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MARGOLIS: [('1S hdsidcka, pEUT. 33: 3

LEIS TTASIDERL, DEUT. 332~

Max L. Magrcoris

DROPSIE COLLFGE

All commentators agree in pronouncine the construetion harsh
amd obsenre. The Gordian knot 1s cut by the emendation {775
Iasdeka or hasodcla P Balle Bertholet, TTommelauer. Ehrlich,
Marti. Smend o As the text stands the variants 700,
0 Kennicott are orthographic . the majority of excuetes,
among them Driver and Steaernagel. take the second noun as
an appositive to the first, while a minority, as Castalio. Stade,
Dillmann, Konig, 120 Meyert vegard Juisido ko as a genitive after
i the canstriet state. Exceeption is taken to the former
view on the cround that the first noun <honld have the artiele
({es ¢ ~o Dillmann. Flhicer answers hy recourse to the sparing
nse of the article in poctry. Komg knows hetter: the deter-
mination is not effected by the possessive pronoun aflixed to the
attribute, W Afind bono ha-bokor, “his eldest son.” or him
bohore, my eldest son.™ ol binka bikorcka, "ot binka "t icl-
deko: nowhere -bon bokoro, etec Tt the construetion were that
tlahasidoka,

Ve

1 with

of apposition, we shiould expect 1e'f .
the masenli e possessive suftix is found in the Bible only, 1 Kines
2020000t - phrase 0§ SSo; o the Mishnah we enconnter iy
kohew gade . Toma 1:7: Tamid 6:30 Dut 8 ha- ol s
frequent enoueli: Mases is <o designated repeatedly. as i the
first verse of this chapters which of course s editorial, - One
might think that o addressing God Moses conld he spoken of
as ska. Todenbt it For, thoneh the phrase elearly sienities
originally one possessed Wy "ol specitically by rh “dloliom
(so Tolseher | vet the genitive is not what we eall possessive; the
phrase is rather tantamount 1o s alor dradr Cdlohion ho.
Henee "osha wonld seem intalerable,

According to the second view, hasedoka s mterpreted as the
genitive of possession, *helonging to thy hesid . Weanay imme

PWellhansen: “dem Manne deincr Frewwdsehso1.0 T is not elear whetl e
an emen! Lon is mplied,

t
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diately dispose of the altogether untenable notioun that lasid,
‘elemens.” “Getrener.” is an appelation of the Deity (Castalio,
Stade) : i the first place God himself is addressed (Rashi). and
then hasid, though nsed predicatively (Jer. 3:12: Ps 145:17;
hence ineluded among the seventy *Names™ of the Deity in
dgudath Shiv flashivim, ed. Scheehter, JOR., VI, 673), cannot
be said 1o be an appellation of the Deity.  Dillmann. Kinig. and
L. Meyer take i colleetively : *Manuen.” the body of the Levites
who are said to “belong to.” *he descended from (fictitiously),’
God's godly one, Moses (or Aavon: so Konig: then the descent
need not be fictitions).  The collective interpretation of ’is is
shared by many commentators who support the first view men-
tioned above. The proof that i may be used as a collective 1s
derived from Isai. 21:9. where, liowever, the colleetive foree
mheres in the antecedent nonn rekeb and is then transferred to
the governing noun “i§: but in particular from the well-known
combinations "ts Isracl, 'is Judah, &5 Ephraim, (5 Tob, Is-sachar,
IS Gad. the Jatter oceurring on the Mesha Stone. I cannot
nnderstand how the phrase 'is idsid Jahveh can at all be placed
on the same footing with i§ Isvael. ete.  In the latter combina-
tion the genitive is not of possession, *the men helonging to the
body of Isracl.’ but rather of explication (baiin of the Arab
grammarians).  In other words, 75 ({ad means " the hody of men
constituting Gad,” not “the body of men belonging to, or
descended from, Gad.”  Aecordingly. the noun serving as expli-
cative must be a collective likewise, a tribe-name: onlv thus is
the collective foree imparted to the antecedent 'is.

Whether Nasideka be an appositive in the same case as ’i§ or
an explicative genitive taking the place of an apposition, 1§
must, granunatically speaking, denote an individnal.  Of course,
“i5 s in the construet state. s hidsid Jahveh has its analogues in
lohe suric 2 Sam. 22:3, for which we find “eli suri in the par-
allel passage, Ps. 18: 3¢ halle véSeim, Bzek, 21: 340 “ausc ha-
tarim, 1 Kings 10:15: betulat but Zion, 2 Kings 19:21; Deue
furise camcka, Dan, 11: W “ande bine beliin al, Jud, 10: 22, con-
trast “@nasim bine bilifatal, Deut. 13: 14 henee, despite “anasin
gibore Tiail, 1 Ch. 5: 240 i is permissible to view "i§ in 1§ gibor
funl, Ruth 201 as in the construet state. Note ycbur tamim Ps.
18:2% In our case, hecanse of {¢-, this view is the only possible

Olle,
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[ said that 'i denotes here grammatically an individugl,  We
know the ITebrew idiom 08 sar af-Sofot, WinaSine aliim, "G
‘alneenatho s and the like, where normally the expletive is hest
left untranslated ceomp. AV, Gen. 1305 and conirast 2 Sam.,
14: 50 Neverthelesso the poet indnlged in the pleonasm, hecanse
WS rohimeowas in s mind. s troes Aaron, as the interpreter
of s brother, mivht be spoken of as his wabic " and Moses, as
his inspiver. as Clobiipe: but s ol conld seareely he made
to refer to Aaron. Henee the poet has Moses in mind, 1o
thinks of him as the Levite par exceellenee, the one who was the
oricinator of the Levitical funetions, By his side and after him
the whole 1rihe acts as he does: hense the transition from the
singular 1o the phiral in the sequel to he resimned by the sinenlar
at the end: the conmentators should not have tronbled them-
selves at all abont this supposed difenlte, S hasid Lahveh s
Moses, primarily for hinselfo then also as the Teader of a hike-
minded hody of men,

Ilad the poet seen it to consnlt one of uso we mneht have soe-
costed to himes 1058 sodcka, whieh is the ondy exact Hebnew
rendering of Wellliansen™s “dem Manne detner Frenndsehatr,”
to the man aser amad Lisod Jahveh, who was we "Cnan bikol
beto. Bur he chose 10 coin his own phrase. The Didsilut of
Moses is apparenly exemplified by the velative clanses following,
Both verbs coise boo b st he taken iy honam partem, in
terms of connnendation. So the Tarvemn and Sire by oeae
instinet o so also the Peshita and probably Svimachns, T there
beany dittienlty abont he seeond verho there s certainly none
abont the fiest, Isai, 51222 will serve as an exanple, 1t still
implies that Moses had aoeih with a thivd party and that e was
vindicated hy the Deity, That squanes with the aceonnt in Num-
hers, thoneh not in every detail s it shnply shows that “the sin
of Moses™ is an afterthoneht. The Hebrew construetion will
Lardly snpport 1 Mever's peconstrueted myth, aceordime to
whiech Moses wrestled wiih the |)4'il’\' like o secand Jlacoh and
won the divine oracle. the e and Thomnim. The Midrash
speaks of Moses wrestling with the aneels, when Le stormed
Beaven and snatehed the Toralh, Soo the anyvth oS plansible
enough s only it is not horue ont by the Tlebrew,

Weanust fall baek prineipally npon wion hooas pointing to the
manner in which hiisidut manifests itself. Lhoast as Israel tests
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the Lord to find out whether the Lord 1s among them or not (Ikx.
17: 7). so the Lord tests Israel to know whether hie will walk in
his law or not (16:4), whether he will keep his commandments
or not (Dent. 8:2; sce also Jud. 2:22: 3:4), whether they love
the Lord their God with all their heart and with all their soul
(Deut. 13:4). The purpose is most comprehensively stated
Deut. 8: 2 ludaat et Pdser bilbabka, comp. 2 Ch. 32:31: lada* at
kol bilbabo.  The Psalmist prays that the Lord may put him to
the test (halian, see Targum and Syriac in our passage ; wisa (T )).
assay (seraf) his reins and heart (Ps. 26:2).  His heart will
he found pure (01:12) as gold (zahab tahor frequently), Just
as lie is certain of his justification (umispaf) because he conducts
himself with straightforwardness (holck b(*fzufzo), with a heart
stratght (qesar, 2 Kings 10: 15, with no ups and downs, such as
characterize leb “alob, Jer. 17:9 LXX : the opposite of *«kob is
wisor, Isai, 40:4), free from turns and twists (‘?I_.‘E.\Eut Sukmo-
mct. Berak. 39a. requiring straightening out, paset, ib.), wholly
devoted. lToyal (Salcin frequently ; free from duplicity, leb naleb,
Ps. 12:30 the opposite of kol lrbab). faithful (une'Cinan, of
Abraham. summing up the result of all the tests to which he was
put. comy. ubikulam winsa (7)) Selem, Abot derabbi Nathan, c.
330, s0 he invites the divine test hecause he has had before his
eves. was constantly guided by, the Lord's liesed and walked
in his Cuict. The two are repeatedly collocated. It is needless
to go through the ramifications of meaning of the word hescd or
to speak of the difficulty which translators have with it.- ‘The
virtue that knits together soeiety’ (Robertson Smith), whether
we call it kindliness, or merey, or grace, shows itself in devotion
born of affection or implicit trust (Jer. 2:2). It rveveals the
superficiality of onr grammarians and lexicographers when they
waver hetween the aetive and passive signification of hasid, now
comparing kasir (‘reaper.” lsai. 17:3) and pakid, now sakir and
‘usir.  The adjective is clearly denominative, hesid 1s 'is hescd
(comp. ‘unse hescd, Isai. 57:1). just as sa“ir, ‘hairy,” is the
same as batal sctar Nedarim 30h (in 2 Kings 1:8 the phrase is
tantamount to ba‘al ’aderct sctary, Micah 7:2; Isai. 57:1;
Ps.12: 2 are the three passages in which lament is made for the
disappearance of that class of men. the ’«use lesed, the hasid.
In each case a different synonym is used in the parallel clanse:
sadik. jaSar, Zmunim (‘faithful ones.” not. ‘faithfulness’; comp.
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2 Sam. 20:19: $chome “Onanc Isracl, of the good old time, *sehlee
und reeht.”)  The gualities of the hasid manifest themselves in
justice. uprightness. faithfulness. The gor lo(7) huasid s par-
alleled by i mirma(hy wdanlathy (Pso 43:100 The plural,
hasidim, which ocenrs only in the Psalter (also in the Psalm of
IHaunmah, T Sam. 2:9 kere: also Prov. 2: %) “and chietiy, if not
entirely. i late Psalms.” are, to judge from parallel expressions,
the faithtful ones, those that love the Lord. that furn nnte him
with their heart (55:9 LXX L that make a covenant with him
over sacrificial feasts, and the Tased is the trusting servant of the
Lord.  Priests and Idsidim are Juxtaposed Pso 1520 90 16,
Hereo in Denteronomy, the term is applicd 1o the first priest,
Moses, and through him 1o the priestly tribe Levie Where
others lTacked faith. their devotion faltered not.

Were [ of those who ave yeady with Maccabeanizing™ all
sorts of portions of the OLd Testament. e the Psalter. in the
Prophets. and elsewhere, 1 might he tempted to pronounce the
whole Levi blessing in Dent. 33 a Maceabean iterpolation. . The
*Blessing of Moses™ s placed by the majority of erities in the
times and surromdings of Jeroboam 11 Now, aceording to
1 Kings 12:31: 13:330 Jeroboam [0 after the separation,
appointed priests from among the mass ot the people, “sueh as
were not of the ehilibren of Levii™ at the high places, and as
would seem from 12: 320 also at BDethel. The acconnt, of conrse,
ix post-Deuteronomie, post-Josianie (see eh, 1300 the Denteron-
omic point of view manifests self in viewing as a <inful conra-
vention of the Taw what was recarded as perfeetly lawlul in the
times anteeedent 1o the reformation of Josiah,  The erities
aceept the Ffact of the non-Levitieal priesthood i northern sane-
tnaries: thongh, to effect a compromise with the narrative of
the institntion of the Levitical priesthood at Dan in the person
of a deseendant of Moses, Jhudl 18 faceording to verse 300t
remained in the family until the captivity ol Israel [0S said
that the non-Levites were ciployved by the side of the Levites,
Kittel finds in 2 Cho 112 13 <o el trath that certain Levitieal
families, refusing to fall in with Jeroboam s policies, einierated
to Jdudah,  How then, we ask, conld an Israclitish writer, as the
anthor of Deut, 3305 AT does, vest priestly funetions, snel as
manipulating the sacred oracle, judeine and teachine, and nin-
istering at the altar, in the tribe of Levi!? One more point,
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Verse 9 mnmistakably refers to the golden calf ineident and to
the part taken by the tribe of Lievi at the command of Moxes in
exterminating the idolaters asx narrated in Exodus 32 (eom-
pare also Dent. 10: 8 *at that time™; the verse obvionsly conneets
with v. 5). The golden calf story is evidently a pervsittage on
the northern worship so ruthlessly attacked by Hosea; if then
the narrative makes it a point to connect the institution of Levi
as a priestly tribe with the extermination of the golden calf wor-
shippers, it would follow that in the North, at the royal sanctu-
ary at Dethel for instanee, the priesthood was not recruited from
the tribe of Levi. The poet who penned the ‘Blessing of Moses’,
to judee from v. 17, has no sceruples about picturing Ephraim
as a yonug bullock. possessing horns of immense size, with which
it butts the remotest nations. Hence. it 1s conceivable that he
might 1ot be among the iconoclasts objecting to the use of that
very symbol in Joseph's sanctuary.  Now read verse 11, Bless,
Jahvel, his hil, and accept the work of his hands; smite throngh
the loins of them that rise up against him. and of them that
hate him. that they rise not again.” fwil cannot possibly mean
here *substance, wealth’ (so Sifre): it may mean ‘force, army’
or simply ‘might’ in the sense of ‘ability, efficiency.” The
priests are spoken of as gibore il mile(Mket *abodut bet
ha-"clohim, 1 Ch. 9:13: comp. similarly of the Levites 26:8.
Following out Wellhansen's observation with regard to saba(’),
Low it originally denotes ‘military service’ and is then reduced
in P to the meaning of ‘Levitical service.” we might see in the
use of Niwil here to indicate not strength for battle, but efficiency
for Levitical service, an indication of late times. of the period of
P and the Chronicler. The sccond half of the verse which
speaks of enemies does not look as if it had in mind ordinary
opponents who disputed the spiritual rights of the Levitical
priests. At what time, then, were the deseendants of Levi beset
by warring enenties if not at the period of the Maccabees?  The
Maceabees, moreover, belonged to the division of Jehoiarib,
which means “Jahveh contendeth.” Tt might be assumed that
the poet in verse 9b plays on that name: tfribchu. Into the
AMaceabean sitnation fits the appellation hiasid which became the
party name of those who resisted Hellenization,  Pseudo-Jona-
than understands by the cnemies Ahab and the false prophets
who opposed Phineas-Elijah; but also the adversaries of John
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the highpriest (see Rashi and the midrashic sonrees addneed by
Berhner .

The plea for a Macceabean interpolation wonld he seduetive
enongh. Dut .Jud. 1> with its Levitical priesthood at Dan
remains unimpeachable.  The dconoclast Tlosea disparacingly
allndes to the priests mimnistering 1o the calves of Bethel as
Eénuaroe isee Zepho 1040 2 Kings 23:5: Elephantine papyrus
No. I'. But in chapter 4 ¢the emendation at the end of verse
4 is ingenious bt nevertheless uneonvineings the  prophet,
- upbraiding the venal and unworthy priesthood of his day
(Micah and others do the same for Judea . shows unmistakable
knowledge that the priestly order rests nupon dJdivine institution.
‘Because thon hast rejected the knowledee cof God 01 will
reject thee, that thou shalt be no priest to me.”  Rejection
Get’as 1 the  connterpart to balar: comp. Jer. 5524,
Accordingly. the ancestors of Tlosea’s contemporaries in the
priesthood were onee elected to be priests Idkahen . Of conrse,
that does not <ay that they were Levites, Yot in the sense viven
the term by Wellliamsen they were Levites. And that sqnares
with the aueient acconuts in Deateronomy and the pre-Denter-

onomic sotirees.  Ilosea shows himself well-versed in the aneient
sagas, e pnosoon the name Israch (1204 and. 1t seems, pir-
posely makes use of £ Cverse 3 0 May not the use of the verb

rib in 44 Bkewise bea play upon some sueh naerative as under-
les Deut. 33:927 0 A may not the congjecture he advaneed that
the priesthood at Bethel went by the namve of Jehoiarib and thn
the Maceabean family, which lived o obsenrity far from the capi-
tal, ad recrnited iself from the seattered clements of the older
Israclitish branches?  We know that Zadok <supplanted 1hi-
athar who belonged to the Elide family ar Shiloh, and that in
the passage 1 Sam, 2027 (FL thoueh the abidine priesthood s
promised to Zadok. the eleetion chahar o lckoliow 1o the priest-
hood s vested inothe bef Cab trom whien B owas sprung, We
may theretore rest content with the Iseachtish origin of the Levi
pericope. The priesthood was apparently heset by opponents.
If it had opposition, it st itself have provoked it by placing
itself athwart eertain other movements or institntions, T
hicrarvehical tendencies of the priesthood, which devieloped their
full strength between Ezva and the rise of the Maceabees, thin
is when the conutry was politically under foreien dominion ald
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its autonomy was of the spiritnal or enltural kind. the tenden-
¢ies in the direction of centralizing the guidance of the people
must have been asserted against the politically autonomous state
at a very ecarly period. No soon as a state was created. as under
the Maceabeans, the secular power absorbed the priestiv. domi-
nated 1t: and under Herod and the Herodians the highpriest
was a mere puppet in the hands of the ethnarch.  Apparently in
Irael a similar process took place.  Ahab and the Omrides were
intent upon builhiug up a secwlar state: the proplets appeared
as the troublers of Israel: 1t 1s they who undermined the <tate;
and the priests as Wellhausen puts it. always profit by the
leeey of the reforming prophets. The arm of the state. of
the king, was heavy upon them.  Religion as vepresented by the
Levitical priesthood made opposition to the secwlar tendencies
of th state which wonld hold 1t in check,  « These wovements
ad comrerauovements Lave not ceased vet.  Hosea may have
Lol reasons enough to find fault with the priests a~ Le knew
th-m: It he never disputed their right to aseendency based
1101 divie election, The kineship was to him and to the
propl t~ 1 general a Leathea 1 stitmtion. given i Jdivine anger.
TLe po-t of Dent. 33 i~ natioualist enongh to rejoice in Israel’s
Vietorio o~ position: but the spivitual Ieadership in that state he
wo o d e cord to Levic He wourld hiave 1t as in the days of Moses
wl u Jabvelr was King arel the propliet-priest his T sid, his
devoted servant,



