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The Case of ınehas af aal Peor Num 75}

OFS; Seebass, Bofin
Ever the ate [ understand that Hebrew ere word for punısh

for punishment“ and follow Up |the idea hat the Old Israelıte legal System Was ON of makıng
and for the communıty.* In Judıcıal matiters prefer the term ‘ ‘sanction” the idea of

punıshment. In presented the SBL-meeting of Orlando ı 998 TIE!| ask for the
rationale of ea| SancLions the Old Jestament and VEn ere 111155 the idea of punishing.4
If thıs irue then divıine sSsanctıiıons the Old JTestament should be understood the Sdamnc

INaNnneT Commenting Numbers BKA!I Camle ACTITOSS Num Z the Phinehas episode
hıs cleariy dıfficult explaın, wellknown More than hat MaYy be est
dsec for the thesıs eal Sancti1ons

Before into detaıls 11l be best BIVC outlıne of In IN Y ODIMION |
NOW only of ONeC real sanctıon hat called the WTal of (j0d and executed
plague kıllıng people ıke 11) (J0d ordered Kıll all the eaı of the
people dıstorting theır members er eal hut FALS already thought of act of
redemption V.4) Moses changıng (G0d word then ordered Kıll all the guilty PETSONS by
judges end the WTral of God Both of ese AIc hard atonıng CONSCQUENCECS of Israe]

under the yoke of aal Peor Ven inkıng But both orders WEIC not executed
because 11C  S Sıtuatıon hrough Zimrı the Sımeonıite and OZ| the Mıdıanıte My
thesis that eır COMMNS IntO the mıddle of the Edah ıle thıs had ritual WECDINE the
ent of meelng because of the plague changed the kınd f ıdolatry under the yoke of aal
Peor hat Israel went under thıs yoke hrough the L  1 of Moabiıte already had
the arshes CONSCQUENCECS for the people But hat Zimrı and the Mıdıanıte OZ amne the
acceptance of elIr relatıves the miıddlie of the Edah mean the threat of real
polıtical bond ıth the Miıdıanıtes underlined hrough famıly (1eS of VEIYy highrankıng pPEersSOoNS
especlally the sıde of the Mıdıanıtes under the ofaal Peor For OZ W as the
aughter of leader of Mıdıanıiıte lıneages trıbes and from then che m1g! be the mother
of hıghrankıng Israelıtes under the yoke f aal Peor SO il that under ese
Circumstances the death of the couple by inehas Was the only possıble WaYy end
HCS for all thıs extremely dangerous rel1gi0polıtical connectıon under the of aal
Peor the cruel kıllıng of OZ'|! aIMNS ending her matrıarchal possıbilıties Because of hiıs
eTe Was LIUOTC eed execute the earlier order kıll all the ea of the people Kıl!
all the guilty PCTrSONS They WEeTC NnOL hought of sanctiıons but of redemption For

m— 'aper al the SBL-meeting Toronto 2002 and discussed the basıs of 10-minute VEIS1ION the Law
Section Nov 26 presiding John D.Welch
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213 expressiy explaın hat the plague had be stopped Dy redemption, and Israel’s God
eclareı hat Phınehas” e9a] made sufficıent redemption hrough exacting 0d’s OW eal
WTral
NOow for the etaıls

crıtical Num 25 has een hat ere should be strict dıviısıon between YVASS
and v.6ffT, ıth v.16-18 ate ıtıon and maybe 1NOTE han ON strand SOUOTIIC ILNOIC
addıtıons in V and v.6-15 Thıs W as nOoL the ‚pSCIal finding of SOUTCE criticısm, though f
mostly Wäas DUL ın the erms of SOUTCECS (JE and FOor 1S able observe that V.6-'
effect Ofta|! TE A| 1ıth the Ontent of v.1-5, 1in oth in HIS cCommentary Numbers
W as carefully describing.“ ut already R.Smend, Die Erzählung des Hexateuch auf ihre
Quellen untersucht (1912) Z insisted hat it 15 impossible understand VE wıthout v.6ff
and 1CcCe E.Blum., Studien ZUT KOomposition des Pentateuch, ZAW 189 (1990) 14-1 16
o0Kk it 1G INOTEC, and P.J.Budd, Numbers (1954) DEST. sought establısh orıgınal

of V in V -6-15 DYy reconstruction. Both of ese approaches COMNCUT ıth NCW
ren: of scholarshıp analyze first of all the extiant tradıtıon, In hıs dSC v.]1-18
whole, before analyzıng dıachronically. Ihough NOL overlookıng the problems of the
extiant ex{i hıs Wäds, LOO, the approac of .Mılgrom, Numbers (1990) 476-48%0 he 0)8 che who
provıde: he ast version of the ex{i MuUuUSst ave made Ouf of I, and it 15 hıs extrapolate:

hat ave detect /
But ıf ON reads Vl ONEC whole the CXegele 1S confronted ıth bıg problem of dıvyıne

Justice, IC has nOot een really ea ıth ın the explanatıons u 10 Ihe Roman
CINDCTOT Julıan Apostata notfeı ıt In hıis 1rades against the Jewısh nd Christian relıgi0n. ırst,
he felt disproportion between the intention kıll OUu: 600000 PECISONS (v.1 5 cf.
whıiıle only SOINC, maybe about 000 DEISONS, COu ave done in the of v.2
whoring er Moabiıte Further, ınenNnas god 1S placate in verYy CapriICI10us nd
simple WaYy sıngle human being utters the SdIiNne wrat! he hımself eEIS. he 1S therefore
Oontent ıth executıng only [WO DCTISONS (V.] 1); SCC orıval, La de  lexandrıe Les
Nombres (1994) 465 wısh add the mıinor discrepancy hat HWH ordered the execution
of al the polıtically responstible eaders called ‘“heads” turn AWAdY hıs wrath from the people
(v.4M1), but full of praise for Phinehas wıthout Ven mentionıing HIS 1rS judgment though
Phinehas only kılled [WO guiulty PCTSONS. O be SUTC, ıIn the meantıme PDECTSONMNS WeEIC

kılled Dy plague A the effect of 0d’'s WTal But v.4 ordered the eal f all the polıtical
eaders As responstble: nOof jJudgment of the people s gul Dut AS propitiation effect
end of the wrath/plague.

hıs cal|l the dSC of Phinehas aal Peor. HOW, then, 1S Num zn be understood? S1ince
the explanatıon GE the CX IS In WaYy sımple IrYy present ıf In SCQUENCE of

|. 1There aATC four philologically ou Hebrew words 4C should be translated in the
IMOSL probable WdYy al the time being, represented DYy 0S Nnı “tO ZO in yvoke,

393 &5harness oneself”, D° hı SO Iuxate members (of dead persons) ÜTa  6 66  vaulted f and
MMa “her (abomasus), ely, womb” (MTI NON emendatus) Ges Vol 11 (1995) 306 made f
vVery probable hat rar in the extremely TaAIiIc combinatıon ıth he preposition N N} oes
not carna|l prostitution, but idolatry.

o Das vierte Buch Mose. NumerI, A'ID (1966) 170
SO, LOO, shley, Ihe Book of Numbers. (1993) 14f; eeDAass, Zu Numer’ı 25; 1 —  — Graupner

el alıı eC.) Verbindungslıinien (FS CAMI: 1-3 351
See "Ihiel 1zpa und das Rıtual VOIl Gubeon (FS ().Kaıser 247-262.: who convıncıngly explained the

rıtual.



Bdo NnOL only CÄDOSC the 1ssue of dolatry but mention [WO WaYys reach soalution.
SdyS that when Israel arrıved Shıttim in the hor ast of the Jordan, they egan ıth

dolatry iın regard 5N) Moabiıte vıted partıcıpate in sacrıfıcıal meals for theır
g0d/s the people afte the meat of Ose sacrıfiıces and OWEe| OWn the Moabite gO! But
they went Step further and submıtted the yoke of Baal Peor. hıs be the god of
the place sometimes called Beth aal Peor the edge of the Moabiıte plateau (Ras Musaqqar
Calr Nebo°): for people accustomed clımbing mountaıns NOL dıfficult, though from Shıttiım
(Tell ammam 'ell Kefren in the southeastern or ıt mean backtrackıng and 1Ss hus
MINUS for the people Ihe yoke of aal Peor unıted Israel, Moab and ıdıan (as ıll be
related later) in dolatry tatıon the maın road from the plateau OWnN the hor. For
the narratıve, hıs Was notL casual dolatry but bındıng commiıtment cultıic place. So

wrath Wäas nflamed agalnst Israel He ordered the 1smemberment after the eal aof
a ]] the politically responsible eaders before HWH under the s{ 11} (an extremely [aIc act of
propitiation, mentioned only NCC INOTIC in 2Sam 21 ven ere NnOTL punıshment, hut

of propitiation (V.4 HON emendatum cContra Samarıtanum). Astonishingly Moses dıd
NOL Out thıs order but changed ıt if he had SCC it that hıs god dıd noL do
injustice innocent [:DCI‘SOI'IS,l z and SdaVC orders kKıll all the guilty PCIrSONS by judges. 6ff
ShOW that eıther od’s NOT Moses’ order W as fulfilled nstead fınd the dah which W ds>
nOL mentioned before performing ritual weeping the of the he] Mo’ed and
Moses In eır COTMMPDANY.

3 1here 1S r<lear rea in the narrative beginning ıth v.6, S1INCEe before ear of
the Edah (v.1-5 saıd “Israel” “people”) of the hel G e and it 1S NnOL explaıned why
the Edah wept Since the narratıve 0€es not ell fulfılment f v.4 V but mentions
plague kıllıng DCISONS in v.8b.9, it 1S only possıble aSSUumıe hat the plague
(v.8b.9) W as the 1CasOI for the ritual weeping The plague MuUSst be the effect of od’s WTa

Just read ıt before in Num PE (Num 17/424, LO00, provıdes sımılarly hıgh
number f deaths the Ora: incıdent). hıs clearly SsShows very weak position of Moses in
1eW of Phinehas inıtlatıve. For into hıs rıtual weeping of the dah and before Maoses’ CYCS
INan of Israe] diNe wıthout respecting the Edah and brought ‘[he” Mıdıanıte (the
artıcle 1S explaıned in v.14f) hIs rothers relatıves. J.Miılgrom showed that the erb -
h1i only e bring near”’, nOoL rıng marrıage ake the ome d! the ast aCct
of marriage. ‘ SO v.6 has sexual connotation (see, LOO, below). iınehas grandson of
(the eal Aaron and SON of the offıicıal chief priest Eleasar, member of the
generatıon hat Was Nır the holy and after the incıdent of Num IS3E: took the inıtlatıve,
followed the Ial of Israel the vaulted ent (not mentioned before) ıth D' and plerced
ıth ıf the Nan of Israel and in specıial WdYy the Mıdıanıte hrough her womb. 1S
sheer and insane conjecture the part of Targ Jon and ashı, that che W as kılled hrough her
vulva both in sexual intercourse (according talıo Wıth whıch member they sinned hat
they WeTC Kılled). B.A.Levıne, Numbers (2000) 297-299 made Strong CS arguing that
ere Are real sexual connotatıons ın v.Sf. Ihe vaulted tent has nothing do ıth
prostitution, and in opınıon it has nothing do ıth cult, be it for HWH for
idolatry, since both ese explanatiıons AL only read into the exX_t Vaulted ATIc wellknown

sed by Arabıc nomads attacKe!l Dy the Assyrıan ArIn (Sanherıb, Assurbanıipal, SCC NEP

See 5.Mıttmann, Die Gebietsbeschreibung des Stammes en ın Josua A 1923 ZDPV | (1995) 1  \ AT
—— See n.6

‚Milgrom, Numbers 477
12 Numbers 214
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465S-471), relatıves of the Midianites *®Only ONE thıng ı VETY clear: 10 be kılled Dy P
hrough the womb 0€es notL INCcAan Nstant cal but SIow and extremely paınful dyıng An
old suggestlion saıd hat the Mıdıanıte W d kılled specı1al WaYy because she Was

foreigner assocı1atıng conflıcts the {[1me of eNem183| and ZTa| But that imposs1ible
because Moses had Mıdıanıte wiıfe and Num Cushanite wıfe (Cushan part
relatıve of Mıdıan) But the of Moses WEeIC NOL attacke: and Num elates that
Israeljtes WEIC HNowed take Mıdıanite VITSZINS The I[CasOMN for inenNnas deed Cal

only be hat the INan of Israel and the Mıdıanıte WeTre actıng demonstratıvely, ıth
hıgh hand Num explaıns the Cadse of eing guilty, and hat hıs W dsSs
under the yoke of aal Peor both of hem WeTE not respecCling the rıtual WECDINS of the
Edah But VEn hen the Rabbıs WCIC uncomfortable ıth hıs CaSC, Mılgrom DE
they WOU ave excommuniıcated inehas if (G0d had NnOtL expressiy accepte‘ hıs deed,
because he acte. wıthout the Jjudgment of real 2IWCOUI't15 and dıd NnOL Warrn the INan of
Israe] before kıllıng hım 4J But thıs ea the I[HNaln 1' Why COU
HWH aCCEePL Phiınehas kıllıngs audable why COU He ADDTOVEC of them MentU0oNINg
especlally the eal of Phinehas 1C performed the zeal of HWH 1imse Why dıd (jod
nOoL INS1ISL an Yy 1NOTE Hıs former Judgment of where nOT only guilty DETSONS WeTeC made
responstible but a ]] the eaders of the people the responsıibles”? And why Was the foreign
OINan cruelly kılled though the 11an of Israe| hould be responstible husband and
Israelıte who W d member of the people of But God dıd Ven IHNOTE than only
aCCepUuNg ınehas He granted hım Shalom 12) and of eternal
priesthood Why?

The ANSWEeEeT all only be OUnN: 14f But erıtical scholarly lıterature ese VEeISCS ATCc

suspected be ı1tıon (eiıther Dıllmann and Baentsch but they dıd NOL
fınd followers 14f the maJority) because they COMEC OO ate and they m1g|
be p!  n of hrough MmMentionıng hıghrankıng Mıdıanıte before Wagıns War

(Num 31) But N much TNOTE probable hat | 3 the SCODUS Al of the narratıon of
and 14f the ntende: conclusıon exactly explainıng the hıgh reputation hat HWH

found applıcable for ınehas TIhe 11a1ln informatıon COMECS from 15 It hat the
Mıdıanite Was nOTL sımple DETSONM but the daughter of V hıgh rankıng Mıdıanıte
“head” of MN eıther trıbes iIineages Ihe VeErYy crue] Kıllıng of thıs has paralle
the polıtically extremely shameful kıllıng of the Phoenicıan ezebel the wılfe of hab
and YQUECN mother of the actual kıng ehoram (2K 33 In tormer FA ought hat ere
Was the di1iswer the above questl0ons the extremely cruel kıllıng f ezebel together ıth
he kıllıng of the responsıble kıng ehoram en: the coalıtıon ıth the Phoenicıans and the
cult of Baal Samarıa paralle the ending of the cult of Baal Peoı and the coalıtıon
ıth the Mıdıanites and the Moabiıtes hrough the crue] kıllıng of OZ and the kıllıng of the
responstible INan f Israe] Zıimri But second 00k eaches hat ehu had much do

end the cult of the Baal Samarıa (2K 10) IS and the SUppose: paralle 0€eSs NOL explaın
properly why the eal of Zimrı and Kozbı en the Ontact ıth the Moabıtes But

| 3 taublı, Art. Zeilt, NBL (2001) mmn 198- 1202 shows A DICLUrE ofa nomadıc (ent Irom he [1mMe OT

fisl1urbanipgl though he hınks ofa cultıc uUsSsec Num 25).* Se2 especılally Wellhausen, Prolegomena ZUr Geschichte sraels <6 192/= 198 | 354f (many tollowers)
? See the [NOTC extensive explanatıon ofHengel, Die Zeloten. Untersuchungen zur Jüdıschen Freiheilts-

bewegung iin der Zeıt VOon erodes HIS 70 Chr. (1961)Q See all CXAaGT in INY forthcommng COMMENT, BKAT V/3
C

See INYy CS55xaYy mentioned ı N
recent interpretation DavC 1etrıc us amp: D  S5D  5 den Baal VOonNn Sam ı:  a JE 5 / 2001) S 5 | 34
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R.Z.S51van, Ihe rapc of OZ umbers XXV):;  19 who sought the AaUSWET of the ratıonale of
Numbers 25 in simılar dırection, brought 1g paralle that elps understand Num
Ihe paralle 1S from LIvVy, rbe ondıta 1Dr1, book ,5 7-59 in the interpretation of
A.Feldherr, 1Vy'S Revolution Civıic entity and the Creation of the Res Publica, iın
T.Habinck and A.Schiesaro Ihe Koman ultura. Revolution (1997) 136-157 (Sıyan
310 Irue, hıs paralle 1S from quıte dıfferent ulture, and ıf 15 nNnOL SUTEC hat the narrative of
LIVy has hıstorical ‚OF6. But the interesting point hat allows COMPDArCc 1Vy'S STOTY
ıth Num 23 1S the fact that the change Irom (OMNC polıtıcal Status nother 1S anchored in
famıly It [UNS ollows Durıing interlude in War arıstocrats had Ontest ver the
chastıty 8 theır W1VeSs. certaın Collatinus suggested ridıng Rome eCcC hem
The INEeN rode OTftf in alcoholıc aze only fıiınd all theır WIVEeSs EXCEPL ONEC consorting ıth
male riends The exception W ds Collatinus‘ wiıfe Lucretıa. Collatınus invıted hIs eifeate!|
riıends dınner hıs house. During the mea|l Sextus Tarquıinius, heır the throne of Rome
and relatıve of Collatınus, decıded seduce Lucretia. He returned her when her husband
W dsSs absent Though comiıng honoured he nvaded her bedroom and threatening
her ıth eal pressed her submıt But Lucretia preferred dıe han submıt. hen
Sextus threatened that ıf she efused be rape: he WOU kıll slave, Jay h1s nal body ex{

her and kıl] her though he caught them in the aCct of adultery. hen Lucretia yıelded
er SEeXIuUSs eft che summoned her male relatıves, 1vulged her disgrace and the allc of her
ravısher, asserted her iInnocence and commıtted suicıde in spıte of the of her relatıves.
rutus, relatıve of the couple and of SeXtus Tarquinius vowed ICvVCNSC holding the bloody
kniıfe ıth 1C Lucretia had kılled herself. Her body Was brought OPDCH be
viewed by the crowds. nger the rutalıty of the ing’s SOM and sympathy ıth the ather’s
orıe‘ tırred OM  ® SO TUtus made speech resulting in revolutiıon agalnst
monarchy hat ushered into the epublıc (cCp. W.Shakespeare, TIhe TaADC of ucrece).- nN1s IS
depicted the extension of famıily MmMatters into the publıc domaın NC branch of famıly
succeeded OT: the er resulting in the change from kıingship republic. Sıvan explaıns hIs
In 1eW of Num In the of LIVy onflıct abDOou between members of vCry
hıghranking famıly led change of the polıtıcal System, and it W ds onflhlıct between the
male members though Lucretlia 15 the CENHe of the onflıct In Num Z wısh
continue, the marrıage of Zıimr1 ıth the hıghrankıng Mıdıanıiıte OZ under the yoke of aal
Peor resulte: In change of the polıtical Status f the idolatry. Since the Mıdıanıtes WeEeTC

represented DY ON of their eaı and became partners of the famıly of Simeonite head,
Israel, the Edah, W d> threatened DYy institutionalized idolatry hrough famıly on ıth the
Mıdıanıtes Sıvan 731 be ngl In observing hat OZ Was NOTL maınly the object of
sexXxua|l desıre, but matrıarch able ear hıghrankıng SOMNS, patrıarchs, uüunder the essing of
Baal Peor, and therefore her eing kılled through her womb 1S clearly symbolıc (no illicıt SCX,
but SCX oniy of fertility). The original order of HWH in v.4 W d> hard though
understandable propitiation for the yoke ST Baal Peor. But the threat of the Status of idolatry
hrough the famıly connection ıth Midianites W as much grealter, and the eal of the [WO
PETSONS hat represented the change putL end both dangers. It Was imperative Impose
sanctıon agaılnst the Mıdıanıte 9 [00, but ıt had een imperatıve 1n of
sanctıon agaılnst the Moabıtes, v.4 makes certaıin, which mentions only Israel ınehas Was
vindicated because he (instead f Moses) acte! polıtically In the ng WdY, though he took the
rısk of War because of the kıllıng Of Cozbi.“ What he had one W as nNOL much act

19 (2001) 69-80.
() M.Hengel, Zeloten 163 mentions that Rabbis dıscussed possıble 0Ol VENSCANCE of the Sımeonites
prevented only by ange! Kıllıng the Sımeonites.



agalnst foreigners aCtT agaınst idolatry under the auspices of hıghrankıng famıly t1es 1ıth
nother people So HWH blessed ınehas eternally ıth [WO cCovenants, nOL because of
being cruel but because of solving VETY dangerous sıtuation ıth respecCt the V
ıimportant sıngularıty of iIsrae]l ın the ancılent WOT| Israe|l the exceptional people of
HWH *'

5S.Literarıily it sound interpret VE ONe ole and understand G:
ıtıon in 1eW of Num Siınce ere 1S nearly COMNSCIHISUS of the otherwıise rather

disturbing sıtuation of the Old Testament research, hat there Was priestly strand and that
hıs strand S, ıth the exception of only few details, correctly solate': by Theodor Nöldeke

the end of the l 9th century,““ f has be observed agaılnst er prejudıce hat there ATc

only VerYy few P-elements in v.6-15“ hat probably allow the reconstruction of > 24  “Vorlage”.
One of the P-elements IS VT the annOouncement of of ternal priesthood for the
genealogy of iınehas besides v.1 the shalom (priıesthoo| MI1SSINg, {00, in Ps
106,31).” Following Num Ar ere would ave een specıal necessity
ınehas ternal priesthood (after all the {e XI 5SdyS nothıing of hıighpriesthood ıke Ben ıra

So ıt hat ere W as SOTINEC necessity for the Aaronites claım I  S word f
HWH er Ex 29,OT; 40,15 granting ternal priesthood Aaron. ere 1S Dro0' of the
VeErYy COMMON assumption hat the Aaroniıtes of WEIC identical ıth the Zadokites *© hen
the best explanatıon for hıs HE  S declaratıon of HWH 1S hat iınehas acte: Aaron
should ave aCcTtfe!: in E x (ExX 322503507 Whıle Aaron W d NOL vindıcated In the incıdent
of the Golden alf in Ex 37 Phinehas made things straight for the Aaronites DYy gamnıng 11CW
word of HWH Ihat hat the present form of A 5 CannotTt hbe VETY Old, and hat Su1lts
ell the fact hat the Aaronıites and Zadokıtes eadıng in postexilic times dIeC NOL
intermingled before the Chronicler. On the er hand MOST scholars ıll s hat ere 1S

old tradıtion In VT ere SCCIN be SUOTIIC S1gNs of redacting, C the word “heads”
in v.4a, which has ıts FOOL in E x 18,25 (there addıtion) and the word 4  e In V the
wording of { ıth its paralle in KEx SO V (V3 INay already be ater correct10n)
might be remmnNıISCENCE of Omride polıtical erıtage, but NnOT remembering the ımportant

The ast version of NETSTS woul. know the older Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic understandıng of Irsael’s
singularıty In the multidude the natıons.- One member of the Law Section of the SBL-meeting in Jl1oronto
as what ıf coul have made CONVINCINg for the Israelıte tradıtıon that there Was real danger comıng OutTt of
the Connection between Israe]l and the Mıdıanıtes INOTEC than the ıdolatry hat lready arrıved al In
Clearly it Was the VerYy destructive experjience made in VIEW of the Outfcome of the Omride dynasty»” See H.Schmidt, Einführung in das Alte Testament ?1995) 0S In IM Yy Oopınıon ıl IS nOL the credıt of the
scholarshıp that presently scholars Ir y reject thıs important nsıght DYy postulatıng 1NOTEC and INOTITC
shortened version of the P-strand
3 ban “ MD In N :02; 7930 — afgl> In V .6b. LL in Ta, 53y NL. Like In 125850 P, 71 In V.13a
lıke In Ex 40,15 (29,9f), the identification of wrath and plague lıke in 17,1 m—  m— and he genealogy of hınehas Note
that CVCnN Eleazar IS nowhere mentioned though he should have ole In the rıtual weepıng of the Edah.
24 The „Vorlage“ wıll be found In 1y COMMEeENTaTY.

Ps 106,28-31 IS nelther interested in Phinehas” genealogy NOT ın hıs priesthood but only In srael’s catastrophal
gul and Phınehas” medıation before God resulting In the acknowledgement of inehas deed Aas T, Ihe
dea ofa breach for the people In Ps 106 IS remembrance of E7 A0 Together wıth the interpretation of he
A In Num 252 4S ONC for the dead In Ps ıt SCCHIINS hat Ps 106,28-31 15 A later reference‘to Num Zn
26 Following Ody, Hıstory of the Old Testament Priesthood and tto, Dıe ora de
Mose Dıe Geschichte der lıterarıschen Vermittlung VON Recht, Relıgion und Polıtık durch dıe Mosegestalt,
Berichte AUSs den Sıtzungen der Joachiım Jungius-Gesellschaft der Wıssenschaftten e V Hamburg, Jg 19
n.90. Göttingen 2001
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ne1ghbouring -Cu place of ebo hat Mesha/Mosha destroyed in the ast days of the
mrides “ What 1s eft 18 only ragment. But Hos 9,10 ecalls the incıdent.

.Finally ere cshould be word OU' the verbal ttacks of the Koman CINDCTOF Juhan
postata. In the modern WOT. of 1ıberal democracıes and elr moral standar:! it 1s dıfficult
understand the deaths of and it 15 NnOL CasYy understand the ıllıngs of iınehas28

In the WOT. of the Old Testament the Jjudgements of hıs per1ıcope WEeIC morally and ethically
convincıng hope ave shown. Especılally important be the clear result hat the
pericope o0€es nOL enhance Israelıte rejection of foreigners Dbut has ıts Centre in redeemmng
idolatry. For the modern Observer ere 15 ONEC point that OTMNC should overlook: It IS Israel
iıtself criticızıng ıtself harshly, especılally er the hıghlıghts of the foreign diviner Balaam
who dıd NnOtL submıt kıng ala| of Moab whıiıle Israe]l submıtted Moabiıte hıs
Israelıte-Jewish-Christian erıtage 1S certamly important Ven Oday, maybe LNOTIC han VOFLE,.

27 See 1.a. P.Jackson and Dearman, The lext of the es Inscription, In J.A.Dearman (ed.), tudıes in
the €s| Inscription and 0ab. Archaeology and 1Ca|l tudıes (1989) 94-96 95, lınes 4-18; N6
Moabiıte Stone“, ANE I 71969) 320, lınes 14-18
28 In hıs presidential ddress the SBL-meeting In Toronto 2002 J.J.Collıns made bıg pomint Out of thıs
together wıth other in the Samıc problematıc of the probably warnıng agaıinst
UNnCautious USC of the ()VET agaınst the Qur an in the anı of muslım terrorısm, publıshed Ihe Zeal of
ınehas The ıble and the Legıitimation of Vıolence, JBL 1272 (2003) 321 But should NnOL forget that
Christian teachıng from VeErYy early Iımes Was of thıs roblem, and especıially since the end of the l 9lh
CENLUTY (Religionsgeschichtliche Chule) Jews and Christians earned make sufficıent {forts interpret AaCISs
and oughts wıth respectk theır () W time and Oughts.


