the ban"cst 1'c:s1Î\'ah~ •
can fumish proof for this. bcc:ausc: in bis da~' the 1Ï1'!'I.1 of Tishri wa.... acknowlcd~ as the aetual m.fh htl.'ihanall.
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be"innin" of the han'es! ,car. IX" Il was possible. lhou~h. based on the discussion abo\ee- co... ~

'P l''~'. that lhe tirst day of the han'est fesli,ai could fall within the following time period:

li'e days before the tirst of Ethanim until the 25th day. The general indication. "atthe tum

of the year" is therefore justitied. According ta Wellhausen. on the other hand. the year

must have started on the tirst of Bul. since Sukkot fell in Ethanim (1 Kgs. 8:2): AV'i, would

then he the sixth month al'ter the heginning of lhe year. Il is. howeV'er. certainly more

appropri:lte to haV'e the year hegin with the equinox Il Ethanim 1 and to place lhe Pesach

festi'al in the seV'enlh month of the year. IX.' •

Wellhausen's assumption lhat in aneicnt limes the months were indicated with

names and not wilh numbers is lotally unfounded. The names arc only found in the account

of Solomon's conslruclion of the Temple Il Kg<. 1;: 1: 8:2). In the Pentateuch the name Aviv

only oeCUrs in relation ta the Pesach sacrifice. 1 he critics assign ta the PC ail other lixed

dates of the Pentateuch. Yet. wc neV'er tind an exact day with regard la these names of the

months. l'rom which it may be conduded that these names arc only used when in general a

season was ta he indicated lab,,\c. p. 10:). Joel (2:23). about whose time the opinions arc

widcly diV'ided. indicates for that matter. the lirst month by an ordinal number.

HoweV'er. the assumption that the year would begin on the 10th of a month is not

supported by anybody. despite Ez. 40: 1. If. following the school of HillcI (Mishna Rosh

Hashana 1: 1) the 15th of Shevat is the "New Year of the Trees." then this date. which had

been fixed for legislative purposes. has nothing ta do with either the secular or the rcIigious

count of years. Il is incomprehensible therefore how Wellhausen (Jfirn•. 1~ï7. p. 4~Î) could

have based himsclf on this! The rosh hashanah mentioned in Ez. 40: 1 is eithcr to be

explained bascd on the LXX as "the first month of the year." or based on the Talmud

(Arachin 113) it may he assumed that it concemed a yovel-year. which begins on 10 Tishri

(according to Lev. 25:9). See my Commentary on Lev. 16.

c) Ex. 23: 10 f. merely commands to forsake the crop every seventh year: the seventh

year only implying a relative term. In Deut. 15:1 ff. there is mention indeed of an absolute

tcrm. but only in relation to the remission of debts. Only in the PC is a fixed sabbatical year

commanded for the fields. The sabbatica1 year is sirr.ilar to the Sabbath day 186 (Wcllh.. Ge.>â•••

IN-l This hcginnin~ 4.1fthc ~·Clr wa.er; in morc lhan one wa~' the :-r}~;'T œtt' KCt\. etoxT'ty (sec my Comm. I.e). "For
the rarmer the ~:car is of C\lU~ rc~13tcd acce."Irding III natun:. il end.oç with the collection of the han'~1 l'rom the
licld, and the festi"'ùs. and hcgin.< with the ptoughing and sowing" (Dillmann in Si.:-/kr. d.c Aktld. "on 8 .•
t~t. p. 't5).

I~:; This \lbjc.=tion is c"cu mon: hunful to :"llW:ack's h~'polhc:sjs (A1'C'h, U. p. 152). ;:accordin~ to which the ccle­
hrntion of the: ;:autumn festÎ\';:a1 w;a.o; not dc:lïnitely lhc:d and in the ='orthem Kingdom with il." coarscr clinu:ate:
mu.o;t ha"c take:n pl3CC;:a1 a 1011er moment; Jeroboam (1 Kgso 12:32). thc:n:fon:. had QOI mo:adc: any inno,o;:ation Olt
aU!

1116 With "'gord 10 the Sabb:1th day. too. \\·eUh:lu.<en WOllL' 10 find a dirre"'occ hctwccn the PC and the I.ws in the
l\thcr sources: accurdinl=: h.\ the: Olhc:r sources the: ~bbath is mainl~' ;:a '"n:st for the: sct'\';:anl.o; and the canle:.'"
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p. 11<',1: 1 [p. Ilh·11 "IL . Howc\'cr. an~ unhiascd pcrson must admit that I.c·\. ~5: 1 ­

providcs the only correct cxplanation of Ex. ~3: 10·11. Th;ll in \, Il """/1<,,,/:,'\';';1 mc'ans"

lixcd s<:vcnth ycarcan b<= concludcd uncquivocally from thc fnllowing. \'. 1~ wh:~h memi,'ns

the "sc\'cnth day." Dcut. 15: 1.100. has admil1cdly cxplaincd nur passag.c· in this nay. Rut

Dctltcronomy docs not imply c\'cn rCffiotcl y to rcpcal tht.~ sahhatil'al ~ car aiid ~h;îngl~ il intcl a

ycar of dcht rcmission. On thc contrary. thc rcmis,inn "f dchts is hasc'd c"'c·tly ,'n thc'

liclds Iying fallow. Sincc thc poor do nnt snw in lhc sc\'Cnlh ~c'ar and ha\c' n,' Cl'al <'fl'p.

they arc rcleased from their dehts at the end nf that year I ••!>>\,·, l' -ll'L The deutccnn,'mi,'lan

of hringing fonh tithes for the poor al the end of e\wy three ~ears (DClit. 14:::S1 iikc'wi,c'

assumes the sabbatical year as a known fact. Recause in e\'ery seven year "y~k therc' afe

two years of tithes for the poor. the third and the sixth. and a sahbati~al year in whidl np

tithe is given at ail. If. however. thc scvcnth ycar would havc bcen mcrcly a year rM dehl

remission. withoutthe Sabbalh for thc ticlds. then. according 10 Deuteronomy. two time

divisions would be required: one three-ye:lr cycle because of the tilhes for the poor and one

seven-year cycle recause of the debt remission.

Further. in Ex. 23 work on the tield is also prohibited in the seventh year: therefnr,·

v. 10 does not speak of sowing Ua::ricr') at ail: because were il not so it could be said: "six

years thou shalt sow your field:" but on the contrary. it calls for the prohibition to sow in

the seventh year. since who. after ail. would sow in the sc\'enth year if the crop could nnt

be reaped'? Finally. the commandment concerning the Sabbath (v. 12). which is connected

to it. demonstrates that also in the seventh year one should rest. Therefore Lev. 25: 1-7 is

the correct explanation of E'I:. 23: 10-1 1.

l) Wellhausen furtherthinks (Wcllh.. (;~."'Ir .. p. I~I-I ~ II'. 11l\-I~O\) thatthe Jubilee ycarof

the PC is an entirely new institution that was not forrnerly known. At first the Hebrew slave

would be emancipated in the seventh year of service. after which perhaps the relative scventh

yeardeveloped into a fi"ed seventh year. Jeremiah (34: 14 ff.) uses the word ~mr for the

seventh year. which in Lev. 25:10 is reserved for the Jubilee andthis is decisive also for

Ez. 46: 17. - This is incorrect! It is impossible for Jeremiah ta have had a fixed seventh year

in mind. since he c1early says (34: 14): when he "ljath served thee si" years. thou shalt let

him go free from thee." Neitherdoes Jeremiah speak of a sh"naJ had'!mr (a liberation year).

but merely a "proclaiming [of) liberty" (v. 15(. The seventh year cannat have been called a

"liberation year" as it is not fixed. Thus Ez. 46: 17 can only refer ta the Jubilee year. IK7

while: the PC presc:ribes the ~rid ~1 of the Jna.\1crs.. Wc do not nccd 10 go inlo this smce il is not just Amos
8:5 which contr.KticlS this emphatically. but also in the Decalogue ln E:\. 20:K--I0 the Sabbath l!\ ch::srly
dccl:ucd 10 be.just likc in the: entin: PC•• ho 1 Y doy (/~.qatf5i10) on \\'hich "thou... thy son...thy dou~hlef"

\\'ill ,,,l'roin l'rom doin~ .ny· kind 01' \\'ork (kat nflaklrail) .
t87 cr. my' Commcnt:u: on Lev. 16: "Conccrning the Age orthe Doy or Atonemcnt"IScc .Iso noie 1K2I,
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With regard to the festi'allaws in Ihe Pentaleueh 1~~ il can in gener.ll he said that only

in the PC have wc a complete account ofail festivals. Al other places only sorne arc mentioned

prompted hy the issue under discussion. Praof for this is that only Ihe PC mentions the new

moon. In the historical hooks it is pure coincidence when a festival is mentioned. Outside of

Il Chrono X: 13 the Feast of Weeks (,hanr fit) is not mentioned anywherc al ail. The harvcst

festiv:" ;s mentioncd. hecause it so happened that at that time the dedicalion of the Temple

of Su "m took place. - It is. however. impossihle to hclieve Ihat either during or afler the

e\ile entircly new festivals would have heen introduced and al the same lime to daim that

these were commanded hy God 10 Moses in the wilderness. This ;s just as unthinkahle as

that somcone would have gotten the idea to put the four fast days IZech. 8: 19) in the Torah.

The Priests and the Levites
al E:.ekil!! and Th.· '·.<:I"ÎTes

According to Wellhausen.the relation of the Levites Ithe ordinal}" priesthoodlto the higher

priests. ;IS it appcars in the PC and especially in Numbers. proves decisively. thatthis legal

codex was not available in the time of the prophet Ezekicl. According to Ez. 4-+:6-16 in the

Temple of the new Jerusalem the Levites would no longer be priests like before. but only

Templeservanls. This demotion served as punishment for the factthatthey had sen'ed at

the high places. Only the priests. those Levites who were the sons of Zadok. could pcrform

the priestly service in the new Sanctuary. as they had al ways remained faithful to God. In

the PC. however. the Levites were originally designated to calT)' out the lesser tasks in the

Temple. and it was of "a highly wicked pretension" of Korah and his company to allempt to

usurp the priesthood. "The distinction between priest and Levite which Ezekiel introduces

and justifies as an innovation. according to the PC has always existed: what in the former

appcars as a beginning in the laller has been in force ever since Moses. - an original datum.

not a thing that has become orbeen made." (Wcllh.. PmT, p. 199 rI'. Ip, 1:!3·1~4J).

Since we did demonstrate (p. ~4). however. that the prophet had had the PC before

him and that he quoted it verbatim on countless occasions. the argument from Ez.44 is in­

valid \Il? and from this follows the necessity to interpret the passage in such a way that no

doubt arises as to the age of the Levitical Iegislation. Indeed. also the earlier researchers from

Grafon. interpret it dilTerently and draw totally different conclusions from il. Riehm (Ge.<et:g.

INN IF<lr an c\'aluation llf the festi\'als in li~ht of modem ISr;Jcli critiCill biblical schola~hip. a.~ wcll as the
\'Îc,,"s of K.tufm:mn and Wc:l1hat1SCl1 on lhese issues. sec Isrncl Knohl. "The PriestJ\' Torah Vcrsu."i the Holinc:ss
$ch",,\: sabbath aDJ the l'esth·.l," in: HUC,," 58(\987): 65-117.1 •

Ill? Thattlle po'phot in Is. 66::!1 ("And ,,1' thcm.lso will 1mkc l'or the prics's and l'or the le,·itcs"). whieh was
\,.'Crbinly not influc:nœt1 by Ezekic:t 31~ n:cognilcs the lc\'itc:s as the IO\\'tr c1c:r!!y c."If the PC. bas bcc:n sho\\'o
by Brcdenkamp. G!scil. Il. Propil.. p. 186.
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,\!OÙ\ im l.ill/dt' .\f(J(lI'l thinks that this passage." (rom t=J.ekid indic;ltc,,'S that the I.l"\ ÎlC'S l'X"rt·\)nllc.'d

pricstly dulics for a longt:"r pc:riod as. in the ",'l)UrSe \,1' time.', l'riginall: pric.'slly l'ri\ ilt.."gc."s

passed ta the Levites. Ewald 1..Ilrarl:. :. r. -':"\. too. remarks: "in the later period of Ihe Kin~

dom of Judah an attempl seems ta have I">een mad,' 1" aCl"<'rd th,' I.,'\'it,'s ,'quai statlls ,'\ ,'n

ta the high priests: I">ecause other",ise E1.ekicl wOllld n"t so fervently insis! upon tlll' ,'I">sen

ance and presen'ation of the old division !">l'tWeen the l'ri ,'si s and lhe 1.,'\ il,'s'" The inl"'l'r,'ta

tian ofthis passage from F.1.ekicl I">y Ewald and Ri,'hm, h,me\cr. has 1">""11 r",i""I,'d b~ 11ll'

ne'" ('ritic~. hCC3USC. :.\5 it sC'C'ms. Ezckid did n\,1 want ln n:instate the.." c\ld di\-isioll bc."t\\ l'l'Tl Illl.'

priests and the l.e\'iles. Il rather appears from lhis passage that E1.ekicl wanled 1<' r,'\, 'h' Ih,'

priestly privileges from the priests of the }1all/o[ Ihigh pl:ll'esl and to Ic:l\,' r','r th"1ll l1\l'r,'ly

secondary fun l'lions ta pert'oml. 1'H' These are the very same priests of the high places. h,m ­

ever, who "'cre stripped of their priestly privileges already fony eight years earlier. in lhc

year620 BeE during. the reig.n of Josiah (Il Kgs.:!.':9l. Therefor,' Ezekil'l no I,'nger calls

them priests but merely Levites (.:14:40). while in an earlier p:lssage, hefore going inl,,\isling

their transgressions (40:45), he refers ta them as "the priests, the keepers of the charge ,)1'

the house." This demotion of the }1al1lo[ priests had already taken place heforc F.1.ekicl·s

lime, Ezekiel then, already presupposes the distinction hetween these priests and lhe sons "f

Zadok who had remained loyal, bcfore actually mentioning. the demotion of the fomler (d.

40:451'.: 42: 13: 43: 1è', 24, 27),ft is tme that F..zekiel also mentions lhallhe strang.er and lh,'

uncircumcised had been admitted ta the Temple service, but he descrihes this, however, as a

[f1'el'ah labomlnauonl. which would not be tolerated in the new San<:tuary, ""

Kuenen tums ag.ainst the above interpretation of the passage in F.zekicl, :lS it IS

expressed by s("veral opponents of the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis, according ta which

Ezekiel did not initiate the Levitical class, He says 'f:'ill/.. § 15. nnle 15. p. ~~): "If one wants

to assert that the prophet had exc1uded part of the descendants of Aaron because he only

admitted the Zadokites as priests in the new Temple. 1 want to point out, that he does not

mention Aaron at ail. He places the sons of Zadok in opposition to the rest of the Levites in

general. He does not say that those who had been demoted would l'rom then on be on an

l'quai footing with the Levites who did not descend from Aaron. what he should have said h:ld

he known of sueh Levites,· The answer to this objection is easily found when the Book of

Ezekiel is read attentively and the conclusion is reached that in no way docs Ezekiel assign

to the demoted priests the funetions that in the PC belong to the Levites,

t90 E7.ckic:l. thcn:fon:. ha... not cn:atcd a lc\°itical class. hut mcrcly rcmen..cd the pricstly pri\'Îlc~ l'rom part of
the c:arlicr Aaronidc prio1hood; just as 1011er. Ihis W3.~ donc to the: pric:st'i or the Onia.... Icmplc (~1c:nachol 1Ol):a)

191 Sec .ho BredenIc:lmp, G<-sch. u'. Proph.. p. Illl! n...· '. '
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Anoye II' '7':l wc ha"c: alrcady ....ct forth that the PC kno\\.s nothillg. of the: du,.~~ that.

according In El.ckicl. bdong ln the I.c\'itcs. The PC is cspccially unawarc of the prcccpt in

1-'.1.. +1: j 1. that the I-cvites "sla: the humt·offering and the sacrilice for the people:' and !hat

they "shall hoilthe sacrifices of the people" i..u'>:2·h to which hclonged also the haking of

that whi·'h is "on the griddle:' accordingto I Chroniciesl9:31 ff: "':29) l": The only dutY

II <, that r./ekiel's I.evites have in <·ommon with those of the PC. is perhaps that \\ hich Ezekici

inl!i,,-:ltcs wilh the worcis: "the)' shall ne minislcrs in \1~ s..lnctuary. h3\'ing.t.."harg.t: al the' g.att..~s

of the house." 1+1: III ln r./.. .+0:.+5. however, these Levites arc ,·alled. "the priests. the

keepers of th;: charge of the house." and their chamhcrs were near to those of the actual

priests. Il is therefore douhtfu! whether the g.uardianship. which Ezekicl assigns to the de­

motcd priests. implies the dutYof the later ,iw<Jrilll.lhe Levitical gatekeepcrs. or whcther it

would rather mean lhe watch which was later provided hO' the priests in the Temple.

aceording to Mishna Tamid (heginning.l and Mishna Middol (heginning), Perhaps F.zekicl

means lhat the dutYof\holllrt!Ï hr.J-'a/(doorkeepers). who already in II Kgs. 12:10 arc

calicd koilr.Jnilll (priests). was transferred ta them. In II Chrono 3'+:9. however. they are

called Levites. prohahly hecause Chrono simply calls ail priests who were not illvolved

with the sacriticial cult. Levites. If. however.the "having charge atthe gales of the house"

of Ez. -+-+: Il is ta he understood in the same manner as "shall keep the charge of the taher­

n:,c1e of testimony" of Num. I:53. the emphasis of the activities of the hWl/or-priests/

Levites in EzekieI should nevertheIess be looked for in a different place than that which the

PC assigns ta its Levites. because. according ta the Pentateuch. they are exempt l'rom the

slaying of the sacrilïce. as weil as l'rom its boiling or baking. This is the halakhic theOl'Y: in

practice. however. it was different. As not everyone \Vas informed of and observed the re­

gulations regarding sacrifice and purity. special people had to be appointed to carry out the

slaughterand skinning of the animal sacrifices.just as was the case with regard to the baking

of the mcal offering. According to the Books of Chronides and Ezra. these were the priests

and the Levites (see Ezra 6:20: II Chrono 29:34: 30:7: 35:6). In later times only the priests

Were trust~-d with the strict performance of the laws of purity and therefore with the slaughter

of the sacrifices. Daily. at the rime of the ranùd offering. the priests wouId cast lots among

themseIves conceming who wouId do the slaughter (M. Tamid 3: 1): and the training of the

Il)~ .\~l."\lrdin~ (ll 1:". -kl:~ the haltin~of the rrunrhalr (the mc3t olTcringl "'as the dut~· of the pricsl'; rcspon."iiblc
I~lr the S3l..'TIlices. ln the tirst pc:riod llf the Second Temple. and also lacer in Chronicles. the: w'Îtcs an: lound to
he dlndt..-d into thn:c ~9f\.lups: 1) the Lc\'ü«:s lXcupu:d wÎth the sacriticial scn'ice:. who În élr.l and :"c:h. an:
"'lmr1y cal1C1.1 IA"\'itCS (cf. e.~. Et.ra 7:~':;). In JllSephu.'i :!D. 9. 6 the~: an: alh:d /t'ltourgoun1t>S. assistants. 2)
Thcmt"~'h()rc"nm.sin~rs, 3) The: .~ho"anm.. ~atckc:c:pc:rs (see Grac:tz. Gt"st'h. Il. 2. p. ION r. t and note 11). In
.\fa~a::n I~)O. p. ~ l'., an cxplan3tÎon is gi\'cn for the faet tbat thcsc threc groups kcpt the collceth'c namc of
'u.:\'IICS· (~~ c.~. Set\. 12: 1':~:6 and in Chron.). 3.'i \\'cll :L"i lbal tbey \\'cn: distinguishcd as thn:c sc=paralc
~'r\\ups: .dlo'anm. nk-shorc"rrm./t"\·,';m. The bamor pri01."i that \\'cn: dc:me.')(ed in Elckicl s«m 10 ba\'C bc:longed
Il' lhe rtl«.'lSl pri\'ile~ class. taking ineo xcount the dUlies 3.'l~igncd to (hem.
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priests in the regulatil)nS fl)r s;'ll.:ntï\,."e \\as tinaTh.'l.."d h~ thl' ';'lgt:S (r~'t11 thl" rl,t1ll'll' trl'a"'llr~

(KetuDot l06a: Jer. Shekalim 4:21. .. "

From the at'lovc il is dear that E/.t:kid nHlIJ nnt h;.\\c ...~1ÎJ th;.11 the hl!':l): pfil'sts

whcm he had demoted \\'ould. l'rom thl'n \m. he nn thl' samt-' Il'\ d as the..' I.l'\ ill'S \\ Ih' \\ l'ft."

not Aaron's descendants. Ht.' had Il) assign ln them tasks Ih;.\t \\(.'fl..' llllh..'h I1h'fl..' --Pl'l'itïl' and

to which pentateuchallaw had not appointed spe"ilic indi, idll"ls.

Bu! abo when assuming that E/Ckil" \\:lS lk'alin~ \\ ;Ih gl,tlllinl.' I.l'\ ill" \\ IH' h;ld

ser\"~d as priests al the hanlof. il is ahsnllltel~ nnt surprising that t-:h:k i1..'1 \\~'lIld Ih" ";'Irip

them of their pric:stly pri\'ileges simpl: haseJ l'" the..' n..'glll;'ltilHlS in the..' I\·nlall:udl. hUI

eondemn them on the tla~i~ of their pani"ipation in idlllatr~. We ha, e "Iread~ staled '1' -"

1LI that thc PC decreed the Céntr.llization of the Sanctuary. with whi,'h the ,''CIII,i, il~ of the

Aaronide priesthood "'as indi~solubly linkeù. lmly for the wilùemess. On th,' olher halld it

Wa~ permitted in the holy land. accordingto the PC. to have a brge nlll11hl'r of sanctllari,·,

at which non·Aaronide~ could also function. Indeeù ~ourCé H \I.ev. 2h:311. 100. 'l'cab of

many sanctuaries. Surely. Ezekiel eould not have ba~ed him,elf on Delit.. a~ it deals only

\l'ith Levitical priest~. Sincc the Levite~ \l'ere a,'ll1ally in po~~ession of the prie'tlll'lxl. hl""

ever. the prophet could only impose exdusion on them as punishment for Iheir idolatry.

ln addition to this Ezekiel had yet anothcr re:lSon. The neccs.sity to repri man" his con·

tcmpor.lries for their tr.lnsgrcssions eaused him at another ocC:lsion too. '0 it seems. to di,·

regard the pentateuchal instructions. In ch. 20 Ezekiel rccites to the eiders the atlominatillOs

oftheir forefathers. and he says there t vv. 10-\ ïl that God had hrollght the Israelites l'mm

Egypt into the \l'ilderness, had given them Sl:llutes and judgements wherehy they wOllld

live. and also the Sabbath as a sign that Gad would s:mctify them. But they rejeeted ail the

divine commandments and also the Sabbath they deliled. while their hean adhen:d to idols.

Therefore they would have been collectively consumed in the dcscrt. but for the sake of the

divine Name they were once more spared and theironly punishment was thatthey themselves

would not enter the holy land. Thus Ezekiel. . This account is not only not in agreement

with the PC. but it also contradicts JE and D. since according to ail sources. the punishment

that this generation would die out in the wilderness and would not entcr the land is inmcl~'(\

upon them because oftheir unbeliefand their recalcitrance which they had demonslraled when

the spies were sent out. Was Ezekiel then. a1so oblivious of JE and D'?! This c1early

demonstrates how unfounded it is to conclude l'rom a disagreement between the Pentlteuch

and Ezekiel the latters unfamiliarity with the former.

193 ~Iishna YOtn3 6:3 mcntion." anothcr Q.~ in which pricsls would nt" ~I\'e allow non-pricslS lu panICI pale ID

a scooicc which W:L" IcgaJl~' open to an~onc.
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• Pern~ps Ezekicl took his st:llements in 20: 10-1: from different pentateuehal narra­

lives. That IsrJcI indulged in idolatf). we lcam from the e\Cnt of the constmction of the golden

c'alft Ex. 321. The desecration of the Sabbath is mentioned in Ex. 16:2: tT. and Num. 15:32 ff.

If. howe, er. the Pentateuch does not etreetuate the condemn:ltion of the tÏrst generation to

die out in lhe wi!demess as a result of these sins. then Ezekicl eould have assumed that in

an~ case the rebelliousness against (Jod. mentioned in Num. 13. would have tilled the cupof

si os 10 the hrim. and would ha"c brought ahout God's sentence. The eontcmpt for the law and

Ihe worship of the golden calf - transgn:ssions. whieh Ezekicl considcred to bc mueh more

serious than an~ reealcitranœ - demonstrated earlier, however. contributed equally if not more

so 10 the C'<lOdemnalion of the people. Sinee Ezekicl found that his eontemporaries were still

guilty of these same transgressions and wanted to admonish thcm regarding this. he stressed

how the degeneraey if their forefathers had already resulted in their damnation. The same

proeess <":ln he seen with regard to the Levites in ch. 44. He does not reprimand them for

illegally appropriating the priesthood: which. from the course of the narrative. seems to bc

easily excusable. He rather rebukes them conceming their support of idolatf)' and sentences

them to be removed from thcir earlier high position to a humble state. However. when

I:mguage. idiom.and complete phrases of Ezekiel indicate this prophet's familiarÎty with the

PC. c1ear for anyone who is not discouraged by having to take the required trouble of com­

paring. then the counter proof which appears from Ez. 44. when compared to ch. 20. seems

so weak. that our explanation of this passage is totally satisfactory in ils refutation. I<)~

IISI The factthat atthe moment of retum from the E"ile there was already a priesthood in

working order complete with its division into priests and Levites (a division which cannot

have becn cstablished during the E"ilel. proves that the Levitical c1ass was not first created by

Ezekie!. But on the contrary. al50 before the Babylonian E"<ile there were already assistants to

the prieslS. called 'Levites'. Kuenen (Eill/. • p. ~~) says this about it: "In the lists of retumees

from Babylon priests are mentioned as weil as Levites (Ezra 2:36-39.40: Neh. 7:39-42.43:

see Ezra 8: 15 ff.l, Does it not follow from this that both categories had been in existence

already before the captivity'? Indeed. according to 1\ Kgs. 23:8ff.. from 620 Be on there had

becn Levites in the Temple who would not go up to the a1tarofGod. Le. they were not priests.

There is nothing against the assumption that Ezra and Nehemiah referred to these 'Levites'.

Ând those who have difficulty with the word 'Levites.' should remember that the list of the

retumees from exile did not come to us in ils original form (Godsdit!llSl "ail Israel. n. p.84-89)

and assume!hat ils vocabulary has becn harmonized with P2...But this hypothesis is not even

necessary: the term 'the Levites' is. moreover. c1ear enough. while their small number in

• 194 Sec also &udi~in. (~rh. da a/rur. Pn~SlmJtum. n:!-~rdin8 this p3.'t"\3g'C.
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companson with that of the priests (-4 against 4:::~'9) does Ol't agrel' w ilh l"." ''', rhu,

Kucnen. The assumplion that the list has heen altered can !-le dismissl'd withllut funhl'r ad".

This list provcs rathcr that the di"ision l,f the prie'thood inlo 'priests' and ·I.e' ites' had al

ready e:-;isted a long. lime. - This is also de''''mstraled!-ly Jer..~.~. In '. IS tirst Ihl' l ....'ili,·al

priests are presented as saeriliciai priests, Anerthat mention is made lmly llf "thl' I.l" itl", th,'

pricsIS" or simply "I.c\'itc:s" (\'\ ~ l·~:!). and lhcsc arc mcrc:ly I.·allc-J nlt',/r,lrtim (attl'ndanls 1.

Is, 66:::: l, too. differentiates !-lel\\ een priests and I.e,·ites, when hl' say s: "And llf Ihl'm '11ll"

COolmon lsradites) also wi Il 1take fnr priests and f"r the I,l" ill'S," Hl're wc Walll tl' ,'mpha

1 l'l, sile a furthcr issue. howc\'cr. which has not yct ht:'cn discu:-.sC'ù. :\":'I".·~l(l.1ing. (l) \Vdlh~H1Sl'n ~lnd

his school. the duties that Ezekid assigned to the halllo{ pril'StS he had dem"tl'd hl the rank

of Levites. had been camed out previously in the Jerusalem Temple hy he:llhen attend:mts,

They included in any case also the Neth'nim, But now wc tind in the Book of Reenrds,

eomposed by Ezra <Ezra S: 1Î·:::Ol, that during. the E:-;ile the I.evites li"ed t,'gether with the

Nethinim. 1 do not want to anaeh too much value to the faet that Ezr:1 s:lYs .here: "the

Nethinim, whom David and the princes had appointed for the service l,f the Levites;" he

could have wrinen this after viewing. the PC Gnly the fact th'lt the post·e:-;ilic Levites had

liwd together with the Nethinim during the E:-;ile appears as ineontrovenihle l'rom Elr:l's

:ICCOUnt, and as emerges l'rom the account. the Nethinim 'l'ere suhordilt:lte to the Levites.

Now we wonder how the erstwhile rural priests did end up in e:-;ile together with the Je",s:llem

Temple attendants, Docs the fact that Levites and Nethinim lived logelher in Kasiphia not

pro"e. however, thatthe fathers of bath Levites and Nethinim had g.one inlo e:-;ile togelher,

and thatthe Levites as weil as the ordinary priests l'rom the capilal had been Temple slaves

there. just as the Nethinim'? But if the demotion intended by Ezekiel, had been put into

eITect in Jerusalem alrcady since 620. then Ezekiel in fact knocks on an open door. Il had

especially been unnecessary for him to agitate against the employment of the healhen

attendants as assistants in the sacrificial service. as by his lime they already pcrforrned the

humblest tasks as underlings to the Levites, and the humo{ priests had become the

assistants in the sacrificial service in their stcad, When Ezekiellooks back at a more ancient

time. however. it is completely impossible to conclude l'rom his words anything at ail

conceming the lime of the origin of the Levitical c1ass, The enlire question conceming the

Levites must therefore he deterrnined by the accounts in Deuteronomy and Kings, Ac­

cording to these books it is also impossible to reject the assumptions of Riehm and Ewald.

to the effeet that in the cause oftime the Levites had appropriated priestly privileges.

195 This should he: cleu proof. ~'. (bat the PC cannot ha'·c c:omc inla c~istcnce Olt Ihis lime (sec ahovc p. 75
f.). The faet Umt sa rC"'I~'iICSand c:omparativcly many priest'" relumcd. CIO he c.'~plaincd b~· lhe alllucncc llf

the laUer and po\'ert~·ur the Ialler (sc<: ,\f\VJ Il!')(), p. 7') and 240. nUle).
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\\/1.: \\ il! noW tum 10 the inspection l,f the: histor: nf tht." Israc:litc pric:sthood 3S intc:rpretcd h~

\\ic1lhallsc:n. Hut tiN a fcw rcmarks an: in placc. Wc1lhauscn statcs that in thc PC A:uon was

~l"n l,'ho"'cn as pril"st hCCIUSC: he hc10ngs t() the: trine of Levi. Rathcr. he: was3lrc:ady a priest

long ~forl" the Levites \'Ocn: "lOctilicd. Strictly sJXaking. the l.evites do not c\'cn hclong 1O

thc c1cr~~ at all.lhc~ \\ crc not .:allcd lIpon n~ (iod. nllt thcy arc .:onsccratcd ta thc Sanc·tllar:

n\ rhc hraclitc, in thc pla.:c of thcir malc tirstnorn. Thc rclationship nct"ccn Aa,,'n and

1.1..'\ i. ;mJ the fal.'t that il was prcl..'iscl)- this triht.: Whl) \\'as gi\"c.:n l)\,C'r 10 the..' "'ancluar: in

'-'ompcn~alion fOrlht: li rsthorn. "'C:l'mS almo...t ;}(,."l:iùcntal :.md (.'an only he cxplain("d in that l.e\i

fl'lil.':-'lHl Aaron. as the pricsthof,J l)h\'iol1sl: \\as considcn:d as !la\'ing tht: priority. 1\\"",·lth.,

( ",\,"It .. p. 1:-11 r II-tll' This assertion isjust as wrong ;.lS its dcri\'ativ~ view conceming the po­

'ilion and lcndcn.:: ,)1' tho: PC . Just rcading Ihc pasS:lgo: of ","um. 1ï: 16 ft".. which nclongs

umil'nianly to thc Pc. il so:cms to h:,,'c nccn wrillcn for tho: purposc of lodging a protcsl

againsl Wcl1hauscn's daim. Whcn strifo: had o:ruplo:d bccauso: of tho: pricsthood. Gad said to

:\I1,)ses: Takc of tho: Isr:.lclilo:s rods. ono: for ca.:h tribo:. of all tho: princo:s of cach tri no:. twd vo:

rods. Y')l1 shall wrilc o:vcr:' man's namo: on his rad. and thc namo: of Aaron you shall wrilO: on

tho: rod of Lcvi. for tho: rod bdongs to tho: ho:ad of o:ach trino:. And you shall placo: tho:m in

IhcTcmofMccting And itshall como: to pass that tho: man whom 1 shall chooso:. his rod

shall nlld: and 1will mako: to cease l'rom Me tho: murmurings of the israelites. which tho:y mur·

mur :lgainsl you And Moso:s laid up the rods beforc the Lord in the tem of the tcstimony.

And tho: neXI moming behold. the rod of Aaron for the house of Levi was budded. and PU!

forth buds. and bloomed blossoms. and bore ripe almonds. Each one then took his rod. and

Aaron's rod was kept as a token in the Tcnt of Mccting before thc testimony. - This account is

found in the Pc. not isolated sa that it could be explained as a later addition. dcviating l'rom

tho: core of the PC. but fortunately it is relatcd to the fundamental components of the pg (Q).

No:xt. in 20:9. the words: "And Moses took the rod from before the Lord: refer directly to

our passage above. in which thc rod was placed before the Lord. l 'Jf, However. the account

in ch. 20 is c10sely related to yet othcr passages of the pg (Num. 20:22 l'l'.: 27: 12 l'l'.: Dcut.

32:-18 ff.l. Moreover. the story of the preservation of Aaron's rod completely conforms to

that of the preservation of the l1ask ofmanna (E'!:. 16:32 l'l'.). Both relies were put "before

the testimony.to be kept there" (Num. 20:25: Ex. 16:34). Il is also beyond any doubtthat

theaccount about "Aaron l'rom the House of Levi" belongs to the core of the PC.. Here we

l')h Whcn \\'cllha~ (ljâTh. INï6. p. 5"6) scck.... to dcn~' this and tries tc.l c"tplain thc 'from belon: the l.c.lrd'
(:"um. ~t):',)) Lhalm later tÎmes the sanctuarics Olt Shilc.lh or Jcrusalem had the Îunction a. slUr:JCC fc.lr the relies.
l1us arbitr.lrincs., hanll\" nccd.... an\ rcfulatic.ln, l-IC.l\\' coulll il "lCCur to a narralor l"l \,,,on. iucr the rad lhal c\'cn
durin~ the hfclÎmc of the \lwncr the rocJ Md becn presc:t'\'oo :1,... 3 relie in the Sanett1al)· 3." kn\l\\'n if it h3d n..lt
~n (\lld t-<tllrc'~ • Dillmann. t\lU. considcr.- the 'from bcforc the Lord' a.~ 3 n:fcrcn« to li:ZS.
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have: \"'karl ~ lommlatt."d tha! A~lr\ '11, .\:'0 l'ri Ili,.'l' \, lI' ! hL' 1n l'l' ~ '1 1.\.'\ 1 \\.\'" ,,' hl ' .... l·Tl 1\ 'r i hl" ;'(ll· .... t

hood s\. that h~ his (,.'lcctÎl"lfl his l'min.' triht.' \\ ~IS l'lc.·i,.,tc.,.d .lt tht.' .... ~lll\l· 'dnll'

\Vhc:n. ho\\c\cr. thl' PC 1 t:\.. ~S: 1 ft'.) Il'i!, Il( A.ln'n', .IPP\'ltllllll'l\! 1\' thl' l'fIt· .... \

hlX)d \\ithout ml·nti\..1nin~his Illcmht'rship t~, thl' tribt.· "t" I.l'\ l. thl' .... ~lfl bl' l"l'l.IHll'd "'lllll'l~

hy the: (at:( that the PClf:\.h:l..t (fI had ~i\L'n thl" ~l'nl'all'~~ ,l!, \h, ... t.· ... ~lI1d ..\.Ir\'tl .i1rt.·~ld~

'c:fnrc: \\ i th l hl' i III L'Il l Il' I..·!c:ari y l,.'mphasi le..' thl,j r Jt..'s\,.'\.'ut t"n'Ill I.c\ 1. '. J - III r~! pt .11 fl\h.l ~ thl."

trihc: 1,.'( Ll'\ i must h~l\l' l'\"'I..'upil'd an impl'rtanl pl, .... itil'll .lIlh't1~ l!ll' l ... r;h.·l,ll· .... '\' Ih.l! l'~ 1il,,'

prl·sl~nt~ltion nf the Jl~SCl.:nt frt,tll l ,e\ i. thl' mi,slllll l'( \h''''l'' .ml! :\~lrl\1l 'l·t.·I~1l"d 1,\ h.t\ 1,: !l.hl

a suflicientl~ stnmg fllunJatit.'fl. It îs lhl.·rd·l.'fl· 1... It..'ar that tlh: ~lpp\'1l1111lt.·nl l'f :\.lrl'Il Il' thl'

priesthnt.'J needed no furthl~f suhst~mtiali\'tl ~Hld th~lt. ju:-.t likt.· thl' l,thl'r ..."llrl... l· .... thl' l'l'

'·onsid~r~dL~vi :IS th" pri~stl~ trib". l''S

\lofC important fOf the l{uc:stion I..·oncl.'ming the- rdatil'tlship h.,.·t\\l."l.'n pnl"t:-. ~lIld

l."vit"s is th" i:J<:t that 1agai nst \Vdl haus"n and his "'h,,,,II it "an "asil ~ b,· 1''''\ ,·ct 1h;lI p\,,,

t"ronomy. tao. kn"w ,,1' th~ d"ction of Aaron. [)"ut. IS:·H. s:'ys. -rh" liN fruils ,,1' th~ ,·,lnt.

of thy wi n~. and of thin" oi 1. :lI1d thdirst of th" Il,,,,,,,, of thy sh""p. shal t thou gi\l' hi mit h,'

pri"sll. For th" l.ord your God has chosen him out of an ~ ,lur tri b"s. tl' sland and t" mini'I"r

in th" namc of the Lord. him and his sons ior~\'l:r." For th" most pan Ih" crili,'s ;In: ""'lSpic"

1::' ously sil"nt onthis issu". l"" Knobd ""plains 'he and his sons' as n:f"rring to: "th,' tril>.: ,,1'

L"vÎ in the Masai, and in ail iollowing periods." - \Vhat a fo":,,d ,,"planation~ :\b""1 ,ln,'

;:ihe it would he said. 'he and his sons: and 'sons' should he undeNml<! as heing th" <;;lI1t"

trihe in alater periad! Besides. the verse docs not speak of lh" trio.: of l.evi al ail. as gr.lln­

matically the suffi" can only relate la the koht!n mentionl-d helon: in v. 3. 'He and his sons' is

therefore nothing other than a priest and his descenda,tts who arc pn:suml-d ta he kno"n 1cf.

the 'he and his sons' with regard ta the kings. Deut. lï:20l. However. this priest '~111 only he

Aaron. as Deuteronomy had already mentioned only these in 10:6 ("then: Aaron died. and

there he was buried: and Eleazar his son in ministered in the pries!'s office in his slead."l :"0

Only the phrase "For the Lord your Gad has chosen him out of ail your lriheS."

could seem difficult. as it could he possible ta consider ho (him) as referring la the trihe of

Levi. which Gad chose l'rom among the other tribes. Gnly. the phrase "out of ail yourtrihes·

Il)'i ln his cummental) on thls pa."S3~ Dillmann ha-.. adc:qualcl~ c"\plamcd lhôlllhl'" ~"C'ne:lln~u;~1 Il'1 "c1·.ln~"" ,,,
P and IS nol. 3.' ",me ha\'C Il, a laler mlcl'J"'lall,'n

19S That 1..c\·11S not mcnlloncd at lhe clceuon of :\an," IS nul al all ,urpr1,m;=. '10l~ .:illhat lime Ih.: l.e\ IIC' ha\1
nul )cl becn calh.."\! tu functlOn al the !'>Ol","1.ual') lO~tcad of the: fal"\thurn. ThiS "ould unl~ happen a'" a rt.",ull 01
lhcir leal durin~ the c\'cnl of the ~Idcn cl1f.

1l)9 Stcucmaccl's lalcst Commcntar\ (I»JM) dcclan:s ail ,,1' \. :\ u' "c a 1011er mlCrpulaliun and pôl''C' ''''cr 'he ark!
his soo.'" in silence. •

::WO Dillmann. too. inlcrprcts the pa""'\3~ in this "Ol~' frf!nt. III. p 32N as "cil a., klchm and Nllel. "htKn he
quOlcs thm:.
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means exactly the same as "from among ail of Israel." Many passages testify to this. E.g.

Deut. 29:20: "and the Lord shall separate him unto evil out of ail the tribes of Israel:" 1

Sam. 15: 17: "art thou not hcad of the tribcs of Israel'?:" Deut. 12:5: "unto the place which

the Lord your God shall choose out of ail your tribes: etc. The choice "out of ail your

tribes" therefore. does not mean the ciection of a tribe from among the other tribes. but of a

man or a city from among ail of Israel. 101 We sec then. that Deuteronomy. although it

emphasizes especially the selection of the entire tribe of Levi. does yel .Il)t ignore the

speci;ll ciection of Aaron and his descendants.

Aaron's ciection can be found in yet another pre-exilic passage outside of the Pc.
which Wellhausen has indeed misunderstood. but after explaining the above pass.'ge from

Dcuteronomy will no longer be ambiguous. In 1Sam. 2:2ï ff. God has the high priest Eli

told: "Did 1reveal Myself unto the house of thy father. when they were in Egypt in bondage

t~ Pharaoh's l:,.,use'? And did 1choose him out of ail the tribes of Israelto be My priest. to go

up unlO Mine allar. to bum incense.to wear an ephod before Me'? and did 1give unto the house

ofthy fatherallthe .:>fferings of the children oflsraeI made by fire'?(Wherefore kick ye al My

sacrifice and at Mine offering. which 1have commanded in My habitation: and honourest thy

sons above me). 101to make yourselves fal wilh the chiefesl of ail the offerings of Israel

my people'?" Wellhausen 3SSerts (C;","·" .. p. I~ 1126\lthat here - in the place where wc tind

that a distinction is being made betwcen between the House of EIi and the House of his

father that the latter refers to the tribe of Levi. whieh God had ehosen from among ail the

tribes of Israel to be priests and whom He had given ail the offerings of the Israelites. The

former. however. refers to the specifie family of Levilieai deseent. whieh had funclioned at

the saneluary in Shiloh. But how. besides everything else. could the prophet say. that Gad

had revealed Himselfto the tribe oflevi in Egypt'? The words. "And did 1ehoose him out

of ail the tribes of Israel: whieh obviously refer to Deut. 18:5. ean only be understood

from the eleelion of Aaron and his House whieh is explieitly mentioned in Deut. 10:6.

Moreover. the new erilies make another assertion whieh eontradiets this inlerpreta­

tion of lhe passage in Samuel. In a thought in whieh Vatke and Kuenen had already pre­

ceded him. WeIlhausen asserts «(;"st:1I.. p. 1~1l:!6. [nOle 1)) !hat the Jerusalem priesthood's

descent from Aaron and aeazar was fixed by means ofan artificial genealogy in Chronicles.

Before the E'l:ile it was generally known tnat this priesthood originated with Zadok. who.

during the reign of Solomon. had ousted the family of ai from its priestly position. Proof

201 Forlhat motter. in the .ccount in :"um, 17 (sce .hovel. A.ron isliterally eleeted l'rom .mon!' the trilles of
Israel. See a1so Kiltel. Thl!Ot. Slud. aus Wllrllmlb'rg 1II. p. 287.

202 t.ham.,".Ich.m Ito f.lten ~'ou=lv"J belon!," to !he fim question. Gad ..ks: H3"e Ithcrcfon: ehœen priests
ta f.tten !hem \\i!h the offcrin!,"'! The braeketed ward.< an: • pan:nthesis.
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for this is found in 1 Sam. :!::!7 tT.lwhich Wdlhausen considers 10 he posl-deuteron,)mic\.

bccausc there God speaks to Eli: "1 said indeed that lhy house. and the house of Ihy falh,·r.

should .valk beforc Mc for ever: but now Ihe Lord saith: Be it far from Me And 1will raise

Me up a faithful priest.lhal shall do accordin~ to what is in My hean and in My mind. and 1

will build him a sure house "1 vv. 30-361. This new priest "as Zadok. "This Zadok. ae­

cordingly. hdongs neither to Eli's house nor [0 Ihat of El i's falher: his priesthood does n\ll ~\l

I:~\ hack as far as to lhe time of the founding of lhe theocracy. and is not in a prop'~r s,'ns,' 'Ic~i·

lim:lte': he obtained it rather by the infringement ofwhat 10 a cen:1Ïn dcgree mi~hl he called a

constitutional privilege. to which Ihere were no olher heirs hesides Eli and his family."

Thus Wellhausen. As according to Wellhausen's previously cited asserlion. however. lh,'

House of El i's father was to be underslood as the tribe of Le,·i. Ihus. accordin~ 10 the hihlic:t1

passage cited above (as interpreted by Wellhausen) Zadok would not have hclon~ed to the

tri he of Levi. And Ihat the Jerusalem priesthood only dated back to Zadok was noljusl the

opinion of a single individual. but (according to Wellhausen and his school) such common

knowledge. that no one could even anempt 10 project its origin to thc establishment of the

theocracy. Therefore. the Jerusalem priests were not thought of as sons of Levi (neilher hy

the post-deuteronomic aUlhors. as the passage of 1Sam. 2:27 would he post-deuteronomic).

but merely as sons of Zadok. How this relates then to the fact that in Deuteronomy and in

later texts. the priests allogether and the Jerusalem priesthood in panicular were called "the

priests. the Levites." or "the priests. the sons of Levi." and Wellhausen himself Il"',,·h.. p.

1471143) must admit: " ..in Judah.. the clerical guild ultimately acquired a heredilary char­

acter.. This hereditary c1ergy wasalleged 10 have existed from the very beginning of the histo­

ry of Israel. and even then as a numerous badv. consisting of many others besides Moses

and Aaron. Such is the representation made by the Deuteronomist and subsequent writers. "­

Consequently. the Jerusalem priests and therefore alsa their ancestor Zadok were considered

as sons of Levi. Yet. Zadok did not descend from the house of Eli's father. Thus. 'the house

of EIi's father' cannot be understood as the tribe of Levi: the abave discussion should make

that c1ear. Thus the house of Eli's father in 1Sam. ~:!7 can only refer to the house of Aaron,

as no mention is made at ail conceming another priestly family in ancient times and the tribe

of Levi was also generally acknowledged as the house of Zadok's father, :03

Hence bath 1Sam. 2:27 and Deut. 18:5 c1early state that at the beginning of Israel's

:03 IOn the pos.sible baek!""un<! of the priest 7.odok. sec Roy Rosenber!!, "The Gud Scdeq" in: HUt.:A 3(~ 1%5):
161-171 (Esp. pp. 167-170), wbo SU!!!!""ts tba, 7..dok wa.s a priest uf 'he Jeru....lem.tetJebusile!!ad Scdeq
belon: he bc:camc: a priest of the God of Israel in the scn'icc of 1À\'id and "":1.,, supplicd \\'ith a tzencaJog)' making
him a desccnd:lnt of Aaron. Also ~fanin .\. Cohen. "The: Raie of the Shilonitc: Pricsthood in the: l'nitc:d
~Ionarchy of Aneien'Is",el." ibid.. 59·98::md Rowl")', ~/.adok and Scehushum." J8l. 58( 1939): Hauer. "Who
wa.s Zadok'1", JBL 8211963): 119·~.1
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history a family. one that was not identical to the tribe of Levi. had been c1ected to the priest­

hood. As. however. also the election of the trihe of Levi cannot be doubted - according to

Deuteronomy . these passages tell c1early and unambiguously that al the rime of the esta­

hlishment of the theocrdcy a distinction was made between the Levites and the elected priestly

family of Aaron. Only the latter were authorized to approach the altarin the main Sanctuary.

1:.S) 10 hring the incense olTering and to wear the ephod before God (1 Sam. 2:2i): this was not

pcnnitted to the other sons of Levi. Here we see the distinction between priests and Lcvites.

as it is written in the PC. in any casc :LS an cstablished fact for the deutcronomic author.

Thosc who would concur with Vatke. Kucncn and Wcllhausen that "thy father's

housc" in 1 Sam. 2:30 is identical with the same cxpression in v. 2i. according to which

Zadok did not descend l'rom the house of Eli's father. to whom God had revcaled Himself

in Egypt. would then have to accept that the house of Eli's father is the house of Aaron. so

that Zadok still descended l'rom Lcvi. even though not l'rom Aaron. Al'ter the l'ail of the

house of Eli thc privilege had been taken l'rom the house of Aaron and another Levitical

13mily had bccn calicd to the rank of priests. This was the position of Ewald and Riehm.

according to which during thc course of the later history the distinction between priests and

Lcvitcs had ccased (ab<wc. p. 113). And according to this the PC would belong to the most

ancicn! period of Israelite history. while Deut. would reflect the later period.

Because. however. in Deut. 18:5 Aaron and his children were elected for ail times. it

wouId have been unthinkable that the Jerusalem priests togetherwith the high priest would be

ncophytes and not descending l'rom Aaron. Hence. the "house of thy father" in 1 Sam. 2:30

must be understood in a narrower sense.like the same phrase before in v. 2i. :0-1 "Houseof

thy father" in v. 30 should be understood as referring only to the relatives of ai or the priest­

hood at Shiloh.just as in 1Sam. 22: 1I. 15. 16.22 where it is satisfactorily explained by (v.

Il). "the priests that were in Nob." That 1 Sam. 2:30 says. "thy house and the house of thy

father." does notcontradict this interpretation. It refers to the family in a specific and general

sense. as e.g. "ail the house of Joseph and the house of his father" (Gen. 50:8). - Veto 1still

consider it inadmissible to interpret "your father's house" in 1Sam. 2:2ï as referring to the

tribe of Levi. Firstly. because. as had already been observed. nowhere mention is made of a

divine revelation to the tribeofLevi in Egypt.and secondly. the words "and did 1chose him

l'rom among ail the tribes of Israel to be My priest" (v. 28) absolutely speak of a man and

not of an entire trihe. :05

:0-1 Thu.s il is underslood b~' Bn:dcnlolmp. G~.<r". u. Propl"/~n. p. 181 fT.
~os The '"the house of th\' father" in \'. 30 is mon: conform to the "the hou.~ of th,· father" in \'. 27. \\'ben the

latter is undcrstood aoç Ïhe hou.~ of .l'\aron: as 'the bouse of Aaron' is a broadcr concept than the 'hou.~ of Eli's
rother bUI is ~'el, lik",,;sc. the oou.sc or 0 single pric:stly r:unil~'. Ir. how",·er. "lhe OOUSC or lhy rother" in ,. :7
wl.'luld he inlcrpn:tcd ~~ the tribc: of Levi. which ri~ht al the be~inning of Israel'~ histo~' consisted of tn3n~'
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However. in orderto explain the divergence hetween the laws in the PC and the dat<'s

of the attested history. we must repeat the ohservation wc made :lhon' 1p. :<;\. that the PC

o:lly issues regulations with regard to the m:lin Sanetu:lry. :lnd not for the private altars.

which. according to the PC arc also authorized :lt certain times. This also applies to the

persons who perform the sacritices. At the private alt:lrs (hwlI"r) ;myone. also non-priests.

could sacritice. Only with regard to the central Sanctuary priests were sei<'eted. assistcc! hy

Levites (cf. Mishna Zevachim 14: 10l. As already àiscussed aho"e Ip. ~.~ Ill. in Ihe PC only

the tasks of the Levitcs at the Tent of Meeting in the wildcmess are prescrihed. Wh<'n Isra<'1

entered the Holy Land and in many locations private altars would spring up. il would ha"e

been unthinkable to appoint at each one of them an Aaronide priest. as al tirst ther<' wer<'

only a few of them. Yet. priestly du tics were not seldom entrusted to a Le"ite. Despite the

factthat anyone was emitled to sacritice at such a sanctuary. Levites were still considereù to

he worthierin that respect. as is shown hy the example in Ju. Ii. Thus later. e.g.. en'n

though anyone was allowed to slaughterthe sacritice.this responsibility was transferred to the

Levites. At the main sanctuary in Shiloh. on the other hand. only Aaronide priesls oflicialeù.

Samuel pcrformed the Levitical duties there: "0" he guarded the sanctuary and in lhe moming

he would open the gales of the temple (1 Sam. 3: 15). But we never sec him s:lcritice al Shiloh.

but only laterafter the overthrow of the temple at Shiloh atthe hamah. al a time that there

actually was no central sanctuary. At the hamot anyone could be a priest and lhus also the

sons of David could be priests (II Sam.8: 18). Only the great/>amah in Nob and the one in

Gibeon had Aaronide priests (~lxl\c. p. HX). In Solomon's Temple only Aaronides were priests.

Because after the divi~ion of the kingdom the hamlJ/ did not cease to exist anywhere in the

country. despite the presence of this Temple. the Levites were everywhere sought after as

priests. and other Israelites were also installed as high priests. especially in the northem

kingdom. where there was no central sanctuary. There is. however. no indication that in the

main Sanctuary in Jerusalem 207 a non-Aaronide priest could legally be admitted.

When later. under Josiah. the high places were abolished. the high priests of these

hamm. even if they were Aaronides. could not function in the Jerusalem Temple. This pro­

hibition was their punishment. They probably pcrformed certain Leviticaltasks. a praetiee

which EzekieI seems to have sanctioned (at.wc. p. 114 ff.) - Indeed. the Books of Kings do

people. lhan Ihis "the bouse of th) fathcr" ",'ould bc so dillcrcnt in mcaning fmm the next tlOe in "'. 30, lhat
the u.~ of idcnlical c;~prcs..,ions \\.'ould sccm incumprchcnsiblc.

206 Thal c.>thcr Lc\'itcs. 100. would go to officialc al the temple in Shiloh. is shown by the: c:umplc in Ju. II); 1H.
OnJ~' "cf)' tcndcntiou.~ criticism cao declare Ihis narrativc as hc:inJ= lalc. as il shows traccs of Ihc ulmt"l
anliquit::. and Hosea 9:9 and 10:9 rcfers unmisl:J;kabl~' 10 it, Indccd. also Ihe "'Couds "Phineh;ts rhe son of
ElClZar the son or Aaron" (20:28) must bc irksome 10 the nC'""''CSt c:ritics, Bullhis is onl)' funher proof Ihal Ihe
Aaronide an""';t')· of the priesL, should nOl he doubled.

207 This CIn. howe\'c:r. bc stated with regard to the gn::Jt bamOl in :\'ob and Gibcon.
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1':9)

not mention the aetual Levites. the common priests in the Temple (except for 1 Kgs. 8:4.

which passage isquestioned by the modem cri tics). If. however. one would want to conclude

l'rom this that there had not been such Levites at ail. then too much importance is attached to

an ùrgumer.:um ex silenrio. On the same grounds doubt could be cast upon the existence of

the Temple singers. despite the fact that Ps. 137 rules this out categorically. and both Asaph

and the Korahides have most certainly sung Psalms in the Temple also before the Exile. The

ancient historical sources that have come down to us do not relate anything at ail directly con­

ccming the reglilarcuit. Only something exceptional or lInlawflll would have been registered.

cl OrherJij/erence.\ herween rhe PC <lnd [he remùining sources

Now we should discuss the other essential arguments of Wellhallsen and his school against

the description of the relationship between the priests and the Levites in the Pc. Wellhallsen

denies the separation of an entire cIericaltribe at the beginning of Israel's history. Only at

the lime of the two kingdoms a scparate and independent priestly cIass was consolidated.

which was in a position comparable to the gui Ids of the sons of the prophets. the Rehabites

and the Naziriles. Il was at a laler time. only. thatthe priesthood became heriditary. at tirst

in Jerusalem in the family orZadok.and subsequently everywhere in the country. The cIas.s

was tllmed into a family. a tribe. This situation became dominant at the time of Deut.

IWcllh.. pp. 134-I-lO (Engl.tr.lI- Fortunately. JE too. demonstrates the existence of a priestly

lribe al the time of the establishment of the theocracy. According to Ex. 2: 1. the father or

Moses was "a man of the house of Levi:" and without any doubt it is this House of Lev'i

which would laler be called to the priesthood. As. however. 4: 14 refers to Aaron as Levite.

either the tribe of Levi. as taught by the midrashim. must have had a prominent position

among the other tribes alr.:ady in Egypt. or it refers to the election of Aaron as assistantto

Moses due to the fact that as a Levite he belonged to the tribe destined for the priesthood.

ACter the construction of the golden ealf. the sons of Levi assemble around Moses and

punish the guilty. Moses then tells them. that from that moment on they are consecrated as

priests to God (Ex. 32:26-29).The 'sons of Levi' can only refer to the Moses' fellow tribes­

men. which means. therefore. that a tribe was called to the priesthood. 208

Moreover. in Egypt. too. the priesthood was hereditary. Gen. 47:22 relates. certainly

not unintentionally. tbat the Egyptian priests received a fixed portion (choq) from Pharaoh.

208 Wellh:lu."Cn (JfdTh. 1876. p. 56t l. logcthcr with Sôtdeke. l.bc:ls this pa".gc .s • I.ter .ddition: bUI
J)cut.IO:N: rcfcrs to il. Il must. therclore. in 'IDY case: he pn:«utc:ronomic (cf. Dillmann on this p:L<;S;lge). The:
';."11 bl"'~no u·\.'~··aclll", ("C\'et}' man bath Ix.-CD a~'ain."l his son and againsl his brothcr" . ll:~. 32:291 (ms sa
much in Cllmmon with Deut. 33:9. tbill. 3t:ainst Wellhau.~n. il must he statcd that the l'lbjcct of ~Iosc:s'

Ncssin~ did not conecm • cl..... bUI • pricstl~' lribc:. The idco lh:ll lhis blcssing would bc: spcoking or. clos.<•
lack." an~: IllUnd3tioo. The interpn:tation of this JXL~~ b~' Graf nnd \Vc:llhau.'\CD is rcfutc:d in grcat detail b~'

Bn:d<:nk:unp (Gc.«ir. u Propire,en. p. 173 Il:). Sec olso Dillmonn on lhis po>.....gc.
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from which they lived. Fonhe Israelite priests. likewise. a lixed in<:nme «ho,/) fn)m their

king (God) would be reserved (Lev. 6: Il: 7:34. <f. m~ '''mm, ,'n L,'\ '. p, .N) . Furthermnre.

how can it be explained that only the priestly class changed into a hereditary c1ergy. while

the status of the gui Ids of the prophets and nazi rites remained unchanged'? Resides. wh"n

Deuteronomy spccifically presupposes the hereditary chamcter of the priesthond sinee Mnses.

then this assumption cannot in any degree be shaken hy an unfounded idea. Cnrll"'ming the

nonhem kingdom it is explicitly reponed that the kings would ehn()se the priests as it suited

them. In Judea. at the Temple cult. on the other hand. we IÏnd a single exaT1lple nf a priest

{Ebiatharl being expelled. because he had rehelled against Solomnn. ln his stead nnt .1

stranger was appointed. however. hut Zadok. who had already heen a priest hefnre. under

David. And it is just this exception which assumes the rule of heredity nf the priesthnod.

There can absolutely bc no doubt that at the central Sanctuary. in Shiloh as weil as

in Jerusalem. the priesthood had always been hereditary. The entirc priesthood :lt Shiloh hl',

longed to the house of Eli's father (1 Sam. 22). With regard to Jerusalem it is known that the

rank ofhigh priest was heriditary in the family of Zadok and therc is nolthe slightest hasis to

doubt the assumption in Deuteronomy that ail priests at the chosen places should bclong to the

tribc oflevi. However. if one would ask if the house of Zadok and the house of Eli bclonged

to one and the same tribe. Deuteronomy as weil as ail its dependant documents. speak in

fa,·orofthis. Only 1Sam. 2:27 ff. (as intcrprctcd by Wcllhauscn.ru Kucncn. a}""c. p. 1:.1). which is

in any case a post-deuteronomic passage. can bc citcd against it. In this case. too. the impmtial

historian must rule in favorof Deuteronomy and Chronicles. Hence. since the time of Moses.

the rank of priests was hereditary in one and the same tribe. Il is furthennorc also certain that

in ail times the priests al the central Sanctuary were considered as bcing the prieslhood truly

chosen by God. As a rule the central Sanctuary was the seat of the Ark of the Covenant.

and the priests were the bcarers and guardians of this holy ark. Hence they are callcd no.\'ei

ha-'won [bearers of the arkl. notjust in Deuteronomy. but also in JE (Josh. 3: 15).

The question. now. isonly whether the entire tribc of Levi was eligible for the priest­

hood orjust the house ofAaron. It cannot bc denied that in Deut. the priests are called Le·

vites and that in the same book the expressions "the priests. the Levites: "the Levites: and

1.10) "thepriests. the sons of Levi" connote the same (cf. Deut. 17: 18:31 :9. 25). On theotherhand.

from Deut. 10:6; 18:5; II Sam. 2:27. it is clearly evident that God had not elected an entire

tribe. 209 but only one man and bis sons or his house. to bc high priest (abo"c. p. 121 IT.). and

209 Kuc:ncn. too. admilCii that il \\'a.<ii not the cntirc trihe of J.oC\'j which would fune;tion as pri~1s al the ~ncIUiIr).
ln his Ein/. (§ 3. note 16: see a1so § 15. nnle 15) he writes: Is illhe opinion of the aothor (D). lhat ail I..eviles.
withoul exception. would pc:rform the priestl)' dUlies at the central SanClu3f)"! Absolulel)' not. hc:causc:
Dcutc:ronom)' reports tbat the lc\'itcs H"cd as stron~rs in the '·ariOu.'i cities in lsr.K:1. But it ducs permit an)'
one llf them tu bcc:omc: a priest. But then il is wriUen: -And if a I..eviu: h,e, an~'(lnc of them, come: l'rom an)' (lI'
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this man .:an be no other than Aaron. When wc further lind in Deut. 27:9. 12. 14 thatthe

Levites as priests arc sel apart from the rest of the tribe of Levi. then it is obvious that not

lhe entire tribe of Levi was appointed to a speeific priesthood. Moreover. one should not for­

gel. lhat Deuteronomy itselfOhe cri tics may think about its date of composition whalthey

wan!) decidedly states that it was writlen by Moses. and it emphasizes at ail places ilS posi-

1\ Il lion in lhe Mosaic period and understands ail its words as having been spoken by Moses.

Whe:n Mose:s subseque:ntly de:e:ree:s that in the Holy Land only one Sanctuary will exist.

where only the scat of the Ark of the Covenant and the s.~criticial service ean he. then he

e:ertainly cannot have said that God had ele:cted the entire tribe of Levi for the sacriticial

service:. as if they woulcl take for grantecl Ihat e:verywhere in the land sanctuaries would he

e:stahlished in deliance of his decree. Thus Deut. 18:5 only speaks of one man whom God.

justlike the single holy place. had elected forthe high priesthood. Likewise. the priests orthe

Levites whoare descrihecl as hearersof the Ark of the Covenant (Deut. 34:9. 25: Josh. 3: 15.

etc.). arc only the descendants of this elected man whose house would. as high priests. be in

charge of the central Sanctuary. the scat of the Ark of the Covenant. This is also supported by

Jer. 33:24 ~ III (cf. V\·. 17and 18) and Zcch. 12: 13. where the priestly Levites orthe house

of Levi do not appear as a tribe (.,hCl'er) but as a family (mi.,hpachahl (cf. Josh. 7: 14 and 1

Sam. 10:21 l.justlike the family of the house of David.. Il is also certain that Deuteronomy

and the texts that depend on it. arc informed of and assume the election of Aaron.

Il is truc that Aaron is l'lot considered in his own right. but as the head and leader of

the tribe of Levi. ~ t 1Thatthis is also the position of the PC. has been demonstrated above

th}' ~:Ih:!" out of :111 Israel. when: he: slljourncth. and come wnh ail the dcsirc ,,,l' his sout unto the place which
the l.urd shall Chl""~~ then he shall ministcr in the narne llf the LllN his <.kll.1. as ail his hrcthren the Lc\'itcs
dl), wht\ st.ml! IheR: helt.ln: the I.urd" (lxut. 18:6-7).. :\p:recd for the lime hcin~. Ihis P.1S....'pt: gr.mls hl C\'C~

IXl'ile fnlm the "'llher cilies the authority 10 come: 10 Jcrusalcm in order 10 function Ihen: as .il priest. I-Io\\'c\'cr.
thls can llnl)o mcan Ihat he c\'IuhJ be udmittcd 10 thc service tben:. Il eoulll 0\'11 mean that the leglslalor would
h:'l\'C e\pcch..'\.l l'mm the heriditaf)' pric..'Sts in Jerusalem t\l bring ail the Le\'itc..'S frum lhe l'llher citic..'S. wh",
ccrt:'lInl~ wuuld ha\'!,: al leasl numbcn:d the same a.'\. they. 10 Jerusalem to he supplanled by them or h.l shm'c
Iheir ntc.l!-OCf (ac..'COrding 10 Deut.) incarne \\ith them, ln any e3.~. the abtl\'c c:umple in Deuteronomy. "And if a
I.e\'ilc. cie," is cilcd as an e:'(ccption. whieh might no"" and thcn llCeur and whcreby the pri\'ilcges of Ihe
JcrtL"ialc:m priCSlhuod \\;ould nOl. he: significanll)' aJTcctc.."\l. But nO\\' \\'C 3.'\.k.: 1) Who arc Ihe "brclhrcn. who sUmo
Ihere hcl\ll't" lhe I.ont·. WhO:'ln: pri\'ilc~ ahtwe the l'lthers. and whieh eircumslanec en::lled this pn:nl~mti\'c.

whcn Ihey did Dl'lt descend fn.'Im a pmminent famil~' from among Ihe son.'\. of lc\'i: i,e, when Deut docs n\H
distingUish bc:t\\'ccn lhe SOn.'\.llf ,-\anln and the l"llher LC\'ilcs'! 2) OcUieronomy dccrces (18.: 1): "ail Ihe lribe of
l.e\'i. shall M\'C no ponilln nor inherilance wilh lsrael." and substanlÎalc..'S Ibis Wilh thal "Ihc~' shall cal Ihe
\llrcrin~ orthe I.oro m:ldc by tin:. :md His inheritancc," l-h.lw doc:s Ihis n:a.'\.oninp: apply 10 IhllSC: Lc\'iICS. who
On not ;teluall\' funcli\'ln Olt thc saerifieial sco'iec'! Whcrcfrom should Ihe,,' lh'c'! Wh\' is not somC'ho\\' an
tnC\lmc :"UllQied 1\1 Ihem. sinec Dculcronomy is ignor:mlllf the lithes or"the PC! sec also Ihc folh)\\'ing
cbaplcr: "The Endll\\'ment of the ClcQt)·...

: III The haraita of the 3: rules of R. Etia.cr b. R. Jose ha·GaliIi (ch. 20) and R. Jonah Ibn·Janaeh in the Riqmah
(,--..1, (;oldberg. p. 1'78 f.) a.'\.."'Crt lhal the"SC'C\i of Jacob· is 10 he undcrstOlxi OL'\. ·Ihe sc:ed of Aamn." Wcllhau."'Cn
(C;~.'trlt, p, t~". Ollie) Ihink.'\. lhat ":.md D3\·id" is an interpolation: but \\ithout this word this "'erse would really
ma5i:c Dll scn...;c at ail.

: Il Also in the blcs.sin~ or ~Ioscs (OcUL 33:ll) Aaron ap"",,'" :LS the hcad of the tribc of Levi. He is 'ish
<'1,<lSldeJIu,<l l"Th~' hot~· one"l. When al ~la.ssah (Ex. 17:7) Aaron is not found. il cannot bc concludcd l'rom
IMI. 1h.,1 he bad Dl'll sh:....'d by ~111SCS al tho1t l'CClsl0n. Rather. lhe expression ·~h'C' O'".. in Ex. li:::! shows thal
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(p. 1::0 LI. even though in Ex. ::8 with the ciection ,'f Aamn this is not ckarly stat,'d {'ondu·

sive proofto the effect that post-exilic Judaism. too. did nottake offense:: 1:: to lhe vicw that

Aaron was only elected as head of the trihe of Levi. is fumished hy the prophet Malachi. He

1.':1 certainly would not have wanted to conlradict the PC :: 1.\ yet ;\llhe S.,me lime he repe:ltedly

describes the election of the priests as a covenant made with Levi (Mal. :::4-~). b'en though h,'

only had the covenant in mind that God made with Aaron (Num. I~: 19) and Pin"has (Num.

..,,,: 12 f.) and refers to lhese directly( 2:51. yet he does nol hesitale 10 "msid,'c these as a l'l"e·

nant with Levi and to cali the priests (3:3) I.evites.just as in Deut,'ronomy. Th,' pn'ph"t

Malachi has found the description in the PC conccming the ciection of lhe priests theref,'r,·

to be in agreement with the views of Deuteronomy. and wc should follow him in this. :: 1~

It should furthennore be admitted that Deuteronomy does not differentiale hetween

the functions of the higher and ordinary priests (Levites). The service of the priests al the

s.,nctuary is usually simply descrihed as "minister in the name of the Lord." which includes

ail of the higher and ordinary functions. Hence Deut. 18:6-7 simply says in a parenthesis.

thatthe Levite may come to the chosen place and perfonn the service like the Levites who

are there (the sons of Aaron and other Levites). who stand there before the Lord. :15 The

PC. ho\Vever. docs not only distinguish between the higher and ordinary priests, but even

1.'.'1 assigns specific tasks to different Levitical families. But wc arc dealing then with a priestly

Torah which does concem itselfwith the intemal affairs of the priests. It would he ahsurd

to assert tha! before the Exile there would not have been different mnks \Vithin the priesthood

the rehcllion of the pctlplc WOlS also ;tlmed Olt .\an)n. When \\'dlh.,usc:n rclOlll."S 'I.\'h d"'.''IJ,.rkJlfl to \hl~C'!\. th'ln
ln an~' case: he \\'iIIlinJ the Rl..'\lac.:lllr. whu puts the \\oNS ".lI' Ihls hh."s''\m~ ln the moUlh uf ~h......",. 'I}:alll'Si lum.
\\'hu ha.'i ;,1 bcncr understanding llf the drift !"lf this pa.'so't:e tho," the ncwcr en',,:

: 12 ln a similar ia.,hiun D3.\'!d's Ch..''Ctilln as kin~ is dcscribc:ü as the ch.~tilln uf the trihe uf Jlh.1ah. Ps. '7S:f-N.in
21 ~ ~tllst scholars date ~Ialachî'sadmonitllr\ addn."S.'\C.os.in the lime bct\\"ccn Schcmlah's Iïrst and sceünd nU"ll1n

in Jcru.'\Ollem (bctwc:en 4-4.5 and c, 4:!4 BCI~)" Only a fe\\' plat.'\: the pnlphct hct'"R: l~rn (hc:1'1R: -I.."\N BeE)
21 ~ Sec .lso Bn:donkomp. p. 194 f.
:! 1S t'''el~ kt'.d.elf!q ,\T)'kJl~tlU l'They shall ha\'c like p.lrtilln... tll cat't in v, X cannc.ll just have applied tll the nlln·

lllCl.l l..c\'itcs. it rnther com:sponds to 'ish~ Ira·...lrem 'K'f!·nad,a/alo .\'t)'klrer/un l"the)' ..hall e:I1 the ül1'erin!-", ul"
the Lord made by lin:. and His inhc:rilalll.."1i:"). (\',1), \'\', (1 and 7 an: Ihcn:fon: 10 bc undc:rstoud a." a I~ar..tht.osl!'l III
which it is decn:ed that the sc:n'icc (/eslrare/) allhe hllly place nut he Iimilt.'d tu the rcsident (l'do''onf'd,m Jlrdm)
priest... hut that aIsu thasc who live: c1sewhcn: an: pcnniuc:d Olt an~; lime, Verse X. then. eunlinut.os the R:J:ula·
lion... of \'\', 1-5 with the c:lau.-.e ("hd~ k~·("he/nt ~'o'kJr~llu, Ju...t likc: ():wid (1 &lm, 30:24) dc:cn:cd Ih."!t thc ,01·
dicrs wouId equally shan: in the spoils with the: \\'eak unes ",'ho guardcd the: pack,: ,u is It delcmllncd hen: tho"!l
ail prie'\1S and l...c1o·itcs. whcthcr the:)' sen'c or not. shaH cal. În t.~U31 portion.". °ihe oflcnngs llr the Lord mac.lc
h)' lin:. and His inhc:ritance," This law W"'''i also ohscrved in the lime or Josiah, b'en thou~h thc priests uf the
bamOl ",cn: not admitted to the Tcmplc SC't"\'irc. they \\l.'luld ~1il1 Qt thc priestl)' portion tOJ:CIher ",'ith thc ll(hcr
priest-. (II Kgs, 2.'\:9), Tbcsc pro\'isions arc a1so round in the PC rct:ardin~ pricsts with a ph)....lcal dis:.hi1it)"
(w', :!l::!l rf.) • \\'c \\'iII havc to dispc:n."iC with a totall)' satisfadol)" c:\planatiun uf v, Kb, ,\ hint I!'I fuun\! ln

the commcnlary of Ibn Ezra \\'hich would c:\plain mdharalN as incomc: which c:vcry priest "l'lul\! '''!"rom hlm
lhol bostoweth il upoo him"1 "",'~r makaro (lI Kj:s.12:6). Fc:ilohc:nfotd (.HWJ. IllllO. p. 7t) ohsc:rvc:s lhol kwad
nc\'c:r mcans 'oUl"iidc:'. it ool\' mcans m,~wad(orIt'Wad ~.), ~·makharalN docs not mcan ·what hc had Sllld."
but "what was sold 10 mm,·~Tbc mc::ullr.~of the sentence is lben: no one shall he c:\c1udcd l'rom the: Sanauary:
but the sacrilici31 sc:t'\'iœ (hen: descnbl.-J as thc con.'iumption of the sacrilice) "'ill bc: arran~ accordinJl to a
Ii:\ed arder. in which cvC1)' priest n:cci\'cs ali his ponion onl~.. that \\'hich was sold to mm in the: \\'c:ck assiJ:llCd
10 his 13mily.
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of the Jerusakm Temple and that the \homrei ha-\<J/ l"guardians of the door" 1 (Il Kgs.

12: 10) would be able to function. at their discretion. as sacrificial priest at the same time.

The PC definitely emphasizes these differcnces. :: 1(,

RelatL-d to this is also that exclusively in the PC the title Levi or Levites is only be­

stowed on the commor. priests. and that these are not ealled kohanim. priests as weil. In the

PC it is deemed necessary to designate the higher and corn mon priesthood by means of

specifie It:rminology and the words kohanim and fel'iim best ser"ed that pllrpose. Even in

the latest post-exilic documents. which c1earlY follow the same line as the Pc. both names

are used freqllently. In &ra 8:24 (cf. vv. 18-19). for instance. the Levites are called koh,mim

Ipriestsl. ::I~ just as in Mal. 3:3 the priests are ealled benei fe\"Î Isons of Levil. Indeed.

Ezekicl and most of the other post-exilic documents make use of the terminology of the PC

at most places. while previously use was made mostly of expressions l'rom popular speech.

Finally we want to point out the triviality of sorne of Wellhausen's assertions.

whereby the conclusions that were derived l'rom them will automatically collapsc.

Bascd on meaningless grounds Wellhausen ((i~.\("I.. p. I-Il> 1'.) relates the origin of the

priestly famil)' of Eli back to Moses and declares Moses. anyhow. as being the father and

founder of the priestly c1ass. - It is. however. completely unthinkable that the priests of the

later period would have confused Moses with Aaron. Surely. they must have considered it

a grcaler honor to be descended from Moses. the man of Gad. than from Aaron. Had it nol

been for Aaron's great significance as ancestor of the priesthood. he would not always have

!>L'Cn mentioned togetherwith Moses (cf. Micah 6:4).

Equally mistaken is the assertion t(i~.\(·h.. p. 145 f.) that in JE no other professional

priests appear besides Moses and Aaron.(as E.x. 19:~: 3:?-::?-9 arc supposedly addenda). Only

in Josh. 3:9-17. according to Wellhausen's own assertion (l"hrhh. f. d. ni.. 1ll7t\. p. 5l~7). the

priests arc mentioned as bearers of the Ark. The reference to the priests of Egypt in Gen.

47:22. 26 is aise of incalculable significance (:!b,wc. p. 1:?-8 l'.).

"In the time of the Judges. priests and Levites. and the congregation of the Children

of Israel assemb!ed around them. have uner!y vanished: there is hardly a people IsraeL .."

{( .....\CI!.. p. 13011:?71l. - This argument would notjust deal a blow to the PC. but also to JE.

since there also. a great people of Israel appears. numbering 600.000 men. under the leader­

ship of Moses (Ex. 12:27: Num. 11:21).lt is fairto assume that in any case. at the time of

the Judges a decline had set in.

:: 16 That .=rdin~ to DeUlc:ronom~·. the Art or the Cl"'enont is carricd by the priest<- "'hile aeeordin~ to the PC
the ..\rk is carricd by the Levites. doc:s not c:n:ale a eontr:ldie:tion. as bas aln:ady heen sOO"'1I by Hen~tenhe,!!.

/kllr.. Ill. p. -103.
:: t7 Curti..... Th~ l.<!\'ncal Pn<!SlS. p. t IS. demoll"'tlalcd tbal in Chroniclc:s still no distinction was made belween

pri01S 3IId l.c:,'ilcs.
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The EndoVl."lDent orthe Priests
al U:I·. ~ï lin rirhc'I and rhc'/irsrf>lIrn

With regard to the material endowment <,f the dergv.lhe PC shows likewise the l'Ilest sta"e- .... ::"

in thc devclopmcnt ofthc ISr:lelite cultic kgislalion. Befon: entering into the a dis<'ussion "f

Ihe individual topics, however. wc should dr:lW attention to a f'letor. whieh, onl'e more. is

disregarded. or at least not given sufficient attention. hut whidl is "f signitieant impOrlalll:l'

to our in\·estigation. \Vith regard 10 Ihe ineome of Ihl' priesth,'od. two stages appl'ar in llll'

devclopment of the legislation the PC ilsclf. which at the same lime. pl'Ovides us with thl'

means to explain the striking devialion of the PC from Ihe olher laws. l.et us lirsl of 'III

compare Num. 18 with Lev. 'li. This will show us the same disagreemenl with regard 10 thl'

use of the tithes and the lÏrstbom. as exists between Num. 18 and Deul., ,IS the ne'" erities so

strongly emphasize. - According 10 l.ev. 2ï:30-3 1the tithe does not hclong to the l.evites. hut

Oit is holy unto the Lord." just as in Gen. 28:22 and Deut. 14:2211'. AndjusI as Deul. 14:25

mentions the redemption of the tithes. Lev. 2i:31 suggests such a redemption as possihk.

With regard to the lÏrstbom it is decreed like",ise in Lev. 2i:26 and also in Ex. 13:2 1l'Cl.

that they belong to the Lord.just as in the Book of the Covenant (Ex.:?.>:28-29) and in Deul.

15: 19. An indication that the lirstbom are the priest's duc is not found in any ofthese passages

in the pc. Indeed. in Ex. 13:2 the words "hOlh of man and of beast" say plainly that the

firstbom of the canleoriginally.justlike those of man. "'cre only sanctitk'C! hcfore God. as is

also explicitly stated in Num. 3: 12 f. When wc suhsequently disregard Num. 18 for the

moment. wc can assert that with regard to the legislation conceming tith<'S and the firsthom.

the PC is in total agreement with Dcuteronomy. Wellhausen and his school consider it propcr

to completely ignore the harmony belWeen bath legislations and only take Num. 18 into

consideration. in order to subsequently condemn ulterly the entire legislation of the PC.

Meanwhile. Wellhausen did not totally ignore Lev. 27. Wl He refers to carlier state­

ments conceming this chapter (Jalrrhh. 1- d. Til.. lm. p. 444). where he says that it should he

considered as a "supplement." He further states that in Lev. 27 "in conclusion the more

definite offerings to the priest are treated. the firstbom. tithes from the field and the herd."

Lev. 27. however. does not speak aI ail of "offerings to the priest." This is an arbitral)' as­

sumptionofWellhausen. who aL the occasion refers to Kuenen's God.\'dien.., Il. ~Nl. Kuenen.

too. is under the erroneous impression !hat Lev. 27 only deals with offerings to the priests.

As in Lev. 27:32-33 also tithes from the herd are demanded, however. while neither in Num.

18. nor in Neh. (10:37-39: 12:44-47: 13:5. 12) tithes from the herd are included among the

offerings to!he priests. Kuenen claims (I.e.. p. ~) !bat Lev. 27:32-33 must be a later interpo-

218 [Sec .Iso Wcllhausen. Gt!Sch .• p. 157. Engl. Ir.1
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lation.· More correctly he should have concluded from this. however. that in general Lev.

27 does not command to dcliver the tithes to the priests. Conccming the tithes from the herd

it can be asscned with certainty that thcy were never give:1 ta the priests. not even during the

time of the Second Temple. Wben Philo il 1. :~.l: ~"I) includes the tithes from the herd in the

offerings to the priests. he derived this. as can easily be observcd. from his misunderstanding

d Script ure and nol from the practicc of his days. Josephus gives the decisive answer. He

1 \/,' does not mention the tithes from the herd at ail. and when recounting the events of Il

Chron..~ 1 in Ani. IX. 13:3. he even deliberatcJy omits "the tithes of oxen and sheep" (v.

ol, : 1"The Mishna. too.like ail Talmudic literature. tcaches us. thatthe tithe from the herd

was nol given ta the priests. but like the second tithe 1l1ul"aser shenil. was set apan for the

thank offerings I:<.'l'ach \hdamiml. (Cf. Mishna Zevachim. 5:8>,

Let us now examine Lev. 27 by itsclf and see whether it deals with offerings ta the

priests or with offerings ta Gad or the Sanctuary. Firstiy the case is discussed of someone

who pledges ta sanctify the valuation of a persan ("erekh nefesh> ta the Lord (vv. 2-8). Such

and similar sanctifications were received in the lime of King Jehoash by the priests ta he used

for the maintenance of the Temple structure. But in arder ta he relieved of the laner obliga­

tion. the priests prelèrrcd natta take the money aI ail. The contributions would then he de­

posited straight inlo the Temple treasury and the priests had nothing ta do with it whatsoever.

They \Vere only entitled ta the money for the 'a-,ham Iguilt offeringl and the chana', Isin

offeringl (II Kgs. 12: 17.cf. Mishna Shekalim 6:6). That the law in Lev. 27 docs not a1locate

thesc offerings ta thepriests isalsoseen from v. 8 in which a poor persan requires the consul­

tation of a priest for him ta he valued "according ta the means ofhim!hat vowed. ft But in other

cas~ there was no need for a priest at all. because the amount was fixed and would be de­

livered directly into the Temple treasury (Josh. 6:24) and its purpose was for the benefit of

the staleand not forthe priests (1 Kgs. 14:26: 15: 18: 11 Kgs. 18: 15). - Lev. 27:9-13 has even

less ta do with offerings ta the priests. as it deals with sanctification of cattle. since according

ta the regulations in vv. 9-10 every sanclified animal which is fit ta be sacrificed. is only ta he

brought into the Sanetuary as a sacrifice. ln the case of a bumt offering ['o/,lhl it was bumt

whole on the altar. and if it was a peace offering [-,he/amimI it would be prepared for a holy

meal by the ownerfrom which the priests would receive only a few portions. [n Lev. 27: 14­

25 regulations are found with regard ta the sanctification of property: conceming houses (vv.

14-15) and fields(22-25).lnany case. all this deaIs with sanctification ta Gad and not ta the

priests. ::::0 This can be seen most clearly l'rom the following exceptions ta the above provi-

:19 The: $vri:lc transbtion of 11 Chrono 31:6. 100. is noteworth\".
""''''' . .
_.0 ln \'. ::1 !'oll(\\\in~ the n:~uIation: "But the field. whc:n it ~th out in the jubiJee. sb:lll he hol~' unlo the Lord•

a.s. tield dc:\'Olod li.e.: olTlinti~ !li,en upl". welïnd the elause: "lhe possession the"",!' shall he the priest's".
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• sions. 1'0 begin with. v. 26 shows that th~ lirstlings among th" d~an animais w"r" nol san"ti·

fied through a promise to God. sinc" th~y w"r" alr"ady holy from hinh h"for" Ih,' l.ord hy

m~ansof an already c:xisting pr~c~pt. This "an only r~f~r to th~ pr~"~pl in Ex. 13:2 \l'gl.

which. as wc mc:ntionc:d. cannot possihly r~f~r to pri~stly off~rings. Th" s~"'nd """"pt ion

refers to the cherem 1d~vot~d thingJ. which cannot 0.: tak~n awav from Ih" San"luar\' Ihrou"h... ~ ~-=-

buyingorred~~ming. N~ilh~ris il possibl~to pay ransom to r~d~~m a P"I"S<'Il in ""l'rem from

d~ath (n. 28-29). Su"h ~xcommunicationsdid o""ur 'luit" ofl"n in Isra,·lit,· hist<l,",' Id.

Nachmanid~s).::(la For inslanc~. at Ih~ "onqu~sl of J~richo. wh"r~by ail that liv"d. frl'm

man to beasl. was kill~d and Ih~ other goods w~r~ given ov~r to Ih~ T"mpk Ir"asury (Josh.

6:21.24).11 is Ih~refore clear Ihat. with regard 10 cherem. no m~ntion is mad" <lf illl'<lm" f<lr

the priests. How Ihen. could il occur to anyon~ 10 inl~rprellh~nuri.J.\er Jtith~1 which in v..~O

is describ~d as qoJe.\h lasheml"holy unto the Lord"J. as pri~slly or L~vitical tilh~s'! And

equally.10 interpr~t th~ tith~ of the herd. which is prescribed in \'.32. as off~rings to th~

priest: since here. jusl like abo\'e (\'. 10) with regard to th~ s.,crilicial animais it is stri"tly

prohibiled to "change it.a good fora bad.ora bad fora good" - Il can th~r~fore not h~ doubt~d

Ihatthe lithe of the herd was utilized for the s.,crilicial meals. and prohahiy likewis~. Ih~

pericope indicates that also the othertithes ortheir ransom money would he dedicated to th~

sanctuary and used for the sacrificial meals.

The regl/lalions in :VI/m. 18

•

Had we not had Num. 18. surely no one would have found a discrepancy between the PC

and Deut. concerning the tithes and the firstborn. The allack launched by Wellhausen and

Kuenen againsl the entire PC is in any case unjustified. They could al least have limited

themselves to the single chapter of Num. 18. which does refer to other regulations in the

PC. but atthe same time presents itself as a new law. promulgated in the wake of Korach's

rebel1ion.traces ofwhich are nowhere to be found in the PC.

JlL'\l l'rom tbat il couJd he concludcd tbat the pric:sts "'cn: cntitlcd 10 ail thin~s 'dc:nllcd.· ThiS \\'ould contr.wu:t
l'. :!8. ho\\'c\'cr. accordin~ 10 \\'hich kot cherem '''Cl'Cr')' ÔC\'olcd thing") bc:lungs lu the must hul~' liOl.1. ancJ
nol. as in Sumo 18: 14. to the pric.:sts. Pcrhaps in uroer lu sol\'c Ibis cuntrndiclÎun in uur chapter. the I_XX
tr:m.'ilatcd .'ljadeh ha·drerem [·a lic:ld dc\'otcd") in "'. ~l lit! gt! lit! llph()ri.o;~n~ (not flnlllt!lllt!mal,.o;mt!n~ as ln "'.

18 and elsewhere) rrhe tirst tc:rm relers to somethin~ hallowc:d. The second tenn is in kmnt! ·(in:ck and n:1e:r'S lu
a Iie:ld fenccd 011' with poles. in ~ncraJ. csp. Iield.'\ th.1t an: encumbcrcd \\'ith os mol1lr-l~.1 - Our sa~ in Sifr.. on
this poL'i..'iagc and in Sifn: on ~um. IH: 1'*. a.~ weil as in ~1. .-\rnchin H:6 ha,,'c tricd 10 sol,,'c the cuntrucJiction bJo'
a.'\,'iumin~ th3t then: \\'ould ha,,'c bccn two kinds of ,.ht!rt>m. one de:"'utcd to the pricsts and une ln the Lurd. But
tben: is a difi'en:nce of opinion 3.'li to \\'hether the non-de:tc:rminc:d rj.aramzm bclon~ 10 the lirst ur the: \CCund
categoI'Y (sec: also ~1ishna Arachin 7:,*). It \\'ould. in an~' ca.~, bc totalt)· unju~1Itïc:d to concludc fmm the
sentence "the: possession thc:n:of shall bc: the prit."St's" În \', 21. that the cntire pcricopc dcals "lth ol'ft:r-inlo-"
to the priCSl'\. wbich is aIso as,'iumc:<1 ao. b)' So\\'ack (Hebr. Ard.a%f.:ie ) \\'ith n:~rd to the tithc:s (lI' the: hc:rd.)

220a ~hmanides. in bis Commentolli' on I..c:"'iticu." (27:29), gi\'cs among ethers. the examplc l'rom the Book of
Judll"S conccming the "OW Jcphlah made with ",,,,,rd 10 his daughlcr.1
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Wc will naw examine the new regulatians in Num. 18 with regard ta the lithes and

the firslharn. lt says in v, 15: "Every thing that apeneth the wamb. af ail llesh which lhey

offer unta the Lord. bolh af man and beast. shall be thine li.e. Aaran)." We see here that an

affering thal thus far had heen brought ta Gad was naw allacated ta the pricsts. When in

Deut. 15:20 the Israelites arc commanded ta sanctify the tirstling afthe animais befare Gad

and ta consume il aS a sacrifice at the holy place. wc see that here it rcpeats the pre-Sinaitic

law of Ex. 13:2 and lhe Sinaitic law of Lev. 27:26. while at least mast of the dellleronomic

re"ulations were revealed immediatelv followin!? the le"islatian at Sinai 1accardin o ta Deut.co ~ _::0 e-

5:26-6: 1) :: 1 After the later change the regulatians af Deuteranamy were ta relate ta the

priests. however. and the priests naw had the task ta hring the tïrstlings af the animais on

the altaras a sacritice and ta cansume it in the haly cilY (Num. 18: lï-t8).

With regard ta the tithes ane could prapaund the same claim. namely that Num. 18

merciy modifies the aider Sinaitic tithing law and prescribes the titih:S to he given ta the Levites

instead af cansuming them at the Sanctuary. For the fallowing reasons. however. 1 deem

this claim to he incom:ct IWcllh.. r;",.h. p. 151\-157. Eng!. lr.l. Firstly. since according to Deut.

14:29 the tithe of the third year is also appol1ioned to the poor. the strangers. widaws and

orphans. besides to the Levites. it wauld hardly he imaginable that Num. 18 would abolish

this precept. from now on giving everything anly to the Levites and absolutely nothing to the

needy. Secondly. the rithe in Deut. 14:22 ff. is holy andcan only he consumed in the holy city.

while according to Num.18:30 f. the tithe of the Levites.just like the normal produce of the

threshing lloor and the wine press. could be eaten at any location. Hence it is more correct

to as.sume. with the Jewish tradition (which can also be found in the LXX on Deut. 26: 12.

Josephus' Ani. IV. 8. 8 and in the Book of Tobith I. 7) that Num. 18 speaks of a different

tithe. which as1'"rumah issetapart from the ritheofDeut. and Lev. 27. This rithe \Vas regarded

aS an inherirance(nachaiah) of the Levites. From the heginning every Israelite had to consider

one tenth of the fields in his possession not as his own but as God's possession (1'"rumah

lashem). the produce whereofhe gave to the Levites. Thus it is commanded in Ez.4S:8 ff.. to

reserve a part of the entire holy land as 1'"rumah for the Lord. However. according to Num.

18 this 1'"rumah. divided overevery inherited field. ::: should he considered to he set apart for

God immediately after the conquest of the land. From the produce of that part of the fields

:!:.! 1 Sc:cdIcs.'O to s:1~'. Wc:llhaWiCn c:mnol ohject to this supposition. sincc. 3ccordin~ to him. Deutc:ronomy in ilOlO
c:arlicst loran lUrdeult'rononuuml is in an)' C3.~ onl)' intcnd.~ to bc: an c:'tpandcd version of the Book of the
G.wcnanL Sec OlOO\'C. p. -3 r.

::: Tha, the ISOICli'cs !hc:m.o;cl,es h:ld to <u1ti"",e 'his I,,",mail·pan of !he land. whieh .fler ail helon~ '0 'he
Le'i'es. may he cqUi'alcnl'o the faet that the Levites '!l'Iin pcrfonncd the """icc in !he Sanctua,,' for .11 of
Is"",' (:-:um. 1&:1). ~lolCO'cr. accordinll'O the TOlllh law the 'i!hcs of !he I.c\·i'es. ju.... like lhe 'e'~' of !he
pricst.... couId onIy he Iakcn l'rom !he corn. !he wine••nd ,he oil and not l'rom !he other fruiL' of ,he field (cf.
Sumo 1& l:! and \'. :71,
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that remained as propel1y al'ter the separation of the l'"rll/lklh-lithes. an"ther t,'mh II as tl' l'e

setapal1 as the second tithe, ::.' which was not gi\en to the I.e\ites hut llas t" hl' lItilill'd

for and consUined bv the owners at the sacrilicial mea\. The re~ulation II ith re"ard tl' this
~ ~ ~

tithe is c10sely connected with the selectic," of the holy city. II hereto l'ne sh,'uld "ften tr~1\ el

in order "to leam to fear God" (Deut. 1~:23l. Il seems to me that thi, is the f,,,mdation of th,'

I~'" traditional Jewish view ::~\Vhen the "ritics ,'onsider this \iew t" hl' imp,'ssihk h,menT

ta' Kucncnjudgc.... Fini. *.~, n,lIe 1'7\ theoy (."an rC'c,.)nl~ill· Dl"tu. I~ with I.t.0
'" ~- ~ln thl" ~'nl' hand.

and Num. 1S on the other hand. in thallhe regul:ltions inlhe 1:lller chapter ,,'emto be pr,',,'nt,'d

as a moditication of the earlier Sinaitic Iaws. - Il is nol known wh"lh,'r th,'''' m"di li,'ali,'n,

were prompted by the rebellion of Korach or hy the e1ection of the I.e\ites t,' take the plac,'

of the Iirsthom, It is sufticient to show that originally in Ihe Sinaitic il'gislation ,'1' th,' PC

the income of the priests was not essentially different l'rom that in Deuten",,>my.

But let us consider the PC in its entirety! Does the PC indeed look exeessively al'ter the

material provisions for the c1ergy'? - "It is absolulely astounding ." Wellhauscn suggests

IC;~."·,,.. p. INI 157-1 Sl-tl. "theamount which is required to he given in lhe end is enormous The

priests receive ail the sin and trespass offerings, the greater share of the \egetahle ol'fer­

in gs. :::< the hides of the bumt offerings, the shoulder and breast of meal offerings. Over :lOd

above are the Iirstlings. to which are added the tithes and Iirst-fruits in a duplie:lte foml." - 1l'

we would disregard the Levites. whoaccording to the Pentateuch, after ail, only recei"e the

tithes, and we would only consider the contributions which the PC prescribcs spccitically 10

the prieslS. lhen il will he demonslrated thatthese do not exceed the priestly inl'Ome :lS it is

menlioned in Deuleronomy and the olher historical and legal sources: il is in facl e"en less

in value. Ne"t it should he taken into consideration that the PC only allocales the sacritices of

the single and indeed central Sanctuary to the priests, either be<"lluse it presupposes the centra­

lized and unified Sanctuary (as Wellhausen thinks), orpromulgales ilS regulations forlhe cen-

~2..' Il is CClmmon knowlcdge that en:n today R\3n~· Isr.x:lites Iitst scparale the liches fnlm theu ca('llbl and INln
alwa~'s the lithes from the intcn:st or the: ~:icld uf the: capital fm the ""lor.

::::.... This "'ie",":ùso sc:cms 10 he supponed b~' Il Chrono .31:6.01. the nki'~rqodasl"m '-tlthe: ur haUo\\a1 thln,:'-I
whiçh as mcntioncd thc:re stlould probabl~' he: undcrstoud 01. the talmudlc -!'OC."'Cooo tube: 'llice the Tar~umlm

n:fer to the second tithc: and the tithc l,l'the hl:rd as nufa.'i~rqodsJ"a· (cf T. 004. and T Jon. un Sum. ':\'10 and
Dcut. 12: 16). The name is tittin~ a~ this tithe w01.... only con....umcd În a pun: "iI.alc in lhe hllly Ç11~·. wtule Ihe
tirst tilhe could be tn:aIed b~' Ibc """lIes ju...... like an~1hing prolanc (Sum. 1t't:30 Il.) . Ptulo. hll\\·C'·cr. &.lCS nol
know 3n~thin~ of lhi... sc:c:ond lithe:. This on1~' pro\·cs lhat Ihis 3utoor W01., loUilly ignor.ant uf the P".alcshnaan
cu....lom (which as. howC\'e:r. full~' authcnücaled by Joscphus) and lbat. Ihcn:fun:. his ...Ialernent cum:cmtn,: lhe
tithe ,,1' the hcrd (.bo.e. p. 13S) c:annot ha"e bc:en taken l'rom 0:01 life.

225 This should bc *the "cgct:J:blc olTcrings of thc bumt and pc;u:c offering.- 01.... sin and ~uilt sac:ntices dld nol
contain "cgctable offcrings. Apan frorn tbat. Wcllhauscn's a....wrnption is ba."iCd un an error. WhlCh I~ abu
shared b~' others (e.g. Dillmann. Exod. u. w'. '. p.-C3). The priest would only kc:ep the ""pa,,"e nundluil, but
not the 3dditional rrunchah which W'3..~ COMceted wath the libations (rrunr.hah n~sakh,m). This ""as 10 bc bumt
on the altar wOOle. 1havc dcmonstr.ucd thi.... in my c:ssa~. "Thc Highcst Court of Law.- p. oC. noie 5. 01,0. t'rom
Josephu.s, AnI, 111.9. 4 and 3. IS. (This is the &tla~ :um Jahresb<!nrhl d~s Robb,_ &nunars. Herhn. IK7K.
entitlc:d "DerObetste Geriehlsbuf in der Stadt des Heihgtums."1 Se<: al"" m~' Cumnu",'. :u w·.. p. 1+1.
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tral sanctuary. as has been explalOed abave (p. ':(7 L). Besides. the enjoyment of the mcat of the

sacrifice. including that of the firstlings. was restricted to time and place. The meat of.the sa-

I~J) crifices may only be caten in the city of the Sanctuary. forthe most only in the forecourt of the

Temple tl.ev. 6:9. 19: 7:6). Ali parts of the sacrifice (even the vegetable offerings) could only

heeaten on the actual day of the offering oral the lates! on the following day. What remained

wasoumtlLev. 7:15-17: 8:32: cf. Josephus. Anf. III. 9. 3 and 9). The offerings the priests

were entitled 10 consisted onlv of oasic food stllffs that were collectivelv holv and could onl\".. """

he ealen by the priests and their dependants. according to the PC. "There shall be no common

man cat of the holy thing: a tenant of.. priest. or a hired servant. shall not cat of the holy thing. ft

(Lev. 22: la). Ali priestly contributions. withollt exception. were designated holy by the PC:

even the tithe of the tithe. which the Levites would give to the priests (Num. 18:29). Many

parts of the sacrifice eould only be caten by the males of Aaron's descendants (Lev. 6: II. 22:

7:6). ~~"We see also thatthe PC does not offer anything to the priests in excess of the direct

provisions fortheir livelihood. food stuffs which could not be sold to othersand which would

protectthe servants of the Sanetuary against poverty and hunger. but which in no way could

provide them ;vith riches. power and prestige. - Only the tithes. which the PC allocates to the

Levites. are free from theabave injunction (Num. 18:30-31 ).and it is easily understood how

the priests of the Second Temple. who had acquired this Levitical income for themselves. rose

to honor and grcatness. This can never have becn the intention of the Pc. however. which

gives these meanest of offerings notto the priests butto the Levites as an inheritance.

c) The incnme nfthe priests in D and eL~ewhere

We will now examine the endowment of the c1ergy according to Deuteronomy and the other

legal and historieal sources. Besides those in the PC the following sources ofineome of the

priests are mentioned:

1) The priestly parts of the sacrifices are often mentioned without further definition.

Aeeording to 1Sam. 2:28 the priests were entitled to "ail the offerings of the ehildrcn of Is­

rael made by fire." It seems!hat in Shiloh the eustom existed that the priest eould take from

every :evach a substantial piece for himself (1 Sam. 2: 13-16). But this :evach is not the

same as the shelamim of whieh the priest. aeeording to the PC, eould keep the breast and

the thigh. 227The priests were furthermore entitled to the shewbread (1 Sam. 21:7), the sin

:!26 "'hen in an impure state:. which would often accur in ,'ie\\" of the man)' f'Cgulations conccming purit)· in the
PC. priCSl'" 100. in lèar of the· punishmcnt of kam (cilhcr c~communiCltion. or dil'inel}' ordaincd premature
dcathl. would cat nothi~ hoty. (Lev. 22:3 tT.l

227 l'ndcr lhe: :L'iSumption tNlt ~'acll in the Books of Samuel is the: sam. os sludamim. the critic:ism hos f"und 1
Sam. 2: 13-16 10 bc: in eontCldietion 10 the: PC. The older commenbries to this passa~. 100. dccmed the force<!
explanation nccc:s.<aI1·. that the: ""OS of Eli. apart from the bn:ast and the: thi~h whieh "'as their due. had
unl."'full)· appropriale<! still other partS. Pa.",,"~ suob as Ju. 20:26: 21:4: 1 Sam. 10:8 provide sumeient
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offering (Hosea 4:8) ::M and the meal offering. eonsisting of 111<11:01 (II Kgs. Z3:9l. In the

time of the First Temple the priests would not just recei\'e such pans of thc sacrilÏces from

only one. but numerous sanctuaries (h<1mr>rl.

2) Related to the parts of the S.'CrilÏl'C arc other offerings" like money for the trespass

and sin offerings (II Kgs. 12: 17) and the lÏrst-fruits (hikkurim. Ex. Z3: 19. cf. Deul. Znl.- -
al Of e\'erv slaughtercd animal the forefoot. the two checks and thc stomal'h (Dcul.. -

18:3). ::1)

1~'" hl The lÏrst-fruits of the corn. wine and oil. the I""rtlm<lh. which is to hl'

distinguished from the lÏrstlings of ail the fruits of the land {Deut. 1S~l. Thesc lïrst-fruits (or

rrllmuh) are also implied in m</e'<llkha I\"e-Ji/wakha '''the fulncss of thy han"est and the

outllow of thy presses'" in Ex. 22::!8" The etymology of the word m'Ïe'ah in this pass;.'ge is

rather obscure. Il can with more certainty he proved that the word Jel1ur" is identical with

chele~' = I""rllmah (Num. 18: 12. 29: 30:32). The Samaritans translate ("he/e", in pinces where

it means 'the best, excellent: always with Jenur" (cf. Gen. 45: 18: Num. 18: 12 etc.). The

ancient Mishna. too. uses Jl!nur" for l''rluru.Jh (Tohorot 2:3: Oholot 16:4).The place wherc this

l''rllmah was storcd is called heilha-dl!l1Ill'" (Tosefta. Terumol X. 16). In the later langll:lge of

the Mishna dema" is completely supplanted by rrumuh: but the verb c1aJ'le'"a. meaning 'to

make something (through mixing with l''rumuh) into rrumuh. was retained. The Mishna calls

such a mixture medllme<a (e.g. Mishna Terumot. 5:6). This de/lUI" cornes from the Arahie

~lto" [Hoffmann uses Arabie eharaetersl whieh means 'brai n' and has as primary meaning.

'marrow. the best' (as in Aramaic, lt"Tv10, 'brain', from "Tv'. 'valuable'). It can thercforc

dearly be distinguished from the word dil1l'"ah, meaning 'tcar', whieh in Arabie is ealled

proof tMt slu!lamim is nOl :llways identical to a plain :t*l-'arh. ln Samuel :~"'ach Îs :1 s.1crificial meal. which
consislS mainl)" of tithc:s of the hc:rd. Kue:nc:n (GoJsJ. Il. 268) CIO abject to tithcs of the hcrd what he ma)'. the
fact th:1t J:lli:llb. \\'husc cntirc propcny consistcd mainly of canle:. offcrs the lithe."S l'rom 4111 of Ihem (Gen.
28:21) ,'ouches f()r the ~n:at antiquit~' llf the: lilhc:s of Ihe herd, This rilhe:. oowc\'cr. \\'as lLSc:d fllr lhe: S:lcn:d
mcals to which by la\\'. Ihe priest.. \\'cn:: n<.1t cnlitled al ail. (Se:c ~taimonidc:s. HilrllOl JJt'rtlrhnr \'1.4). Il is
nolcwonhy Ih:ll both accordin~ 10 the !-"\.,"\ on 1 Sam, 1:21 a.~ wcll as Josephus. Ani. \'. 10..'\. Elk:ma.loo,
would bring tithcs to Shiloh.. If thi... wouJd have suitc:d the system of the ne\\' criticism il would sun:ly ha\'c
hc:en claimcd.lhal in lhe Ic'I !ofSamuetl al lhe hasis "fi_x'\: il had said ma'"a._ ,

228 Sec ab<l\'c. p, 96. The: ncwc:st erities do contest thal rlralla'r hen:: wouid mean sin (lITcrin~. hUI se:c p. 97.
229 ~t():t.1 ne\\' critics bc:lie\'e that :'f!\'ach in Dcut. l8:3 is thc samc: a.s sht!lamim. when::fon:: [)eutcRlIlomy wnuld

bc in insoluble contradiction with the: PC. \\'bich in case of sht!lumim allOCltc:s the brcast and thigh 10 the
pricsts. 001)' if \\'e. as aln:ad)' abovc in Ollic 2.,."7. have 10 wslinguish the :.t!...·ucll in 1 Sam. 2 from Ihe ...ht!la·
mim. it is C\'cn more ne:ecssat)' to do tbis with n:~ 10 Dcuteronomy which permit'i slaughler and cOlLsump.
tion of s:lcriliccs aD)o'\\'hen::. while bcfon:: e\'cl')' slaughlcr had to he a sacrilice ([)eut. l2:20 rr.), [)eulcronomy
also prohibit.s lhe brinlrin~ of sacrifices oUlsidc of the hol)' cil)' and in this \\'3)' limits the number of sacriliCC!'i
10 a \'cr)' natfO\\' mcaswc, Sacrilices would he brougtll aimost ooly at festivals. whcn ail would make a pilpi­
mage 10 lhc holy cily. Wc", il 1101 for lbe pn:cc:pllhal now al..,. now lhal slaughlcr had lost ilS sacrilicial char·
acter. the pricsts would still n::cc:ivc a pmtion. e\'en ""hen untiilben c:vcry slaughtcr had bcen s:lcrifice. Ihe in·
come of lhe pricsts would have bc:c:n signific:anl1~" curt:lilcd hc:causc of Ih... ",gulalion.." When WeUhauscn .s·
sumes lbat in lhc ""riad belOn: DcUlCl'Ollomy evCI')" sloughlel' mu.... he a sacrifice: and lhal lhe pric:st would "'.
ccive his portion from il. lhen il follows lhallbc dc:uteronomic Iawalso command.. lhal Ihis portion be givcn
fmm lhe profane: sl.ughl....nd \\ilb :~'ach (18:3) is nol mcanl shclamim. hUllhe animais lhal a'" sl.ughle",d
oulSidc oflhe SanctWJIy. ofwbich .Iso befo", (12:21) lhc e.pression ,·c·:cn'achla ("Ihou shalt kiU"' is uscd"
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:m, rci. MW] IXX'''- p. 55). ~.\()

l-!-l, c) The fi rst of the fleece of our sheep (Deut. 18:4).

d) Certain monetary gifts which the priests received from their benefactors (II Kgs.

12:6. cf. Ihn Ezra on Deut. 18:8).

ln addition we see that outside the PC. which acknowledges that the offerings that

are allocated to the priests. are reckoncd as theircomplete property in the use of whieh they

arc in no way limited. The l.cvite (priest) of Deuteronomy consumes his portion together with

the poor. widowsand orphans. Forefoot. checks and maws which were given to the priests.

arc not holier than that which remains in their possession. and according to 1 Sam. 21:5

holy hread was once even presented to non-priests. That the priests had complete disposai

over the income in monev and wool. etc.. is hardI\' doubtful. It goes without saving that the... "'''' '" ...
offerings which the priest could utilize as he wanted. were more valuable to him than those

that could only he used for his immediate upkeep. - Ali in ail. it can in no way he asserted

that it was the intention of the laws in the PC to furtherthe wealth and material power of the

priests. and consequently. there is no evidence from that side for the lateness of the PC.

We should. furthennore. also vehemently contest the veraeiry of the premise. that in

great antiquity the power of the Israelite dergy had been less and had increased only in the

course of time. This assumption eontradicts in the first place the dear historieal faet that for

centuries the Israelites had dwelled in Egypt. where the priestly dass was held in the highest

esteem (cf. Gen. 47:22: Herodotos 2.35: 37: Diodorus 1.73). The assumption further neees­

sitates the denial of the historieity of the aeeount. whieh has been eonfinned from various

sides. that Moses. the legislatorand leaderof1sra:l1. belonged to the tribe of Levi. And lastly it

must disregard the fact that already in its earliest period every new teaching. and especially

a new religion.like the Israelite religion. requires of its followers a special stand of total de-

I~S) dication to this religion. and possesses enough power and influence in order to bring it to

validation and recognition among the entire people. - Other then !hat for a certain period fol-

~3() Wellhau.""" (G~.fdl •• p. 16~) wmn~I~' identilics Ihe ~:fhill"fi"1·fruiIS"1 in DeUl. l!l:~ wilh lhal of DeUI. 26.
wj'hou' n:aJi7jn~ thal: 1) Dcat. 26:2 commands 10 "!ake of the ti"1 of alllhe fruil of Ihe ~und ...and 1101 PUI il
in a ba."iket." while according to 18:~ onlJ-' the ~'sltil c.lf corn. winc and oil he g;Ï\·cn. 2) .r\ccording to 18:4 the
offering is !ti"co din:clly 10 lhe priest and nOl bmu~hllo lhe Temple. In 26:2 and 10. on Ihe olher hand. il is
cor..mandcd 10 brin~ Ihe firs,·fruit.s 10 Ihe Temple and sanetify il bclorc Go<! (cf. Prov. 3:9). 3) Deut. 26 is
llh\'jolL'ilya funhc:r c~tcn.'\ion of E.~. 23: 19 and ,3..S.:.26. according to which the Iïrst·fruilCii shouJd he: broa:ght 10
the Temple~ then:. hll"'c\'cr. thi~ contribution is callcd bikkurim. which is thc first-ripc: fruit (cf. Is. 28:2).
This \'lllè:ring con."isl~. thc!refon:. of unprepared fruits. as tbe~' are han'~1c:d from tile land (pri ha-'adamah). and
not of Cllm. wine:. and oil. .\1~/~·ah and d~nfa would then refer tO the lalter (E:~. 22:28), which is to he
di'11D~uishcd l'mm Ihe blk/omm (23: 19).• Wellhausco is a1so mi.men (p. 163). whco he conclOOes from m~·

r~'sJlit in Dc:ut. ~::! that r~'slzit om\' n:fcrs to the bol\' fruil. which is consumcd e:ntin:l\' b\' the: ownc:r bc:fon:
c,od and from whieh lhe priest onl~' i.:cc;'·cs part. The ;'ord ~·r~·sJril con bc e~plaincd mon, eorrectly like Ihe
same word in ~um.15:21 (el'. \\ith 15:20): compare also ~. 'achad in Deul. 15:7. and Ewald. Lehrb•• § 278c.
The Rabbis conclOOe l'mm ~·r~·shir lhal il was nol obli~lory 10 brin~ tirsl·fruit.s l'rom ail fruits. bul only
l'mm Ihl"" kind.s lislcd in DcUl. !l:l!.
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lowing the conquest of the land of Canaan tt.e priests disappear l'rom the stage of history .

nothing speaks in favorof this assumption. But it is only natural that in wanime religion and

law have a low profile and formidablc mili~ry heroes rule supreme and leave their names to

future generations. Yet. atthe c10sing of the period of theJudges. when Israel had enjoyed

peace for quite a long time. wc tind a priest. who at the same time heads the stale for l'om'

years asajudgc li Sam.4: J8). In the pcriod of the monarchy the pnests perfoml thl' anointing

of the kings (1 Kgs. 1:39: Il Kgs. 1J : 12). They arc the leaehers and judges of lhe people

l Hos. 5: 1:Jcr. 12:8: cf. Deut. 1i:9: 19: li) and were in any case eontrasted with the pcople as

.l higher c1ass (Hos.4:9: 15. 24:2: Jer. 23:34). - ln view of thesc faets lhe hypolhesis that the

very pan of lhe legislation in which the the power of the pnests seems to he so imprl'ssive.

had only come into being al'ter the Exile. i.e. in a much later period. has hrought itsclf to

justice. -It has becn demonstmtcd above (p. 75 1".) that also the relationship between pnesls

and Levites aCter the Exile mises objections againstthis hypothesis.

d) The income 'ifThe {'riesTs and The LeviTes in E:ekiel

On c1oserexamination it is precisely the legislation in Ezekiel. l'rom which the newest school

thinks ta prove that the PC had not becn available before the E.xile. th.'1t can provide the evi­

dence that the Pentateuchal PC is very ancient. This prophet commands explicitly the execu­

tian of a stnct separation between priests and Levites. He keeps the lalter far l'rom anylhing

holy and l'rom the most hol)' place (44: 13). The al~r, also. can only be approached by the

priests (40:46). Funhermore, he does not allow the Levites ta choose a profession, they are

ratherobligated ta perform cenain tasks in the Sanctuary (44: II, 14). The question whercof

1-1(,) these Levites should live is not answered by Ezekiel al ail. Ez. 44:29-30 would allocate income

ta the priests, but not ta the Levites. The Levites had just as little land propeny among the

other tribes as did the priests. Only a very small area was assigned ta them 'as a city ta live

in' [Ez. 48:151.· Dacs Ezekiel base himselfon Deuteronomywith regard ta the income for the

Levites? Only Deuteronomy has the Levites live dispersed in aIl the gates in Israel, and com­

mands the Israelites to support them together with the other needy among the people (Deut.

14:27-29), while aecording to Ezekiel they ail live togetherand dwell ncar the priests and the

SanclUary (Ez.48: 13). Furthermore. according to Deuteronomy the Levite can freely serve

al the Sanctuary and consume his portion equally with his brothers (according to Wellhausen:

the priests).which Ezekiel strictly prohibits! Also l'rom the income described in Deuteronomy

the Levites in Ezekiel receive absolutely nothing. - It should. moreover. he taken into consi­

deration.!hat the residencesEzekiel (45:3-5; 48: 10. 13) assigns to the priests are of the same

size as thase ofthe Levites. From aIl this we can conclude: 1) Ezekiel presupposes the legisla­

tion of the PC. where by mcans of the transferring of the l'"lumah-tithes the Levites are
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• sufticiently provided for, 2} Ezekiel. who does not allot more room for the dwelling.places

of the Levites than for the priests. must belong to a much later period than the Pc. which

allots to the Levites nearly three times as many cities than to the priests (",ealxwe, p. ;5).

Even though Ezekiel does not mention everything which was prescribed in Num, 18

in his enumeration of the priestly offerings. this cannot be explained by suggesting ignorance

of this group of laws. Neither does Ezekiel mention ail the offerings which Deuteronomy

a''''':ates to the priests(Deut. 18: 1 fL). althollgh. in Wellhausen's view Ezekiel cOllld only

have based himsclf on a passage from Deuteronomy when regulating that no part of the land

he given to the priests CEz. 44:28). Wc 'llready demonstrated <p. -lI J that with the expression

"and every he.1ve,offering of every thin~!." in 44:30 E7.ekiel combines ail priestly offerings

that are designated aSl"rumot in Num. IX and other places. ~31 They are: 1} the tirstlings of

the herd. 2} breast and thigh from the peace-offering. 3) the tithe of the tithe. The two tirst

mentioned items are called l''rllmat ha-qodashim in Num. 18: 19. and the tithe of the

1.17) tithe is repeatedly called l''rllmlll ha·.•hem (Sum. 18:26. 28. 29) - Only throllgh prejudice

can it be misinterpreted that Ez. 44:28-30a simply gives a short summary of Num. 18. We

will place the corresponding offerings side by side:

Ihe mc.t1·.uffcrin~. :mù the ... m·offcring. 'lOd the

gUlII.(lITcring

c\'cry Oc"Uh."f.I thing

and the lirst of ail the Iirst~rruil"i

.-\nd c"cr)' lle3\'c-tll1è:ring of c"cry thing. of :111

~our orrerin~ ::!..l2

Numbcrs, Ch, III

sm'l'ITcnng of thcirs. and c\'cry gUIIt.oifcnng

,,,l' thcirs.

14: c\'cl)" thing dCHlll,:d

t2-1~: the tirst pan of them - the Iirst ripe

fruiL'i

19. ~: ,.\11 the hca'·e."nè:rings ,,1' Ihe ooly

things • Out of ail tbolt is gil'cn ~'llu ...:111 of

lhot whieh is duc unlo the Lord

•

We have furtherdemonstrated (p. 41 f.) how the rule conceming the portion of the priest in

the most holy sacrifices can only be understood when the regulations of the PC are presup­

posed. ::"'3 Furthennore. Num. 15:20 f. regulates giving a t7Umah to the Lord from the first

231 The "of 311 yourolrc:rin~· in E1M oU:30 cm be undemood 3.0; an apposition to lhe pn:vious "e\'c:r~.. hea,,·e-of·
Iè:ring "fe"el)' thingo" and is thus interpn:tc:d by Ew.ld. Lehrb.. 2ï8c: .nd 2ïOb, The e.pression "..el}' hcave
"rfering of eve!\' thing. 01'.11 your olTerings" is o1o="er modeUod on Sum. 18:29. cf, 0150 ". 28.

::"'~ Il con now be·under..100<! wh)' Ezekiel does nol mention the income of the Le<ites. thO)' .n: ineludc:d \\ith the
luumOl; cl'. ~um. 18:2..a..

::"'3 E1.ekiel is 0150 in .gn:ement with the PC n:gonling to the pl.ee wbcn: the sacrifiee is to be eon,mmed. He
designoles (42: 13) • hol)' site for the mc:ol. sin. .nd guilt sacrifices [mincha. chalal• • nd ashaml. but nol for
the .,h..tamim. (cl: Lev.6:9. 19: 7:6: 10: l~),
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of the dough: no mention is made of priests in this passagc. Ez. -14:30. on thc othcr hand.

says outright: "ye shall also givc unto the priest the tirst of your dough" This thc prophct

has concluded from the general statemCnl in Num. 18: 19. according to which everv f<rumt.lh. "

which the Israelites contributc to the l.ord. helongs to the priests. which n:Hur:lllv also

includcs the f<rumt.lh from the dough. - Ezekiel justilies this rcgulation together with that of

the f<rwnt.lh of the threshing-1100r(f<rlIl11<ltgort'n. Num. 15:20l with thc wNds: "to c:llIse a

hlessing to rest on thy house" H...UOI (not just in the field and on the Ihreshing-Iloor. d.

Deut. 28:31. - From the ahove it is c1ear that Ezekiel presupposes the regulations l,f the Pc.

From the issues 50 far discussed emerges that with regard to the holv olTerin"s and... ... ..;:-

income of the priests two setsoflegislalion can he detected in the Pc. The first. which wc' will

cali the Sinaitic. is contained in the Book of Lcviticus. which allocates various hol \' offerin"s• <-

to the priests (Lev.• ch. 6-7: ch. 22). but the lirstlings and tithes are described as belonging to

the Lord (Lev. 271. Deuteronomy continues in this line when it likewise considers this kgis­

lation as having been revealed at Sinai (Deut. 5:119128-6: Il.ln the laterlegislation of the PC.

in Num. 18. we Iind that besides the other offerings a tithe for priests and Lcvitcs is also

I-l.~) mentioned. and the Iirstlings are given to the priests as weil. But in lhesc laws. too. the

material endowment of the priests cannot be measured as richer than that found in the other

legal and historical sources. If there is no basis then to doubt the prestige and the powcr of

the prieslhood in ancientlsrael. and since. furthermore. the PC by its very contcnts. tcstilies

to its own antiquity. and since Iinally. il is evident that the prophet Ezekicl presupposes the

PC. it will be impossible to date the origin of the PC in post-exilic times.

e) The Le~'itic<llcilies

Wellhausen (Pmi.• p. 165IT.) alsa produces the481evitical citiesas evidence forthe lateness of

the PC. ':'\3a and his followersagree with him. 2-'4 But Wellhausen's deduction consists of a

2..~3a [Benjamin ~137.3t ("The Cilies of the Pri"'1s and lhe Levite,," SVT 7( 1959): 193·205). c:s.ahlishc:s the
historicity of these cilies. thc:ir pn:<xilic origin. and pm"'idcs an inlcn:stin~ hypc.'Hhcsis as 10 the: function of
thc:sc cilies with ;l possible JX1r.l1lc:l in Egyptian polilical:milit:1ry hislor')". Al the ~mc lime he rclc~31c:s

Wcllhauscu's daim of their bcing a product "llf post.cxilic: ima~ino1tion" ln lhe: rcalm or fanta")' (p, 1(5), He
c:quall)' takes issue with Yc:che7.kcl Kaufmann's hypothc:sis: tbat thc institution of Ihe: Ic\'ilical cities
rcprcsc:nlcd. it is troc. a "cI')' old concept the: ongin of which "''Ol'" to he round in the: c::srl}" pcnod of the I"rnclite
conqucst of Canolan. but t.h:lt it ""as )'e:t UlOpÎaD iD nature and nc'-cr rcalil.cd. On thc ba."is of an amalysis of thc
3nJÎlable: 1i!'o1s ~Iazar staiC:s.. "Thc datin~ of thcse lists 10 sa early a pcrilld is in the lirst place Imptl\!'oihlc:
bccause the:)- contain Canaanite cities tbat wen: conquercd onl}' in the: time of D'l\'id and Solomon; Ih~" alStl
contain names of places foundcd durinlZ the conq~'1 and occupation or Canaan by the Israclites. and C"c:n nt
the bcginDing of the: Israelite monarchy. ln an~: catie.. the lisl~ cannot ha,-c becn compile:d c::srlier than the
"'il!" of lhe Hou.o;e of David." (p. 195) But seo 3Iso the oppasing view of Ehud Ben Zvi. "The t.ist or .he
w-itical Cities: in: JSar (1992)5-1-: 77-106 3." "'-cil as the litcrature quotc:d tben: represcntinlZ variou.", vicws
on the: i~uc:. Bascd on c.g. the geo-political evidencc. Ben Zvi is of tbe opinion tbat the: lin" of the: le"itical
c:itic:s originatc:d in the post-monarchical pc:riod and arc n:prc:scntalÎ'-c of the: "claims. di.~~ppointmcnl" and
hapc:s" of th3t pc:riad (p. 105).1.

2..~4 ef. e.g. Kuenen. Einl. §:.. note 19 and § 15. note 16: Graf in .11"'" Arrh,,·I. 82fT.
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statement of principle (pelilif/principii). Anyone who would presuppose that the priesthood

represented a powerful and numcrous class in Israel. willlïnd. on the contra!}'. proofforthe

great antiquity of the PC in the 48 priestly (whether the priesthood ever actually possessed

them. orwhether it constituted merciy a religious claim) and Levitical cities. Since it would

be unimaginable that afler the E:l:ile anyone would ha"e demanded something like this for the

priests and the Levites. as no one would even have considered its rcalization. We should be

reminded. however. that the other sources also demand a special area for the tribe of Le'.'i.

Whocver would not fancy the outlandish hypothesis. will certainly not tind any distinction

between the Levite in the Book of Genesis and the other books of the Pentateuch. Whatever

arguments Wellhausen I( ;rw'!I .. p, 14."- 150) presents in orderlo make his assumption of the dis­

tinction between Levi. the old tribe of Israel and Levi. the priesthood. seem plausible. once

again they lack every historical foundation. The tribe of Levi is supposed to have come to an

end already in the earliest period of the Judges. together \Vith the tribe of Simeon! Why

then. do we not tind a trace of the territory of this tribe of Levi. which. according to Wellhau­

sen. \Vas supposed to have been located on the shore of the Dead Sea bordering the desert.

while the terri tory of the tribe of Simeon is exactly described'? -The priestly class of Lev;. on

1-19) the other hand. would have come into existence very late! Only. \Ve have alrcady indicated (p.

1~lI). that the priesthood in Israel had becn hereditary since the oldest times and that Levi

constituted a priestly tribe and not merely a priestly cIass. -We \Villjustilïably kcep on insisting

thereforc. that Levi. the Israelite tribe ofGenesis. is identical with Levi. the priestly tribe.

If Levi appears warlike in Genesis and. together with his brother Simeon. massacres

the inhabitanrs ofShechem. then this contradicrs in no way his being a priest. In ancient times

it was in fact the dutYof the priest to avenge any blasphemy against Gad with the sword.

just as the tribe of Levi had done afler the construction of the golden calf in the wildemess.

Pinchas at the occasion of the Israelite participation in the cult of Ba'al Pe'or. the high priest

Yehoyada against Queen Ataliah. and in latertimes still. the Maecabees have shown. When.

however. the Patriarch Jacob condemned the aet of Levi. it could be that the priest simply

went too far in his zeal. since he massaered an entire city for the crime of one individual. In

any case. this act of Levi is not something that would contradict his priestly profession. ­

Apart l'rom that, it is shallow rationalizing to look upen every narrated event in Genesis as a

ret1ection oflater history.lt isquite weIl known that in many cases this does not hold up.

but it is forgonen ta take these instances into consideration and meanwhile one pipedream

afteranotherisquietly dreamt up. The one who wants ta concIude l'rom the act anributed ta

the man Levi in Jacob's blessing the profane bloodthirsty character of the tribe of Levi,

should first indicate how the statement with regard ta Reuben, "because thou wentest up ta

thy father's bed" [Gen. 49:4> Gen. 35:22], says anything about the tribe's history.
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With regard to the above it i~ certain that the words nI' the dying l'''triarch: "1 will

divide them in Jacob. and ~caller them in Israel" cGen. 49:'7) cnuld nnly ,'nunl as a prophccy

for the future for the tribes of Simeon and Levi. "1 will divide them in Jaeoh ,md ~catlcr

them in Israel" meant in Simeon's ,'ase undouhtedly just thatthis trih,' would not p,'ssess a

special and separate area. but rather that its cities would hc cnclnscd hy the trihalterrito,:' of

Judah. The same must have applied to Levi's casc. Howcver. its clerical calling did not "''luire

its cities to he within a trihalterrito,:', hut rather to he s<:attercd in ail nI' Isr:lcl. l'"urth,'nnnr,'.

the Levites would only necd ci tics to dwell in hut wnuld not pnssess Iields and vin,'y:mls. In

1:ill) any case" and this we can see l'rom Jaeob's blessing , Levi. just a~ Simeon. had I,ossess,'d a

tribal area. - This can also he concluded from the hlessing of Mos,'s. in which I.cvi with'HI!

doubt appears as a priestly trihe. "Smite through the loins of them that rise up against him,

and of them that hate him. thatthey rise not again." thus implores Moses on behalf of the

tribe of Levi (Deut. 33: II J. This can only refer to foreign pagan enemies. sinee it is un·

thinkable that in this chapter. wherein Israel is only blessed and called fortunate. at the

same time it would have received a curse that in times to come ungodly people l'rom among

Israel would rise upagainst the priestsand would then be destroyed. Moses ratherimplores

that the Levites. who devote themselves to the holy calling, and ignorant of the trade of \Var

and are not able to defend their cities against enemies. he protected by God's hand and that

He may crush their enemies. Il goes without saying thatthis prayer presupposes that the

priestly Levites live in special cities. It is possible that the Levites gradually lost the cities

allocated to them. partly because they were not in a position to conquer them t'rom the

Canaanites. of whom many still lived there. and partly during the restless and lawless

period of the Judges when they were threatened by external and internaI foes. Likewise

about the towns of Vair (chavvOl ya'ir) it is related that pagan neighbors snatched them

from the Israelites for a long time (1 Chrono 2:23). When later, afler the partition of the

kingdom. ail Levites were crowded together in the small Kingdom of Judah. naturally ail the

Levitical cities came into the possession of the tribes to which they had originally helonged.

It is furthermore probable that many of the priests who were dispersed and driven away

took possession of other spots. something for which we have a certainly not isolatcd

example in "Nob. the city of the priests" (1 Sam. 22: 19). This is the reason why no more

mention is made of the priestly and Levitical cilies in the latcr history. 2.'5 " Only the fact that

Nob is not listed among the priestly cities in the PC. proves that the acccunt in Josh. 21 is

235 Hocdernalcer (0..- mas. Ursprunl: d"G~t:~ ln dm BB. w'. u. Num.. t""'sl. by A,F, Schulle·Bunen. GUler<·
loh. 1897) rcmarI<s that Obed·Edom. who was the kccpcr of the Ark of tbe CovCIl:Inl 10!lC'bcr w'lh Jceh.,
..cordinl! to 1Chron. 15: tB. 24 and whom Wellbauscn takcs l'or, Philistine (Prol• • p, 134). bao;cd on II Sam,
6: 10 r.. when: bc is ClIled "the Ginite," in truth bailed l'rom G'th Rimmon (J""h. 21 :24), • ,\ecordinl! 10
So',diah. lntrod. to tbc l'saIllIS (transI. by Cohn in .\fWJ 1881. p, ~) the nome Gilll. whieh oceu'" in tbc
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1:>1, not a free inention of the PC. in lhe sense that al limes it would be guided by tradition (,,'

Kucncn thlOb.l'in/.. p. ::1<4): because if this were the case. Nob would surely have been listed

with the rest of the Lcvitieal cities.lnstead of assuming. now. with Wellhausen. that an

ancient tribe. called Levi. together with a tribal area. had vanished during the time of the

Judges without leaving a trace. and that then. a few centuries later. a priestly class had

come about. which. by chance. had adopted this ancient tribal name. we prefer with greater

justification. 10 stick to the identity of the priestly tribe of Levi and to have its territorial

possession simply disappear in the course of history. This could have come about

unnoticed the casier in the course oftime. because. surely. the Levites were never the only

inhabit:mlsofsuch a city. neither would they own the entire city. but would only hold as

theirheritage the number of houses and pastures they required. whereby the other houses

in the city as well:\s the fields and villages belonging to it would remain the property of the

tribes. as these cities were in their territories. :.'''. In the time of the Second Temple the

priests. who were divid~-d into 24 divisions. were likewise settled in designated cities. :.'7 ln

a lamentation Ikinahl by Kalir. at thc basis of which had been an old hcuuira. which was

I:lter lost. dealing with the 24 priestly divisions. almost all 24 mishmaror of the priests were

named after certain cities. Mentioned are the Jehojaribites as priests of Meron. those of the

division Jeàaja as prieslS of Sepphoris. others as priests from Bethlehem. Jotaphat. Arbel.

Zefat. Nazareth. etc. :"8The priests apparently lived in these cities together with the other

Israelites. The same was probably the case also in the earliest times.The 48 priestly and

Levitical cities Iisted in Josh. 21 testify in this way completely in favor of the idea that a

large priestly tribe e:ùsted in Israel since the establishment of the theocracy.

inlnx!UCIory verses of thn:e l'<aIms (8. 8t. ~). n:lè:rs 10 the deseeDd:ults oftbis Obod·lidom from Gath. Besid..
Ibis Galb Rimmon. tr.1c:eS of Le<iuClI oiti.. an: found in 1 KIlS- 2:26: Jer. 1: 1 (Analoth): 1 Sam. 6: 15 (Beit
Sbernesb): t KIlS- 3:4: cf. t Cbron. 16~,9 (Gi"'on): Hosea 6:9 (Sbecbern).

2.'6 Cf. Keil on ~wn. 35: t-8:md 1 Sam. 6: 130'.: Josb. 2t: Il 0'.
~3-

- , Cf. Btlchler. Di~ Pn~.". un d.". CU/lu" im r~l:I~m Jalrr:~hnI d~sj<!rUSa/~misclrm T~mpt!/s. p. 159 tT.
~38 . rw.'J 79- Ll..\ 1888. p. 1 .
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Appendix

Tht: jollowing t:ssay is jound in Hotfm,mn\ "Dm BU('/l Lt:\·iricw.iihawr:r ulld akliirr".

\'01. Il. I()()f>. 1'1'. 25~·2if>. Somt: rt:(at:nœ,\ from rht: rt:xr hal'<! ht:t:n 1Il(l\'t:d ro rht: 110/,',\.

"\'(II. 1. l' ... " re:.(a,\ ro \'01. lof rht: Cfl/IlIIlt:llIar.". ''\'01. Il" r~ra'\ ro rh~ l'olullI~ i!l \l'hl.·h

rhe e,\suy on rhe Day ojAronelllenr al'I'ears. Pagt: re/i:r~Il('~'\ ro rhi'\ l'''/Ulll~ ,Ir,' rho\,· orrh~

Gt.1rmun originu/: uJJiriona/ {'t1gt! numht:rs in hr'll·/.;,c!lS rl~/~'r ln the tr'"I'/arÎt '11 /lcl, '\\'. .\Iy

0\1'11 adJirional n(l/t:,\ art: illdit'art:d hy 1.. 1. Sail'lUra/ 'Iuorarioll,\ ,Ir,' r'lk~1l fr' 'III 'Th~ /loI."

Scril'lUre'\ 'lCcording ro rhe Jla'\or~ric Texr. A .\'t:w Tram/arion. ~r( '." (Phi/adt'if'hl.l: nl~

Jt:wish PuNieurion Socie~' '{Ailla/ca. j<) 1i J.

The Age orthe Day cfAtonement

Amongall appointee! times.tixee! by the l.-'lW as holy. dee!icated to tranquility and the return to

the Creator out of the submersion into an epicurian lifestyle. this day on which God grants

His people C'."l:l::! (k/l'l'urim: atonement). covering and erasing of ail transgres.~ions in the

past and on which He calls upon His people to make a new and bcner start. has probably

ranked formost at ail limes. The serious character imprinted on this day. the austerity. with

which the Law commands its observance. the great blessing that this ~mle s..'lY promises 10

bring. combined with the hee!onistic mentaIity ofmankind bcing tied down. may have resulted

in the fact that.just as is the case nowadays. il probably had the etTcctat ail limes. that even

those who ignored the Law the whole year around. held the commandments that were com­

mandedforthisdayasholy and inviote. They would willingly undergo ail the hardships for

twenty four hours in order to receive a charter for an undisciplined Iife for the whole year. It

is therefore easily understandable lhat the Prophets. who complainee! about ail kinds of

transgressions of the divine Law. did not have anything to complain about as far as transgres­

sions of the Day ofAtonement were concemedand therefore usually do not mention this day

at ail. As it happens. neither is this day mentioned in the historical books of the Bible and

any cautious researcher may find this readily understandable. too. as no opportunity pre­

sentee! itselfformentioning this holiday. When we disregard the post-exilic books. we lind in

the historical books of the Bible. obviously apart l'rom the Pentateuch. that of ail the festivals

the FeastofWeeks(Shavuot) and the New Year(Rosh Hashanah) are not mentioned at ail.

Pesach only twice. in the time of Joshua and of Josiah. and the Feast of Booths (Sukkot)

only once. during the time of Solomon. And would it have been that the dedication of

Solomon'sTemple had taken place at any other time than in the seventh month. then there

would have been no trace ofSukkot in the pre-exilic books of the Bible either. (This is. if one
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would not decide together with many crilics. to place Zech. 14: 16 ff. in the pre-exilie

period). That is why many critics.like Knobel. Ewald. Bleek. Staehelin. de Welle. Schader.

and Di\lmann. did not dare toquestion the antiquity ofthis holiday and draw conclusions from

the silence on the Day ofAtonement in the extra-Pentateuchal writings in the Bible. ft is only

in the most recent time that the hypothesis according to which the Pentateuch was only

c10sed during the Exile or later. found favourwit:: most erities. who. fo\lowing the example

<lf George and Vatke. argued among other things. that the otherwise not mentioned preeept

about the Day of Atonement eould not he pre-exilic.

ln Geiger's Z<!Î(schrijr 1 Weehsler has tried to prove exhaustivcly and at greatlength

thatthe Day of Atonement was not known in the time of the First Temple and not e\'en in

the time of Ezra and Nehemiah and thatthe places in the Pentateuch dealing with this sub­

ject mustthercforc be post-exilic in origin. This conclusion met with Geiger's approval. :

who thereby clearly endorsed the Graf-We\lhausen school. For that reason we do not con­

sider it supertluous to subjectthe grounds arguing for a late origin of the Day of Atonement

to a test and to investigate whether not. on the contrary. it might be demonstrated that this

holiday originated in Mosaic times.

Wc have alrcady observed that wc have the right to deny any recognition of proofs

from silence. as one. based on this would declare each law on which the other biblical

books are silent. to be more recent than these books themselves. and thus be able to reason

away the grcat anliquity of the majority of the laws of the Pentateuch in the easiest manner.

Is it not sufficient that the Day ofAtonement is mentioned in six places in the Pentateuch? lt

should morcover be noticed that in one of those places (Lev. 25:9) it is commanded to

declarc the Jubilee year on the Day of Atonement with hom blasts. As for this reason the

law conceming the Jubilee year is close!y connected with the law conceming the Day of

Atonement3 the erilies feel eompelled to dispute the age of the Jubilee-law likewise and to

declare this law to be post-exilie as weil. ln this way ail these cases that speak for an early

date of the Jubilee-Iaws become casily included in their attaeks.

How linle conclusive such prooffrom silence is. may he shown through an even more

startling example!han the a1rcady mentioned examples conceming Shavuot and Sukkot. The

roles conceming the sacrifices were undeniably those Pentateueh laws that were followed by

most of the people during the period of the First Temple. And the prophets cannot agitate

enough against the mistaken impression of the people that they are doing God a favour by

1Ji/d,srh" 'k'lschnft filr IVISSf!n.fChaft und ILbm. 1863. p. 113
2 $ce Gcit:e(s mnork.. and obscr\'ations in 'kilschrift. 186-1;65. p. 179 IT.
.\ The 3.'1iumption of some of the mon: m:=t enties is tbat l.c\'. 25:9:as a whole or in pan is a 131er interpolation.

\\ill Ile n:fUlcd hller on in \he Conuncnlal)' ad loc Ipp. 3:7-3311.
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bringing sacritices. The bringing of sacrilices is mentioned in countless places in the Biblc and

yel.unlil Ezekiel. il is c1early slaled in only two places that in earlier days sin offerings were

broughl as weil. From lhis the laler critics c1aim thal the sin olTerings were only introduced in

much laler times. Ps. 4O:ï slales. however: "Suml-offering and sin-offering hasl Thou nol

required". SUI one should not he bothered 100 much by a ps.,lm. If il does nol IiI lhe

hypothesis it is relegated to the period oflhe Exile. Even the teXl. "the forfeit money. and the

sin-money." in Il Kgs. I:!: li is falsely explained as referring merely to fines. Th,' pn'phct

Hosea. however. proves categorically the exislence of sin offcrings in his time. In 4:S he

casligates the priesls wilh lhe words: "lhey feed on lhe sin of My people:' bUl nol as the

Torah had commanded il (Lev. 10: Iil. "given illO youlo bt.'arlhe iniquily of the congregation

(and make alonementl:' bUl (Hos. 4:8) "and sct lheir hean on lheir iniquity: which means

lhallhey attach lheirown sins 10 thesoul oflhe people and in this way mulliply ilS wickedness.

From lhis one observalion we sec lhal nol only were sin offerings brought. but even.

completely in agreement with the rules of the Law. they were consumed by the priests. ~ If

lhen we only find two indispulably pre-exilic nOIes in the biblical books conceming lhe sin

offerings. that were brought by the thousands during the year. it is small wonder thal lhe

Day ofAtonement. which occursonly once a year. is not mentioned at all.:-

Is itthen truly so that. apan from the Pentateuch the Holy Scriptures do not speak

of the Day ofAtonement al all?Certainly thosc arguing from the assumption that a law con­

ceming this day did not exist bcfore the Exile will not find it mentioncd anywhere. Thosc.

however. who maintain that the order of the festivals. in which the Day of Atonement

would also take its place. has bcen in existence since lime immemorial. will have no trouble

to find in ail the places where the prophets speak of the festivals in general terms the Day of

Atonement also includcd among these. even though. like the other festivals. it is not men·

tioncd by name. l'hus Saadya Gaon understood Hos. 2: 13. :T"T)l'C 7:::11 :Tn:uv :TllI"TtT :TltT (her

feast. her New Moon. her Sabbath. and alI her appointcd scasons) as referring to the three

Pilgrimage festivals (:TltT) and the other three festivals: the New Ycar. the Day ofAtonement.

and the Eghth Day ofAsscmbly (:T"T)l'C 7;'). <\ ln the LXX we also found the Day of Atone·

ment. in Is. 1: 13 (l'Jllepoc lleyocÀl'J. Vl'JCJTe~oc: great day. fasting). 7 Stronger evidence yet is

4 Sce \'01. 1. p. 22\
S E\'cn Joscphus (Ani. 13. 10.3) relatcs an c\'cnl that. ac:Ctuding to the Talmud. look plac:c on the Du>' of Atone­

ment. WllhoUI mcntioning the fc,:stiva1. ~lusl wc concludc f:um this that then also il had not )'«:1 becn
introduccd'!

6 cr. Kimehi (R:>dak) on this pa.";;l~"'.
7 .-\ccordin!: to the massorctic vic,,", il is al.-.u Hkcly lbal in the gcDCl'Oll c:'tpn:s.·üons :T"~' ,C1:l'"'!~'0' ••.,.,0 • .,.,

(ls. 1:3·14~ procblim. ~'our appoinled limes. solemn meeling> lhe Day of ..\lonc:menl is includc:d. cspccially a...
lhe lhrec: Pilgrimage Fcsti\'als ",en: aln:ady mc:nlioncd in v. 12 under ':le n,."," ,.:n ':1 (*whcn ~'e come to apo
pc:ar belo", ~\e) and :TOU"likewise seems 10 "'Icr to a !'''''I.<Jay (er. Joel 2: 15). Whieh way the I..XX phra.o;c:d lhi•
vc:rsc: is not c:ntin:ly cleu. Following Gracl1. (.\lonarsdtrtft fùr Gochlchl~ und W'sst!1UChufl Jt!s JuJt!ntums.
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found that r..zekicl speaks of the Day of Atonement. e\'en if he does not mention it by name.

ror Ez. 46:11 states: "1~1 :-:rTlD:'T ';':-::-l ::1":'>11::::1 =':,r::1 ("'And in the feasts and in the

appointed scasons the meai-offeringl shall he 1"'. etc.1 afterthe preceding verses 3-6 spoke of

the S<tbb<tths and New Moons. 1n ..5: 1ï the prophet fllrther instrllcted that on the ::l':i''

(festivals. the ne\\' moons. the Sabbaths. and for that maller. on ail ::l''::'>1D. appointed

sc<tsons. the Nasi sholiid prepare the sin-. meat-. bumt-. and peace offerings. From these

places it hecomesevident that Ezekid. apart l'rom the Sahbaths. New Moons and Pilgrimage

festivals (::l'ml also knew of ::1''::'>10. Now. ail the festivals that arc specitied in Lev.:23 arc

call~-d ::1''::'>10. however. only thrce of them. namciy Pesach. Shavllot and Slikkot arc at the

5o"!me time also called ::l'UT and are called that alrcady in the Covenant Book of Exodus 1:2..':+

16.3..: 18.22). Ezekiel.too. indicates the Pesach and Sukkot festivals as lM H5:21. :2..,:25).

He does not speak of Shavuot and must therefore have counted it among the ::l'li". j ust as

the admilledly oldest parts of the Torah law cali itlM. Since Ezekie!. besides the ::l'lM also

knowsofthe ::l'':.l10 and mentions them.then it is possible that he means the New Year and

the Day of Atonement (perhaps also the Eighth Day of Assembly: n'~:.l). just as this

prophet. with the words "and till bath thy hands with coalsoftire" ( 10:2) refers ta a pass."!ge

(Lev. 16:12) ccinceming the laws of the Day of Atonement. That in the same passage in

Ezekiel. "the man clothed in linen" hints at the high priest on the Day of Atonement. has

alrcady been noted abave. S

ls. 58 explicitly mentions the c,~ c,' (fast day) which should be understood as the

Day of Atonement. Sachs') remarked rightly that this chapter contains a speech heId by the

prophet before the gathered people on a Day of Atonement of the Jubilee Year. This day

carried double obligations with it: the tirst with regard to Gad: fasting and resting. the other

with regard to one's fellow man: releasing of slaves and retum of purchased property. The

commandment of fasting was strictly observed by the people. but stinginess and greed kept

most people from keeping the other commandments. Had on the one hand a loud hom blast

given the signal offreedom throughout the land. on the other hand oppression and tyranny

ruled everywhere. Then God speaks to His prophets whom He had annointed following 61: 1

".,., tl":llP" lt'"i''' (to proclaim liberty to the captives). 10 7'~" l'1)lP lt"i''' to proclaim the

yearof the Lord's goad pasture). t t To thisone of His prophets docs Gad speak: "'J,lP:l

1llll6. p, 195) il n:ad.' :T"~' !:l'" (. fasl-da)' and solemn 3SSODIbly) .1 lbe end ,,1' ,', 13. l'c:rbaps lbe ward 1'"
(iniquity.lroublc) W:l.\. undcrstooda." 'u)) (fast).

S &:e \,,,1. 1. p. 4-lO
9 K.,rmH.-d '·lI. p, 12~

10 Cf. .".,., !:ln".,;>, (Lev. :!S:IO). ,

t 1 Ew:lld (:\/l~nh .• 2nd cd.. p. ~:::4) and t.lt.hcrs 3.'0 wcll. sec in Ibis "erse an O1I1u."ioo to the Jubilee laws and
C" idcncc lbal il c1""rly ','rmcd pan of Ibe rcalily of Ibe wonbicr scj:ll\Cnl of the people,
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j"1i' 0'-';-: - like that shofar (hom l. the tone 01 whic'h just sounded without makin~ :111 im·

pact. raise your voice. 0:1::>0 '0:.' "1l:-r':- in order to inlorm 1\ly people 01 their crimes. The

prophet explains then to the captive multitude that with merely lastin~ God's will is not carried

out and that following this. one should not expect salvalion and deliver.mce Imm His side,

but that apart from fasting the other obligations that are demanded I,'r this day should nc'
lulfilled as weil. (Is. 58:6\. "is not this the last that 1 have chosen'.' T" loosc' the letlers "1

wickedness.to undo the bands 01 the yoke, and to let the oppressed ~" Ire,', and thal y,. nR'ak

every yoke'? Is it notto deal thy bread to the hungry. and lhal Ih'Hl nrin~ thc' poor thal aR' c:,st

out to thy house'?"

Indeed. already preceded by Geiger. 1: the newest coties h:ld dc-clared 1s. :"8 to he

post-exilic. but however far one pushes this period back tlike Duhm. who dales it in

Nehemiah's time). then the factlhatthis passage is aware of the Day of :\lonement still

shows the impossibility of the conclusion derived from the t:,etthat Neh. S ignores the Day

of :\tonement. Furthermore. as already notieed in Is. 61: 12. which ndongs to a much

carlier period 1.\ anyhow.the Jubilee year is hinted at: but the Jubilee laws depend on those

of the Day of Atonement. lt should further be noticed thatthe paragraph preeeding cmlpter

58. 1.. whieh speaks of worship existing among the Israelites. seems to he pre-exilie mther

than belonging to a later period. and thus it is n<>thing but a dogma of the erities standing in

the way of the above anempt 10 place 1s. 58 in pre-exilie limes and for Ihis wc should al'l.'l:pt

the carlier mentioned opinion of Sachs. But it is highly probable that the prophets since

Josiah's rule aimed at realizing observance of the Mosaie law with ;111 its requirements as

'Weil as with regard to the Jubilee precepts. at least by the worthier of the people.

Weehsler. 1:' however. daims to have found dear indications that the Day of Atone­

ment was not known during the whole era of the First Temple as weil as during the time im­

mediately following the Exile. We will eonsiderthese dear indications. the first one of whieh

should he found in 1 Kgs. 8:65 - "Solomon gathered ail of Israel for the dedieation of the

Temple. The feast lasted founeen days. in which time the eeremony of atonement oceurs

whieh was not eelebrated" [D.Z.H.'s lransl.l. But where does it say in Seripture that the atone­

ment ceremony was not eelebrated? It is not mentioned that one specifie day was al the same

day celebrated as the Day of Atonement! Scripture. however. did not deem it neeessary to

mention this.jus! as during this dedication eeremony which lasted a fortnight. the Sabbath

1: Sec Gci!lCf. in Urscilnft und rJbt!rS<!t:ung.n d-,8,1>.1. etc.
13 Cf. Boudissin. Einl. in A.T•• p. 395
1.. Is. .56:9 • 57: 13.
15 Sec Gci!lC~s 7.t!ilscJzrift. 1ll63. p. 113 ff. Ill. Wcchsler. ~/.ur GcschichlC der \'crsohnun/lSfelcr." JudurM

z,,'tsclmftfUr WisS<!nscilaft und l.t!b<1n. 1ll63. pp. 113.125.1
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was celebratcd twice. And just as Scripturc assumes that ilS reade:-s arc aware thatthe Sabbat:>

occurs every scventh day. so it may assume that everyone knew the Day of Atonement. And

neither is therc in Scripture any indication at allthatthe atonement ceremony was not cele­

brated. 1(, Only R. Yochanan in Mo'ed Qatan 9a states: "In that ycar Israel did not observ~ the

Day of Atonement:' but the Talmud also say, only that they did not observe the fast. bec"usc

"'therc is no joy without eating and drinking." but that they did keep the other precepts rclated

to the day. Concerning the fast on that Day of Atonement. we do not have to agree with agga­

dic statements in the Talmud: we may assume with Abrabanel that they did indeed ct:lebrate

the dedkation on the Day of Atonement in the sense that they brought festive sacritices. but

they would not eat on this day. I~ But when we follow the opinon of the Talmud. we can also

aSSU::le on reasonable grounds prescnted by the Talmud. that in that yc."lron the Day of Atone­

menl people did eat. because through a "101i1 "i' 1i.e. an inference from minor to majorl it

was decided that the dedication 5<"lcrifice could be consumed even on the Day of Atonement.

Another indication should be even more important and conclusive. ln Neh. 8 we

read lhat on the second day of the seventh month Ezra read the Torah before a gathering

and found it wriuen there that Israel should live in booths and based on this Sukkot was

cclebrated. And what. so asks Wechsler. with regard to the Day of Atonemenr? Only

Herzfeld IX noted prcviously that this passage proves too much and therefore nothing at ail.

Then. at least. the Chronicler must have known the Day of Atonement. as he. as the last

Redactor of the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. would certainly not have refrained from

mentioning that the Israelites also observed the Day of Atonement. when such observance

would have been absolutely necessary. Only. this seemed completely unnecessary.just as

it was not rcported that the Israelites observed the Sabbath then. It is mercly related that this

time they made themselves booths and celebrated the festival with special joy. The reason

forthis emphasis is described in Neh. 8: 17 (lit.: "for since the days of Joshua the son of

Nun...the children of Israel had not done so"). beeause sinee the days of Joshua they had

not celebrated Sukkot in such a way. The observance of the Day of Atonement. which was

certainly kept during the Exile as weil as in earlier times. is therefore not mentioned at ail.

Morcover. we already showed. 19 that the laws conceming the festivals of New Year. the

Day of Atonement. and Sukkot in Lev. 23 are c10sely connected. in such a way that in the

Torah of Ezra. who read about Sukkot. inevitably also the laws of the New Yearand of the

16 Thal the jo~ful cclebr.Jtion or the Temple dedicnion ""M not irreconsilablc Wilh the ataDement ccremon~' m:I~'
he pnn'cn from the làet. tbat during the lime of the Second Temple :1 popular festi\'a1 with jo~·ou.~ dance

_•...,incidcd with the Day uf Atonement (cf. ~ti.o;hna Tn":mit 1\'.8. Also. Hamagid 1876. p. "..3).
l, $cc ais<> Ibn Ezrn un :-;um. 7:olS.

tll C....'dlldll~ d~., Volkl!s Isra~/s. \"01. 1. p. -133.
19 \\,1. Il. p. 206. nule 1.
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New Year and the Day of Atonement must have been mentioned. :n

ln conclusion a third passage would testify to the rceent origin of the Day of Atone­

ment. Even the prophet Ezekicl would not have heard about it yet! This is eoncluded from

the following passage. cz. 45: 18-20 says: ''Thus ,;ailh the l.ord God: in the tirst month. in

the tirst day of the mûnth. thou shalt take a young hulloek without hlemish: and thou shah

puri l'y the Sanctuary And so thou shah do on the seventh day of the month for every "ne

Ihat erreth. and for him that is simple. 'M!:::l1 :-r~:;, t:"l':::l: so shall Y" makl' alonl'm"nt f,'r Ihl'

house." George: 1 already concluded l'rom this passage that Ez"kicl do"s not know ahout

Ihe Day of Aton"ment. which is in th" P"ntat"uch. and ther"for" d"signat"s Ihe tirst and

s"venth of Nisan for the c1eansing of th" San"tnary. that a"cording 10 th" P"nt:lt"ul'h shonld

take place on the Day ofAtonement. W"chsler:: adds to [his that the s"v"nth of Nisan W:1S

set apart for a higher atonement observance. to c1eanse those who sinn"d out of "rror or

temptation. 'M!:o1 :-r~C' C"l':O. and this took plac" on th" s,,""nth day of th" month. h"l':llIs"

the first day. as the New Moon. was already a festival day by its"lf. The opinion that Ez"kiel

was not yet acquainted with the Day of Atonement is supponed by ail lhose who declar" the

laws in Ezekiel forolderthan those of Lcviticus in th" Torah. Aga;nst this we want to prov"

tirst that perforce t:'.zekiel knew of the Day of Atonement. The fact that the opinion Ihat

Ezekiel wanted to arrange for an atonement cercmony on the tirst and seventh of Nisan.

which is held by George and the other cri tics. is totally mistaken and does not need proof as

anyone can eonvince himself ofthis by rcading the preeeding verse. In Ez. 45: 17. mlmcly. it

is commanded that on Sabbaths. festivals. even on New Moons. the Nasi (i.e. the high priest.

following Rashi) will bring ail festive sacrifices: the sin offering. the meal offering. humt

offering and the peace offering. And each time when Ezekiel speaks of Sabbath-. festival-. or

New Moon sacrifices. he does not forget to instruct that the Nasi should prepare the sacritice.

Just compare Ez.45: 17.22-25and 46:4-7. Now •however. conceming the young bull that is

brought on the first and seventh of Nisan for the c1eansing of the Sanetuary. it is not com­

manded that the prince should prepare the sacrifice.lt is specified there (45: 19) 1:-r::J:-r 1i""1

-111 Ml':oli:-r C,o - justany ordinary priest should prepare this sacrifice. Thus it is impossible

thlk with this sacrifice either a higher or a lesser atonement observance was intended. The

new as weil as the old Ezekielian Day ofAtonement is purely a figment of the cri tics' minds.

That the prophet Ezekiel knew of the old Day ofAtonement l'rom the Torah. however.

20 Il is ;an}'ho",' incomprchcn..,iblc ho\\' one wanLf\ Co provc from Ihis account in :"chcmiah that the la\\' about the
Day of .-\Ioncment wa.., not >'«:t mcntioned in the: Tumh. Theo. cvcn if admiucd lhat in lbosc: da}", the Day nI'
.-\taDement was not obscn'cd. il is po~iblc th:lt the n:ason tbal. ba..,cd. on Le,,'. 16 it ",':1.'\ then hc:lic\'cd tlml
obsc:n'in~ the Day of :\tonc:mc:nt \\':lS conditional on the pn:sc:nce Art of the Cm'enanl in lhe SanctU3I)',

11 o;~ (Jll~rn.Jüd. F~Sl~. p. 299.
22 Wc:chsler. p, 117.
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can be proven with certainty. He knows of and expressly mentions the Jubilee year. In Ez.

46: 17 it says: "if he Ithe na.,i. princej give of his inheritance a gift to one of his servants. it

shall he his to the year of liberty (.".,,:1 r1JlV): then it shall retum to the Nasi" (sec also Ez.

7: 12 ff.l. The year of freedom is obviously no other than the Jubilee year. of which the

Penlateuchcommands (Lev. 25:10): "and you shall proc'aim liberty ("''''l throughout the

land unto ail its inhabitants." Ezekiel cannot have another year of freedom in mind as there

is no refercnce anywhere cise to one such year and the expression ."." (freedom l already

reminds one of the Jubilee year.~'< But Ezekiel does not just mention the Jubilee year. He.

10reoVer. counts according to Jubilee cycles. Ez. 1: 1-2 says about the live years after the

captivit)' of King Jehoiachin: "it came 10 pass in the thirtieth )'ear." Il is not slated hcre

according 10 which era is being counled. Scaliger. Rosenmüller. etc.. consider this date as

bclonging to a fabricaled cm of Nabopolassar. which is neither mentioned in Scriplurc nor by

secular wrilers anywhere. Idcler. Haevemik. elc.. have rightfully rcjectcd lhis explanalion.

but Iheirassumplion Ihal here Ihe count is started from the year of Josiah's reform. too. is

unlenablc. even Ihough il linds support in Targum Jonathan. as we do nol lind evidence

anywherc for a count according 10 cras of refonnalion. Therefore we musl assume. as do

SeJer ()[am. Rashi. Kimchi. elc. thal in lhis case Ihere is menlion of Ihe thirthiclh )'ear of a

Jubilee period. This opinion isconlirrnedfromother sides. In Ez. 40:1 we lind support for

Ihis daling: "In Ihe live and lwenlielh year of our caplivily. in Ihe beginning of the )'ear. in

the lenth day of Ihe month. in the fourteenth year after the city was smillen." The assertion

to start the count on the tenth of the monlh is unprecise and unclear. Despite the explanation

of many interpreters to the contrary. we should accept the explanation of the Talmud

(Arachin lZa): "which year is it of whieh the start is on the tenth of a month? That is the

Jubilee year." This year is. following Lev. 25: 10. inaugurated with horn blasts on the tenth of

the seventh month. In this verse it is also indicated that the twentyfifth year of the captivity

of King Jehoiachin was a Jubilee year or the fiftieth year after the previous Jubilee year. If.

however. the twentyfifth year of the captivity were the fiftieth year after the Jubilee. than

the fifth year of the captivity was the thirtieth after the Jubilee. and the explanation of the

statement in Ez. 1:1 is herewith confinned. We find a further verification in the dating as

related in Jer. 28: I. "And it came to pass the same year. in the beginning of the reign of

Zedekiah king ofJudah. in the fourth year." Kimchi had a1ready determined correctly that it

eoneerns the fourth year of a Sabbatical cycle. 2~ The beginning of Zedekiah's reign.

~.~ "1'0 undcrstand the "''''T,T n:Je' as:l SC:"cnth \'eM (Kuencn. Godsdi~nSl (96. Wellhausc:n) is shcer arbitrariness"
(Dillmann. EL .'. p. -16-1). •

:!4 lna~nt "lth this is also th:lt the ele\'cnth ycar of Zcdckiah \\'aS a~in a Sabbatical ~·ear. which folio\\'5
l'rom Jer. 34:8 Il :md 32: t.
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• however. coincided with the captivity of Jehoiachin III Kgs. 29: 15-17). If Jehoiachin was

led into captivi!} in the fourth year al'ter the Sabbatical year. than this third year <'f his

captivity was a Sabbatical year again. and the tifth year of the captivity was the second :lfter

this Sabbatical vear. The assertion that. l'rom the be!!: 'ling of his book. El.ekiel counts
~ .. ... .

according to the Jubilee cycles. is also supportcd l'rom ail sides. Il is therefore beyond ail

doubt that Ezekiel knew of the Jubilee laws and must also have known <'f the Day of

Atonement which is contingent ul'0n the former. Il has further-more already bl'en shown

that Ezekiel must have had the Day of Atonement in mind when referring 10 0'"1:110. The

fact that this prophet does not mention the Day of Alonement in his listing of lhe individual

festivals. does not prove anything as he does not mention Shavuot either. ,ven though it

has already been mentioned in the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 23).:;;

With regard to the atonement observance of Ezekicl. we have already shown :h that

this did not take place on the tirst and seventh of Nisan but rather on the tirst of Nisan and

the tirst ofTishri. as a preparation for the important festivals that occur in these monlhs.

We should not be too amazed by this. It would be wrong to think lhat the Pentateueh com­

mands the c1eansing of the Sanctuary only once a year. namely on the Day of Alonemenl.

That day. however. is intended to realize the most complete eleansing. At thal occasion not

only the Sanctuary. but also the Holy of Holies:7 is eleansed. According to Lev. 4:5-7 and

16-18. however. this same ceremony which takes place on the Day of Atonement in the

Sanctuary. should be carried out. each time when the high priest or the entirc people of

Israel had sinned. In this case the Sanctuary too. and indeed here only the Sanctuary and

not the Holy of Holies. must be c1eansed through the sacritice of a bull for a sin offering.

Curiously enough. Ezekiel also only speaks of a cleansing of the Sanetuary (45: 18) or the

House (45:20). but does not mention especially that the Holy of Holies was also c1eansed.

although he differcntiates with precision between the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies and

calls the latter tl'!D'Tjm !D'Ti' (41 :4) 1vs. lII'Ti'D for Sanctuaryl. Neither does he instruet the

blood of the sacrifice to be carried into the Holy of Holies as is stipulated for the Day of

Atonement (Lev. 16:4-15). Ezekiel's preeept. according to which each time on the !irst of

Nisan and the first of Tishri a bullock shou1d be sacrificed as a special sin offering for

cleansing of the Temple. is. aceording to the eurrent discussion. probably based on the

Torah law in Lev.4:3-21. Both the monthsofNisan and Tishri were at the head ofayear. the

former introduced after the giving of the Law (Ex. 12:2), the latter 28 was already the New

25 cr. am.v. Il. 1. p. 01701.
26 \"01. Il. p. 183. not. 2.,-
.1 cr. E", 30: 10. Le,'. 16: 16 rr.
28 As aln:ad)' nOie<! abc..... Vol. Il. p. 012-1 rr.
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• Year's clay before the Law was given and remained later. as the beginning of the cconomic

year. Rosh Hashanah. with regard to various laws. In both months. too. important festivals

take place. And because it may be assumed that in the course of the year the high priest as

wcll as the entire people sinncd at (cast once out of negligence. it is stipulatcd in Ezckicl

that. in accordancc with the law in Lcv. 4:3-21. at the beginning of the year a bull should

he sacriliced as a sin offcring for this kind of transgression. On thc tirst of Nisan.- -
probably. the atonement offering for thc high pricst was brought (cf. Lc\'. 4:3-12l. while

on the tirst ofTishri thc atonement offcring for thc cntire pcoplc was brought for thosc who

sinncd out ofncgligcncc and temptation ('11!l01 ;1lHZI tZI'~O - Lev. 4: 13-21 l. :') On thc Day of

Atoncment it is diffcrcnt: thcn not cnly sins out of negligence and temptation but also

intentional sins and transgressions should be atoned for (Ley. 16: 16. 30. 31 l and the blood

of thc sin offcring should bc brought into the Holy of Holies (Ley. 16: 14-15. 33 l. The two

instances ofcleansingofthc Temple in Ezekiel have no relation to the laws conceming the Day

ofAtonement in thc Pentateuch. JO With our supposition wc haye of course not yet established

that there is complete agreement between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch: it is sufficient. howeyer.

to haye fumished evidence that the laws in Ezekiel are modelled and based on those in the

Pentateuch. Neyerthcless. the differences between Ezekiel and the Torah are many. This had

already been observed long ago and for this reason it was considercd to take this prophet's

book out of circulation and delete it from the Canon. Howeyer. Chananiah ben Hizkiah

cxplained Ezekiel in such a way that any offence was remoyed (Shabllat 13b). Unfortunately

Chananiah's commentary has not becn preserved and we must he satisfied to haye somewhat

toned down the contra.~ts between Ezekiel and the Pentateuch.

Since wc haye not found a clear indication anywhere that the Day ofAtonement was

not observed in ancient times and precisely the prophet Ezekiel. who was considered to

show the clearest signs of ignorance conceming the Day of Atonement. tums out to be a

source not only on the ayailability of the laws on the Day of Atonement but also on the in

origin identical Jubilee laws. we will now tum to an examination of the Day of Atonement

in the Pentateuch.

We may consider the word 11.,tl:l (kapporet). whieh describes the covering of the Ark

of the Coyenant as the first indication for the Day ofAtonement (.,1tl:l C1'). We have shown

already 31 that the coyering of the Ark of the Coyenant is called n.,tl:l because on it the most

~9 Sce also ~fcnachot ~5a. in \\'hich Czclcicl's sin olTc:ring is \'ic"'Cd as "'::l~ .,=' .,:1" b"~:T..,1:I [The SOncino cd.
or ,he Bob. Tolmud "",dcr.i the issue BotTmann rel"" 10 in Ibe rollm'inll pa."""!l<: ~Fore":"onc lhalern:th and
for harn tbat as simplc'. Ihis tc.achc.~ tbat the)' an: liable onl)" of the rulîng (of the Beth Din Wa.~ made) in
i~r.mc:c and the u:ln.~gn:s.."ion (of the community) W:LOi commincd in ct1'Orlt

).

30 cr. \'01. 1. p. 4,_6.
31 cr. \'01. 1. p. 0158
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• important act for anaining atonement on the Day of Atonemenl takes place. On this day the

high priest would enter the Holy of Holies. He would hring an offering of incense: "that the

cloud of the incense may coverthe n"l!l:J" (Lev. 16: IJ). then he would take of the hlood of

the bullock and sprinkle it once lIpon the n"ltl:J and seven limes hcfore the n"ltl:J. and this hl'

would repcat with the blood of the goat of the sin offering (v. 151. This act of making atone­

ment was performed only once a year. on the Day of Atonement. and was important en')lIgh

ta have the name of the ohject in front of which it took place to hl' ,krived fmm il: n"ltl~.

Based on this the Holy of Holies is calicd n"l!l:J:1 n'::! (atonemenl house) in the Ronk "f

Chronicles. because it was entered only once a year in arder ta ,main atonement. ncxt tn the

n"l!l:J. and this was one ofits most important purposes. Thus wc have in the n"ltl:J ddinitcly

a mighty witness from Mosaic times for the origins of the Day of Atonement.

The Day of Atonement is further explicitly menlioncd in Ex..,0: 10 togelher with lhe

commandment of making the Golden Altar. It s,.'ys here: "And Aaron shallmake atonemenl

("ltl:Jl) upon the homsofit once in the ycar. with the blood of the sin-offering of atonement."

This short note on a verse that does not expressely deals with Ihis festival is for this reason

so important that here it definitely is impossible ta think of a laler interpol:nion. as later

generations did not find any reason here ta suspect interpolation. Wechsler is therefore

absolutely misleading. when he asks naively why the Day of Atonement is not mentioned at

ail in Exodus and Deuteronomy. while he himself later on quotes Ex. 30: 10 which c1early

speaks of this festival. The question rcmains then. why Deuteronomy does not mention the

Day of Atonement. Would this then he the only law of the Torah that is not repeatcd in

Deuteronomy?The lawsconceming the menstrual periad (:1"TJ). the nazirite ("l',.J) and the

adulteress (:1l:l1C). many maritallaws. and even the important law on circumcision (:1';>'0)

arc not mentioned in Deuteronomy. Ofall the holy appointed times only the thrcc Pilgrimage

festivals 32 are repeated and in the Ten Commandments the Sabbath. Of the others

Deuteronomy does not speak. not even of the New Moon. which. every one agrees. was

alrcady observed in the most ancient times. But even more! A whole paragraph in Deut.

(15: 1-11) deals with the seventh (Sabbatical) year. without mentioning at ail that the fields

should lie fallow in tbis year. even though this law is already reeorded in the Covenant

Book of Exodus (23:10-11). From ail this we sec that Deuteronomy presupposes the laws of

the earlier books of the Pentateuch and that therefore the question why a certain law is not

found in Deuteronomy is unjustified and that the opinion to declare the laws that are missing

32 These fcsth"als arc l'epe;ltcd in Dculcronom~ .. bccausc: thc~.. an: 10 he obsc:I'\'cd in tilc Temple and l)culcron\lm~'
"''ants 10 emphasize the unitYof the: sanctuat)' (cf. Ranke: Unl~rsurhunRf!n übf!r df!r Pl'nlall'urh 11. p. 37..l. uncJ
a~.l\'c. p. 118). Ju.\1. :lS the Covenant Book of E:'C.odu.~ (c:hs. 23 and 2';) only ~h'cs in."itructions conccming the
th"", Pil[!rimage Festivals (cf. Gracl7. G..ch. Il. t. p. ~73).
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• in Deuteronomy younger is totally mistaken. From Exodus we move on to the dassic

passages about the Day of Alonemenl. Lev. 16: 23:26-32 and Num. 29:7 ff. Wc have

shown already'u that Lev. 23 was revealed to Moses before Lev. 16. Of the three main

passages dealing with the Day of Atonement. Lev. 23:26-32 was revealed first on Sinai.

then Lev. 1(, followed after the death of Aaron's two sons. and finally Num. 29:7-1 1 during

the fart y years in the desert. shortly before the death of Moses. Based on this assumption.

the charges that had been laid on Lev, 16 from many sides may be dismissed. Ewald .q

remarked that the portrayal in Lev. 16. only from v. 29 on. definitely tums to a festival of

the Day of Atonement. while based on the opening words in v. 1. one would ex, ;ct

somcthing cise and because v. 1 hints at the great defilement of the Sanctuary that \Vas

caused by the guilt and death of the two priests. it seems that in Lev. 16:34 a similar

deansing ceremony for such an instance is commanded. Wechsler.J~goes even further. He

says that Lev. 16 is"a totally unnatural and strange chapter." The first part of the chapter

unti 1v. 29 speaks of an atonement ceremony. but the text is si lent on the rcason why and at

which occasion it was perforrned. Only frorn v. 29 on do we find the precepts for this

ceremony to be an annual event taking place on the tenth of Tishri. It is assumed that this

part of the chapter and the first one arc only loosely related. On p. 124 he asserts that the

context of the tirst part of Lev. 161eads to the assumption that therc. like in Ezekiel. an

atonement observance in Nisan is spoken of. According to what we explained above..~h this

last assumption loses ail ground. and it should obviously he discarded. That it is still

considercd wrong that Lev. 16 unti1 v. 29 speaks of an atonement eeremony without time

specification while only in this and the following verse it is explained when this cercmony

should take place. That this is considered peculiar results from a misreading of the fact that

Lev. 16 docs not form the main passage on the law conceming the Day of Atonement. but

only a supplement to the principal law in Lev. 23. That in the Torah lhis supplement

precedes the principallaw is due to the fact that it is connected with the consecration of the

Tent of Meeting. The sacrificial precepts for the Day ofAtonement in Lev. 16 have with the

corresponding sacrificiallaws in common that there the other precepts applying to this day

are briefly repeated: it differentiates also in form from Num. 29:7 ff. The latter

complementary law was directly handed down. A short repetition of the laws conceming

the Day of Atonement (Num. 29:7) form an introduction. followed :'y the sacrificial

precepts: 'ye shall present. etc." (vv. 8-11). The sacrificiallaw in Lev. 16. however. is not

.~.J Seo aoo,·o. p. 119 ff.
3~ All~rllt. ~. p. 402.
35 Wechslcr. p. 121.
.J6 cr. \'01. Il. p. ~61 IT,lp. I.JI 11".1
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preseribed as a direct eommandment. but only for the purposc 10 limit a gencr:ll ordinan,·,·

issued in the wake of the suddcn dcath of the two sons of Aaron. Aflcr thc dcath of his two

sons Aaron was eommanded "that he come not at alltimes ll'1:.l '="::ll into thc holy place".

As alrcady mentioned .'- these words may he translated. following N;lchmanides: that he

should under no eircull1stance cnter the Sanctuary. This is furthcr c1arilicd hy Sifra. whieh

says: :J"'!l' :J,';n 1'1:.l '=',:J. i.c.. Ihat the High Pricst would al no timc. not c\'cn on thc

Day of Atonemcnt. cnter thc Holy of Holics. This gcncral prohihition was thcn limitcd in

sueh a wav lv. 3 IT.l that it was permincd 10 cnter the Hol\' of Holics in ordcr to cam' out. '.
thc great atoncmcnt. Thc \"\'. 3-28 thcrcforc form a ncccssary introduction in which thc

proeess of atonement is fully deseribed. Vcrses 29 ff. dctinc that this atoncment ccrcmony

should take place evcry year on the lenth of Tishn on \l'hieh day onc should also ohscn·,· a

fast and refrain from work. If we understand the chaptcr in this \l'ay. wc willlind nothing

strange or. cven more so. nothing unnatural and \l'e discard the assumption of Ewald and

Weehsler as being totally without foundation..IS

The atonement on the Day of Atonement is refcrred to indin:etly in two more places

t!:at were not notieed by the cri tics: but for that reason it became possible to dcclare thcm 10 he

larer interpolations. ln Num. 18:7 God eommands Aaron: "thou and lhy sons with lhcc shall

kl'Cp your priesthood in everything that pertaineth to the altar. 1'1"ll" 1'1':lo", (and to that

within the veil)." Those last two words referto nothing else than the atonement on the Day of

Atonement (cf. Lev. 16:2. 12. 15). something whieh had already becn recogTIized by lhe carly

eommentators. This passage in Num. presupposes neeessarily the stipulations in Lev. 16.

The same is the case in Lev. 21:23. in whieh 1'1"ll:'T"~ (unlO the veil) refers to Lev. 16..1"

Now. the last passage in the Pentateueh in whieh the Day ofAtonement is referred 10

remains to be regarded: the very verse in whieh the Day of Atonement is eonneeted with the

Jubilee law.It says in Lev. 25:8 ff.: "And thou shalt number seven sabbaths of years unto

thee. seven times seven years: and there shall be unto thee the days of seven sabbaths of

years. even forty and nine years. Then shah thou make proclamation with the blast of the

hom on the tenth day of the seventh month: in the day of atonement shall ye make

proclamation with the hom throughout ail your land. And ye shall hallow the fiftieth year.

and proclaim liberty throughout the land unto ail the inhabitants thercef: it shall be ajubilee

unto you." The proclamation of the Jubilee year on the tenth of Tishri is based on an

37 Cf. Vol. 1. p. 438.

311 Cf. for lhis also .bovc. Vol. 1. p. -135 ff.•nd 0159 ff.
39 See .bo,·c. \'01. Il. p. 9ll.
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ideolo~icallink bctween lhis commandmanl and the atonemenl ceremony. ~ll The year was

certainly nol lo begin only on the tenlh of the month but already on the firsl. It Was.

however. not publicly proclaimed until lhe Day of Atonement. This day. on which the

people hoped to repair their relationship with God which had been damaged by their sins

and trans~ressions. was considered to be most suitab1e lo be the day on which through loud

hom blasts lhe greal restur~tion would be announced. which would re-establish lhe original

relations bctween the members of (Iud's peuple. the personal freedom for ail and equality

uf property in order that the man y liberaled forces would be l'ommitted to the worship of

the one and unique Gud.

The Jubilee law determines ail of Lev. 25: in case of lhe s.·lie of houses. of Iields. of

peuple tu Ismcliles and non-lsr~c1ites - ail thesc would bc redccmed in the Jubilee year. But

also :~I property that had lx'Cn sold bcfore would bc n..'Ùccmed 1';>-11:11 by the seller or his closest

relative ':'11: Il Igo'c:I = redeemerl. This latter institution is not a mere dead leller in the Law

Code. bUI grew deep roots in the life of the people as is clearly shown by the whole Book

of Ruth. Jer. 35 and Ez. 7: 12 ff. Furthermore. the regulations of Lev. 27 41 that were

mentioned in the Tomh in the time ofJchoash accordingto Il Kgs. 12:5. correspond to the

Jubilee laws. Fimllly. the Jubilee is also mentioned in Num. 36:4. There.the heads of the

trihe of Manasseh arc complaining that bccausc of the law by which the daughters of

ZcJophehad are the legitimate heirs of thcir father. eventually the inheritance of Manass~h

would sulTer a loss which would become omcial through the Jubilee law and beeome

s.'\nctioned by that forever. This last verse proves atthe same time thatthe Jubilee law dates

back to Mosaic times. The account in Num. 36 in which the names and lineage of the live

daughters of Zelophehad are given and which. besides. is c10sely connected with Num.

27: 1-11 and Joshua 17: \-6 is so obviously historical that only the prejudice against the PC

could cali the historicity of this account into question. 4~ Any unbiased person would

concludcfrom the above!hat the Jubilee law already existed in the time of Moses. Moreover.

Bleek 4.~ already emphasized !hat in a later stage after the conquest of the land. when the

propcrty relationships were a\ready consolidated. nobody would have come up with the idea

to promulgate a law with such contents that would have implied so many problems for ils

40 Wcch.'ilcr him.""Clf says (ad loc.• p. 1~3) the Ibllo"ing: -the proclamation and beginning of the: Jubilee ~'C:3r is
Cunl1,"'Clcù hen: (Lc\'. 2,.':;;:9 IT.) with the: obscl'\'ancc llf the: D:I~' of ..\Illncmcnt. The idcl'logical link is n(lled
lmmt."\li:llcl~'. Th,*' ~llh impl)' the dccpcst introspc.-ction. the mllsl unconditional dc\'oli{'1n and n:nunciation of
subjc:cli\'l1y. Fl\r the :'Qkc l'If libcny. the cquality. Il"lr the: mitignlion or the conlm.",ts and determination l,"If fate.
the Jubilee law n:quin:s the pos.'\O..""\ion of such a hi~h dcgrcc of de\'otion and self-renunciation. such a~t tru.'il
in God . in t""O succecding ~'ears t.herc \\ill he no SO\\lng and no rcaping - that c\'cn the: culminaling point of the
Jc\'clllping religion of ISIXl \\'a.'i IlOt sufficicnt to put tbis dcmand into praclice.. ,..

41 1.",. ::7:17. tl\.~1.23.~4.

~~ Cf. 31St"l Grac:l.Z. .\lonalschrrft 1886. p, :!..~.
4~ Ernl.. p. :!llO.
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implementation. ln addition ta this. before the eonquest of the Holy 1~md IH' human k'~islator

would ever have thought of promulgating slle'h a law in whil·h. aml'n~ l,ther thin~s. it was

also dccn:ed that for two years in a row it would be forbidden to Sl)\\; and to reap. Only the

One who could say: "1 will give you My blessin~ so that thl' pnxiul'l' of one Yl'ar will hl'

suftïcient for three years." only He could give sueh a law whil'h would appear impraetkal

ta the human intellect. And He gave Ihem. even thou~h He knl'w that people would nl't

ohser.e them fora long time. The time \\ 111 surely eoml' when thl'sl'Iaws will 1....• n'instatl'" in

their totality. The beginning of this future time is, odd as it may sel'm. predieted hy the

prophet Is."liah using the image of a Jubilee year. ln l'onjunetion with the Day of Vl'n~eanl'l'

(ON 01') as being lixed by God. in Is."liah a Yl':lr of Recompenses. a Year l,f Compassion

lIit.: :1Il acceptable year ta Godl. or a Ycar of Redemption ~~ always appears. In thl'

Pentateuch (Deut. 32:43\ this day of Vengeance is linked ta great atonement in whkh God

Himself makes expiation for His Holy L."lnd and His people (10:,) 1no'~ "!l~1).

Wc saw that the law concerning the Day of Atonement.unlike hardly any olher law

in the Pentateuch. is repeated several times and moreover. that other laws arc ennneeted

with it, The authentic history has testitied that these laws have panially been practked hy thl'

people at ail times.and that tinally a monument l'rom Mosaic times. the n"!l~ ~:' testilies to

the existence of the laws of the Day of Atonement. By the s."lme token. a historical aeenunl

which cannot be doubted. testities to the existence of the law of the Jubilee year. These are.

however. not the only proofs for the Mosaic origin of the laws conceming the Day nI'

Atonement and the Jubilee year. When we consider these laws both as to their content and

to the fonn in which they have been described in the Torah. then wc will be even more

convinced that we are dealing here with Mosaic laws (:'TllIl:I n.,1n),

Ifwe first take into account the content ofthese laws. we will tind that they are c10sely

connected to the other holy seasons that were established in Israel by Gad through Moses.

The laws coneeming the holy seasons arc homogeneous. They are ail based on one idea

and dominated by one fonn. Israel will acknowledge Gad as Creator and Sustainer of the

world through the observance of the holy seasons and at the same time testify that it is the

same Gad who has chosen Israel as a priestly nation and that He jealously guards and

sustains His people. As ta the form. ail the holy appointed times a...-:standardized according

ta the number seven. The first principle of sueh appointed limes is the weekly Sabbath.

which has as its basis the history of the Creation. Just as Gad created the world in six days

and rested on the sevenlh day. sa should Israel divide lime in small cycles of seven days

44 cr. Is. 3-1:8. 6t:2. 63:4.
~5 The "'ie,," of Graf (and bis school) who dcnics the c~istcna: of the: Tcnl of ~1cclin~. is not consldcrcd hen:; Il,

n:futalion will folio\\' al a later place.
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and on every seventh day cease l'rom creating and working and bring. as it were. ail his

energy as a sacrifice ta Gad. The concept of the Sabbath is funher applied by modelling its

resl of each seventh day on each seventh year in which a rest for the sail and the eanh of

the Holy Land is prescribed. The period of seven years becomes a "week of years" and the

sevenlh year becomes a Sabbalical year. I-ïnally. the longest period of seven Sabbatical

years. will hring the greatest Sabbatieal year which will return the propeny which had been

moved within this eycle 10 its original position. The weekly Sabbath should bring rest to

the individual person. the Sabbatieal year should bring rest ta the soil of the I_~nd. and the

Sahbath of "year weeks" should bring rest ta the whole propeny of the whole nation.

Just as the purpose of the Sabbath is an acknowledgement of Gad as Creator and

Ma.sterof the World. sa should the festivals bring awareness of Him as leader and sustainer

of Israel and by the same token. the Pesach festival. being the date of binh of Israel as a

people. consilutes the principle of a second category of holy appointed times which Israel

as a people should observe. Sorne of these holy appoinlt'r\ days have a cenain Sabbath

charactcr. which is why they arc also called Sabbaths. but only Sabbath of Israel. -II> The

number of these Sabbaths is seven in each year in accordance with the holy number seven:

the tirst and last days of Pesach. Shavuot. the New Year. the Day of Atonement. the tirst

day of Sukkot and the Feast of Assembly (n.,~:.l 'J'orv). The number of seven sabbath­

holidays shows us that they ail originate l'rom one law. Ali these holidays that are pan and

parcel of this second category of festivals are dedicated to joy. -1'7 The greatest season of

joy. however. should be the Festival of the Ingathering of the Fruits. lasting for eight days.

which occurs precisely in the seventh month after the beginning of the tirs: festival of the

year: Pesach. Just as Shavuot occurs seven weeks al'ter Pesach. The seventh New Moon

should already be distinguished abave ail the other ones as holier. The greatest festival of

joy which is observed in this month should however be prepared by the Day of Atonement

on which man's guilt of the past year will be annulled and on which day he can look

forward to being reconciled with his Gad. If bath the Jubilee year and the Day of Atonement

together with ail the other holy appointed times constitute a uniform plan of salvation. then

we will necessarily have to accept that ail ofthem have been arranged by one legislator and

at the same time. And this time can be no other than the Mosaic one.

The description of the laws. bath concerning the Day of Atonement and the Jubilee

year is abave ail portrayed in such a way as one should expect l'rom a legislation of the

Mosaic era. Not only that nowhere else do we find·even the slightest trace of a later lime

46 ~ .-tx"ln:. \\'11. 11. p. :!I:! 11".
-1'7 Cf. Deu!. 16:lt. t-l::-;ch.II:9·11:~tishn:lTa'anil;":8.
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• frame. which would have necessarily heen the case if the pass;lges ~')fl~erned had hec'n

composed in a later time. The ~ir~umstancesand relations that fomlthe ha~kground ,'1' th"s,'

laws arc those of the Israelites in the wildemess. The Jubilee law in L,,\'. ~5 is introdu~"d hy

the sentence: "\Vhen ye come into the land which 1will give you. etc.." the Day of Atonc'mc'nt

is mentioned tirst atthe construction of the Tent of Meeting and its instruments tE,. 30: 10)

and the legis!:ltion ~on~eming the main saeriliees of this holiday is dosely c·,,"nc,~·ted \\ ith a

historical e\'ent l'rom the time of the consecration of the Tent of Meeting whi,'h IH' ,m,' dares

to doubt since it has been as~ertained in many places. -IS The relations of the Israelitc's in th,'

wildemess ~ome to the fore in many aspe~ts of this 1:lw. "The tent of meeting Ihal dw<'!kth

\Vith them in the midst oftheir uncleanness" (Lev. 16: It>l: (~od app"ars in a pillar of d,'nds

ahove the Ark of the Covenant ( 16:~). -l') The Israelites live together in an encampmc'lll: the

one who leads the goat to Azazel has to c1eanse himself flrst bcfore he ~an enter the

encampment. The sin offerings must he humt outside of the camp and the one who hums

them can only enterthe camp al'ter he had bathed himself (Lev. 16:26-~8). The pri"st who

is in charge of the s.1criflces on the Day of Atonement is always Aaron ( 16:3. 6. S Il'. l. and

further.the legislator is necessitated to make arrangements that 31 a 131er stage the s;1~rilicial

service is carried out by the successor of Aaron in his function of high priest 1v..'~ l. This

form of the law can only make sense in the Mosaie period: a later legislator would ccnainly

not have presented the law in this form. Bleek su has already pointed out the relev:m~e of

the laller reasons for the Mosaic composition of our and many other laws. Even if Knobcl ;< 1

and other critics would like to do away with Ihese foundations hy slating Ihat ev;,n a later

legislator would have to chl'ose this form, if he had wanted to point out how certain 1:lws

were initiated through Moses. then this is only a shallow prelext which docs not in the leasl

invalidate the force ofthis evidence.lfa law is presented as having heen given in a cenain

time bya certain legislator. if moreover, the time of the legislation has been IÏxed so

precisely as is the case here when we use the words "after the death of the two sons of

Aaron." if. furthermore. the language. the idiom.and formulation of the law not only favour

this fixed period, but al50 the many expressions and phrases. the authenticity of which

SlareS you in the face, refleet the eircumstanees of these times. then. if we know ail of Ihis.

there should be very demanding reasons which would make it plausible for us that a later

legisiatorwouid have been able 10 place himself in that lime and been able to iniliate laws in

the name of Moses whieh would have becn 50 deceptively like the Mosaie ones that even

-18 Cf. L.c". 10: 1 rr., 16: 1; :<:um. ~:-I. :6:(,1; 1 Chrono :-1::-
-19 Cf. E.'. 16: 10. etc.
SO Roscnmûllc(s Re""rr.. Vol. l, p. 1 If.. SI. und Kr. 1l!31. p. -19: If. anù Eml. m, .ol/re Tesl .. p IK.~ If.
51 Co~nrar :;um Penl. und Josua III. p. 592.
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Knohcl must confess: "He (the authon complies indeed wcll with the situation of :vtoses!"

The critics. however. have not heen ahle to hring fom'ard such compelling reasons. least of

ail. however. for our law and ail the other laws connected with ours. That is why one must

acceplthe authenticity ofthis law. Wc wonder. moreover. whal reason a laler legislator

eould have had to present the laws of the sacritices conceming the Day of Atonement in

such a way as if they had been presented indirectly at a special occasion. Why did he not

c'onnect Ihallaw with the other laws conceming the festivals? Why does he use at ail places

the name of Aaron in which case he has to repeat Ihe law for the latter's successor? Why

does he use the idiomatic expression Ot'lll:O~ "t'I:l Ot'lll: P'::>~. etc.. which is nol at ail

necessary forthat law and not appropriate for the later period'? Why. linally. would the later

authorofthe so-called unclo'rll'ing te":! have spreak the laws of the festivals which had been

prescnted to him in one piece. which necessitated him to repeat their detinitions several

times? Wc can only offer an explanation for these occurrences. if Wc assume that the laws

\Vere sueeessivcly revealed and wrimen down in Mosaic times.

Simil:lrl). the language of our law is such. that it does not betray any signs of

youth. more so. this language.just like the one of the entire Torah is one of a kind. Ihe like

of which is not found in the other books of the Hall' Scripture. We would only like ta point

out lhose expressions \Vhich we either only tind in our laws. or at least are being used there

with preferance and apparently tind their origin there. ll'!)) t'Ill: ~):) =ta fast: 'n:l ll"lI: =a

cert:lin persan: :T-"U P'll: = the wildemess (actually: naked land). The difticult. often ex­

plained "lltl:) = Azazel: 0",.) = unpruned vines: ",., = freedom: nntl~"= etemally: "ltl

= relative: 'i':) =shoot. branch. These are ail expressions. partly hapax legomena. the ancient

chamcter of which no one can deny and which occur in our laws for the tirst time. The

Pentateuch alone does not l'et know the technical expression c,~ U:om) for "fast" and

:lIways circumscribes this concept by means of ll'!)) nit :T):). which is only used here in

connection with the Day of Atonement. while the other biblical books. from the earliest ta

the latest. historical. prophetic and poetic scriptures. use the ward c,~ at numerous occasions

for "fas!." 5~ ln the books following the Torah. the expression ll'!)) :T):) is not just used 53

in its meaning of "fast:" only in ls. 58. which speaks of the Day of Atonement and inten·

tionally dcrives the expressions from the Pentateuch. ll'!)) :T):) is used parallel ta c,~. The

post-cxilic writings anè the Mishna have transformed the biblical W!)) :T):) ta ;,)~n:T =ta

chasten oncself. S4

5~ cr. .Iud~'CS ::O:~6: 1Sam. 7:f>. 13: 13: Joel 1: 14.~: I~. 15: l's. 35: 13.69: t 1. 109:~4: E.sther 4: 16.9: 13: E7.ra
ll:Z3: Soho 1: 14.

5.' "l:"DJ tn~~ "'tl"J)): Ps..\5: 13~ b\llh C:Xprcs~i,'n.~ to!-·ctbc:r.
S4 n. Dan. 10: t~: Et.ra ll:~I: ~lishna Ta'anit 1:4,
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• As a rcsult of our rcsearch wc cao now suggcsl the f\'IlIllwing. l'hen.' is lhl( (hl'

slightest shread of evidenee that the la\\' eoneeming the Day of AI,'nem,'Ol \\'as Ill't "t>"'f\,'d

or \\'as not known before the Exile or even in the tirst period of the Exik'. On th,' contrarv.

there are many c1ear traces that not only the la\\' of the Day of AtonemeOl \\ as kno" n t>lIt

;llso the law of the JlIbilee year which was c10sely re\;tted to il. The pn'phets Amos and

Isaiah menlion festivals in general. wherehy in alllikeliho,,,j al", the Day of At,'nem,'nt is

taken inlo consideration. ln Is. 58 and 61 a speech has heen presef\ ed \\ hich \\ 'lS hdd ,'n

the Day of Atonement and in which a hinl to "the y,':Ir of liher.llion" is r,',·,'r,kd. Aft,'r that.

Ezekiel. who explicitly mentions the Juhilee year and wh,). when mentioning <"act dat,'s,

counts aeeording to Juhilee periods. and also e1sewhere lInamhiguolisly mad,' kl","n thal

he was weil aware of the Day of Atonemem. That this prophel w,>uld want to arr.lnge for a

Day of Atonement in Nisan or e1sewhere is a liclion of the erities. E/,'kiei r.llher seems 10

have wanted to bring atonement offerings for the high priest and for lIIe whole "ommullÎly

respeetively on the tirst of Nisan or on the tirst of Tishri. ln the Pematellch holh the Day ,,1'
Alonemem and the la\\' of the Jubilee year are more often repeated than any olher ,·ommand·

menl. Already at the occasion of the eommandment 10 eonstnlcl the Tent of Meeting and its

instruments the greatest atonement ceremony of the year is being laken into a<'colln! hy

calling Iheobject in the Holy of Holies near which alonement is being realized. n"!l::l. in­

strument for atonemem, and it is memioned in the passage of the Golden Altar th;ll on thc

same the blood of the sin offering was sprinkled. The principal law eonceming the D:1Y of

Atonement is. according to the Pentllteuch revealed to Moses on Sin:li,just as the la\\' of the

Jubilee year.ln the course orthe next year. at the occasion of the death of Ihe two sons of

Aaron. atonement sacritices are eommanded and in the fortieth year of the joumey through

the wildemess. the general sacritices for the Day of Atonemenl, The law of the Jubilee ye:lr

is used al many occasions in other laws of the Pentateuch and is assumed to be a known fact

in a historical account from the Mosaic period. From the connection of the Day of Alone­

ment and the Jubilee year with the other holy appointed times that havl' been tixed hy God

through Moses: l'rom the language and idiom of the laws conceming the Day of Atonement

and the Jubilee year.just as from the circumstances and relations presuoposing the laller. it

has Iikewise been proven that these laws could only have been wrillen down at that time.
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