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JIhe Sacrifices in the Covenant Between the Pieces
Allude to the aWS of Leviticus and the Covenant of the Flesh/

Gershonflepner  ( LWgeles

ecognıtion of verbal TeSONAanNCE:! 15 of MaJor ımportance in the interpretation ofbiblical narratives

and theıir lınkages 1{8 bıblıcal 1aws' close readıng of the narratıve of the Covenant Detween the Pieces

indicates that it reflects the 1aws ofLeviticus concerning burnt offerings. 'Ihe allusıons the Torah makes 1n

thıs narratıve LO the laws In Levıticus concerning sacrıf1ces follow allusıon the law of the thanksgiving
sacrıfice 1n the DITeEVIOUS narratıve 1 hıch Melchizedek ofiers DD sacrıfıce {O yon. analysıs of th1ıs

sacrıfıce and the COvenants that follow it. the Covenant between the Pieces and the Covenant of the es!
indicates that they ude LO SaCMMCES esCMDE| 1n the restly laws. erbal resonances indıcate that the

narratıves of the Covenants dIC single narrative In hıch braham 15 {0 oah Dy ven!

TEeSONAaNCES. Awareness of theır connection g1veSs T1SE 08 radıcal NCW interpretation of Gen.

according LO hıiıch the anguage inks Abraham {O Noah hıle expecting Abraham’s obedience {O the

commandment. 'Ihe and the narratıve of Melchizedek that precedes INAaYy allude IO the Zadokiıte

priesthood, echoing the allusion {O it implied by the reference Melchizedek 1n the previ1ous narratıve

hıle ralsıng the possI1bıiliıty that ıt 15 Zadokiıte document of post-exilıc or1g1n. 'The also

1L1CW interpretation of piggul, elatıng it {0 prohibition of CAarrıon. I hıs interpretation 15 supported Dy
awareness of the lınkage between the INaIla narrative and the laws of piggul.

The Torah Lirst mentions anımal sacrıfices, each esCHDE! AM10, {e)  Z that the author of

‚amue! uscsS for anımal offerıng (1 Sam. 17). 1n the narratıve of Caln and bel

And bel Was shepher« of the ocks, and Caln Wäas worker of the so1l.

it WwWas the end of days, and Caln brought offeriıng {O TOmM the fruıt of

the so1l.
bel brought wel M1722D, from the first fruit, of his flock 172277, and from their

fat, and paıd ttention O bel and hıs offerıng (Gen. 2-4)

Gershon Hepner, erbal Resonance 1n the and Intertextual  s OUrna| for the Study of
the Old Testament 96 (2001) 3-27; “Miıdras. and the Elaboratıon of Bıblical Meanıing, ” udaısm (ın
press); “Iacob’s Oath Reflects the Law about 1n LeVv. and Causes Rachel’s eath,” Zeitschrift
für Altorientalische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte, 2002 (ın press); Afflıctıon and 1vorce ofag
Involves 1o0latıon of the Covenant and Deuteronomic Codes,” Zeıitschrıft Altorientalısch: und
Bıblısche Rechtsgeschichte, 2002 (ın press); “Jacob’s Servitude Reflects Differences 1n the Covenant and
Holıiness es and Deuteronomy, ” ‚e1tSC. für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 2008 (ın press)
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The word M122, from the first fruit, alludes {O the firsttTults mentioned in Exod 13 21 23:16:
Lev. 14; 26; eut. 15 19), hıle the word 1227727 and from eir fat, alludes LO the fat that the

priestly laws require the Israelıte {O offer God“ Say>. “The unusual lement in the SLOTYy from
exI1IC: vliewpoint 15 nNOoLt that Ca1in’s offering 1sS Dloodless but that Abel’s 15 00 »3 Actually the OTA|
oes not highlight the 00 that bel sacrıfices but the fat! Ihe Midrash SaysS

Eleazar sa1ld The Noahıiıdes brought well-being offerings. Jose Hanına Sal The
Noahıdes brought only burnt offerings. Eleazar tried {O re‘ Jose TOM
the Abel, he LOO, brought from the irstlıngs of hIs flock and from their fat

(Gen. 4) hıch mplıes offerings from hich the fat 15 offered. What Jose
make of the word 122707, and from their Jat? He took it {tO INCcCan e  and from their fat
nes  >4

It 15 clear, therefore, that Abel’'s sacrıfıce conforms wıth the priestly laws of sacrifice”, causıng
God tO be pleased wıth Abel® Interestingly, l1argum Jonathan that Abel’'s SacTIfice Was he
Passover offering‘, interpretation that mplıes that bel tryıng {O SaVeC h1s lıfe wıth D  D Girstborn

offering 1n the SaInle WaY that the Passover offering saved the lives of Israel, fiırstborn (Gen. 22), 1n
the Tenth ague.

TIhe Torah mentions sacrıfices agaın after the Flood, when oah olfiers sacrıfıces {0 God:

And oah 1008 altar O and took TOom all the anımals and from PUIC
owls, M7V 237, and offered burnt offerings UDON the altar.

I” 1 A an E an YHWH smelled the soothing SAa[Vor (Gen. 20-21

The 15 that the deficı1ency of Caln  A  s offerıng due 10 the fact that he ofiered “fIrom
the refuse” Gen. 27 5

Waltke, “aln and Hıs Offering, ” Westminster Theologıcal Journal, (1986) 363-372

*Lev. R.9:6

See kenneth athews, “"Genes1is Kl  — 26 TIhe New American ommentary, Broadman
Holman, 1995 267-268

It 15 interesting that the author of Hebrews claıms that Abel’s sacrıfice Was er than Cain’s
because he offered hIs sacrıfices ıth alr (Heb. 11 Thıs opinion parallels that 1n Rom. 1-5;

S highlighting the importance of raham s al before the Covenant between the Pieces,
opınıon 1{9 be discussed below. Lıke Paul, the author f Hebrew misınterprets the exis 1n Genes1is that
hıghlight the mportant of the sacrıfices eSCT1DEI 1n Levıticus.

See Larry Lyke, Kıng avıd wıth the Wıse Woman of 02a Ihe Resonance f Tadıt10N 1n
Parabolic Narratıve, ” Journal for the .udy of the (Jld Testament Supplement 235 1997
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The MJ, Noah, resonates wıth the words m7 W soothing SAaVOTF, words the Torah uscsh

oughout the riestly laws O denote the fragrance produce: Dy SaCT1MCES (Exod. 18; LeV. Num.

15 3), and the Torah relates thıs term the VEIY Namnle of NoO:  B. the Midrash polNtSs out‘ The words

0117144 He soothing SaVOr, also TeC; language In the Gilgamesh tale where the er° oNers sacrılıces and

1Dallons after the flood and the HungTy gods, avıng een enle| food durıng the flood, SMME: the “sweet

SAVOTL” and “crowded lıke flıes around the sacrificer””. However, DO1N! Ouf, the fact that oah

offers 1bations indicates that he 0€eSs NOTL feed hungrTy deity””. Hıs Ssacrılıces contrast wıth those 1n the

Gilgamesh epIC and echo those 1in Levıiticus that do NnOoL feed God but please Hım Dy theır7 HG soothing
SAVOTr, their acceptance eing SIgn that He 0€S not reJe! them SI Ämos Z} Ihe

Holiness Code SCS the phrase 774 7 1, soofhing SAVOr, hıch the Priestly eg1s!K in Ex0od. 29 18, 41;
29 Z LEeV. 9, IS; FL 5 16; 9- IZ: S, 14; Z x  um. 10, S, 14; 28 6‚8,24‚27; 29

Z O, S, 13, 26“ when describing how God wıll lay waste the cıties of the Israelıtes cshould they disobey
Hıs laws:

will make yYOUI cıties A  D ru1ın and make YOUI sanctuarıes esolate and wıll NOTL

NM H7712 T, SaVor VOUr soothing (Lev. 1).

'Ihe ver! that lınk the covenant that G0d makes wıth Noah 118 the ONe that the

Holıness Code Say®S God makes wıth sSrae! 1MDIy that the sSsweeTl God smells when Noah offers Hım

sacrıfıces after the Flood 15 SIgn that He longer wıshes 1{9 destroy ankınd because the Holiness Code

makes it clear that God wiıll not SmMe. such SWEE| when He intends {O wreak destruction.

Ihe Covenant een the Pıeces 15 the second narratıve in hıch the Torah menti1ons anımal

sacrifices‘?. Before promisıng bram that h1is seed ll inhern the land of (Canaan after endurıng 400

of slavery Gen. 13-16 G0d Say>S LO hım

Gen. 75 The Midrash g1ves alternatıve explanatiıon ofNoah’’s elatıng ıt 1{9 the
words T Man anı the Ark rested (Gen. 4) (Gen. 23 'Ihe 'Torah probably implies both
explanations, 15 ften the Case wıth 1D11CAa|l ALLCS.

95

Nahum Sarna, “T'he JPS Pentateuch: Genes1s, ” Philadelphia, The EWIS. Publication Soclety,
1989, 59

Milgrom points Ouf that Ezekıel SC5 the word only for idolatrous worship (Ezek. I 17-
19; 28, eXCEDL for Ezek 41, where it eAars 1gurative meanıng (Jacob gTOm, “Leviticus 1-
New York, (0)46: ou!  aYy, 1991, 162-163).

discount the sacrıfices that (J0d Inay ave made after the Primal SIn 1n order make garments
Out of ckın for Man and Woman (Gen. 213 Presumably these cskıns weTeG obtained from anımals,
mplyıng that God sacrıfiıced anımals 1n order LO Man and Woman! S1ince G0od buıuld Woman from



Pray take for Me er that 15 NW7?WA, Ihree-year old, goat that 15 NW?WO, three-year
old, and that 15 WW Ihree-year old, and D  D turtledove and yOUINs bird (Gen. E

9)

Ihe dras' claıms that the ıteral meanıng of the words 7U and W7W3, 15 "three-year
meanıng 15 attested Nuzı Akkadian‘ The dras) has DD dıfferent explanation, suggesting that the
words 1MpILy that God shows bram three 1Nds of anımals in each Z10UD:

He showed hım three nds of bullocks, three kınds of goals and three nds of
TIhree kınds of Dullocks the bullock sacrıfıced the Day of Atonement, the Dullock
sacrıfiıced ACCOUNT of the unwitting transgression of anYy of the 13-72 1)
and the er whose eck Was broken (Deut. AA 1-9). Three nds of gOals the ats
acrificed OIl festivals, the ‚oats acrıfıced the New Moon and the she-goat brought by

indıvidual Da Ihree kınds of [aIls the reparation offerıng of certainty ‘“
and the reparatıon offering where there 15 SOINC ‚OU! and the purıfiıcatıon offering of the
lamb brought Dy ndivıdual (Lev. 32) And turtledove and d bırd: that 15
the turtledove and the Oove 14) “And He took hım all these'  >> Gen. IS
9) Simeon ohaı saıld: 'The Holy One blessed be He showed Abraham the
atonıng sacrıfices CXCEDL the enth of ephah [of fine flour] (Lev. 1 1Ihe 15
SaYy. He showed hım the en! of epha!l also, for Ar 72. all these,” 15 stated ere
(Gen. IS 10), hıle elsewhere ıt 15 Sal! “And yOUu shall bring the cereal offering that 15

V7Y, side, of Man (Gen. 22-23), that echoes the Y7X.  g Side, of the ernacle where the word aDDpCAIrSs 10
mes 1n the description of the instructions for the tabernacle (Exod. 25 12 [2] 1 26, 2 [2] 35 21AF 30 4). and mes 1n the description of ıts construction (Exod. Z Yı a E 2T 38 ıt
15 eIy that the WaYy that God COVETS Man and Woman 15 meant LO foreshadow the WaYy that the Israelıtes

the tabernacle.

Nuzı Akkadian Cognales ıdentify anımals hıch ave the legal dBC for sacrıfice, Speliserreported 1n the Bulletin of the ÄAmerıican chools of Orjental Research, $} (19338) IS-I7 SEee KyleMcCarter, Sam. 24 (1 Samuel,” The (0)8 1|  S: oubleday, New Y ork, 1980 63)
14 54b.

The Om1ss1ıon of the cereal offering 1Ss interesting. 15 the sacrıfice that the cies adulteress
must dier. close readıng of the anguage 1n Gen 16 suggests that Sarah SUSDECIS Hagar of beingadulteress and hat she suners CasSuTre for INeASuTrTEe punıshment when the Sa”amnme SUSPICION her
because she becomes pregnant only after eINg taken DYy Abımelech. ‚uspected adulteress ara
WONUL: be equıred Her reparatiıon-offering part of the ON necessIitated by her ostensıble
sacrılege. Thıs reparatıon offering of OIlC enth of ephah of fine flour 15 the ONe that the suspectedadulteress Must offer (Num. ED} It 15 possıble that the Torah faıls {O LO thıs sacrıfıce 1n theCovenant Detween the Pıeces 1n order indıcate that Sarah has eed Her it SINCEe she commıts
adultery despite the fact that she 1s taken DYy Abımelech In Gen and becomes pregnant thereafter.



made 7D, of these things (Lev. 8) the bırd he nOoLt split” (Gen. 15 10) He

ntımater hım that the bird for the burnt offerıng 1S (Lev. 15). Dut the bırd

for the p!  ıfıcatıon offering 1s NOL (Eev. 8)16

It 15 eIy that the sacrıfıce Genesis 15 foreshadow the three nds ofburnt fferings lısted In

the 1rS! chapter of Leviticus, insburg po1inNts out!’ Ihe lıst of these consısts of cattle (Lev.

3 anımals from the flock 10) and 1T( (Lev. 14). They therefore follow the order of sacrıfices

for the burnt offering esSCMDE! 1n the Uırst chapter ofLeviticus'®. Ihe fact that the sacrıfices 1n the

Covenant between the Pieces follow the order of sacrıfıces eSCTDE! 1n the first chapter of Leviticus

\DDOTTS thıs suggestion. though the dras! that the sacrıfices bram Hers AXDM,

purification offering, ıt 15 eIy that they A1C AZW, burnt offering, echoing the 0) 41° that Noah offers after

the 00 (Gen. 20), and foreshadowıng the ONe that braham MNgS 1n the near-sacrıfice of Isaac,
where the word A7W, hburnt offering, appCars mes (Gen. 2L z E 6, 7, 13)'” The Midrash g1ves
homiuiletic explanatıon for the fact that Dram .o0eS NOL 1V1| the bırd, claımıng that hiıle the ther

Sacrıf1ces symbolize the ther natıons the bırd symbolizes STae.| hıch the author of Song of OoNgs
COMDATECS fo dove  20 1n Song However, the plaın TCAasSOI why Abram 0€S not splıt the bırds 15

because he ollows the prohibition of ividing 1T| stated iın Leviticus:

the prıes! chall tear ıt ODCI Dy iıts WINgS but nNOL 2772, divide, it 17).

Ihe word 2772), divide, 15 semantıcally sımılar {O ia split, the word that 15 sed mes ın the

Covenant between the Pieces (Gen. 10 [3]). Dut otherwise only twice ıIn the 1}  S in Jer. 18-19, 1n

pasSsSagc where Jeremijah clearly echoes the Covenant between the Pıeces, wıth the language 1n Jer. 13

Gen. 44

Vol. of The andy1°} Ginsburg, 1T Book of Moses Levıticus.
ommentary,  ” ed. Ellıcott, London, Cassel, 1889

18 Thıs explanation 1so SUPPOITS the suggesti1on of Rabbenu Jonah ben raham Gerondi (C.
1200-1263) 1n hıs COommentary {O the introduction of the tractate of that the anımals that bram
splıts In the Covenant etween the Pıeces CONs! the paradıgm of all ther sacrılices. It 15 interesting
that according to another Midrashıc interpretation the four anımals represent the kıngdoms of Babylonıa,
Media, Greece and Rome (Gen. 15). This interpretation the anımals 1n the Covenant between
the Pıeces wıth the four kıngs of the e9st who ttacked the 1ve kıngs of the east 1n the narratıve that
precedes the Covenant between the Pıeces (Gen. 1-2), and 15 therefore A4SE| close readıng of the
text rather than 1g of the drashıc imagınatıon.

In Genes1is, TIhe term 7, burnt offering, denotes only the sacrıfıces brought by oah (Gen
20), and raham (Gen. D: 3, 6, 7 S, 13),; BOl only ng them but hıghlighting the D  5 offering
brought Dy Abraham S1NCE it 15 the seventh cıtatiıon of the word (see ilfred Warnıing "Terminologische
erknüpfungen und Genes1is Dn Spes Christiana 12 (2001) 38-39

Pırgeli deRabbi Elıezer 28 cıted Dy Rashı



choing the Janguage ın Gen. 15 hıle the language 1n Jer. 20 echoes Janguage 1n Gen. 11

'IThus the sacrıfices 1n the Covenant between the Pıeces echo the 1aws of the first chapter 1n Levıticus even

IMNOTES closely than the 'as. suggests.

It be noted that 1ın the Marı texTts kKıl! the foal of A5S55 (hayarum/ayarum
qatalum/suqtulum) IMEeCAanNns conclude Covenant, Sarna DO1N! out‘ suggesting that the term "  SsSon of

MONM, Hamor,” 1n the narratıve of the IaDC of ınah (Gen. 34 1). INay 11CAal "bound Dy treaty" Thıs 'ould

be consıstent wıth the rest of the narratıve where Hamor trıes bınd the children of Israel {O his people Dy
treaty and 15 even wiıllıng 1ow all hıs people {0 be Circumcısed 1n order that thıs ırcal take place. JIhe

Torah orbıds the Israelıtes ( Her the firstborn of - MONM, in

And CVCIY breacher of MANM, A, yOou mMust redeem wıth lamb; yOu do nNOoT redeem,
then yOu must break its eck CVEIY firstborn of human dINOIS yOur SOMS yOou Must

redeem (Exod. 13 13).

It 15 eIy that thıs prohıbıtion 15 mean! highlight the fact that the Lrealy the Israelıte makes wıth
God mMust be made wıth DUIC anımal, echoing the sacrıfıces of PUIC anımals esCcCMDE!I NOL only aiter the
00 (Gen. 20-2 but ın the Covenant between the Pieces““

The OTa also alludes sacrıfıces, el non-anımal sacrıfıces, ımmediately before the Covenant
between the Pıeces when it SayS:

Melchizede! kıng of 07W alem, had brought Ouft TEeA| and wıne. he was

{79, priest, El yon.
he blessed hım and Sald: Blessed 15 Dbram yon, creator of the heavens and

the eart|
blessed 1s yon who delıvered YOUTr foes into yOUuUT hand (Gen. 18-20

Melchizedek, }, priesl, {0 yon, offers TEAl and wıine LO HIS god In D7W, alem, 1C} 15
eıther D7WIT, Jerusalem, the argumım Ssuggest, Shechem, the latter entification eINg supporte: by
language 1n Gen. 33 18, Rashbam pomints Ouft hat TIhe dras! considers these Ssacrtıfıces {O

um Sarna, JPS Pentateuch Genes1s, ” Jewısh Publıcation Soclety, Phıladelphıia, 1989,
114

AAit 1S interesting that according another Tashıc interpretation the four anımals represent the
kingdoms ofabylonıa, edia, Greece and Rome Gen. 15). Thıs interpretation INAaYy be attempt
LO liınk the anımals 1n the Covenant between the Pıeces wıth the four kıngs of the east who ttacked the 1ve
Kings of the east 1n the narratıve that precedes the Covenant between the Pıeces (Gen. 1-2).
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foreshadow those esCM1DEI Dy the Priestly eg1S! 1n Numbers“, foreshadowıng the sacrıfıces that WON. bDe

brought INn Jerusalem. though the NaIlle E1 yon ImMeans the gl  S it 15 also the AaInle of

Canaanıte god, Cross po1nNts Out‘ TAam therefore makes it clear that he worships alone,

Sayıng:

AD 7e have raised hand YHWH, yon, Creaftor of the heavens and

the (Gen. 22)

Abram NOL only makes it clear that he considers the sacrıfice that Melchizedek offers yon IO

be edicate!| tO describing El yon NOL only “H1 yon, Creator of the heavens and the earth”

(Gen. 19), but yon, Creator of the heavens and the (Gen. 272} He Iso

emphasızes that he considers the sacrıfice O have een offered In accordance wıth the Levitical 1awWw

regardıng the IN, thanksgiving offering, hıch 15 technically HOVIM, gifl:

he ıer it ACCOUNT of IN, thanksgiving, he chall Her ogether wıth the

sacrıliıce H, O; thanksgiving, ınleavened cakes m1ixed wıth o1l, eavened waflers

smeared wıth 91l and well-soake: cakes of semolına m1ixed wıth o1l,
h1Ss sacrıfıce, along wıth HIS A,wıth cakes of leavened Treal he er

thanksgiving, of well-being
he ffer OILC of each kınd TOmM CVECIY offering, 17727 — x  s gifl O

YHWHAH, IO the priest, who dashes the 00 of the well-being fferings 12-14

When Abram UuSCcs the word M” , have raised, he alludes 100 the law of the ‚i  s gift, 1n

Levıticus, mplyıng that he consıders Melchizedek’s sacrTılice f TEa and wıne {O be comparable LO the

}gift, that the Torah SayS that the Israelite INaYy er God. 'Ihe fact that the offering that Melchizedek

MNgSs 15 called WYD, d e SUPpOTTS thıs eXplanatıon, because the Torah S65 the erb a77, meanıng
“elevate” :,  set asıde,” descrbe the WdY that the offerıng of WD, tithe, MUS! be made:

For the tithe, of the Israelıtes hıch they ralse, O OYAN, gifl,
have gıven the Levıtes chare 18 24)

sımılar wordplay 1(0) the ONE In hıich the wordA have raised, alludes the sacrıfıce of

fgift, 1n the INanna narratıve:

Gen. 43

24 Moore CTOsS, “(Canaanıte Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays 1n the StOTy and Religion of
Israel,” arvard University Press, 1973, 46-60



they dıd NOL lısten {O Moses 1, and OME men left remainder, of it untiıl

ybreak, O+"6 an IL raised, maggols,s and became offensive (Exod. 20)

'Ihe word A and f raised, mplies that the INallllad 15 Y AM, Z21]8, {O the Israelites, echoing
the ı  e gift, that the Priestiy legist commands that they er hım hıle the word 1, and they left
OVer, resonates wiıth the word AI remainder, descnbing the remaınder of sacrıfıces that the TIestly author

the Israelıte {O eagl (Lev. 18; Lev. 19 6S The 'erb N] that the Torah SCS {O descrnbe the

offensiveness of the INailılla after it has become remaınder 1s OMNC that 15 characteristically sed LO

descr1be the offensiveness of COIDSCS Ssuch A the dead ITOgs 1n the Second ague (Exod. 10), and human

COTDSCS (Isa. 3). CC the Ora describes the pDort10:  a  7 of the INanna eing V, MmMer (Exod
18), ng it {O the V, SNEQ,  EV. Z 10), that the Holiness Code commands the sraelıte LO Jlevate
Aas the OYrTYTOWwW Sabbath (Lev. N 11) IT hıs term probably INneAans “the of

the Passover, ” d close readıng that iınks the phrase 1{0 the term M02,7 the IMOTTOW of the

Passover, 1n Num. 4A and Josh. 11 indicates“® Although the verb 11 hıch the Holiness Code SCS

for the erb “elevate” In Lev. OB3C 11 ılers from the erb 077, elevate, it 15 semantıcally identical,
grom points out S that the verbal TESOMLAINNCE ınks the INanna {O the offering that the Holiness Code

commands the Israelıtes olfer God AAaıe the O the Sabbath 23 1).
Interestingly, the Torah SdyS that the Israelıtes leave Egypt A0 7 Wra with elevale: hand (Exod. Num.

33 33 'Thıs foreshadows the e  I elevation offering (Lev. 23 FF} they MU!: oler N3E the
'OYYOW of the Sabbath, because the erb 112 “ralse”. 'IThe Deuteronomist alludes the elevatıon

offering in oblıque INaAaIMer that iınvolves exquıisıte wordplay. He SayvSs that the Israelıtes mMust

counting the weeks after the Passover when the WAIM, sickle, 15 fiırst raısed the standıng grain
(Deut. 16 9) The word W, sickle.  9 resonates anagrammatıcally wıth IV A, MOTTOW (Lev. 23 11). and 15

assoclated wıth the erb 414, elevate, describe the elevatıon of the sickle that Cufls the grain:

25 Regardıng the prohıbıtion of remaınders, MarTYy Douglas notes the uUuSsSc of the CONCEPL 1{9 descr1ibe
the “"remainder” of Israel (Ezek. Zeph. Mic. W Zech. Z and that the
prohibıtion of the “"remaınder, ” includıng the caudate obe of the lıver hıch the Torah describes
remainder (Exod. 3: Lev. 10, IS: 16, 29 10, 19) elated {O the desıire SaVe
D  D remnant of STAE| after the 1nNvasıon of the northern kıngdom 1n the 7th CeNIury of the Temple of olomon
1n the 6lh (Mary Douglas, “Leviticus Literature,  22 xfOor| University Pres, 200, 81-836

The term "the of the abbath” (Lev. JE 11) probably INCalls “the of the
Passover,” indicated Dy Ver! I6SOMNaNccsS hat lınk the law O anguage 1n Josh. 11=-12

27 aCOol SIOMN, “Leviticus 1- 6,n OT 1'  © Doubleday, New York, 199 L 46 „ A}
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When YOUuU another man'’'s tandıng grain yOu InaYy pluc! ordaıned fruıt wıth yOUuI

172 ' and do nolt False sickle, {O yOUI ellow’s standıng grain (Deut. 23

26)

TIhe word WD, sickle, therefore alludes the term DANO, MOYTYOW, and the JDUN, elevation

offering, that 15 brought ıt. er interestung connection between the INanna and the elevatıon offeriıng
15 the fact that the Torah COINDAICS it D, hoar-frost (Exod. 14), mplıes that it has ınl explatory
function lıke SsacrT1L1ices offered to God S1INCEe S hoar-frost, resonates wıth AI expilalfe. It ollows that the

wordplay mplyıng that bram consıders Melchıizedek’s sacrıfıce be comparable 1{8} the sacrıfıce the

Torah denotes wıth the word v  ' gift, parallels D  D simılar wordplay egardiıng the INanna. Ihe wordplay
also mplıes that bram consıders the sacrıfıce of Melchizedek, {1J, priest, {O yon 15 dedicated NOL 1{90

the ‚anaanıte god El yon but the God whom the Levıtıcal laws commands the sraelıte {O

Her 127 SEld gifl IO YHWH, O the priest (Lev. 14).

The word 201 have raised (Gen. 22 alluding 1{8 the Sacrıfice that the Torah classıfıes

OT, gift, has 1an cognalte FAMU, hıch 111CcAN .  gıve the OUuUMNs FIMU and 'arımltu INneAan

giff” OC MulIs has shown that the word Fımulu CONVCYS the legal idea of free and uncoerced

wiıllıngness, the will that motivates the gıviıng of ÖOI the sellıng of sımılar IO the Aramaıc

rhmn, meanıng “wıth love  .. “willingly’  „29 By usıng the word ”O” , Abram Sl  es NOT only that he 15

offering the sacrıfice of HIYIN, gift, to yon but hıghlıghts the fact that he 1S gIving it willıngly and

generously In accordance wıth the law concerning the Ssacrıfice of EN, thanksgiving. That thıs

sacrıfiıce 15 described ımmediately before the Covenant between the Pıeces mplıes NOL only that

accepts bram’s sacrıfıce of EMN, thanksgiving, but that ıt foreshadows the sacrıfice that Abraham himself
makes at behest 1n the Covenant between the Piıeces. Interestingly, when the Covenant between the

Pıeces SCS the word 07W (8 denote the completion of the SIN of the oOrıte hıch 15 prerequıisıte for the
return of the fourth generation from exıle and afflıctıon (Gen. 16), it mplıes that the fourth generation
after Abram O {O D7W, Salem, the seat of Melchizedek, described 4A5 the kıing of 07W, alem, in the

DreV1OUS narratıve (Gen. 18), and mplıed by the word H7 TX, righteousness (Gen. Rabbı
Soloveıitchik suggested that aCOol thought that the fourth generation {O hıch the promise refers WeIC

hıs children who accompanıed hım {O Shechem after eaving Laban. 'The Torah identifies hechem wıth
alem 1n Gen. A 18, Rashbam DO1N! Out. 'Thıs INaYy explain why aCOl! calls the that he buıilds 1n

Sheche:  em I, the G0d of Israel” (Gen. - 20) AI that 15 varlatıon of the AI of the god

von oden, “MirjJam-marion Gott£s-) Geschenk,” Verkündigung und Forschung, 1970,
6972

29 Ochanan Mufis, “Love and Joy: Law, Language, and elıgion 1n Ancıent Israel,” arvard
University Press, 1992, DE fn. 132



whom Melchizedek calls E1 yon and Tam C5 yon, and 110  < CarrTlies Jacob’s 1C’  < Namce,
Israel!

The sacrıfıce of Melchizedek that Dbram regards OT, gifl, PITCDAaTCS the stage for the
Covenant between the Pieces, because before thıs COvenant the Torah 5Sday>S

JONT, and he trusted, 1n O77 1 IL, an he accredited ıf IO him merit

(Gen. ö 6)

The meanıng of the word HAT 1n thıs and elsewhere 1S unclear. It resonates wıth the ame

of 278 79370, Melchizedek, ng the descendants fram LO 278 7270, Melchizedgk, the IM1S! SaysS

has SWOTIN and wıll NOT relent.
You pnes! fofever,
DYy MYy decree 278 79270, Melchizedek (PS. 110 4)

The ver! TeSONAaNCE SUuggeStSs that the word OTE 1n Gen. 15 INAaYy be allusıon LO the

priesthoo« of W17X, O: priest whom the Chronicler claıms {O have 'onıte ineage (1 Chron. 3-8;
24 3). lıke Ezra, who Wäas descendant f Zadok and hıserAhıtub (Ezra 1-6). L thıs 15 COITECLL then
the anguage 1n Gen. proleptically valıl  es Solomon’s choice f Zadok (1 Kings S55 (C'hron. 29

22), olloweı Dy h1s SOIl (1 Kıngs Z when he dispossessed Abıiathar from the Shilonite house of
El hıich INaYy have claımed descent TOM Moses’°‚ 1n Contras| {O avıd who had appoınted Abıathar hıs

pries] ogether wıth (2 Sam. 17). Indeed. the LLa of WLN, Eliezer, Tam s teward whose
AINe 1s mentioned only 1n the Covenant between the Pıeces (Gen. 15 INAaYy be allusıon {o ı}  -
Azariah, Zadok’s SOM mentioned in Kings ell the Zadokıte prlest whom the 'onıcler
describes eing the chi! pries) 1n the time of Hezekıah (2 Chron. 31 10) Indeed, the Name 7  9

See Moore Cross, nNnaanıte and Hebrew EpIic: Essays the StOry ofelıgıon
of srael," arvard University Press, 1973, 209-215

The TEeSONAaNCE between the AIllec of Zadok’s SOIl 4” V, Azariah, and W /N, Eliezer, whose
ame 1s mentioned only 1n Gen. k: certaıniy ‚UuppOorts the V1EW that the word R 732, merit, refers

On the other hand, it should be remembered that the uUuSCcC of the ame N, EAliezer, INaYy be aSse|
ıts wıth the word T, seed (see Gershon Hepner, “Verb: Resonance In the and

Intertextuality, ” Journal for the udy of the Old Testament 97 (2001) 11-12). Furthermore, the LAaIllc
Melchizedek INaYy be elated {O Canaanıte god eferred tOo in ate SUOUICES ydyK, connected wıth the SUIN
god and Justice. Many monarchs in the ancılent Near East adopted the epiıthet meanıng "nghteous kıng,
including Kıng (ca 950 BB and Kıng Yehaumıiılk S „ 4 cCenfury B both f Byblos,
ıle in eSOPO' royal INSCY1pt10NS the corresponding epıthet WwWas meSarım. Ihe AaImne of argon
INCans “the kıing 15 legıtiımate” arru-ken) (see ahum Sarna, JPS Pentateuch: Genesis, ” The Jewısh
Publication Soclety, Phıladelphia, 1989, 380) Although the amIne f T?N, Eliezer, that the
author 1S alluding fO Zadok’s SON ı}  ® AÄAzariah, ıt 15 also possıble that he 15 alludiıng 10 the 170 7X MAX, SDFOUT
of righteousness, LO whom eremıah Iudes (Jer. 33 15) In COvenant 1n hich God promıises hat the



Azariah, 15 semantically equivalen! fo WLRN, Eliezer, the former meanıng “the wWarrı1or ofAa hıle the

er InNeans “the warrıor ofE1 The word JOI and he trusted, INaYy be allusıon o the ON 1,'al.  U
priest, 1{8 whom God refers when elliıng Ellı that He would erminate HIS priesthood:

And wiıll es]  15. TOor yse] ON J1), faithful priesl, hich 15 1n My and

soul he do, and 1l 1088 hım IO [afaithful house, and he will go before MyYy
anointed OIC all the days (1 Sam. 255

ccordıng LO thıs explanation, it 1s possible that the language in Gen. ınks the rulershıp f
raham IO the priesthood of ‚aAdOo: the priest who replaces the priıes! when olomon banıshes

Abıiathar, the last of the Elıdes, result of hıs Support of Adonijah (1 Kings 26-27), replacıng hım wıth

&Te(0) (1 Kings 35) and Zadok’s SOIl Azarıah (1 Kıngs 2).

ı07 INE: “merıit” 1n eut. ZI- 5 24 13 where Targum Ongelos and onathan

nslate the word 127 MT, meanıng “mer1it”. When the Jews of Elephantıne wriıte the ZOVEINOI of

ea askıng hıs help In builldıng the EeWIS. temple 1n Elephantine they tell hım that A positıve LO

theır equest will be "£fsdgh. credit, IO yOu before V In the erab inscription read: “On

ACCOUNL of meriıt bsdqaty) he establıshed for g00d AInl and he lengthened INnYy d3ys“” Deutero-

Isa1ah AaDPDCAIs LO echo the anguage 1n Gen. 15 6, ng the promise of the land LO nghteousness, John

Van Seters pOo1N! 0111

yOur people DE, righteous, they wiıll inherit the land forever (Isa. 60

213)

aVl| lıne and the priests WOU| be Cuft off (Jer. 20-2 In that Covenan! God
COMDATCS the numbers of the Israelıtes IO the hosts of heaven and the of the (Jer. AT 22), echoing

words to ram 1n Gen.

Cowley, "Aramaıc apyrı Discovered al Assuan,  “ London, 106, 3027 C1ite: by oshe
Weinfeld, "Anchor euteronomnt TlI New XOIX: 1991, 349

37 Donner and Röllig, "Kanaanäische und aramäısche Interschriften, ” Wiesbaden, 1962-64,
2-3

John Van dSeters, "Prologue {[0 StOTY! 'The Yahwist Historian, ” Louisville, es!  nster,
John Knox, 1992; 20251

Sommer nNO! that eut. 1761 Iludes I0O Isalah 11 and the of the word In
Isa. 11 4, but does NnOoTt make anıy reference the WdY that Deutero-Isajah alludes Gen. 15 and the
promise of the land in the Covenant between the Pieces enjamın Sommer, S Prophet eads
Scripture: lusıon 1n Isaıah 40-66,” Stanford University Press, 1998, 86-8/.



The Psalmıist echoes the phrase O TE? 4 N when describing the WaY that God g1ves Phıineas

credıt for stopping the plague after the Israelıtes whore after Midıianıte

M7 1 JWTIM), and It WOaS considered merit for him 106 1).

1argum Jonathan anslates SI wıll be accredıted hım 3977 meritf” In the Priestly law the

Torah four ‘1mes K the 'erb {O INCAall “accredit ”:

And alıy of the well-being sacrıfice chould be e9) the thiırd day the DETSOM who

offers it wıll NOL be acceptable. AÄASs fOor the DEISON who offered ıt, it wiıll nNOoL be acceptable
for hım; it wıll notJ he accredited, hım, it 15 71D, offensive, and the DETSON who

iers it chall ear h1is puniıshment (Lev. 18).

000' be accredited, that 190868 he has ched (070] and that chall be Cuft

off from the miıidst of HIS people (Lev. 4)

W  S and f will be accredited, IOr them yOoUuUI lıke the grain from the

threshing-floor and lıke the flow from the vartThe Psalmist echoes the phrase np7%? 17 n2wn”ı when describing the way that God gives Phineas  credit for stopping the plague after the Israelites whore after Midianite women:  npıs- 12 awnm, and it was considered as merit for him (Ps. 106: 31).  Targum Jonathan translates: “It will be accredited to him 1277, as merif”. In the Priestly law the  Torah four ämes uses the verb ıwn to mean “accredit”:  And if any of the well-being sacrifice should be eaten on the third day the person who  offers it will not be acceptable. As for the person who offered it, it will not be acceptable  for him; it will not 2wnm, be accredited, to him, it is 719, offensive, and the person who  offers it shall bear his punishment (Lev. 7: 18).  Blood awrm, shall be accredited, to that man: he has shed blood, and that man shall be cut  off from the midst of his people (Lev. 17: 4).  awnn, and it will be accredited,  for them as your gift, like the grain from the  threshing-floor and like the flow from the vat....  And you shall say to them: When you separate the fat from it 2wnn, and it will be  accredited, to the Levites like the produce of the threshing floor or vat (Num. 18: 27, 30).  In Lev. 17: 4 the Holiness Code uses word 2wm, will be accredited, to say that the blood of the  man who slaughters an animal outside the sanctuary will be considered subject to forfeit like that of a  murderer. The word implies a legal pronouncement, implying that a sentence will issue from the divine  court”®, contrasting the punishment that the divine court inflicts for improper sacrifices with the award of  merit that it court awards when a sacrifice is performed in accordance with the Priestly law, as in Lev. 7: 18  and Num. 18: 17, 30. . Targum Jonathan translates the word 2wm in Lev. 7: 18 as "will not be reckoned to  him 127°, for merit” and both Targum Ongelos and Jonathan translate the word 2wnM, then it shall be  accredited, in Num. 18: 27 and 30 as “then it shall be accredited as merit”. The translation highlights the  connection between the law in Lev. 7: 18 and the Covenant between the Pieces. The verses share the verb  awn, which can mean “consider” or “accredit”. The linkage implies that when the Torah says that  Abraham’s trust in God caused God to accredit merit to him it considers that Abram’s trust in God brings  him the same merit as sacrifices such as the ones he brings in the Covenant between the Pieces or the ones  described in Lev. 7: 18 and Num. 18: 27, 30.  3 Jacob Milgrom, “Leviticus 17-22,” New York, Anchor Bible, Doubleday, 2000, 1457.  49yOu 5SdYy LO them: When YOU separale the fat TOmM it W  s an It wIiLI hbe

accredited, {0 the Levıtes lıke the produce fthe threshing floor vat R 30)

In Lev. the Holiness Code SCS word will he accredited, that the 00 of the

INnan who slaughters anımal outsıde the SaNCIUaTYy wıll be considered ubject forfeıt lıke that of

murderer. 'Ihe word mplıes egal pronouncement, mplyıng that sen! wiıll 1SSue from the divine

court”®, ontrastıng the DUnIs:  en hat the divıne COuIt inflıcts for 1Improper sacrıfıces wıth the award of

meriıt that it COUIT awards when sacrıfıce 15 performed 1n accordance wıth the Priestly law, 1n LeV. 18

and Num. E: Targum Jonathan translates the word 1n Lev. wıll NOL be reckoned {O

hım 1277, for meriıt‘  99 and both JTargum Ongelos and onathan translate the word 2WHT}, then ıf shall he

accredited, 1n Num. DE and 300 “then ıt be accredıted merıt  e The anslatıon ighlights the

connection between the lLaw ın Lev. 18 and the (Covenant between the Pıeces. 'IThe VeEISCS chare the erb

AWTN, hıch INncCan “consıder” “accredit”. The lınkage mplies that when the Torah SayS that

Abraham’s S  st in God caused God accrediıt meriıt {O hım it considers that bram’s ITust ın God MNgS
hım the Samne meriıt sacrıfıces such the ONES he MnNgSs ın the (’ovenant between the Pıeces the NS

descrbed ın Lev. 18 and Num. f

36 aCOol ‚grom, “Leviıticus 17-22,” New York, OT© Doubleday, 2000, 1457



Ihe word 7TE also mplıes that God recognizes Abram D Fa righteous ITE ng hım

Noah

ese the begettings oah! Noah was who 0’22 W ”T7S, righteous, perfect,
iın his generations, MI7 720 DA UNN, 'oah walked with (jo0d (Gen. 9)

The word TE INaYy 111Ccal :, righteousness” el ... merit,  &ö and thus lınk bram O Noah

whom the 'Torah describes IS righteous.

The word JONTI, and he trusted (Gen. 15 6). has the S  —_ the word NON, truth, hıch the

author of Oshua liınks wıth the word D’DN, perfect, when he SayS that OSsShua exhorts the Israelıtes O De

oyal 1{0 God:

NOW, fear and SCIVEC hıs with perfection and truth, and TEINOVEC

the gods that YOUI fathers served the ther side of the Mver and ın Egypt and SETITVC

0S. 14).

'The Torah usc5 the word D’AN, perfect, complete the escr1ption of Abraham after the narratıve

of the xpulsion of the Hagar, when it Say>S.

Abram wWas 09 YCaIs old and appeared 10 hım and sald: El-Shaddal.
”D 781 1155 T2nnn, SO before an he perfect (Gen. 1)

The words 0’2 97 9157 207A, O before nd be perfect, echo OSe describing oah

MI7 72707 D RA TNN D?AN, perfect, 'oah walked with (10d (Gen. 9) The words 7787 In Gen. 15 and
0’DN In Gen. the per1cCopes and ımply that when makes the Covenant wıth Tram 1n the

Covenant between the Pieces He makes it wıth hım Ial who 15 T5 righteous, hıle when He makes
it wıth hım In the covenant of the flesh In eNeSsISs 17 raham, Abram becomes, 15 D’DN, perfect. The

Covenant God makes wıth bram therefore echoes the ONEC He makes wıth Noah whom the Torah descrbes

wıth both these words 1in Gen. In both the description of the heroes wıth whom God makes the

COovenant 15 similar LO erIMINOLOSY 1n Assyrıan and granis, Weinfeld DO1N! OutL. For example, Weiınfeld

Cıtes the cCovenant made wıth ya, about whom the kıng SaysS. “Baltaya...whose he:  S 15 devoted (ıt. 15

whole) LO hıs master, served (lıt. SLOOI before me) wıth thfulness and acted perfectly (ıt wa In
37perfection) In palace 1mıiılar anguage describes relationship wıth avıd (1 Kıngs

37 See 0S. Weıinfeld, "Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic chool, "Eiısenbrauns, Wınona
Lake, Indıana, 1992, TT

5()



.5 3)38 Ihe word 0’7 descr1ibes ‚OY: 1n INa places the 0S 14; Judg. 16, 19;
Sam. 24, 26° Pss. 102 Z 6). and the word d?1X has simiılar connotatıon, S0 that both words NOL

only ndıcate the moral probity f the heroes but theıir sultabilıty for covenants wıth G0d. The fact that the

cCovenant wıth ya 1s0 SITreESSES h1s truthfulness ınks Covenant wıth bram ADOU! whom the

Torah SCS the words JONTI, and he trusted (Gen. 15 6). wıth the ONC the Assyrıan kıng makes wıth

ya.

Whereas God makes single Covenant wıth Noah after the 00 He makes wıth bram,

ng the Covenant of the es when He reCOgNIZES that he 15 Q7’DMN LO the Covenant between the Pieces

when He recognızes that bram 15 AA and imbued wıth MJN, truth 'IThe between the CoOovenants

15 er highlighted Dy the word N 1, Cul, hıch a1sSO ınks them (Gen. 15 18; 14). does the word

HE COVenan. (Gen. 18; Z 4, I ” 10, PE 13, L 19, 2 The TCASON why God 0€eSs nNnoTt

both covenants the SaIllc time 15 probably because He wıishes IO xclude the descendants of shmael from

the Covenant of the es. GEVCIl 0Ug Abraham CITCUMCISES shmael. 'Ihe Torah makes thıs clear iın

WAaYS, first Dy intercalatıng the narratıve of the expulsıon of the Hagar between the cCovenants

and secondly by reporting that G0d Abraham, after he pleads for the lıfe of Ishmael (Gen. 18)

BRut MYy cCovenant ıll establısh wıth Isaac whom wiıll bear for yOu al thıs

appominted time 1n the nex YCaI (Gen. 21)

The CoOovenant that God makes wıth oah applıes LO all hıs SOIIS, includıng Ham and Ham SOI1L

Canaan whom Noah CUTSES. It 15 covenant that applıes 1{8 all ankınd 1n contrast wıth the OIMC He makes

nıth Abraham. Indeed, GCVCIl hat covenant 15 made oniy wıth IsaacC and excludes Ishmael, the OTA

‚xplaıns 1n Gen. 21 Ihe Covenant between the Pıeces and the Covenant of the es single unit

1n hıch the Covenant God makes wıth Tam and the Ssacrılıces thatAIl them echo the OINC He

makes with Noah after the Flood and the sacrıfiıces that precede it. 'The covenant wıth oah and the

Covenant between the Pieces foreshadow the Covenant of the es! that God makes wıth Abram after

changıng hıs amnec Abraham in the second part of divided per1cope Both Covenants that God makes

For the linkage between the Covenant between the pleces and davıd Clements, raham
and QVl GenesIis and ıts eanıng for Israelite Tradition,” London, SCM Press, 196 7, 55-60

39 The fact that the wordF cCovenanıf, appCars F1 Mmes 1n the Covenan! ınks the erb {O
the verb 7, CIFrCUMCISE, hıch appCaI> 11 Mmes 1n the Covenant of the esh (Gen. 10, FE 2 13 [2]
14, 23 24, 25 26, 27) Thıs number 15 assoclated wıth multiplicatıon ershon Hepner, “Verbal
Resonances INn the Torah and Intertextuality, ” 96 (200 ZIX in the appCaTrance of the words Q’DV,
heavens, and 3’8 waler, 1n the first Creation narratıve (Gen. E Ö, 9 14, S, E, 20, 26, 28, 30;
Z 8il 2 9, 10, Z ZI 22) and the tetragrammaton 1in the second (Gen. 5 F 8, > ı3, 16, 18, 19,
21, 22): and the words N, SfONe, and *] X D: 'addan-aram, 1n the narratıve descnbing the WaYy that 2CO|
has 11 SOIS In Mesopo! (Gen. 258 FE 18, Z 209 2- Z S, 10; 31 45, 121) 25 Z 28 Z S: 6,
S 18; 33 18; 35 9, 26; I3: I3



wıth raham of sıngle uniıt 1n hıich He L$irst regards bram P righteous, and then

recognizes hım tO be 0”’2N, perfect. Ihe COvenants wıth raham therefore echo the single Covenant

wıth Noah“®

In addıtion, CITrCUMC1SION, the S12n that God g1veSs raham In the Covenant of the eSs.
CITCUMCI1S1ION, INaYy consiıdered 1{8 be DD form of sacrıfice. It 15 God requires raham LO

partıal sacrıfice of his body and that of hıs descendants before commandıng hım {O Her complete
human sacrıfıce, hıs Isaac (Gen. 1-2) Interestingly, Jacob’s struggle wıth the angel echoes the
Covenant between the Pıeces. Thıs lınkage INaYy explaın the deep signıficance of the WaY that the angel
ouches Jacob member“!. In ancıient Israe]l it Was the Custom {O hold the Circumcized membrum hıle

swearıng oath (Gen. 2-9; 29-73 1). Noegel““ that the word HE lerror, that aCO! K

when makıng oath by the God of Isaac (Gen. &: 53 54), 15 wordplay for Aramaıc word

meanıng “"thı  73 suggesting that when aCol SWEATS by the member of IsaacC he ınks the oath that 2CO|

SWCaIs o Laban {O the WdY that the angel touches h1is member al Jabbok®, thus ng Jacob’s ggle
wıth Esau that ollows the ggle wıth the ange) {O hıs struggle wıth Esau that preceded 1t. Babylonıan
practice attested early 1700B settles atters of oath 1n the of symbol of
the god, such the of the S1111 god, the of Ishtar, the INaAaCc of 1ınurta. The Circumcızed

membrum indicates the of God dıyıne wıtness, Freedman points out When the

angel ouches Jacob member ıt makes Covenant wiıth hım comparable tO the that God makes wıth

raham al the Covenant between the Pıeces, affırmıng that he 15 destined {O fulfıli the destiny of the seed

The fact that God also egards Dram imbued wıth HAN, fruth, the Torah indıcates by the
word JANM, and he trusted (Gen. Ü 6). that the bıblıcal author a1sSO regards Abram {[0 echo
ıya, ave explained.

41 though the angel ostens1ibly wounds Jacob’s thıgh close reading of the narratıve and careful
ySIS of the term W3} (’ 1n Gen. AD 33 hıch halakhıc exegesI1s considers o the tendon of the
veın, namely the sc1latıc NCIVC, indıcates that it 1s Jacob’s enitalıa that the angel wounds, ave shown
ın work 1n preparatıon where demonstrate that the phoneme I sexual connotatiıons Oughoul the

42 Scott Noegel, “Drinkıng ea! and eceptive Feasts, ” in Scott oege) ed., “Wordplay 1n
the Hebrew and Ancıent Near Eastern Lıterature, ” Bethesda, Maryland, CDE Press, 2000, 171

43 close readıng of Gen. M 373 indıicates that the term AA {A INCalls,member”. 0na
shkow highlights the implications Jacob’s struggle wıth the angel 0)4 Not aDb0oo:
Sexuality and the Famıly 1n the Hebrew Bıble,” Phıladelphıa, Fortress Press, 2000, 133-138), but 'aıls
recognize the meanıng of the word IN . appreclation of thıs fact clarıfıes the meaning of several
1D11Ca: narratiıves that use the rOOT gime. and lalet, including the narrative where the word 12
the male member (Exod. 21: and the rnple prohıbıtion of see]l  ng A kid-goat, 1n the miılk of ıts
mother Exı  &. 23 I9 34 26 eut. ZU: hıch 15 eIy IO be oblıque prohibition of intereen mother
and 0}  S

44 Freedman, “““Pult Y our Hand er My Thigh, ”---the Patriarchal Bıblical
Archaeologıist Reader R (1976) 3  '



of raham that God promises Abraham in the (ovenant between the Pieces. The NJUry the angel Causes

15 Comparable the OIlC that God commands Abraham IO nflıct IMNSE. 1ın the Covenant of the Flesh

that 15 continuation of the Covenant between the Pieces. Indeed, in both narratıves God changes the

hero  S  s Namlle. Tam s Namle becomes Abraham (Gen. L/ and Jacob’s becomes srae. (Gen. 4°} 29)

It ollows that the Covenant of the Flesh less than the Covenant between the Pıeces involves

the oblıgatıon of performing commandment, 1n spıte of endenhall’s claım that it 15 Covenan! wıthou!

obligation”. Thıs 15 onfirmed 1n Exodus by anguage that ınks the oblıgation 1{0 perform CITrCUMCISION O

language oblıgıng the Israelıtes LO reaffırm the Covenanı Dy )bserving the Sabbath (Exod. 31 16-17),
Thiscommandment that 15 quıte clearly dependent Observance of the laws of the Sabbath.

interpretation contradıc| interpretation of Gen. F in hıch he claıms that the mplies that

Abraham's faıth 1n God Was hıs Justificatiıon and hat God dıd NOot requıre hım {O obey commandments,
including that of CITrCUMCISION (Rom 1-5; Gal 5-6) ASs Levenson points Out, Paul’s interpretation of

the appCaIrs IO be ase!l the assumption hat Abraham COU. NOL Aave performed anıy

commandments SINCE the commandments WCIC NOLT gıven before the 1Nal theophany“®. Thiıs assumption 1s

mistaken for four TCasOonNs.

(a) The lınkage between the Covenant between the Pıeces and the Covenant of the esh

estaDbDlıshe| Dy the words word W?7X (Gen. 15 6) and (’ (Gen. 1). 1MpI1y that the commandment of

CITrCum«cC1Is1ON 15 part of the Covenant between the Pıeces. Even OuUg God 0€eSs NOL g1ve Abraham that

commandment of Circumclsion 1n the Covenant between the Pıeces, He anticiıpates ıt wıth the word 77 7X

and the OTA| indıcates thıs antıcıpatıon by INECANS of the word ayalı al the beginnıng f the Covenant of the

es. It 15 therefore ıllogic: conclude, Paul does, that God does NOT requıre Abram tO fulfil! amlıy

commandments when He learns that he ITUSIS Hım. The opposıte 15 Irue. As S0OOIl God learns that

bram God He EINCOUTABCS hım IO the commandment of offering SacTIıl1ces 1n accordance wıth

the laws ofCUS and after Tam expels Ishmael he commands hım IO CITCUMCISE his seed.

Secondly, the language 1n Gen. e alludes 1{9 another 1n Deuteronomy:

7 73)1, it will be merift, for because Observe and perform all thıs commandment

before the of OUI God, He ommanded (Deut. 25).

45 Mendenhall, Interpreter's 1Ct10NaTry of the Bıble,” New York-Nashville, ıngdon,
1962, 714 FD& See Moore Cross, "Canaanıte and Hebrew Epic ESSaySs the StOTY of
elıgıon of Israel, Harvard University Press, 1973 DE fn 224

Jon Levenson, "Abraham Among Jews, Chrıistians, and Muslıms Monothe1ısm, ExegesıI1s, and
Religi0us Diversity,” OUTN: of the aCU! of Relıg10us Studies, cGill, 26 (1998) aD  \O
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I he word PT7E, merit (Gen. 15 6). alludes the word ı7} and It will he merit, 1n eut.

25 where the Deuteronomist explicıtly commands the Israelıtes Obey the commandments‘  47] The fact

that the Covenant tween the Pıeces alludes anguage in Deuteronomy hich 15 ıts Vorlage 15 apparent
1n another Deuteronomic aSSa; where the Deuteronomist refers {O d 1S, righteousness:

Do NOTt 1n YOUI he:  S when has thrust them out before yYOU, Sayıng: u 13A,

hecause of merit1f, brought take pOSSeESS1ION, thıs land, MDVV - 121, and

because Quilt, of these natiıons dıspossesses them, before yYOU.

It 15 not NR 733J, hecause of your meri1[fl, and the rectitude of yYOouUI heartt that yOu COIMNC LO

inher1! theır but DW 1, hecause of the Quilt, 9f these natıons that

d1spossesses them before YOU, and 1n order O etablısh the word that yOUT God

SWOCO]  A 1{90 YOUuI fathers, 1{8 Abraham, Isaac and 2CO|

YOUu chall KNOW that ıt 15 not MTEL, hecause of your merift, that g1ves yOUu

thıs good and IO POSSCSS ıt, for yOu etiff-necke: people (Deut. 4-6).

The Deuteronomist ighlıghts the fact that G0od nables the Israelıtes {O take pOossess1o0N of the and

of Canaan for s theır HA TS, righteousnessS, and the ı} gQuilt, of the natıons whom they
dispossess. Before the Covenant between the Pieces. God emphasızes that Abram has 7 TS, merit. After

the Covenant he DO1N! Ouft that the VW 1, guilt, of the (Canaanıtes mMust De completed before the meriıt

of bram enables hıs escendan! {0 DOSSCSS the and of ()anaan:

And the fourth generation wıll refifurn here, because the SIN of the Amorite 15 nOoL yel
complete (Gen. s 16).

Thus the Covenant between the Pieces echoes the Deuteronomist, highlighting the fact that the

pOSseSSION of the land of Canaan Dy the Israelıtes 1S dependent OIl the Deuteronomic law that requıres NOL

only n ghteousness the of the Israelıtes and guilt the of the anaanıtes. When God

Tam that HIS escendan! wiıll only be able LO return {O the land of Canaan after the SIN ofthe orıte has

been completed He echoes the words of the Deuteronomist who emphasızes that God OWS the Israelıtes

LO take possess1on of the land of Canaan nNOT only because of their 7 15, merift, but because AYVW/J, because

O, the gul (Deut. 5); of the natıons whom God dispossesses from the land of Canaan  48 It 15 clear

therefore that the word WTZ?, merit (Gen. L5 6). 15 reference the Deuteronomist’s

47 See Elhot Friıedman, “ Commentary the Torah,” HarperSanFranc1sco, 2001, 5858
Friedman points Out that the word Hd TX apDpCAarSs twıice 1n connection wıth braham (Gen. 19) and
11CE 1n connection wıth aCOol (Gen. 30) 33) Dbut NOL agaın untıl eut. 7 e

The similarıty wıth the events 1n the 70 century when The Nıtel Natıons recognized the State
of Israel only after the evıl events of the Holocaust 1s truly amazıng.



explainıng that gıft f the land of ('anaan the Israel 1S due the meriıt the Israelites obtaın when

they perform the commandments hıle the Canaanıtes violate them'  42ı

(C) The Torah mplıes that (GJ0d fulfills the (’ovenant between the Pieces when He g1ves the

Israelites the Tlen ommandments hıch begıin wıth the words:

F ND VDNS 1 UN TTa Ian YH!  Yyour (Gj0d who has en VOoU Oul of
the land of Egypt, O” 7TV FPAO: Jrom the house f slaves (Exod. eut. 6)

The beginnıing fthe ecalogue echoes the langu2ze al the beginniıng of the (Covenant between the

Pıeces and mplıes that the Covenant 1s dependent the Israelıtes’ obedience laws 1n general and

those of the Decalogue ın CUÄar. 'IThe anguage al the begınnıng of the Covenant between the Pieces

echoes the introduction {O the eCcalogue:

He saıd hım 027702 IN VANXII UN 1 ll=? ÜN, who took VOU OQOul O, Ur of the

aldees, LO gıve VYOU thıs and inherıtance (Gen. F T3

Ihe lınk between these per1copes LO ı1shbane that braham served DTrOtOLyDe of

Israel for ater generations, comparable O the WdYy that the afflıctıon of ‘a0. 1n Exod. 17-20 when

Tam and Saral SO down {O Egypt during famıne parallels the afflıctıons of the ‚gyptlans durıng the

Tenth Plague”®. The anguage 1n Gen. clearly Iudes IO anguage the beginning of the ecalogue

49 'Thıs interpretation has the interesting implication that God people 1{8 obey Hıs
commandments, EVECIN Canaanıtes, and consıders those people who do 9{018 O be guilty—hence the words,
“because the SIN of the Amorite 1S NOL yel complete” (Gen. IS 16).

5(0) Miıchael Fishbane, “Biblica: Interpretation 1n Ancıent Israel,” arendon, xIOr. 1985, 375
376 ccording {O mMoO:!  %” EeWIS. interpretations, Exod. 20 15 the First Commandment and the anguage 1n
Exod. eg1INS the Second OMMAN!ı  ent. 'IThe language 1n Exod. 20 D3 also echoes Janguage 1n
Exod. 6-7  9 when God promises Moses {O tak'ı  'a the Israelıtes Out of Egypt  0, ese form ONEC

commandment In Judg. 7 1'  © They VICW that they form single commandment 15 supporte: Dy the WaY
that these VEISCS fores:  owed Dy language Cjod K Moses after revealıng Hıs LAINlc Hım

N’27 Y ND 1 NSUT UXN Ül 7DIN, YHWH VOUFr (10d wWhO has taken
VOU Oul O, 'and of Eg@ypt, Jfrom the AHOuSe f slaves.
357 mIN AT N7, VOoU have other Z0dS, ın MY Presence (Exod. 20 2

eut. 6-7).

ssuredly, Sa Y {O the Israelıtes: ahwpale MM DDN NS UEL and will
ake VOU OQult Jfrom under the urdens 0, EL2ypt, and wıll TESCUC yOu ON T2VYDO, Jfrom
servitude O them, and wıll redeem yYOu wıth outstretched and wıth great
judgments.

wıll take yOu be My people, D7 257 SE and will he (z0d O them); and
YOU chall know that m17720 O QJAN NIVY 1, D977Rla Y  Yyour (j0d
whO brought you out from under the hurdens of Egypt (Exod. 6-/)
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in Exod 20 eut. 651 . clearly mplyıng that the COvenantı 15 ependent NOL faıth, Paul maıntaıns,
but Observance of the commandments of the ecalogue!

Jeremijah also mplıes that the Covenant between the Pıeces 15 ase: observance of the
commandments when he SayS:

wiıll make the INCI 17 12 IX D E WhO violate My covenanlt, who NOL maıntaın
the words of N  4  s the Covenantf, hıich 7, they Cul, before Me wıth the calf hıch

cwE) they Cul, iınto T ASIE and crossed, etween PAAJ, 1ES slices,
the DrNCES of Judah and the princes of Jerusalem, the eunuchs and the pries! and the

people of the D?”712YT, who between AI the slices, of the calf.
shall hand them VeTrT {O theır enemi1es, {O those who seek kıll them and theır

Carcasses sha! become food for the 1Trds of the and the beasts of the (Jer. 34

18-20

In h1ıs description of ven: hat clearly echoes the Covenant between the Pieces Jeremıjah’s
of the S  _ 4AJ, slice, twıce (Jer. 34 18, 19), echoes the root’s  S trıple CUITENCE 1n Gen. S 10, the only

ther place where the word appCAITS. Jeremıujah 5Sday>S

The word that CaIle {O Jeremıujah from after Zedekıjah CT CoOovenant wıth the

people in Jerusalem, {O call release for them,
:17 123ı 7 1234 5! U/’XN)] 1712VENN UW’X nm 2W7, that EeVeErYVv erson should free his

male and female slave free, that udahıte SNO] enslave hıis brother (Jer. 34 85-9)

erem; anguage alludes IO the 1rs! law of the Covenant Code'

yYOu buy ”V 1AY, Hebrew slave, IV 0710 WVW, he should ervVe SIX> and the
seventh he should o Ouft DDN free, OU! payment (Exod. D

ere! quotes the (Covenant Code almost verbatım, highlighting the fact that he consıders
obedience {O thıs code the SINe qUG AON for the ven:; that God makes wıth the udeans. Although the

See ife)  S Van eters, “(Confessjional Reformulation 1n the XiliCc er10d, ” Ve!  S Testamentum 22
(1972) 448-459; “Prologue StOTy The Yahwist i1stori1an ın Genes1s, ” 1992, Westmuinster, John
KNOX, 1992, 240

56



uda.  es do ommanded they re-enslave theır claves (IEr. 34 10-11), jeading Jeremıujah 1{8 cıte the
Covenant Code agaın:

So the God f iIsrael Aave Cut d  A CoOovenant wıth yYOur fathers the day
took them Out of the land of Egypt, TOomM the house of slaves, Sayıng:

the end of SCVECI VCAIS CVETY DECISONMN sei free hıs Hebrew brother that 15 sold

YyYOUM, 07W S and he SC/rVe VOU Jfor SIX» JOYVO RN INM7WN, and then VOU
SNa send him away free from VOU (Jer. 34 13-14

The WaYy that Jeremıuah makes the Covenant that he descnbes dependent the Judeans bedience
tO the ( ovenant Code before they O into exıle for 70 yCaIsS 1n accordance wıth hıs prophecy (Gen 29 10),
echoes the WaY that (G0d makes the wıth Abram before his seed 40 into exıle for 400 yCaIs (Gen.
Fa 13) dependent theıir obedience of {0 the commandments of the Decalogue and Deuteronomy,
indıcated Dy verbal that lınk ıts language both LO the first of the Decalogue and the

language of the Deuteronomist that aSSOCI1ates 7A7X, merifl, wıth ıllmen! of the commandments. It
ollows that interpretation fGen. 15 fatally AaWEel IThe CITIOTI of h1s ySI1S 15 caused Dy hıs

assumption that raham NOotL ave {O observe the laws of the Pentateuch. Thıs assumption 15 incorrect
SINCEe analysıs of ther narratives 1n Genesis indıcate that the laws of the Pentateuch apply the

protagonists of Genesı1is less than theır post-S1inaitic descendants’*.

Interestingly, the Covenant between the Pıeces ISO echoes the Covenant that the Israelıtes make
wıth God al 1Naı eSCMDE! 1ın Exodus The amıng 'OTC. that bram SCC5 durıng the Covenant etween
the Pıeces foreshadows the fıery manıfestations of the S1Nal (0)9) havıng In the words 7922,
torch Gen. L5 1  - Exod. ID and IWY, smoke (Gen. 15 LE Exod. 18; 12 Whıiıle the COV!I

Israel makes wıth God at S1nal echoes the Covenant between the Piıeces, thro’s vVisiıt {0 Moses preceding
it Must be regarde as prelude to the cCovenant, pointed Out Dy Brekelmans”, Fensham“‚ Cody” and

52 See Gershon Hepner, “Jacob’s ervıtude Reflects 1n Laws of the Pentateuch,
Zeıtschrift für die alttes!  entliche Wıssenschaft, 2003 (ın press); “”JacobD’s Oath Reflects the Law QDOU!
aths In LeVv. and (Causes Rachel’s Death,” Zeıitschrıift orientalısche und Bıblısche
Rechtsgeschichte, 2002 (in press); Affliction and Divorce of Hagar Involves Vıolation of the
Covenant and Deuteronomic Codes,” Zeıtschrift für Altorientalische und Bıbliısche Rechtsgeschichte, 2002
(1n press)

53 Brekelmans, E xodus X VIII and the Origins of Yahwısm In Israel,” Old lTestament Studies
10 (1954) 215=-27)24

54 Fensham, rea Between the Israelıtes and Keniıtes Exıist?” ulletin of the
AÄAmerican Schools of riental Research H (1964)

55 Aelred Cody, us 18,12 TO Accepts Covenant Wıth the Isr_aelites‚" Bıblıa 49 (1968)
153-166
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Hyatt 'There three words that Moses’ meeting wıth Jethro have 1n wıth Jacob truggle wıth

the angel, 737 by himsel);  en 32 25 Exod 23); 22?, prevail (Gen. &D 29 Exod. 18, A and

AT remaın, hıch denotes the WaY that AaCOl remaıns alone (Gen. A 25) and 15 also the rO0of ofthe Name

of Moses’ father-ın-law V, Jethro, keyword that apDpCaIs mes (Exod. 1, DE I: 6, 9, 10, 12).
Indeed, the words and he remained Gen. 25), resonates wıth the word M slice (Gen. 1 10 [31).
wiıth change of het and that 1S SCCI1 INanYy times 1n the bible”®. V, Jethro, 15 the who DOINtS
Out {O Moses the ature of hIS ‚ggle wıth the Israelıtes when he 15 127, DYy himself, and the Torah SCS

ver! LO COIMMDATC it {O of ‚aCO! wıth the angel when it SayS and he remained, 1727, by
himself. S1InNCce ver! TEeSONAaNCES lınk the Covenant between the Pıeces {O Jacob’s ggle wıth the ange]l it
follows that the Covenant al S1na1l echoing the Covenant between the Piıeces also rel the ÖOIMC that God
makes wıth 2COl when He S  ‚ges h1s AIne TOmM ACO| {O Israel the Covenant between the Pıeces
sacrıfıces vV1del into slıces hıle after the COvenanı at 1Nal concludes sacrıfıces offiered and 00l
15

Moses t0O| of the 00 and Dut it iınto basıns and threw half of the 00 al the

(Exod. 6)

'Ihe eDTeWwW erbs denoting divisıon {ffer 1n the narratıves, but the dıivisıon that OCCUTS In the
narratıves 15 conceptually sımılar. In the Casc of the Covenant that makes wıth aCOl al the

Crossing of Jabbok after he prevaıls VvVer the angel there 15 sacrıfıce. However, the Torah menti10ons the
1rs! Pentateuchal prohibition regardıng the consumption of meat

On aCCOunNtT of thıs the Israelıtes do NOTL eat the male member that 15 the insıde of the

thigh {0 thıs day, because he ouched the insıde of Jacob thıgh, the male member

(Gen. S: 33),

Hyatt, "Commentary Exodus, ” New en! 1}  e London, Marshall, organ Scott,
1971, 189

57 Friedman notices these [WO Ve': TESONAaNCES Cchart Ellıot Friedman, “Commentary the
DHarperSanFranc1sco 2001, 230).

5 excellent example of such iınterchangeabılı OCCUTS 1n GenesIis when Laban the Servanı
of Abraham

We have pleni of both STITAW and fodder, also place 1777, IO spen the nig| (Gen.
25).

The word 17772, spen, the night, resonates ıth I2 an Cven INOTE strıkıng example of
such interchangeabılity 1n Ezekıel where there 15 wordplay between 2 W be pleasant, and 1,
nakedness (Ezek.
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Thıs prohıbıtion 15 oblıque allusıon O sacrıfıce S1INCE Priestiy law declares that meal INaYy only
be en f sacrıfice PE 3-6) in law that Wäas only waived bDy the Deuteronomist (Deut. 12

20-23 It ollows that the prohıbıtion f eating the male member eSsCMDE! 1n Gen. 33 15 ONe that

involves meat 1n sacrıfıce. Ihe Covenant between the Pıeces therefore foreshadows NOL only the

Covenant al 1Na1l but the 0)41= that (G0d makes wıth aCOl al Jabbok”?

er analysıs that he Covenant between the Pieces and ıts conclusıion, the Covenant f

the ES. foreshadow the Passover offering. WNhereas God akes bDram utside for the Covenant between

the Pieces (Gen. 15 I), He commands 391 Israelite INaY utsiıde 1{9 eagt the Passover (Exod. 2  9
46) 'IThe dınerence 15 sıgnıfıcant. The (ovenant between the Pıeces contains the warnıng that the

Israelites ll be exıle: (Gen. 15 13 that when God takes bram utsiıde He symbolızes the exıle.
When He commands the Israelıtes IO Stay In theır dwellings durıng the Passover rıtual He mplıes that the

exıle 1S OVCTI, each PCISOM eing able LO lıve 1n Teedom INn HIS household Just they weTiTe when they left

(Canaan, coming “each wıth hıs house  1d” (Exod. 1) Ihe Passover sacrıfıce symbolizes the end of

the exıle and slavery that God predicts 1n the Covenant between the Pıeces. Whereas before God

bram that hISs seed wıll exıle!| for 400 VCAars He takes hım outsıde when the time for the end of the exıle

arrıves (0d commands the Israelıtes remaın wıthın their dwellings for the Passover 'IThe OTaA.

SayS hat ıre CONSUMECS the pleces of the sacrıfıce (Gen. 15 17), that the sacrıfıce foreshadows the

Passover sacrıfıce that IMust be roasted 1n fıre, the OTa| emphasızes twice (Exod. S, 9), al  ng that
remaınder MUuUS!  : Iso be urne: 1n 1re (Exod. 12 10) Fınally, the Covenant between the Pıeces ends

wıth the ovenanı! of the flesh, hıch 15 Nnot Covenant but the conclusion of the Covenant between
the Pıeces, pomnted OuL. The WdYy the laws of the Passover sacrıfıce conclude ıth the commandment

that male must be Circumcızed In order eal the Passover (Exod. 48) and the te'  3 9 MWA70, acquired
by silver, 15 COIMNIMNOIN tO the per1cCopes (Gen. PERIZIS B ZE Exod. F 44) echoes the WaYy that the

Covenant between the Pieces concludes wıth the Covenant of the €es. and the CITCUMCISION of Abraham
and his entire household. The [WO per1copes end WI csimilar language

iM 07717 QXYVJ, Fhis selfsame day, Abraham Was Circumcized, and shmael hıs SOI (Gen.
26).

And ıt WwWas M (1 7744 OXY3J, this selfsame day, brought the Israelıtes Ouf fEgypt
by theıir hosts (Exod. S}

Rashbam points Out Exod. 33 18, the erb ME hıch both ın the Covenant
between the Piıeces (Gen. 15 1’7) and Jacob’s struggle ıth the angel (Gen W 23 [2] 24 21) 15 the aCT
that 15 prerequisıte for COvenanı The Torah hıghlights he fact that Jacob struggle wıth the ange. 15

Dy usıng the erb mes.
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Indeed, the phrase 4le (117,4 D3Y), fhis selfsame day, hıch appCaIs 14 mes 1n the (Gen.
13: 25 26; Exod. FA 41, 51 Lev. 3 Z 28, Z Z eut. 48; Josh. k3: Ezek.

aDDCAISs twıce 1n the Covenant of the (3 (Gen. 23 26), and mes connection wıth the Passover

(Exod. 2 1  9 41, 1ghung the connection between the pericopes”. It therefore eIy that
the sacrıfices INn the ovenanı! between the Pıeces foreshadow the Passover sacrıfice, hıle the Covenant f
the €eS. foreshadows the CITrCUMCISION that 15 requıred prerequisite for the Passover sacrıfıce.

Interestingly, the commandment of CITCUMCISION 15 mplıed 1n the “bridegroom of blood” narratıve when

Zıpporah CITCUMCISES either OINC of Moses’ S()I15 Moses, callıng hım “Dr1degroom of lo0d” (Exod.

2526)° This actıon after G0d Moses that Israel 1S Hıs Girstborn and commands hım 1{0 WAarn

AaraQo. that He wiıll kıll hıs firstborn he ‚0€S NOT 10wW the Israelıites (Exod. 22-23 The WaYy
the Israelıtes S1gNıfy theır acceptance of the CWS about theır redemption after the “bridegroom of blood”
narrative bDy OW1Ing down foreshadows the WdY they S1gN1fy theır acceptance of the Passover Dy thıs
act1on:

the people elever and e9T! that had taken ACCOUNLT of the Israelıtes and
that He had SCCI1 their afflıction, 02 and they OWEeil down, and prostrated themselves

(Exod. 31

yOU S it 15 the sacrıfıce of the Passover because he spare: the house of the
Israelıtes in Egypt when he ‚ mMote Egypt and sSaved houses. QVr 177, and the people
‚OWEe.: down, and prostrate: themselves (Exod. 27)

The verb 1IlW2, bow, ınks the CITCUuMCISION that takes place INn the “briıdegroom ofblood” narrative
{O the laws of the Passover. I he OTra Sdy>S that Moses performs DODN 1, the SIQNS, before the people (Exod.

30) after the “bridegroom f D  d narrative. Ihe S1gNS hıch the Torah DO1N1 refer prımarıly {O the
NS that God told Moses {O perform wıth hIs TOd:

thıs rod yOu chall take 1n YOUI hand wıth hich yOou chall perform ON T, the SIQENS
(Exod. 1'7).

The phrase 1VXi 4710 Ln {his selfsame day, iınks the offering of first graiın the Holiness
Code prescr1bes for the of the Passover 7 Z wıth the offerıng that 0S MNgS that
day 0S 11).

ilfrıed Warnıng polNts Out (personal communicatıon), the word 7,oreskin, AaDDPCAIs In
the Torah for the seventh time 1n the “brıdegroom f blood” narratıve (Gen. IT 14, 23 24, Z 34 14
Exod. 25); 9(0)1 only hıghlighting the lınkage between these narratıves but hıghlighting the mportance of
Zipporah s deed SINCEe it 15 the seventh cıtatiıon of the word.
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The S1gNSs that Moses ShOWS the people dIe perhaps not only the NS that God ShOows hım al the

Burning Bush, Dut perhaps nclude the MIX, SICN, of CITCUMCISION In the Covenant of the flesh (Gen. 11).
upporting thıs interpretation, the Miıdrash SdyS that when Joseph declares h1is identity O S brothers he
ShOWS them that he CITCUMCIZEd:

“ Josep:! the SOI of aCcob, Joseph the SOI of Jacob!” he cried out, hıle they looked In the
four COINCIS of the house. "What do YOU see?” he saıld, E Joseph yYOUT brother’ (Gen.
45 4)” But they dıd NOT belıeve hım until he uncovered mselfand showed that he wWwWas

circumcized®®.

SInce Moses 15 the of Joseph, when the Mıdrash suggests that Joseph chows his brothers

that he 15 Circumcızed LO en! hımself {O hem it evıdently consıiders that the Torah makes d siımılar

implication 1n the Case of Moses.

Language 1n the Covenant between the Pieces 1S0 elps clarıfy law 1n Levıticus that ave
CItel above:

ally of the well-being sacrıfıce be eafien the thırd day the who
Hers ıt wiıll NOoTt be acceptable. As for the PCISOM who offiered ıt, ıt wıll NOT be acceptable
for hım:  ; it nl NnOoTt' be accredited, hım, ıt 15 719, offensive, and the DECTISOI who
ofiers it bear h1s DUn1S|  en CEev: 18)

Ihe word J be accredited, resonates wıth the word WT, and he accredited I, 1n the

descrnbing the WdY that God Consiıders Tram s iTrust as deserving merit:

WT, and he accredited It, hım meriıit (Gen. 15

TIhe word J be accredited, hıch grom SaysS 15 legal term In P53‚ mplyıng that the

heavenly CO! 15 takıng acCCcount of the act (e.g. Lev. 14: Num. Z 3 Ps. 106 D resonates

wıth the word ı. and he accredited ıL, INn the describing the WdY that God consıders Tram s

deserving merıt (Gen. Ba 6). The lınkage between the [WO per1copes mplıes that God consıders

Gen. 03 and Rashı Gen. 45

563 The Holiness Code SCS the 'erb 1n Lev. 4 5() egal term involved 1n the DITOCCSS of
redemption.

ACO!| ‚gT0m, “Leviticus 1-OT© oubleday, New Ork, 1991, 421



bram’s {O mer1tor10us mely sacrıfıce, ave explained aDOVe. Ihe Torah alludes {O
the eed for sacrıfices be mely after Dbram es the pleces:

the bırd of DICY descended D7 AD thefand bram retrieved them (Gen.
11).

The Egyptian god Horus 15 ften represente: Ccon it 15 lıke that the bırd of DICY 15
Con ( Isa. Ezek 4). representing Egypt. Abram dreams that he 15 wardiıng off the ruler of
Egypt, foreshadowing the WAaY that Moses 'ould do when the Israelıtes become slaves there  ‚65

TIhe image of bird of DICY eatıng Carrıon TOmM foreshadows language that avıd SCS

before fighting Golijath:

Today wiıll delıver YOUu into hand and will smiıte YOUu and ICINOVEC your head
TOom yOu and Her z the CUAFCcaSS, of the Phıilıstine O the bırd of the heavens and
the wıld beasts of thee and the WOT. will know that STA God (1 Sam.
46)

The symbolısm of Abram!'s VIS1oNn that OCCUTS Oollowing hıis milıtary triumph resculng Lot (14 1-
1’7) foreshadows Dayvıd's Lirst military trıumph that UCCUIS when he delıvers srae. from the Philistines. The
anguage also echoes anguage 1n the cCovenant that Jeremiah recalls after Zedekiah Culs cCovenant wıth the
people. Jeremıiah echoes the anguage 1n Gen. 15 also echoing Exod. After usıng the S  —A J
divide.  9 In Jer. 34 18, 19: echoing ıts uUsSe 1n Gen I5 10 3% he 5Sdy>S

And BaVC them into the hand of their enemiles and the hand of those who sought theıir
lıves, and 0n222, their COFDSES, wWeTe the food of the bırd of the heavens and the beast of
the land (Jer. 34 20).

The description of the COTDSCS of PIINCES who pass between the9DarIis, of the calf becoming
the food of the bird of the land echoes the WAaY that the bırd of DICY descends Q  ;  9 the CAFrCaAdsES, iın
Gen. 15 EL suggesting that the words 07”71D, the CAFrClCaSSsesS, and DN721, eır COFDSES, coterm1inous.
'IThe Targum slates Q  M the CAFCASSES, wıth the word N722D, word that resonates wıth 7125, offensive,

65 Cccording (8 the Miıdrash, the bullock represents the exıle of Babylon, the goat that of Media,
the 1AM that of Greece and the Ove and baby OVve represent the exıle of Edom, hich 15 Rome (Gen.

15).



Rashı pomnts out‘ Ihe tfact that the ( ovenant between the Piıeces refers IO the law of 715, offensive,
when it SCS the C0 the CAFrCassdses, only becomes apparent when the word E  Al  ıl the CAFrCaSSeS, 15

'anslateı into the Aramaıiıc NI21D Such ılıngual allusıons not UNCOIMNIMOINL in the Torah. One notable

example 15 the bılıngual wordplay that the l1orah K when braham offers Abimelech V,  s ewe-Ilambs

(Gen. JE 29-30), SIgn that he ADM, dug, ell whose ‚wnershıp 15 disputed Gen. A 30), because the

Aramaic word for MWA9S, ewe-lambs, 15 hıch resoNates anagrammatically wıth AD dig‘  57 The

prohibition of sacrılices that IMOIC than [WO days old 15 due {O the fact that after thıs time they IMust be

consıdered 1{8 be CarTıon rather than edıble flesh. Israelıtes NOL only forbidden fo eal meat that the OTA

Cal A2. Carrıon, from anımals that AI otherwıse (Lev. 24; Ü 40; I3: 8, eut. 21)
but ATIC SVEOIN told that ouching 1733 Carrion, CAUSCcS IMDUM 14 28; 40) The Deuteronomist

explains the TCasSOIl.

Y ou NOL eat dILYy 221 Carrıon. You g1ve it {O the stranger 1ın YOUuT and he

INdY eat it set it {O the alıen, because YOU WT QYV, holy people, o YOUI
God (Deut. 21)

Ihe Priestly eg1s! demands hat Israelıtes only eal consecrated meaft that 15 sacrıfıced 1n the

Sanctuary 3-7), perhaps eadıng {O the Hezekıan reform that endorsed and implemented
centralization®®. However, the Deuteronomist makes CONCESSION, allowıing them {O eal meat that has NOL

een consecrated the jJourney {0 the central chrıne 15 prohıbitive (Deut. F 20-23 7723, Carrıon, 15 meaft

that INdYy NOoTt be eaten because it has NOT een consecrated, Mary Douglas DO1N! out Even OUg the

Deuteronomist OWS the consumption ofunconsecrated meat, he orbıds the cConsumption of 7223, Carrıon,
the groun that the Israelıtes ATe holy natıon (Deut. 213 Whıle he permits S  A IO be eagten CVECIl

OUg) iıt 15 has not een consecrated he orbıds the consumption of S  Zn that could ave een

consecrated because it 1s T7a CAaFrrıon. The Priestly author consıders that meat becomes rtual 4731
Carrıon, after LWO days SV it has een sacrıficed and therefore forbıds it, callıng ıt „135. Ihe connection

‚Oome manuscrI1pts of Ongelos read N217D, IC “p art” (Marcus Jastrow, “ A 1cCt10Nary
of the Targumım, the Talmud and Yerushalmı, and the 16 Literature, ” TIhe Judaıca Press,
New York, 1989, 1136;eOngelos the Torah, ” Bne1 Berak, 1999, 18 (Hebrew). Ihıs arlant 15
presumably SCT1! SITOI ase! the fact that N7175 translates lla slice, 1n Gen. 1 10 and
the word N715 15 eIy {O COITECL.

67/ {O INY SIl ‚achary Gedalıah Hepner for pomting Ouf thıs bılıngual wordplay.

Haran, 1€6S5 in the 'The Idea of Centraliızation of the Cult 1n the Priestiy
Apprehensı1on, ” Beer-Sheva (197/3): 114-121 (Hebrew); “Temples and Temple Service 1n Anciıent Israel, ”
xford, arendon Press, 1978, 1414: Israel Knohl, ”I he anc! of ılence The Priestly OTra and the
Holiness School, iran!'  n Feldman and Rodman, Minneapolıs, Foretress Press, 1995, 199-224:; ACO!
grom, “Levıiticus LI=-22. New York, (0)8 1}  © oubleday, 2000, SS

Mary Douglas, “Levıticus Al iterature,  @ xfOrT( University Press, 2000, 153
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between DIZ2U. and the prohibition of 479 cCarrıon, 15 therefore apparent from close readıng of the
Covenant between the Piıeces and of the Aramaıiıc word for because the Torah alludes
LO it when it the word Q  I9 the Carcasses (Gen. 11), denoting the of the sacrıfices OMNCE

they become DIZQU 7U

We have pointed OuT above that the anguage describing the 1n Exodus mplies that it 15

comparable 1{8 sacrıfice vl 21 ng ıt {O the sacrılıce that bram MNgS E1 yon 1n the

PICSCIICC of Melchtizedek. close reading of the INHanna per1cope Exodus 2gl that the author also

recognized the connection between 715 and CAaITION. IThe Torah 5SdyS;

Moses 1{8 them No INan 3E leave remainder, f it until morning.
they dıd NOT en Moses, D7’UZIN TÜHL and SOMEe men left OVEr, SOMIME of it untıl

morning ( DWVZ1N, anı It raised MmMAaQ220S, and became offensıve, and Moses became

aNnSIYy wıth them (Exod. 19-20

The words, leaves remainder (Exod. 19) and AA and they left Femainder (Exod. 16

20). resonate wıth the word M, remainder, denoting the remainder of ‚ZIVviINg votive offering
that the Torah SayS mMust be burned the thırd day, declarıng that it becomes 7125, piggul. The orah’s uUuSec

of the words s leaves remainder (Exod. :93; and 1, and they left d Femainder (Exod. 20),
mplıes that that has remaıned overnight 15 comparable O sacrıfiıce that has become M,
remainder (Lev. 16, 17). S1INCe it has remaıned the altar for INOTE t*wWwO days The WdY that the
INanna ralses maggols makes it comparable LO Carrıon, hıghlıghtung the fact that 719, PIgZ2ul, 15 en
because it 15 lıke carrıon! The of the Qyn, 1n the INamnna narratıve 15 hıghlighted Dy the word

&mG and f raised, hıch :ssonates wıth 7, WOTITN (Exod. 24), Ibn suggests. It 15 possıble that
thıs verbal also mplies that the INa becomes defiled v  IS gifl.

The narratıve describing the WadY that 1ıJah revives the SOM of the WOoOTNAaN f ‚arepha! makes
blıque allusıon IO the Concept of 715, DIgQul, csımılar {o the ON made ın the INa narratıve when the
author of Kings describes the WdY that Elıjah takes the ostensibly dead SON of the WOINAaN of ‚arephat. LO

7T, the loft

he took hım fo7, the loft, where he Was welling and laıd hım his bed

Kıngs 19b).

Heıder discusses the Akkadıan pagrı'-offering ( Heıder, ”I he Cult of olek,”I
Journal for the Study of the Old estamen! Press, 1985, 393), and Ebach propose: that it has thıs
meanıng In Ezek 43 (J. aC) Rüterswörden, “Unterwelstbeschwörung 1n Alten Testament, ”
garıtische Forschungen (1977) 58-70; 12 05-220) It 15 eIy that the prohibition of piggul has alıy
relationship {O such prohıbition.



The wOoTd 7T, the loft, TeSONATES wıth QV 2In, MAaQZZOLS (Exod. 20) The ver! 15

extremely po1gnant because it indıcates that the DOy whom 1Jah takes {O M7UR, the loft, 15 destined O be

consıgned {O D’W2IN, mMagZ20IS, and become offensive. This happens after the W1dow’s SOM dies:

After nhıle the SOMN fthe mistress of the house fell sick and hıs Ilness BICW unfl.

1377 M ND, breath remained IN IM (1 Kıngs I}

The author ofKings therefore mplıes hnal the w1idow’s dead SON has become lıke meat that 15 A,

remainder, that has remaıned the altar L[O0 long and 15 therefore comparable fO 215, makıng it

NECESSATY for ıjah LO take hım {O the 7, the loft, WRIC! resonates wıth Q, ma2201S. ere AIC

INalıy other ver! TEeSOMAaNCSS that lınk he [WO narratıves. The Sabbath pDlays maJor role 1n the INamna

narrative Since Gj0od commands the Israelıtes NOL LO ollect INanna that day, providing double portion
that day (Exod. 23, 293 When Elyah first eNCOUNTETS the WOINaN of Zarephath she 15 (7’XV NWVVA7D,

gathering wood (1 Kings 10), actıvıty that the ora orbıds the Sabbath, the Torah indicates

1n narrative dealıng wıth Ial who Q’XV WD, gathers wWOo0oOd, the Sabbath (Num. 15 32 3352 The

word MHDSX, JugQ, times in the Elıjah narratıve (1 Kıings I2 14, 16) ’° denoting the Jug 1n 1C.
the WOINanNn ofZarephath kept her oıl, and resonates wıth the hapax wafer, that the Torah SCS when it

COMDAICS the ste of the {O 9wafer, of oney (Exod. The fact that the INanna stes

lıke 0Ug kneaded wıth 91l I ıghlights the paralle! between the miraculous multiplıcatıon of
the flour and 91l of the W1dOow ofarepha' and the When 1ıjah the lıfe of the WI1dow's SUIL

read:

771077), an he streiched, VOT he chıld nree MeSs (1 Kıngs 21).

The word and he streiched, resonates wıth the words and they measured, in the Mania

narrative:

anı they measured, the INCTI the OC who gathered much did NOL leave VeI and the

ONG who gathered lıttle did nOt z  K have deficiency,; CEVECIYOIC athered much

they could eal (Exod. 18).

71 When Pharach the Israelıtes 1{8 gather SITAW (Exod. 7) he does thıs LO SMNSUTC that they
vliolate the Sabbath, 15 clear from HIS oblique reference it 1n Exod. when he Va the WOTrTd DOIV T,
VOU have caused Os meanıng Z  you ave caused {O rest the AJIV, Sabbath”

72 'IThe word aDPCAIS only 'OUur ther InNes 1n the (1 S5am. 26 11, Z 16; Kıngs 19 6)
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When the author of Kıngs Say>S 4 A01, an he streiched, he mplıes that the WdYy Elıjah the
lıfe of the SOI of the WOINaN of Zarephath by stretchıng VvVeTrT hım echoes the WdY that the Ssaved the
lıves of the Israelıtes 1n the wilderness when they measured it. The verb 011, fail, denotes the WdYy that 01l
0S NOT faıl the WOINAaNn f Zarephath (1 Kings 1 16), and echoes the WdY that the Torah SayS that
ONeE of the Israelıtes 51}  A have deficiency,; when they gather the When the author 0!  gs Sdy>S
that 1Jah takes the body of the of the W1dow of Zarephath {0 M, the loft, after W 1377 NUND,
breath remained IN him, he mplies that the chıild’s body 15 Comparable {0 Carrıon that 15 ready 1{0 raise

220! thus g  Ng the miracle that 1ıJah performs when he rnngs hım back LO lıfe. It 15 NnOoL clear
whether the VYorlage 1S the narratıve that of ıjah and the WOINAaN of Zarephath. The oblique
allusıon LO the Sabbath In the 1Jah narratıve wıth the description of the WOINAN 07’XV WD, gathering
WOOd (1 Kıngs 10), ZgEeSIS the INanna narratıve De the Vorlage in the SaIlle WdY that it INaYy
ave influenced Matthew in the narratıve 1n Matt. 12 1-8 where the that Jesus allows S sciples {O

violate the Sabbath 1n order LO feed themselves Contrasts wıth the 5  ct laws appiy 1{0 the Prov1SION of
Manna the Sabbath. On the ther hand the fact that the author of the narratıve SCS the

wafer (Exod. 16 S1); makes it INOTE 1y that narratıve 1n Kıngs 15 the Vorlage and that the
narratıve echoes it by INCalls of the hapax that resonates wıth the word MnDX, JUugZ, hıch mes in
the 1jah narratıve (1 Kıngs I, 14, 16). Considering the ıJah narratıve conjunction wiıth that f
Elısha it SCC1115 lear that the author ofKıngs wıishes O COMHMDAIC the miraculous WdYy that ıJah revives the
lıfe of the SOMZN of the WOoOIMNAan of Zarephath the WaYy that God rTeviIves the Israelıtes Dy provıdıng them wıth

than NCEe Elısha, Elyah’s isc1ple, also performs miracle in hıch he leaves CACCSS,

miraculously enablıng twenty loaves fO feed IMu! 1n narrative that also echoes the IManna narratıve,
usıng the words A  ı and leave OVeEr, and 117P)Y, and they left Ver (2 Kings 43, 44) Ihe Elısha
narratıve echoes the AIl narratıve in other WAaYS. 'The word elfamine (2 Kıngs 38), and Spolt (2
Kings 38, 39  ' 4 41 [2]), both aDpCAaTr In Exod The word 7W2, boil (2 Kings 38), aDDCAIS In
Ex0od. 16 Z The word 07?, galther (2 Kings 393 15 eywor!| 1n the INaIulada narratıve (Exod. 4, 9
16, 1: 18, Z 22; 26, 2  , 1  s B 26). IThe phrase 1V7? N . hbecause they did nol know (2 Kings 39);
echoes the SaIile anguage 1n the 1alllla narratıve (Exod. 33 The words —1’02 IMA, ea 15 IN the pol (2
Kings 40), echo the Israelıtes words:

Would that 112, had died, Dy the hand of hıle sat 02 7?0772V, the

pol of meat, when atfe TEA Sal  el (Exod. 3)

The lifikage of the narTatıves of Elyyah and the of Zarephath and Elıjah and Shunamıte LO

the INaIiIHla narrative that the I1Lanna narrative 15 the Vorlage and that the author of Kıngs wiıishes O

1MpIy that both prophets bring Israelıtes back lıfe 1n the WaYy that God revived Israelites Dy



providing them wıth73 Since the Flısha narratiıve 1S 190(0)0= closely fo the 1LLaNNda narTratıve than

the ıjah narrative thıs analysıs also that it INaYy be the Vorlage the 1jah narrative rather than

VICEe Nevertheless, the ıjah narratıve clearly evokes the imagery of715, piggeul, when the author of

Kıngs 5Say>S that ıjah takes the body of the SOM of the WIdOW of Zarephath IO UT, the loft, after

401 1377 M7N7, hreath Femained In him, because thıs anguage mplies her SoNn’s body 15 ready {O

ralise mMaggols lıke CaiCcass. We remember that when the Torah Sday>S that 8  a that becomes D,

remainder, the becomes 715, piggul, it mplıes that ıt becomes offensive because It 15 lıke

ready 8 ra1lse maggols. Such meat 15 NOot fit for God and CaNnnNoOoTL accepte: the because ıt 15

Carro0n, NOL only dead meat Dut meat that 1s ready 1(9) TOL. The Sal applıes 1{9 the that remaıns

overnight. Ihe imagery mplıes that the 5a11l applıes the S(I1 of the W1dOW of Zarephath, hıghlıghting
the miraculous ature of his revival result of Elyah’'s ministrations S1INCe he was noL only dead but

ready rot!

Interestingly, Jonah also echoes Exod. 70

nyZın IN {92 and (Gjod appointed magQ20T, al dawn the ne:}  a day hıch ttacked
the plants ıt wıthered (Jon. /)

Ihe USCcC of the word 127, and He appointed, hıch resonates wıth 12, that the

author of 0nNna! mplıes that the nyIN, maggol, which CausesS Jonah’’s plant {O rot echoes the Q’yZIN,
mag220(LS, that the IMNanna 1{0 rot (Exod. 20).

EzekıJel also ınks 7119 wıth T7I: Carrıon

HIN, MY Lord here, eing not become defiled, HA and

Carrıon, 1(0)  a} meat ‚ave nOoTt irom youth untıl NOW, and meat that 15 715,
pDIZ2Uul, has nOot ntered mouth (Ezek. 14)

Ihe word 11 1164115 “"nlags’”’ 1n Judg, ER 3S Kıngs 3: S: Joel 15 It 15 eIy be

allusıon IO „PIN, ıyen, hıch S4 ll be‚” explains Exod. 14-15'%
HIN alludes {O the neHNable Name of G0d HIN, ıyen, whenever ıt 15 assocl1ated wıth the words-Z

73 Ihe Mıdrash SayS that Elıyah did eight miracles and Elısha sixteen ‚qu!! Breıishıit 92. CIfe: In
Rashı fo Kings 14; Ihe parallelısm between the narratıves has een notel DyY Cohn (: LMe
Lıterary Logic of Kings 17-19, Journal of Bıblıcal Literature 101 (1982) 35-350) andaCLevıne
(“Iwıce As Much Of Y our ‚DIn Pattern, Parallel and Paronomasıa INn the racles of ıJjah and Elısha,
Journal of the Study f the Old Testament 85 (1999) 2546

74 See Lockshıin, “Rashbam’s Commentary Exodus: Annotated Translation, ”
anı cholars Press, 1997. 36-37
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'ord YHWH, ıt 1S 10 mes 0S Judg. Z Jer. 10; I3 E Ezek 14;
14 IR 2R 15) In the Gideon narratıve, Gideon’s UsSCc of the word lınks his exclamatıon LO Moses’

theophany al the Burning Bush where God hım that Hıs Namllle 15 HN, ıyve. though the word

IN 1I11Calls “qlas” Judg. ISE 35° Kıngs 5: 15  P Joel 15  > ıt 15 eIy fO be allusıon {O Namne

DHN, 1yen, meanıng w wiıll be” whenever ıt 1Ss assoc1ated wıth the words ‚ı b=? 78, lord YHWHE, it
15 10 Mmes 0S Judg. 22i Jer. 10; 14 S: 32 E Ezek. 14:; LE 13 A 15) In

the Gideon narratıve, 1deon’s uUsSCcC of the word ınks hıs exclamation LO Moses’ theophany the Burning
Bush where God hım that Hıs 1963801° 15 HIN, VE Similarly Jeremijah’s uUusSsc of the words

ı1l 371 77X ‚HIN, Tas Lord YHWAE, AI his VEIY Hirst words God:

sald: l 317 HIN, alas Lord YHWHE, here, do noft know HOWw {O speak,
because lad (Jer. 6)

HIN NOL only INCAanls "alas” Dut fOr Jerem1iah and Gideon, for Ooshua and EzekıIiel, it 15

SYNOIYIILOUS wıth Name N, ıyen, hich God Moses al the Burning Bush. Ezekiel Can

only iter thıs neHable Namllec because defiled meat such 719D, Jrom CarCcass, has NoL ntered h1is
mouth. Since 15 holy IMNOU! hat has een defiled INAaYy not mention it. It ollows that
when Ezekiel PTOMNOUNCES holy Nal he mplies that it has nNoL been defiled Dy unconsecrated mearl.

Bıblical scholars have hıtherto een uUuNaWaIle of the connection between the word 115 and N5
'adıan and Egyptian derivatıves for 119 ave een suggested””. Ng! consıdered ıt o be meaft that
has become desecrated”®, deriyving thıs meanıng TOom the language In Lev. 7-8. Milgrom’” SUPPOTTS
thıs explanatıon Dy pointing Out that offering whose time ımıit has expired becomes desecrated:

of the flesh of the consecration become remaindered’® from the meat of the
cConsecrations and from the TeAl untıl the morning then yOu ch; burn the remaınder 1n

fıre. It INaY NOL be en because it 15 holy (Exod. 34).

75 Görg,rund pilaegae$: Experimente Etymologie, ” Biblische Notizen 10 Ta

MgADısposal of Impurıty,  * tlanta, Scholars Press, 1987, 140-143

77 AaCO! gTrom, “Leviticus 1- AÄAnchor BıbI, oubleday, New Y ork, 1991, 422
78 The word SAn becomes remaindered, resonates wıth the word and he remained, in the

narratıve f Jacob struggle wıth the ange) (Gen. S 23 1C} have inkeı LO the Covenant between
the Pieces.



The 15 relate the SIN of 7115 sacrıficıng wıth the WIONS intention at the time of the sacrıfice,
intending tOo leave the meat and eat iıt only after days ave elapsed””. They do NOoL relate the oliense LO

the word N723D, CarCass, explaiınıng Aave one that after days sacrıfice [uUurns from meat into

Carnon.

Interestingly enough, it 15 possıble that the Holıiness Code CONNE! the word 7115 o revulsıon

when it 5SdyS

And wiıll destroy YOUI cult places and CuL down YOuUTI incense stands and will heap yOUuTr

Q 09 CArCaSsesS, YOUI S, CAFrCasSsS:-  e, etishes and MY eing T702, will loathe, YOUu

(Lev. 30).

The erb 7, loathe, that the Holiness Code assoclates the word S CAarcCcass, wNIC. the Targumım
Gen. but NOL 1n thıs anslate N?23D, CarCass, resonates wıth 71D, sharıng consonants

and diıffering 1n ayın and peh, adjacent CONSONANTS hıch dI®6 sometimes interchangeable, in the

words YOoWw and 0V hıich both InNeA] “"CICAVE, “ 1n Sam. S I and 780

The Covenant between the Pıeces NOoL only foreshadows the CoOovenant al 1Nnal and the OINC God

makes wıth aCO| al Jabbok but 15 echoed Dy pseudo-sacrıfice that Samson performs when he burns three

hundred Philıstine foxes:

Samson went and captured three hundred {oxes and took 077°59, torches, and pul taıl

{0 taıl and put UN 7D, ONE forch, between taıils HTE In the m.

2775973 N 192”, and he set fire with torches, and he set them off {O the graın ofthe

nes, and set fıre, irom grain stacks {O vineyard, O olıve udg. 15 4-5).

The language echoes language 1N the ('’ovenant between the Pıeces where the OTa Sdy>S.

he took of these for hım and splı them Era 3 In the idst

it WAaSs, when the SULM had SCL, and ere had een night-blackness, and here, ven

of smoke, LV T7Dä, an torch of fıre crossed, between the pleces (Gen. n 10, E

Mishnah elım F ebahım 2-5;

Baruch Halevı Epstein in his book 25y S nD01n, ” demonstrates that adjacent etters aIic

frequently interchangeable 1n bıblıcal Hebrew.



TIhe word HA INn the midst, 15 1{8 the [WO narratives”. ‚amson burns foOxes 1n WN, fıre,
caused Dy 07797, torches, echoing the 7D, torch of fire, that burns the pleces 1n the Covenant between
the Pıeces after Abraham splıts them Q, In the midst. The TrOOL Aa burn, anagrammatically
wıthz9 verbxb that 1S :elated the cutting ofa Covenant Gen. 15 Ua 23 24: Exı  &. 33 19. 2
210 Jer 34 18), explaıns Exod. 5163 9382 Samson’s pseudo-sacrıfice of three undre: foxes
15 A Lravesty of the Covenant between the Pıeces 1n the SAN1C WdY that hıs death 15 LTaveSTYy of the 1CcCal-

sacrıfıce of Isaac, close readıng indıcates.

shbam consıiders the Rabbinic explanatıon of 115 example of where the 15

"uproot the plaın meanıng of erse  an On Gen B he SaysS that the rabbis had interest ın pesha: and
hat they had nothing do wıth peshat. Rashbam’s statement 15 mistaken, Shat SayS, Cıitel Dy
Lockshın 1SCUSSiON of this verse It 15 eIy that they AaSEl theır interpretation the of the word
J hıch INCanl ..;  intend,” Milgrom suggests”“. Ibn Ezra wonders NOW sacrıfıce that God had
accepte sweetl SaVOT could retrospectively be invalıdated. The bbis’ interpretation of the
prohıbıtion 1n Lev. ave een theır olution {O thıs problem, aSse theır Conviction that
mer1tor10us eel could not retrospectively be consiıdered avıng lacked merit, unliıke SINS hich could
be exculpateı retrospectively when the SINner repents. According O such «  « cConvicton, mer1tor10us deed
lıke sacrıflıce only invalıdated ıt Was awe: TOmM the res] of avıng the WIONS
intention. The bbıs’ interpretation of Lev. 18 15 therefore nNOoL uprooting of the pesha!t Rashbam
claıms, Dut 15 based the recognition of the lınkage between Lev and Gen. and L

Thıs provıdes excellent iıllustration of the WaYy that the recogniıtion ofver! TeSONAaNCCS

INAaYy help LO elucCı| the s1ıgnıfıcance of words that ave hıtherto defied interpretatio: 'Ihe word 715,
pIggul, 15 clearly semantically sımilar 1{0 7a Carrıon, but thıs relatıonshıp eluded exegeies for INOTE

ousand theıir adherence {[0 strict phılologıcal paradıgm has preven! them from

recognızıng the importance role that recognıtion ofver! INay play In elucıdatıng the peshat.
Use of verbal TeSONAaNCES been consıdered unscholarly because it 15 assocıated wiıth midrash, but the

TIhe death of ‚amson also involves the uUuSse of the word 1, middle:

amson ste: the pıllars 1177, In the middle, hıch the house Was
established and eane! them, ON wıth hıs rght and ONE wıth hıs left udg.
29}

The tablets WEIC inscribed both D17 12YV, their SIides (Exod. 372 15), word that 15 also :elated
tO the verb E  ®i and hıghlights the fact the [WO tablets the asls of the Covenant between God
and srael, the Israelıtes DassS between them ike the slices of V1C®e| anımal.

Martın ‚Ocks! “Rashbam’’s Commentary Leviticus and umbers: Annotated
Translatıon,” Brown Judaic es, Proviıdence, 2001, 43

‚aCOl £gT0m, “LevIıticus 1-16,” OT©: oubleday, New York, 1991, 421



i1ıchotomy between mıdrash and peshat 1S false ON SINCEe interpretation of the peshat ften requires
mıdrashıc analysis”. Ihe meanıng of 712D, piggul, becomes clear when realıze that the Covenant

between the Pıeces alludes {O0 it by of verbal TreSsONanNnCEe! that lınk it IO riestly 1aw. Happıly, thıs

also emonstrates the usefulness of ver! TESONAaNCECS for understandıng the of hapax
legomena, because it SCCINS eIy that the ratiıonale that wafer, hapax that the Torah uUSes

COMMDAIC the taste of the {O wafer f ‚ONeEYy (Exod. 16 15 IO lınk it the word MNDX, Jug, hıch

mes 1n the 1jah narratıve (1 Kıngs - Z 14, 16)°° describing the Jug iın hich the WOIMNAaN of

Zarephath kept her o1l, thus ighlıghting the fact that the IMNanna became comparable LO 715, DIZQUl, after

eINg left overn1ight.

Many cholars attrıbute Genes1s 15 {O the Deuteronomist®”. estermann drawn attention

garıtic parallels connecting the narrative the WaY that granits Kıng Keret offspring“”. Van eters has

drawn attention o the ınks between the anguage 1n the Covenant between the Pieces and Deutero-Isajah ’s

anguage when he SdYyS that ”7 T75, the righteous, 11 inherıt the (Isa. 2 Sadly, OIlC of these

cholars recognıze the connection between the chapter and the priestly laws ıts Organıc lınk 1{0 the

Covenant of the es| ccording LO FEllhıot Friedman the ( ovenant between the Piıeces 15 of

the "hıdden book ın the bıble” that Was wriıtten by udean scribe 1n the CO of avıd In the 1LOth

century”. 'Ihe priestly laws WCIC probably en at far ater date. though Kaufmann”, Haran”“,

85 See Gershon Hepner, rash and the Elaboratıon ofBiblical Meaning,  An Judaısm, 2002 (in
press).

Ihe word appCars only four other mes 1n the (1 Sam. IL: Z 16; Kings 6).
87 Rendtorff, “(jenes1is 15 1m men der eologıischen Bearbeitung der Vätergeschichten, ” 1n

“Werden und ırken des Altes JTestaments: Festschrıift Westermann, ” edıted Dy Albertz,
Göttingen/Neukirchen- Vluyn, 1980, /4-81; Schmid, “Gerec!  eıt und Glaube: Genes1is 15,1-6 und
sein biblisch-theologiker Kon! Evangelısche Theologie 4() (1980) 396-420U; Anbar, “ (Genesıs
Conflation of 1wo Deuteronomic Narratıves, ” Journal of Bıblical ıterature 101 (1982) 39-55; Blum,
“Die Komposition der Vätergeschichite,  Zn Wissenschaftlichen Monographien Altern und Neuen
Testament 37.: Neukirchen-Vluyn 1984, 362-383 For discussıon of the unıty of the chapter e Ha,
“(jenes1is 5 Beihefte Zeıtschrıift für stamentlıche: Wiıssenschaft, Berlın and New York, 1989

Westermann, “"The Promises {O the Fathers, ” Philadelphıa 1976, 165-186 See a1so
Hendel, Ep1C of the Patriarch, IVAT‘ Semuitic ONn0grap: 47 (1987) 37-59

John Van Seters, “Prologue 1{9 StOTY! The Yahwıst orlan,  ;9P Louisville, Westminster,
John Kn0x, 1992, 2025

Elhot Friedman, en Book in the Ihe Discovery f the First Prose
Masterpiece, ” Harper, San Franc1sco, 1998, 80

91 Yehezkel StOTY of the Israelıte Relig10:  * vols., Tel AVvIV, Dvır ebrew
37-56

Haran, “Temples and the Temple Servıce 1n Ancıent Israel,” xford, arendon Press, 1978



Hurvits Milgrom”“ and Knohl” maıntaın that they INAaYy ave een written pre-exilic times, possibilıty
INSPINNg the reforms ofCZe IMOTE scholars inclined IO belıeve they ofex1ilıc post-exilic
or1gın, suggeste‘ Dy Wellhausen”®. Furthermore, anguage In Gen. to L[WO

per1icopes 1n Deuteronomy, hıch also dr SUuCS for date of composition that 15 eIy ave OcCCurred
before the end of the 6!h century B.C Ihe WaY that the Covenant between the Pieces echoes anguage in

Jeremujah that ıt probably written after Jeremiuah, the prediction of 400 yYCaIs exıle In Gen. 1:

On the ther it 15 possible that the13 echoing Jeremijah’s prediction of exıle of 70 YCaIS.
Covenant tween the Pıeces 15 the Vorlage of Jeremjah’s prophecy.

'Ihe poss1ible reference the Covenant between the Pıeces {0 ck, echoing the possible allusıon
{O hım 1n Gen. 18, ra1ses the poss1ıbıilıty that the narratıve 15 Zadokiıte polemic choing the OMNC ın
Ezekıel 40-48 'Ihıs suggests that the narratıve wriıtten of post-exilıc polemic ploning
the Zadokite claıms fo priesthood””, ng it the Davıdıc dynasty whose kingshıip 15 clearly
fores:  owed in the braham narratıve. Although the of the dokıtes SUNVIVES the disappearance
of the avl dynasty and mately Wäas NOL dependent it, orıginally lınk tween the {WO Wäas

requıred {O egıtımate them, Pomykala poiNts Ou! When the avl dynasty ende! the onıcler, 1n

93 Hurvitz, , Angulstic Study f the Relationship etween the Priestly SOUTrCe and the Book
of Ezekıel,” Parıs, 1982

aCOol ‚grom, “LevIıticus 1- New York, CcChorE: oubleday, 1990, 31  I

95 Israel Knohl, Sanctuary of ılence: I he Tiestly Torah and the Holıness School,
inneapolıs, Fortress Press, 1995, 209 Ihe term “Holıiness Code” should viewed wıth SOINC skepticısm.
It 1Irs! sed Dy August Klostermann 1n 18377 In attempt 1{8 re‘: the theory Ezekıel wrTofe the
second of eVIUNCUS. Kaufmann and Weınfeld both claım that the laws of the Holıness Code part of
the Tiestly Torah Kaufmann, Hıstory of the Relıgion of Israel, ” em, 1960, 121; 0S.

The work ofWeıinfeld, “Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomuistic CcChool,” xfOr 1972, 179-243).
Warnıng CAas! Ser10us doubts ADOU! the separatıon between the laws ttrıbuted {0 and S1INCEe
numerologıcal ‚ggests that sıngle author Wäas responsıble not only for cting these laws but
wrıting them (Wılfrıed Warnıing, “Lıterary Artıstry 1N Leviticus, ” ıden, Brıull, 1999, 8-19)

96  96 Julius Wellhausen, “Die Komposition des Hexateuchs, ” ahrbücher eutsche eologie 21.
1876, 392-450, 531-602, publıshed “DIe Komposiıtion des exateucC] und' der Hıstorıschen
Bücher des Alten Testaments, ” Berlın, de er, 4 edition, 1963 Wellhausen VICW that the Priestly
stratum of the Pentateuch Was the latest of the Pentateuchal SOUICES 15 supporte: Dy Graf, “Diıe
Geschichtlichen Bücher des Alten JTestaments Zwel historisch-kritische Untersuchngen, Le1pzıg, eıgel,
1866; Reuss, “L’hıistoire saınte et la 101 (Pentateuc eft Josue), ” vols, Parıs, andoz Fischbacher,
1879:; raham Kuenen, “An Hıstorico-critical NqUITYy into the ng1in and Composition of the exateuch,  C

vols., London, Macmullan, 1886

0’7 See Gabriele Boccaccini, “Roots of Rabbinic Judaısm: nte| SLOTY, From Ezekiel
anıel,” erdmans, Grand Rapıds, 2002, 43-72.

enne! Pomykala, Davıdıc Dynasty 1n arly SM} StOry and 5Sıignificance for
Mess1anısm, ” anta, Scholars Press, 1995, 110



S  LA Boccaccını calls ; astonıishing example of theological supersession”””, .0€S NOL consıder

prom1se {0 avıd {O be broken but the Davıdıc dynasty {O be fulfılled 1n the cultic communıiıty of the

temple, notable the Zadokıte priesthood. The lınkage between promise of seed (O raham and
raham s acceplance of the Zadokıte priesthood mplıed by the anguage In Gen. I> and the
of Elıezer whose 1Name resonates wıth Azarlah, the SOM of mentioned ın Kıngs ell the
Zadokiıte pries| whom the onıcler describes eing the chiıef priest In the time of Hezekjah Chron.

10) provıdes IMOST intrıguing subtext {O the narratıve of the Covenant between the Pıeces and ‚uggests
that ıt could be post-exıilıc Zadokıte polemic. On the ther hand, the alleged allusıon {O 1n Gen. F

mMay be reference {O the Davıdıc ynası!ı especlally S1INCE the narratıive has several ınks LO the prophecy
In hıch Jeremıijah alludes it usıng the te'  2 HATX A, Sproult of righteousness (Jer. 33 I5 ın
Covenant 1n hich God prom1ses that the Davıdıc lıne and the Levıtical priests ould be CulL off (Jer.
372 20-2 hıle ‚omparıng the numbers of the Israelıtes he hosts of heaven and the of the SCa (Jer.
6 ZA Z echoing words to Abraham 1n Gen ESö However, the promise {O the Davıdıc house 15

unexpected 1n the tradıtiıon of Jeremiuah who en!| regard the ynası problem for Israel (Jer. 13

18, 24-30 Hıs promise mMust be SCCI 1n the cContexTt of the Deuteronomic law of the kıng 1ın hıch the
Deuteronomist grudgıngly OWS the Israehtes {O ave kıng provıded that he follow the instruction of the
Leviıtıcal priests (Deut. 4-20 The quality of d TS, righteousness, 15 SINe QUG ANON for the kıng, and
thıs requires priestly control. It ollows hat EVCn ıf the anguage In Gen. echoes ereml]: anguage
In Jer. 33 15 ıt 15 eIy {O be A ‚Overt priestly rather than Ng1y polemic.
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