“CUT OFF FROM (ONE’S) PEOPLE": PUNITIVE EXPULSION I N THE
TORAH AND IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST
G. Thomas Hobson
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, MO

In contemporary ethical debate, it is common tor leeanmands from the Torah
being indiscriminately lumped together: “The Torfalbids homosexual behavior, but it
also forbids wearing mixed fabric, and eating leedebread during Passover.” Those
who make such an argument wish to construe aleétbféhese Torah commands as being
of equal seriousness. The problem with this typargument is that it confuses three
types of prohibitions, all of which carry differepénalties. The first prohibition carries a
death penalty, the second carries no explicit pgnahd the third calls for the offender to
be “cut off from his/her people” (known in Judaisas thekareth penalty). Such a
wholesale mixture of texts is not a legitimate waygharacterize the intent of the Torah’s
teaching, because it inappropriately ignores ditns in Israelite law that are clearly

signaled in the text itself.

Edwin Good writes:

A society’s values may be negatively attestedsrpitnishments for the
crimes it most detests. The more serious the pomest, the more the offense
represents the negation of what the society holdst dear. On this logic,
those crimes for which the offender is put to deafiresent the most blatant
rejection of the common valués.

Clarifying the meaning of thkarethpenalty can contribute to our understanding of
the relative severity of the offenses in the Torarhis paper will argue that tHereth
penalty is usually a form of expulsion from the eoumity. It will also demonstrate that

punitive expulsion as practiced in Israel fits inh@ legal practice of the ancient Near

Eastern cultural context.

! Edwin Good, “Capital Punishment and Its Alternagiin Ancient Near Eastern LawStanford
Law Reviewl9 [1966—67]): 947.



A large number of offenses in the Torah call far tifender to be “cut off from
his/her people” (th&arethpenalty). They include:

Failure to be circumcised— Genesis 17:14.

Eating leavened bread during Passover Exodus 12:15, 19.

Unauthorized production of sacred incense- Exodus 30:33.

Unauthorized production of sacred anointing oi Exodus 30:38.

Profaning the Sabbath— Exodus 31:14.

Eating sacrificial meat in a state of uncleanness Leviticus 7:20-21.

Eating blood — Leviticus 7:27; 17:10; 17:14.

Eating sacrificial fat — Leviticus 7:25.

Failing to slaughter meat as a sacrificégo YHWH — Leviticus 17:4, 9.

Committing “any of these abominations” listed in Leviticus 18 (according

to v. 29), including various forms of incest, séce to Molech, sex during

menstruation, homosexual intercourse, and besgtialit

Eating sacrificial meat that has been left over untthe third day —
Leviticus 19:8.

Offering children to Molech — Leviticus 20:3-5.
Patronizing mediums and wizards- Leviticus 20:6.
Brother-sister incest— Leviticus 20:17.

Sex during menstruation— Leviticus 20:18.

Approaching sacred giftsthat have been dedicated to YHWH, while one is
in a state of uncleanness — Leviticus 22:3.

Failure to afflict oneself during Yom Kippur — Leviticus 23:29.
Failure to keep the Passovewithout a sufficient excuse — Numbers 9:13.

Sinning “with a high hand”, that is, deliberately as opposed to
unintentionally, “despising the word of YHWH” — Niars 15:30-31.



Failure to cleanse oneself with holy wateafter defilement due to contact
with a dead person — Numbers 19:13, 20.
The Current Status of the Question
The meaning of th&areth penalty is a question to which today’s scholaterof
respond with either uncertainty or avoidance. @haffers not one word of comment on
the four appearances of thareth penalty in Exodus. Noth states without further
comment thakarethmeans to “be excluded from the cultic communitg aanished by

death.® Gerstenberger writes, “The severity of this pbmient remains a puzzlé.”

The predominant position on the meaning ofkheethpenalty at the moment is the
one developed by classical Judaism, Raakthis a divinely-imposed penalty consisting
of premature death of the offender and/or the e&tin of the offender’s descendants.
This interpretation goes back at least as far asS#ptuagint, where the terms as a
penalty is consistently translated by terms suctt@s0pevecbor (Seventeen times) and
amoAnven (Six times): Targum Ongelos, Neofiti I, and Pseudo-Jonatharayd use the
iStapa‘al of+s, “to cause to go out,” usually interpreted to mé&anfinish, complete,

end...make an end of, destrdyFMowever, the Samaritan Targum uses eitker(“to cut

2 Brevard Childs, The Book of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Comraent(Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1974). Cf. his comments on Exod 1219530:33, 38; and 31:14.

% Martin Noth,Leviticus: A Commentarftrans. J. E. Anderson; London: SCM, 1977), 63.

* Erhard Gerstenbergerleviticus: A Commentary(trans. Douglas W. Scott; Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1996), 237-38.

® Origen’s Hexapla offers the optiamaviconoetal at Genesis 17:14.

® Marcus JastrowA Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli a¥erushalmi, and the
Midrashic Literature(New York: Title Publishing, 1943; repr., Peabolgss.: Hendrickson, 2005), 1567.



off, break off") or the itpa‘al ofipy (“to be uprooted, detached, removed”) in all af th

karethpassages.

Josephus’ statemerAr(t. 3.12.1) that both incest and sex during mensooatarry
a death penalty in the Torah is further evidencehis understanding of thkareth
penalty. Yet Josephus also recounts historicalesge that a different interpretation also
existed in practice during the late intertestamepésiod: “And whenever anyone was
accused by the people of Jerusalem of eating umdtezd or violating the Sabbath or
committing any other such sin, he would flee to $trechemites, saying that he had been
unjustly expelled” Ant. 11.8.7).

Qumran uses the termm> to describe the eschatological annihilation ofwheked
(e.g. 1QS 1l 16-17). Yet Qumran gives more evigefoe the use of punitive expulsion
than any other Jewish source, although it doesusetthe ternma=3 for this penalty.
1QS VIII 22-23 states that one “who transgressesoed of the Torah of Moses
deliberately or through negligence, shall be badsfrr>w®) from the Council of the
Community and never come back again,” a statenmattdearly indicates how Qumran
implements Numbers 15:30-31. Persons guilty advedent sin are allowed to return if
they keep a clean record for two years (1QS VIHZA).

In tractate Kerithot of the Mishnah, 3@reth offenses and their punishments are
discussed by the rabbis of the first two centu@ds. If these offenses were committed
unintentionally, a sin offering is prescribed. Butm. Mak. 3:2, several of the&areth

crimes are penalized by scourgih@.he tractate goes on in m. Mak. 3:15 to stateitha

7 JastrowDictionary, 1108 tPY); 1351 ptp).
8 The version of the Mishnah cited throughout thiper is Herbert Danbfhe Mishnah: Translated



an offender is scourged, the penalty of “Extirpatigkaret) no longer applies, since
justice has been satisfied.

The problem with the consensus developed by clas3imaism is that the history
of early Jewish interpretation does not guarandéahle results, especially when dealing
with social or cultural elements that may have bleshto later memory. The history of
interpretation of the command “You shall not bokid in its mother’'s milk” is proof of
the unreliability of using history of interpretati®o determine original meanifig.

Von Rad is possibly the first scholar to argue thatkareth penalty refers to “the
excommunication of the offender” rather than a dhref divine exterminatioff. He
writes:

In H as well as P we still find ancient ban formeulghich quite certainly were

formerly practiced in cultic life in a very conceetorm. “Cutting off f-3)

from the midst of the people of Israel” is partamly frequently mentioned

(Lev. XVIL.4, 9f., 14, XX.3, 5f.; Num. 1X.13, XV.3031 and frequently). The

Deuteronomic formula too, “you shall purges) the person or thing out of

your midst” is to be judged in the same way (Dedtl.6 [5], XVII.7, 12,

XXI.21). Thearur formulae also belong here (W. ZimmerliznA.W, 1954,

pp. 13ff.). The fate of a sacrally expelled persas terrible (Gen. 1V.13f.),

for as the bearer of a curse it was impossibldiior to find shelter in another

community; he was refused admission to all otheugs, and, because at that

time no one could dispense with relationships f@estatural powers, he was
forced into the arms of the unlawful cults of magic

Von Rad does not offer any evidence to substantisté¢heory. However, he does

argue that the phrase “he shall bear his iniguity x2*) means simply that “the agent

is abandoned to the evil which he has occasionedhjth in some cases involved

From the Hebrew with Brief Introductory and Expléoy Notes(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933).

° On the basis of the Ugaritic text CTA 23:14 (= BT:14), “Cook a kid in milk, a lamb in butter”,
current scholarship holds that Exod 23:19b (= ERdd26b; Deut 14:21d) is a prohibition of a Canaanit
fertility ritual, a datum evidently forgotten bytéa interpreters.

19 Gerhard von Radld Testament Theologyrans. D. M. G. Stalker; 2 vols.; New York: Harpe
1962), 1:264.

1 von Rad;Theology,1: 264n182.



“‘excommunication from the community by the proncement of a ban over the
offender,” although von Rad concedes that this“tadually amounted to a sentence of

death.™ Von Rad’s theory has been followed by WesterrmamhPope, among othéfs.

In 1954, Zimmerli analyzed the use ®of> in cases where it appears to mean
“destroy” or “exterminate™ Zimmerli argues that this use sf> is confined almost
entirely to the hip'‘il conjugation. This would @l for a less severe meaning of the term
in most instances of thkareth formula, wheremm> occurs in the nip‘al conjugation.
Zimmerli refers to th&arethformula in its hip‘il form as “eine Bannformel,”mich can
mean either the pronouncement of a spell or ciasen(the classic rabbinic view) or a
declaration of banishment (which would favor vordR&aheory). Zimmerli's position is
much clearer in his commentary on Ezekiel, wherenvhtes that “already at an early
period Israel clearly knew a type of sacred lawcokhprotected certain orders of cultic
taboo and which concluded with a pregnant formuiadbanishment.” Ultimately,
Zimmerli seekarethas involving both exclusion from tliBundesvolkand the eventual

outworking of divine punishment in cases where dieath penalty is called for but is

never implemented.

Morganstern presents a theory tkatethwas originally understood as death at the

hand of God, but then developed into excommunioatio practice in the post-exilic

12\/on Rad,Theology 1: 268.

13 Claus WestermannGenesis 12-36: A Commenta(yrans. John J. Scullion; Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1985), 266—67; Marvin Pope, “Excommundrgt IDB 2:184. See also Karl Elligekeviticus
(HAT 4; Tabingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1966), 101. Edrgusesausgemerz(‘amputated”) in his translation of
thekarethpenalty.

14 Walther Zimmerli, “Die Eigenart der prophetiscHeede des EzechielZAW66 (1954): 1-26.

15 Walther Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1(trans. Ronald E. Clements; Hermeneia; PhiladelpRortress,
1979), 304.



period’® Morganstern sees excommunication as a secondaglapment, making its
first appearance in the Priestly Code, which héelies to be post-exilic, in contrast to H
legislators, who use “cut off” in its primary senseret Morganstern theorizes that
excommunication “was undoubtedly current amongpiteeCanaanite Israelite clans and
tribes, and, as Judges 11:2-11 shows, persistddast into the earliest period of
settlement in Palestiné?”

Morganstern cites the example of circumcision im&gs 17:14 as key to his case:

Now this same characteristic, late Priestly imglaaof excommunication, of
disqualification and disbarment from the commurofylsrael and from its
peculiar, intimate relations with Yahwe, is mantfgsnherent in the entire
legislation for circumcision in Gen. 17:9-14...Thosho refuse to submit to
the rite of circumcision...have practically excommuated themselves from
fellowship in Israel and from participation in theult of Yahwe. And
certainly from the standpoint of Israel itself theyst have been regarded as
excommunicated and outside the fold. Only this andmore can be the
implication of the punishment of “cutting off” in.vl4. Certainly the
consideration of ultimate, premature death at Yasweands is very remote
here’®

Like Morganstern, Phillips sedsareth as excommunication. He theorizes that it
was employed during the post-exilic period as ansed# commuting all death penalty

offenses except murdér.

Hasel's entry fomn> in TDOT attempts to accommodate both interpretations of

kareth?® Hasel writes:

16 Julian Morganstern, “Addenda to ‘The Book of thev€nant, Part Ill—Theluggim;” HUCA
8f (1931-32): 33-58.

" Morganstern, “Addenda,” 57n57.

18 Morganstern, “Addenda,” 48n52 (note begins on 43).

19 Anthony Phillips, Ancient Israel’s Criminal LawfOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1970), 28-32.
% Gerhard F. Hasel,#1>,” TDOT 7:339-52.



It is certain that the final goal of the senten@swhe premature death of the

offender...In the majority of offenses, “cuttingf’'omeans a “cutting out”

which leads to “banishment” or “excommunication”orft the cultic

community and the covenant people...the cultic camity or the clan can

“cut off” the offender (to the extent that the ofée is known) from life in

God’s presence through exclusion. The one so f€us ¢hen left to God as

the ultimate agent of final punishméht.

The only extensive attempt to examine Kageth penalty discovered so far is the
doctoral dissertation of Donald Wold, written undee supervision of Jacob Milgroth.
Wold’s conclusions are echoed in Milgrom’s commaemtkarethto such an extent that

their views will be referred to as the Wold-Milgrgrosition.

Wold argues that the phrase “shall be cut off frbm people” is a divine
extermination cursé&, parallel to standard Near Eastern curses thatcrald deity to
“erase his name and seed from the land.” Woldgmtssatour de forceof references to
“destroying one’s seed” throughout the ancient N&sst. The closest parallel he finds to
the biblicalkarethformula isnapiStum nafsuy, “to cut off a life.”™ He also claims that
the verbsnasihum (“to expel”)® halagum (“to make disappear®,and the Phoenician

nsp (“to cut off”),”” are parallels t&areth

2 Hasel, TDOT, 348.

22 Donald John Wold, “The Meaning of the Biblical Réy ‘Kareth™ (Ph.D. diss., University of
California at Berkeley, 1978).

B Wold, “Kareth,” 254: “(Karethis a conditional divine curse of extinction in é@sginal form.”
*Wold, “Kareth,” 15-18.

% \Wold, “Kareth,” 20: “Althoughmo: is not used with the karefienalty in the Priestly source,
there is no question about its semantic paralletssthe vertnn> outside of P.”

26 \Wold, “Kareth,” 22-23.
27 \Wold, “Kareth,” 27-28.



Wold interprets the termy to mean one’s family or kiff. To be “cut off’ from
one’s kin not only means eternal isolation afteaitiebut also the extermination of one’s
family line (which Wold finds also in the warninghty shall die childless”). Wold sees

the witness of ancient Judaism as being unanimoaspport of this position.

Wold explains the phenomenon of laws that call both kareth and the death
penalty as being one penalty added on top of therdt The offender will be both
executed and eternally exterminated, and if thenofér escapes execution, God will still

exterminate that soul.

Wold breaks new ground in his full chapter of metotis analysis of evidence from
the LXX, which he demonstrates to be unanimoussitranslation ofin> as destruction
or extermination rather than expulsi8nWold finds Qumran to be unanimous in treating
kareth as destructio®. He also argues that Ezekiel “nationalizésitreth applying a
punishment aimed at the individual to the nationaawhole by means of the Exile,
although he sees this punishment as not expulsiom the land per se, but total
annihilation of the wickeéf. Finally, Wold devotes a chapter to discussinglipels to
the Hebrew concept of afterlife: the Egyptian cgtoef “going to one’s Ka,” and the

Mesopotamian expression “to be joined to the gholstee’s relatives® Both of these,

28\Wold, “Kareth,” 8-12.

29 Wold, “Kareth,” 58: “When the karetbenalty is juxtiposed [sic] toa nm it is imposed not in
the absence of but sdditionto death by man.”

30 wold, “Kareth,” 130-59.
31 wold, “Kareth,” 160-85.
32 Wold, “Kareth,” 122-23.
%3 Wold, “Kareth,” 186—249.



in Wold’s view, reinforce the theory th&areth involves extinction of the sinner and

his/her seed.

While one of Wold’s strongest arguments is his appe proposed Near Eastern
parallels, he concedes, “To date, our search ofAtledian sources has turned up no

examples of katu with either_napiStuner awilumas its object so as to provide an exact

parallel to the biblical karetformula with the verb katu.”** But he also asserts, with

regard to the theory ddarethas expulsion, “our investigation of kardths not produced
a single ancient opinion which might be broughsupport of this interpretation. Kareth
as excommunication is a purely modern inventi&nWhile Wold’s statement regarding
ancient opinion may be true, there is no lack dernmal biblical evidence for the
expulsion theory, nor is there lack of Near Eastaridence for expulsion as punishment,

which evidence this paper intends to set forth.

Like Wold, Milgrom claims, “Jewish exegesis unanimly holds thakaret is a
divine penalty but is in disagreement concernirgg ékact nature® He notes that
“[m]ost moderns” definkarethas excommunication or death by human hand, and eve
credits Qumran as holding to this position (cohtfald). But Milgrom rejects any notion
that kareth is a humanly administered punishment of any kiedaise it is always

applied to deliberate sins against God, not agaimstans.

34Wold, “Kareth,” 15.

% Wold, “Kareth,” 50. Wold's chief objection tkareth as a lesser penalty than death is that it
“strips karethof its force as a deterrent to misconduct.” (Ipid.

3 Jacob Milgrom Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introductiand CommentargAnchor
Bible 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 457.



As to the exact nature &hareth Milgrom offers two options, without preference fo
either’” One possibility is extirpation of the offendelise of descendants. Milgrom
cites five biblical texts as proof: Psalm 109:18lR4:10; Malachi 2:12; Numbers 16:33;
and Deuteronomy 29:19. None is a precise parall¢he karethformula in the Torah.
The first two use then> root, but there is no proof thatt woim may be equated with
one’s name or seed. His latter two examples havienguistic connection to thieareth
formula at all. Milgrom’s best example is Malachll2, but despite his claim that “the
context clearly speaks of the extirpation of thee)f® one could argue instead that the
context is actually Ezra's excommunication of thosbo married foreign wives.
Milgrom cites the Hittite “Instructions for Templ@fficials” as an alleged parallel to
Malachi 2:12, a case of collective punishment where deity avenges sacrificial
malpractice by extirpation of the offender’s enfiaenily and descendants, but his appeal

is unconvincing?

Milgrom offers as an alternative the possibilitatkarethis the prevention of the
offender from rejoining one’s ancestors in the difee*® He presentkarethas the exact
reverse of being “gathered to (one’s) peopteSuch an interpretation would indicate

that karethwas intended as an individual punishment rathan th collective one. Yet

37 Milgrom, AB 3, 458-60.
38 Milgrom, AB 3, 459.

% Ibid.

0 Milgrom, AB 3, 459-60.

“l See Num 20:24; 27:13; 31:2; Gen 25:8, 17; 35:2@ 49:33, where2aY is actually used.
Milgrom cites additional examples whemeR is used.



Milgrom goes on to argue that the two possibiliteée not mutually exclusive, and that

both threats may have been include#aneth no descendants and no afterfife.

Finally, Milgrom explains the naming of bokareth and the death penalty in the
cases of Molech and Sabbath violations: “Whereaskdhet cases assume that the sin
takes place in private so that only the deity isuanof the crime, the Molech and Sabbath
violations are performed in public and, unless phed at once by judicial execution,

they may demoralize the entire community.”

Lafont is possibly the only scholar to connect plossibility of banishment in Israel
with evidence for banishment in the ancient NeastEa She cites CH 8154 (“If a
gentleman has sex with his daughter, they shallenthkt gentleman leave the city”),
along with YOS 10 31 (“I'exilé qui a été chasséieedra dans sa ville”), and the Hittite
provision of banishment for the sin béirkel.*> Lafont writes, “De fait, le sort du pére
incesteaux a Babylone est peut-étre a rapprochefedeommunication hébraique,
consistant a retrancher moralement, et sans dosgt matériellement, le pécheur de la

communauté religieuse et sociale.”

2 Milgrom, AB 3, 460.
3 Ibid.

4 Sophie LafontFemmes, Droit, et Justice dans I'’Antiquite orieatéDBO 165; Fribourg: Editions
Universitaires, 1999), 184-85.

> See the discussion of the Hittite concepthofkel in Harry A. Hoffner, “Incest, Sodomy, and
Bestiality in the Ancient Near East,” @rient and Occident: Essays Presented to Cyrus Goraoh the
Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthdayed. Harry A. Hoffner; AOAT 22; Neukirchener-Viuye
Neukirchener Verlag, 1973), 81-90. Hoffner deszsiburkel as a serious sin or taboo. According to
Hoffner, every extant example bdirkelis sexual in nature.

46| afont,Femmes185.



The Meaning ofnns

The basic meaning af-> is “separation.” Out of its 288 occurrences in the
Hebrew Bible,n> is used 90 times as the verb in the idiomatic esgon “to make a
covenant.” Outside Hebrew, thke root is only used to denote physical cutting, &nd
not used for either of the two chief secondary negmit has developed in Hebrew:

removal and destruction, which account for 14&®bccurrences in the Hebrew Bible.

Spatial separation from a specific place is themmgpofnas in Joshua 3:16, where
the waters of the Jordan are “cut off.” One kegregle is 1 Kings 9:7, where YHWH
promises that if the nation disobeys, “I will cut tsrael from the land that | have given
them,” the fulfillment of which becomes the ultimaexample of banishment, the
Babylonian exile; in the parallel to this passa@e€hr 7:20),wn is used fonn>, clearly
demonstrating a non-fatal meaning for in this case. In Zechariah 141> clearly

refers to an expulsion in the distant future: “Haifl go into exile, but the rest of the

people shall not be cut difom the city’

The OT uses several different verbs to unambigyoesbress the concept of
expulsion. Almost none of them is used in a legaitext. Lepers are expelletbg) in
Numbers 5:2-3 7 is used for the self-imposed banishment of Absa@r8am 14:13—
14). The expressiome 11 75w is used to describe the Exile in Jeremiah 52:3 Kgs

24:20; see also Deut 29:27; 2 Kgs 17:20; Jer 7:Th rootos is clearly cognate to the

“” A more complete treatment of the issues surrountlie meaning of the verim= in the biblical
kareth penalty will be presented in Chapter Two of G. flas Hobson, “Cut Off From (One’s) People:
Punitive Expulsion in the Torah,” Ph.D. diss., Corttia Seminary — St. Louis, forthcoming.



Akkadian nasthum, which even Wold correctly translates as “expgél.Proverbs 2:22
uses it as a poetic parallel of>: “But the wicked will bena> from the land, and the
treacherous will beoy from it.” The rootw: is used to denote Solomon’s banishment of
Abiathar (1 Kgs 2:27).w"1 is used for Adam and Eve’s banishment (Gen 3&s})yell

as the banishment of Cain (Gen 4:14). The Poatclearly refers to punitive expulsion

in Ezra 10:8, and is one of the chief terms forifim expulsion at Qumran.

The verb-m is used 16 times in the OT. It is the root thaistrclosely resembles
N> in its use. Four times it is used to mean “slitejce it is used as the verb in the
expression “to make a decree” (Est 2:12, Job 2228]) the rest are very similar to the
figurative sense afa>. In 2 Chronicles 26:21, leprous Uzziah is “cutfodm the house
of YHWH,” the closest parallel to biblicklarethas separation. In Leviticus 16:22, the
live scapegoat is taken to “a land cut off,” isolated from civilization. A similar use is
found in Habakkuk 3:17, “though the flock be cutfodm the fold.” In Isaiah 53:8 (“cut
off from the land of the living”), the added spedify of the phrase “from the land of the
living” makes it clear that death is in view hespécificity that the&kareth penalty lacks).
In both Lamentations 3:54 and Ezekiel 37:11, theakpr speaks of being presently “cut
off” (no predicate); the use of the perfect tensergithens the sense that the meaning is

separation or isolation rather than “destructi@mjite the speaker is alive while speaking.

The passages whekareth appears most likely to be punitive expulsion dre t

passages that meet the following criteria: 1. Themy2-clause that clearly delineates a

community from which the subject is separated;n:i2is either used in the singular or

“8\Wold, “Kareth,” 20: “Althoughros is not used with the karefienalty in the Priestly source, there
is no question about its semantic parallelism ew#rbna> outside of P.”



has been replaced by “Israel,” “the congregatiar,from my presence” (the use of
29pr may also add to the concept of a physical separati3. No contextual obstacles
exist to a meaning of expulsion rather than death. The verb is in the nip‘al

conjugation, which is less likely to connote destien than the hip‘il conjugation.

The first person singular hip‘il form of> found in Leviticus 20:1-6, where the
verb clearly refers to destruction, occurs a tofaflO times in the Hebrew Bibfé. All
but once it is found in the mouth of YHWH (in Joah2B:4, it is spoken by Joshua). In
addition, there are five casesrofc in the hip‘il infinitive construct that are alsafp of
first person statements by YHWH.An examination of this evidence indicates that th
na> pronouncements in passages such as Leviticus @@rk-a form of divine prophetic

speech, to be distinguished from penalties foustat

The verbma> in Hebrew is ambiguous enough to allow for measitigat involve
either destruction or mere removal. For instandeen the Canaanites were “cut off,”
many were destroyed, but many were driven aub)( which is consistent with a
meaning of “removal.” Both in Hebrew and in otlsamitic languages, one must look to
other verbs such asmwn or mbw for clarity on what is intended. This may be why

ceases to be used to denote either expulsion tnudiésn. This may also explain why

karethas a biblical penalty requires explanation foedaewish readers.

4 ev 20:3, 5, 6; 26:22, 30; Josh 23:4; 1 Sam 2233am 7:9; 1 Kgs 9:7; 14:10; 21:21; 2 Kgs 9:8; 1
Chr 17:8; Isa 14:22; Ezek 14:8, 13, 17; 21:8, 972%3, 16; 29:8; 30:15; 35:7; Amos 1.5, 8; 2:3cNai9,
10, 11, 12; Nah 1:14; 2:14; Zeph 1:3, 4; 3:6; Z8dh 10; 13:2.

%0 ps 101:8; Isa 48:9; Jer 44:11; Ezek 14:19, 21.



Ancient Near Eastern Evidence for Expulsion as a Palty for Offenses

The paucity of evidence for the criminal penaltyegpulsion from the community
would appear to be an argument against the thetwgcated in this paper. CH 8154 is
the only extant statute in any Near Eastern lanedbdt explicitly calls for this practice.
However, Westbrook cautions that Near Eastern lades are not comprehensive
legislation, and that we must therefore beware afgtiments from silence™
Furthermore, both Finkelstéfhand Loewenstamr point out that there is very little
textual evidence that penalties in any of the Neastern law codes were carried out as
stipulated. For example, virtually no executions &dultery or murder are recorded,
other than the employment of the river ordealAlRM 26 24958, although there are
numerous instances of blood money paid. Numerassscof both offenses may have
been dealt with outside the court system and camrsgly may not have been recorded.
Furthermore, legal codes are practically neverdcitethe decisions recorded in ancient
Near Eastern court documents, although royal decaee sometimes citéd.Evidence
for actual legal practice needs to be sought itstextside the ancient law codes, such as

royal decrees, court records, historical texts, lattdrs>

1 Raymond WestbroolStudies in Biblical and Cuneiform LaRaris: Gabalda, 1988), 5-7.

%2 Jacob J. Finkelsteimfhe Ox That GoreqTransactions of the American Philosophical Sqrciet
71/2; Philadelphia: American Philosophical Socié§81), 40.

%3 Samuel Loewenstamromparative Studies in Biblical and Ancient Oridritderatures (AOAT
204; Kevalaer: Neukirchener Verlag, 1980), 146-53.

> Raymond Westbrook (“Cuneiform Law Codes and th@ifs of Legislation,”ZA 79 [1989]:
214-15) cites the edicts of Uru’inimgina of Lag@&dnmi-saduga of Babylon, Telepinus of Hatti, and
Horemheb of Egypt as examples of royal legislatipmecree that supersedes written law codes.

%> One is forced to resort to these sources in Egvipére no written law codes have been discovered
to date.



A semantic field must be identified in which to kofor the equivalent okarethas
expulsion in these texts, sinéet does not carry this meaning outside Hebrew. In
Akkadian documents, the causativeswddim (“to go out”) andgalim (“to go into
exile”) form a part of this field, along with theefbs taradum (“to send away”) and

naszhum (“to expel”). In Hebrew (at Qumran), the vertfst and%=2 also form a part

of this field.

Criteria for what qualifies as punitive expulsiomshbe delineated. The following
methodology will be used. First, fugitives fronsfice or from capture will be eliminated
from consideration. Second, exiled peoples (palgity as a result of conquest) will not
be included; an identifiable crime must be the oaafor the expulsion. Third, other
expulsions that are non-judicial in nature, suctewastions from a field or a house, will
not be included. Finally, because some of kheeth crimes in the OT appear to be
punished by expulsion from the cultus, punitive @gwns will be defined to include not

only expulsion from a city or nation, but also tsmment from temple or palace.
This research will seek to accomplish two goals:

1. It will seek to remove any possible objectibattthere is not enough evidence

for the practice of punitive expulsion in the amtiBlear East.

2. It will seek to demonstrate that there is merelence for the punitive expulsion
theory onkareth than there is for the Wold-Milgrom divine-exterration theory, for
which there is no evidence of such a penalty witha body of stipulations of any Near

Eastern legal text.



Research yields the following results, which wié grouped in three categories.
The first category will consist of texts where ttennection withkarethappears to be the
strongest. The second category will consist ofste¥hose resemblance karethis less
strong, but which serve nevertheless as evidencéh® practice of banishment in the
ancient Near East. The final category will cont&éents where it is unclear whether
punitive expulsion is being practiced at all, makthem of marginal value at best. In

each category, the texts will also be grouped g fperiod.
Near Eastern punitive expulsion texts most closelesembling biblical kareth.
A. Second millennium B.C.E. texts and earlier.
1. CH 8154 — Hammurabi of Babylon, ca. 1750 B.C.E.
Akkadian text:

Sum-ma a-wi-lundumu.munussw il-ta-ma-ad a-wi-lam Su-a-tiiru u,-Se-essu,-u,-

“If a gentleman has had intercourse with his dasghthey shall make that

gentleman leave the city?”
Driver and Miles observe on this statute,

This penalty of banishment will include loss of i§nand property as well as
citizenship and is perhaps more severe than tlestpbed in 8158, where the
offender is driven from his ancestral home. Naghim said of the fate of the

%6 E. BergmannCodex Hammurabi: Textus Primigenj ed. (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1953), cuneiform = 19, R 10, lines 67-72. Tramshatited here is from “The Code of Hammurabi,”
translated by Theophile J. MeekNET,172). The present writer has substituted “gentleénfier Meek’s
“seignior” (@wilum). Transcription in H.-Dieter VielThe Complete Code of Hammur#Bivols.; Munich:
Lincom Europa, 2005), 2:566.



daughter; but, as she is under the dominion of fatirer, she cannot be
regarded as a free agent and presumably is nashpeoki

Why is this the only offense that Hammurabi peredizvith removal from the
community? The offense is not treated as a deatllfy crime, but given its similarity
to the sex-crime of Enlil (see the “Myth of Enlihé Ninlil” below) and its perceived
defiling character, this offense in CH 8154 prolatdrried a stigma of defilement that
necessitated expulsion of the perpetrator. Indaethng the Hittites, Hoffner cites a

purification ritual employed specifically for casefsfather-daughter incest.
2. Myth of Enlil and Ninlil, lines 59-61 — Suméhjrd millennium B.C.E.
Sumerian text:
9En-lil, u-zugs-ge [iri-ta ba-ra-¢
YNu-nam-nir y-zug:-ge iri-ta ba-ra-g
"¥En-lil, nig,-nam-$g nam mu-un-tar-ra-ke
"INu-nam-nir nig-nam-$g nam mu-un-tar-ra-ke
%En-lil, is-gen....
Akkadian version:
MIN (i. e., OIEn-IiIz) mu-su-uk-kum i-na a-li lits
MIN (i. e., °Nu-nam-ni) mu-su-uk-kum i-na a-li lits
MIN (i. e., °Nu-nam-ni) a-na &im-ti $ata-si-mu

MIN (i. e., “En-Iil) il-la-ak...

" G. R. Driver and John C. MileShe Babylonian Lawg vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1952), 1:318.

%8 Hoffner, “Incest, 89.



“This sex-criminal Enlil will leave the town!

This sex-criminal Nunamnir will leave the town!

Enlil, in accordance with that which had been dedids destiny
Nunamnir, in accordance with that which had beedgel as destiny
Enlil (did) go (away)...*”

Several texts must be pieced together for this mwthere the divine council
decrees banishment on the god Enlil for seducinimpregnating an underage female.
In an early attempt by Kramer to reconstruct thighmEnlil's arrest and banishment are
overlooked entirely? Only four out of the twenty extant texts of thigth contain these
lines, although three additional texts contain finagts®®  Enlil's pregnant partner
follows him on his journey to the underworld, andeg birth to the moon god Zuen (=

Sin).

In his more recent translation of this myth, Jaeobsxplains his translation of the

term y-zugs-6s:

The term translated ‘sex offender’ denotes a peragm for reasons

connected with sex is, or has become, taboo; tesmpgras for instance a
menstruating woman, or permanently, as here. Beeofi this term, and the
penalty of banishment imposed, shows that Enliffernse was considered a
crime, an act threatening society as a whole, figblaecause divine anger
would bring retribution on the society unless tifilermder were removed from
it.62

9 The text-critical edition of this myth is HermamehrendsEnlil und Ninlil: Ein sumerischer
Mythos aus Nippu¢Studia Pohl: Series Maior), Rome: Pontifical Bibl Institute, 1978. Translation cited
here is from Thorkild JacobsorStimerian MythologyA Review” (JNES5 [1946]): 133.

0 Samuel KramerSumerian Mythologyrev. ed.; New York: Harper, 1961), 43—-47.
&1 BehrendsEnlil und Ninlil, 28.

2 Thorkild JacobsenThe Harps That Once: Sumerian Poetry in Translatiblew Haven: Yale



The date of the myth is uncertain, but it probaddihoes reality in Mesopotamia in
the late third millennium B.C.E. Several featuofghis myth are striking. How does
such an unflattering tale come to be told abouttist prominent Sumerian deity? And
why is he punished with a penalty that, while ewmitie not unknown in early
Mesopotamia, is so rarely attested in extant liteeaof the period? Indeed, Jacobsen
points out that banishment was a severe penaltywpaced to the approach of later
Sumerian law, which only called for enforced mayeian cases like the present c&sén
an earlier analysis, Jacobsen writes, “since inset® imply that Enlil must take the road
to the nether world and the realm of death theysteay reflect a development from an

earlier punishment of death to a later one by themént, or vice vers&”

The practice of banishment of an uzugyalso found on Gudea Statue B (ca. 2100

B.C.E.)®
(15) lw uzug (KAxU2)-ga np-gal
(col. iv. 1) lp-si-gis-a (2) NITA.UD (3) munus-g-dw-ga (4) iri-ta im-ta-egl
(5) dupsik-bi munus-e nuil(6) s& ur-sa&-e mu-na-dgl

“Persons ritually unclean, unpleasant to look &t (&d) women doing wotkhe

banished from the city; no woman would carry theke# only the best of the warriors

University Press, 1987), 174n18.
% Ibid.

% Thorkild JacobseriToward the Image of Tammuz and Other Essays on pd&smian History
and Culture(ed. William L. Moran; HSS 21; Cambridge: Harvatdiversity Press, 1970), 207.

% Dietz Otto Edzard@Gudea and His Dynasi§Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia Early Periodk 3
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), 32].do.15—-iv.6. Cuneiform text in Rafael Jiménez
Zamudio, Inscriptiones Sumerias de las Estatuas de Gudelaadash: Texto Transliterado y Cuneiforme
con Notas, Léxico y SignarigMadrid: Ediciones de la Universidad Auténoma, 7)9919, with
transcription on 91-92.



would work for him.” The text is a dedication ofvative offering by Gudea, ruler of

Lagas, for “Ningirsu, mighty warrior of Enlil.”

Gudea’s inscriptions include another referencédouzug (spelledatsiii-ni or -
Shg-ni) which occurs almost verbatim on both StatueoB 7, line 34, and on Cylinder B
col. 18, line 1: “In his/my city the one (who appad) unclean to someone was permitted
to sleep (only) outside€’” Again, although the cause of defilement is lefspecified, the
uzug must not be permitted to remain in the city.

The term uzug occurs in seven distinct forms or spellings, adicwy to the
Pennsylvania Sumerian Dictionay. The term is used in the name Ki-uzug, a city
quarter in Suruppak, indicating a possible locahems the unclean must be confiriédt
occurs in the name of a city gateMAT 10610, rev., line 14: “When [you] enter the Gate
of the Impure like a storm” (kagal..zug bar.Segga.bi tu.ra.[zu.dg]), possibly
indicating the place where the unclean are expdlenh their city/° The term also
appears to be the epithet of a neighborhood deifyré-Sargonic Lagas (twenty-fourth
century B.C.E.): “Its deity is Nin-wpuU, the Impure One of Ekur” (dingir-8Nin-ur,;-bu

ux-ka-e-kur-ra)/* While Biggs rejects this meaning for an epittat & deity;” at least

% Milgrom (AB 3, 763) translates “the woman in labor | causedamut of the city,” by which he
means women in childbirth; the context seems taatd otherwise.

5 Edzard Gudea 36; 98.

%  Ppennsylvania Sumerian Dictionary, “muzug,” n. pcitdd 5/12/2009], online:

http://psd.museum.upenn.edu/cgi-bin/xfi?xff=e3866

% Piotr SteinkellerThird Millennium Legal and Administrative Textstire Iraq Museum, Baghdad
(texts by John Nicholas Postgate; Winona Lake,: I&ikenbrauns, 1992), 21; Otto EdzaB8limerische
Rechtsurkunde(Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wisehaften 1968), 62.

0 Cited in William LambertBabylonian Wisdom Literatur@xford: Clarendon, 1960), 120.

"I Field number: 2H-T25. Robert D. Biggs, “Pre-SanigdRiddles from Lagash,JNES 32 (1973),
cuneiform = 31, col.1, lines-B.

2 Biggs, “Riddles,” 33.



two Sumerian myths feature deities who have beaanaly defiled by a sex crime (see
the myth of Enlil and Ninli above, and the mythN#rgal and Ereskigal below).

In addition, the term uzug is found in at leaseéhSumerian proverbs. The most
pertinent one of these is a proverb in a collechipriGordon®

1.40 ( = PSD 1:52): ninda-ni ninda-zug hex-alu; nam-bj-in-Sw-Sp “May his
bread be (as) bread (made by an) unclean (womathh@man eat it

The Akkadian cognate to uzug is used in the mytNe@fgal and Ereskigal, where
the queen of the underworld seduces Nergal, thes biackmail to get the heavenly gods
to send him back to her permanently. She says,

5 [That god, whom] you sent here, has had intereowish me, let him lie

with me.

6 Dispatch [that god] to me, that he may be my hodbthat he may spend

the night with me.

7 1 am sexually defiledngu-suk-ka-ku-mjal am not pure, | cannot execute

the judgments of the great gods. (These linesepeated verbatim in lines

21-23.)

Ereskigal claims that she is ritually impure, ostbly because she has been
seduced. The only difference between this casetandnyth of Enlil and Ninlil is that

here, both parties are consenting adults. EreSkigaelares that the remedy for her

3 Edmund . GordonSumerian Proverbs: Glimpses of Everyday Life in idmic Mesoptamia
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Univeydiluseum, 1959), 457; 258.

" The text and translation followed here is thaTbérkild Jacobsen, which differs from the version
of 1.40 given on page 60. Jacobsen comments tiEne, reference is to the taboo on bread-making —
typically a woman'’s task — during periods of menation.”

> Oliver R. Gurney, “The Sultantepe Tablets (Corgiu VII. The Myth of Nergal and
Ereshkigal,”Anatolian Studied0 (1960): 122—-23.



defilement is for her seducer to marry her. Alsecause she is defiled, Ereskigal claims
that she is unable to execute the judgments@{da-ni di-n) of the great gods. While
there is no banishment here (to where could onéshdrer?), Ereskigal’s inability to
perform in her divine office is tantamount to bdument.

The term uzugand its loanword in Akkadian convey a meaning thstensibly
stands behind both the punitive expulsion in CH4&4&8d the Torah’s practice kéreth
It is sufficiently early and geographically close lboth legal codes to be one logical

influence behind both of these legal formulations.

3. ARM 26 206:17-22 (= A 3893) — Mari, reign of Zimri-Linca. 1775-1760

B.C.E.

Akkadian text:

a-na <g>la-nex-e ru-gu-um-ma a-seak-ka-am li-te-er-ruu, Sa ri-i-sa-am ip-pu-
Su i-na a-linf' li-8é-su-u,

“Give orders to the cities to return the taboo mate Whoever commits an act of

violence shall be expelled from the city.”

The above passage is a decree by an anonymousepropBagan, according to
Yaqqgim-addu in a letter to King Zimri-Lim. It id¢ clearest punitive expulsion in the
extant documents from Mari. The prophet requesisnd to eat, and proceeds to devour
it raw (literally “alive™). The prophet then assbles the elders in front of the city gate

and declares, “A devouringiultum) will take place!” This declaration has been take

® Transcription in Jean-Marie Duranéirchives Epistolaires de Mari I/1 (Archives RoyattesMari
XXVI, Paris: Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1988), 4i8és 19-22. Translation cited here is from Martt
Nissinen,Prophets and Prophecy in the Ancient Near Hast Peter Machinist; SBL Writings from the
Ancient World 12; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Litature, 2003), 38.



to mean a threat of either an epidemic among tkiecar an even greater catastrophe.
At this point, the prophet makes his demand thatities return thasakky and calls for

the expulsion of anyone who has committesit

The termasakkurefers to taboo material, possibly belonging wedy in this case
rather than to royalty. But the act @§u prompting expulsion in this oracle is unclear;
according to Nissinen, Durand’s translation “acviaience” is based on the word’s only

other extant occurrence in a Late Babylonian text.

The CAD (14:376) definesisuas “assault.” It citeSNES15 136:82 ((-is[var. —i]-
sa luipus risibta luipu§ “though he committed assault, though he committdabery
[may he be absolved]”). It derives the word frohe tverbrasu to smash or crush
(14:183). Heimpel adds, “This verb is used of daoeSa qaqqara i@su ‘that strikes the

ground’.”®

8. “From the Instructions of the Border Guardsiieb 11-16 — Hittite, ca. 1400

B.C.E.
Hittite text:
ka-ru-w-li-ja [md-ah-ha-anKUR.KUR-kan, an-da_lu-ur-ki-la-as
IS-hi-uz-ul i-ja-an ku-e-da-ni-as-kanJRU-ri ku-as-ki-ir na-as- kan
ku-wa-as-kagprdu ku-e-da-ni-ma-as-katyRU-ri ar-ha par-hi-is-ki-ir

na-as-kam ar-ha parn-hi-is-kan-du nam-ma-z&RU-aSEGIR-an-da wa-ar-ap-du

" Nissinen,Prophets 39.

8 Wolfgang Heimpelletters to the King of Mari: A New Translation, kitlistorical Introduction,
Notes, and CommentaWinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 256n249.



nam-ma w(a-ta)r-na-alma-an e-es-du na-as-sa-&GIR-pa li-e
ku-is-ki tar-na-i ku-i-Sa-an-Sa-aBGIR-pa tar-na-i na-an Sa-ku-wa-an-za

As it has been from olden days — in a town in whieky have been
accustomed to imposing the death penalty, they sbatinue to do so. But
in a town where they have been accustomed to imgasiile, they shall
continue that (custom). Furthermore, the citizeima| bathe afterwards, and
there shall be a public announcement. No one Bidthe exiled) return. He
who lets him return, shall be put in prisbn

Hoffner discusses the use of banishment by theétédittor the punishment of incest

and bestiality. He writes,

From the evidence of the Hittite laws (88187-889-1D0A) and the early
14™ century instructions to the commanders of the &oghrrisons, it seems
clear that persons found guilty firkel, i. e. having sexual relations of a
forbidden (perhaps incestuous) type, were eitheceted or banished, while
the town in which the offender lived was purifieBuring this early period it
is unlikely that any known offender avoided eitdeath or banishment. The
phrasehuisnizi-an LUGAL-uSthe king may spare his life” (§8187—-88, 199)
means he would be banished instead of execétited.

As time went on, Hoffner says, a ritual was devetbprhere the animal involved in
a sexual crime would be sent away, bearing the iitypof the crime away from the
community. “In this way,” he says, “the offendevutd continue to live in the city

without bringing the wrath of the gods upon®it.”

Hoffner explains the difference between sexual esrand the category of torts and

personal offenses:

Hurkel constitutes an offense against the culprit’s ciBy committing such
an act, he has brought impurity upon his fellow nemen and made them

9 Cuneiform text inKUB, xiii, 2 ii 26 — iii 35. Transcription in Einar von I8der, Hethitische
Dienstanweisungen fir héhere Hof- und Staatsbedede Ernst Weidner; Archiv fur Orientforschung
Beheft 10; Osnabriick: Biblio-Verlag, 1967), 47.afslation by Albrecht GoetzNET, 211.

80 Hoffner, “Incest,” 89-90.

81 Hoffner, “Incest,” 90.



liable to divine wrath. Thus the townsfolk mustofgct themselves by

eradicating the cause of the divine wrath, i.ehegitby executing the

offender(s) or removing them permanently from thert®

The purpose behind Hittite banishment here is ndifferent than in the previous
text. Cases ofurkel, as opposed to cases of political banishment,lwvevooncepts of

defilement and divine wrath similar to those invavin the proposed practice of punitive

expulsion in the Torah.

9. RS16:249, lines 13-19, 22, 25-26 — Ugarit, reigiNajmepa, ca. 1313-1260

B.C.E.

un-du ta-bi-ia-nuy ] abdi'nergal mar abdi-mi-ir y[mu-ria-hi-mu h-it-ta rabita"
i-te-ep-§u] **kunukka mé-rer ®*kunuk Sarri rabf i-te-ep-8u U tup-pa-ti sa-ar-ruii
na libbP @4-ga-ri-it i-8a-atti-ru...u arru la id-du-uk-8u-nufa(?)...a-na ekallim la e-

ru-b[u] i-na eqli alf ul i-r[u-by

“Because Tabiyanu..., Abdinergal son of Abdimir,daMunabmu have
committed a great crime, because they have madpyaaf the great seal and
have written false tablets...(but the king haspwutthem to death)...they shall
never again enter the palace! They shall nevenagder the territory of the

city [of Ugarit]!"#

This incident is known only from this text. Sudrdery would appear to be a form

of treason.
10. RS 1957.1, lines 6-13 — Ugarit, reign of Ammistu, ca. 1245-1215 B.C.E.
Akkadian text:

Ma-mis-tam-riLUGAL ““RYRYy,-ga-ri-it pi-id-da, ra-bi-ti

82 Hoffner, “Incest,” 85.

8 Jean Nougayrol. e Palais Royal d’'Ugarit(ed. Claude F.-A. Schaeffer; Mission de Ras Shamra
Tome VI, Part 2; Paris: Impremerie Nationale, 19%%neiform = plate 74, lines 13-26. Transcription
Nougayrol,PRUTome VI, Part 3, 97-98, lines 13—-26. Translatigrihe present author.



DAM-st, DUMU.SAL "ZAG.SES LUGALK"Ra-mur-ri

iS-tu E>-SuKUR-Su i-ta-ba-ak-Si

KUR.URU

Uz i-na a-mur-ri ut-te-ir-3i y "ISDAR-mu-wa

LUGAL “YRYRY_mur-ri ‘piz-id-dap ra-bi-ti NIN-3u
i3-tu E,.GAL"™-8u8a YRR mur-ri i-tay-bap-ak-Si
i-na URU™ &a-ni-im-ma ul-te-3i-ib-3i

“‘Amistamru, king of Ugarit, drove out Piddu, the éat Lady, his wife,
daughter of BentesSina, king of Amurru, from his seand) his land, and to
Amurru he returned her. And SauSgamuwa, king ofikm drove out Piddu,

the Great Lady, his sister, from his palace of Amuin another city he

placed her?

At first, this text may appear to be a simple cafsdivorce rather than banishment.
(The cause appears to have been adultery on thefpdie queen.) However, note that
the queen is banished from the kingdom of Ugant aven her brother, the king of
Amurru, banishes her from his palace to live intaapotown. Under the terms of the
divorce decree, which was imposed by IniteSSub kihgarchemiS on behalf of the
Hittite king Tudhaliya (who was overlord of bottmigss), the king of Amurru is forbidden
to speak to his banished sister or help her re¢tulygarit. In a separate text (RS 17.159),

the ex-wife of the king of Ugarit is also forbiddany contact with her children, who

apparently remain with their father.

Another case of banishment in the family of Amistanmvolves an unspecified

political plot (i-tax-ta ih-ta-tus, “ont commis une faute”) by two of his brothersidg

8 Cuneiform text in Loren Fisher, edhe Claremont Ras Shamra Tabléalecta Orientalia 48;
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1971), 20 apthte 1 (photo). Transcription and translationcitesre
are from FisherClaremont Tablets11-12.



the reign of their mother, Queen &milku?®* The text is RS 17.352, lines 5-11. The
brothers are banished to AlaSia (Cyprus), but &x¢ does not spell out the punishment

clearly enough to be treated here.
13. P DM 27 — Egypt, reign of Rameses II, ca. 1250 B.C.E.
mtwe tidt mdit tanbt siwfsriw fmss mauav wiwf didi r p33ta K33

rdd mtwi Swi mwi r p33nt tasri p33ywm*' mw mrmim ivididk h335 mp33d/ Sn

3bbwt

Lines 2—4 — “Sollte ich mit der Frau reden, (dasoljen (meine)..., (meine) Nase
(und) Ohren (verstimmelt werden und) (ich) soll matem Lande Nubien verbannt
werden.” Lines 8-10 — “Sollte ich dorthin gehemp die Tochter de$3-ywm (ist),

(dann) soll (ich) zum Steinbrechen am Berg von Eepine eingesetzt werdefi.”

Here is a judicial case where an Egyptian adultengst swear never again speak to
the woman involved, on threat of mutilation andlexiThe first oath is almost identical
to the roughly contemporary oaths sworn by perpumerEgypt. The second oath lacks
mutilation as a sanction and features a differezgtidation for banishment, including
hard labor. The adulterer breaks his first oatth mmpregnates the woman, whereupon
his own father hauls him into court, and he is éort¢o take another oath. There is no

indication that the adulterer is ever punishedhaps because the offended husband

8 Nougayrol PRU 4:120-22.

8 Schafik Allam,Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri: Transkriptionen adem Nachlass von dlerny
(Tubingen: im Selbstverlag des Herausgebers, 1978jpglyphic text = 99, verso, lines 2—-4, 8-10.
Transcription by Karen Hobson. German translatioschafik Allam,Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri
aus der Ramessidenzéftibingen: im Selbstverlag des Herausgebers, 1803)-302n0. 272.



never takes action against his wife. The locabérthis case is a workers’ village

outside Thebes.
C. Post-exilic texts.
1. Edict of Artaxerxes in Ezra 7:26 — ca. 445 BE.C.

“All who will not obey the law of your God and thew of the king, let judgment be

strictly executed on them, whether for death or B@Enishment (Aramaicw-vw,

“uprooting”) or for confiscation of their goods far imprisonment.”

Fensham writes, “this word is to be derived frone tRersian wordsrausya
meaning ‘corporal or physical punishment.” Theigbments were not derived from the
law of God, although some of them are mentionethenPentateuch (Lev. 24:12; Num.
15:34); rather, they are of Persian origin andthus state penaltie$’” Jacob M. Myers
translates the term in question as “exclusion,” &dds this note: “Possibly a Persian
word, from srauSya AvestansraoSya= ‘physical punishment.® Blenkinsopp prefers
the translation “physical punishment,” noting tiihé parallel in 1 Esdras 8:24 reads
Tpwple.® But Breneman argues that the act of banishmeBzia 10:8 (see below) is an

implementation of this category of punishment iB67?

87 F. Charles Fenshanihe Books of Ezra-Nehemi@ICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 108
8 Jacob M. MyersEzra NehemialfAnchor Bible 14; Garden City: Doubleday, 1969), 5

8 Joseph BlenkinsopfEzra-Nehemiah: A Commenta(®ld Testament Library; London: SCM,
1989), 152: “Corporal punishmeri(osi, from Old Persiarsrausya, especially flogging, is characteristic
of Persian rather than Israelite penal practicénil®\the list of penalties is hardly complete, éems that
the Persian penal code was invoked even for infrastof traditional Jewish law.”

% Mervin BrenemanEzra Nehemiah EsthéNew American Commentary 10; Nashville: Broadman
and Holman, 1993), 138.



The most comprehensive and convincing argumerhedropinion of this writer, is

made by Williamson:

It has been argued by Rundgr&fi, 7 (1957) 400-404, Falk/T 9 (1959) 88—
89, and others that this should be translated (ilog,” or the like. Rundgren
points toxn w110 in AD 3:6, a Persian loan-word meaning punishment, which
he then interprets as corporal punishment. Heetber prefers to see the first
letter asw, and thinks that MT arose later as an etymologpaiculation by
the Massoretesyfw, “to uproot”), giving rise to Vg'sxilium However, it
should be noted (i) that the step from “punishmetd” “flogging” is
speculative, and not, apparently, inherent in tieammng of the word; (ii) that
Ezra 10:8 may be understood as an early testimortizd interpretation as
“banishment”; and (iii) that the Vrs do not supptre suggested meaning.
LXX madeav “discipline” is nowhere near so specific as “Prji@astonade”
“thrashing” (Rundgren), and 1 Esdr 8:24iwpia “punishment” is again
general, like the Iranian word. Such generalizexises are inappropriate to
the context, however. Driver may therefore be trighhis suggestionAD,
99) that “assimilation has taken place, and the.dfgam.>v170 ‘punishment’
has been used in the sense suggested by theittebuprooted’.”

2. Ezra 10:8 — If any did not come within threggléo the assembly to deal with
the intermarriage issue, “all their property showble forfeited, and they themselves

banned%-2°) from the congregation of the exiles.” (Comparedadhi 2:12, where “May
YHWH na>* (hip‘il) from the tents of Jacob” is declared be penalty that intermarriage

deserves.)
Fensham pictures the threatened punishment asvikllo

He will be excluded from the communityhe culprits will be removed from
the community, viz., they would not be allowed la service of the temple,
and it might also mean that they would forfeit thaghts as citizens. These
were for Jews severe measures indeed. They wementtt allowed to partake
in the daily sacrifices for the removing of thams They were totally cut off
from other members of the community and could ekpechelp in times of

1H. G. M. Williamson Ezra, Nehemialiword Biblical Commentary 16; Waco: Word, 1995, 9



distress. They were regarded as foreigners witanytclaim on the religious
communion of the exiles”

3. Nehemiah 13:28-29 — Nehemiah expet (1nrm292x1) the grandson of the high

priest for marrying the daughter of Sanballat.

Describing the act in distinctly un-judicial lange Nehemiah inflicts on
Eliashib’s grandson the penalty decreed by Ezrafddure to divorce a pagan wife.
There is no decree of excommunication mentionesl,offender is simply driven out of
the governor’s presence, leaving it unspecifiedtiwrethe offender has also been driven
out of Jerusalem and/or out of Jewish territorgngham points out, “Such an act as that
of Eliashib’s grandson was a direct challenge ®dhthority of Nehemiah,” therefore it
was “the highest form of religious aposta8y.The immediate problem is that the Torah
decrees that a high priest may only marry a vigdifsrael (Lev 21:14), and the offender

in this case was in line for that office.

Josephus relates a similar incident that he appgedre conflating with the present
case Ant. 11.7.2-11.8.2). He tells of a Manasseh, the $dolwanan, brother of the high
priest Joiada, who married Sanballat's daughtee states that the elders of Jerusalem
give Manasseh the choice of either divorcing hifewr being forbidden to approach the
altar. When Manasseh tells Sanballat of his dilen8anballat offers to build a temple
for him to serve in at Mount Gerizim. Manasseheagrto join Sanballat, along with a
number of Jews who are in mixed marriages. At faint, Alexander the Great enters

the story, with both the Jews and Sanballat vyerdfs favor.

92 FenshamEzra-Nehemiah138.
% FenshamEzra-Nehemiah267.



It appears Josephus may be giving a garbled vexdian event in the time of
Alexander, presented as an explanation of how Hma$tan temple came to be built.
Josephus credits the elders of Jerusalem rather Nehemiah for confronting the
individual in question, and does not speak of apuésion taking place. The biblical
figure is not named, but is identified as the sbdahoiada rather than his brother, and
the incident related by Nehemiah takes place apmately 100 years before the coming
of Alexander® If there was a Sanballat in the time of Alexande is not the same
figure as the one in Nehemiah’s account, and tbelémt is not to be confused with the

one in Nehemiah 13.

4. Josephusant 11.8.7 — “And whenever anyone was accused byé#ople of
Jerusalem of eating unclean food or violating tabl#th or committing any other such
sin, he would flee to the Shechemites, saying tieathad been unjustly expelled
(éxPepAfobor).” Josephus is apparently describing Jewish m®dh the second century

B.C.E., although the time here is unclear.

Note that punitive expulsion is evidently beinggtieed in Jerusalem for Sabbath-
breaking (which carries both a death penalty kackthin the Torah), and for eating
unclean food. The issue does not appear to beekdsbd as per Leviticus 11, but food
that is ritually unclean for other reasons. Ifstlis correct, this also would be a case
explicitly calling for kareth and would indicate that this is how the penalty was

interpreted in Jerusalem at that time.

5. JosephusB. J. 2.8.8 — “Men convicted of major offenses are ebguel

(éxparrovor) from the order, and the outcast often comes tooat miserable end; for

% See discussion by Ralph Marcus in Appendix B (8383 of the LCL edition of th@ntiquities



bound as he is by oaths and customs he cannot gi@mdiet of non-members, so is
forced to eat grass till his starved body wasteayaand he dies.” Here Josephus is
describing the Essenes, although the time is urfsge¢first century C.E.?); he writes as
if the Essenes were still in existence as a comtyurhe Essenes may be the people

who populated Qumran (below).

6. Dead Sea Scrols. Qumran usesn> as extermination in eschatological

contexts. For example, 1QS Il 16-17 reads, “May &et him apart for evil, that he may

be cut off from {2 nao27) all the Sons of Light because of his backslidirogn God

through his idols and the stumbling block of higjuity. May he put his lot among those
who are cursed forever.” Likewise, EIXX 25-26 says, “But all who entered the
covenant who have broken through the border ofTitrah, when (26) the glory of the

Lord appears to Israel they will be cut off frometmidst of the campnafnni 29pn

1nn>°) and along with them all the wicked ones of Judialtthe days when it is purged.”

CD? 1ll 1 says, “Through it (wantonness of head® n*w) strayed the sons of
Noah and their families; through it they are cut @n-23).” (See also CBIII 9.)
Similarly, 4Q88 VIII 6 contains the line, “all abbare your enemies cut offnti=:), O
Zion, all your foes have been scattered=f).” Note that here, the root> is paired

with =ra, implying removal rather than destruction.

In 4QpPsé 1-10, themm> root is employed numerous times, partly because th

passage is pesheron Psalm 37. In addition, the text says in caluimlines 3—4, “all

% The translation of the Dead Sea Scrolls used girout this paper, unless otherwise indicated, is
James Charleswortfihe Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Gregls tgith English translation
vols.; Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1993 —).



who refuse to turn back from their sin will be @it ("n2=+),” while in column l1ll, lines

11-12, it says, “those cursed by him will be cut-ethey are the ruthless ones of the

cov[enant, the wic]ked ones of Israel, who willdug off (in9>) and will be destroyed.”

In the Temple Scroll (11QTemp LIX 15-1)God says that if a king’s heart and
eyes stray wantonly from God’s commandments, “l wilt off (""oX) his descendants
forever from ruling over Israel,” but if he is obedt, “a man of his sons shall not be cut
off (n1=) from sitting on the throne of the kingdom of kréorever.” Here the idiom of
the “non-removal formula” is borrowed from 1 Kindgs25, plus a corresponding

“removal formula” is added.

But while Qumran almost always use® only in an eschatological sense, Qumran
regularly practices expulsion as a penalty for méts (using™>w and 572 instead of
n1o). 1QS V 18 declares, “all who are not account@tin his covenantif 22 1w
N> R 510)... must be excludedarnb).” One of the most severe such penalties given
is the penalty for pronouncing the sacred Namégeiaiccidentally or on purpose, an act

that merits the death penalty in the Torah:

1QS VIl 1-2 — “If he blasphemed — either becauskenfg terrified with affliction
or because of any other reason, while he is reatim@ook or saying benedictions — he
shall be excluded >=am) (2) and never again return to the Council of the

Community.”

The closest parallel to biblicdareth is to be found in 1QS VIII 20-23, which

parallels Numbers 15:30-31:

% The edition used here is Yigael Yadin, e@ihe Temple Scrol(3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel
Exploration Society, 1983.



“And these (are) the precepts according to whighrtten of perfect holiness

shall behave each with his fellow: (21) all who egninto the Council of

Holiness of those who walk with the perfect of iMay as he commanded,

(indeed) every man of them (22) who transgresse®ra of the Torah of

Moses deliberately or through negligence, shabhdished-ar5u) from the

Council of the Community (23) and never come baykira”

The passage goes on in line 24 to say that if thénaguestion was done “through
inadvertence,” then he shall be “excluded fromphee-food” and from the Council” for
two years.” In the next column (IX 1), it statéBor (it is because) of one inadvertence
that he can be punished two years, while for trewho acts deliberately he shall never

return.”

A text that appears to contradict the verdict ofS1Q@II 20-23 on “sinning with a
high hand” is 4Q159 2-4 4-6, “and anyone who repgB) He will be put to death, one

”

who transgresses intentionalbynf 2 oy Swxr mav).” The language is the same as

Numbers 15:30-31, but the context appears to balli@i against a court, as envisioned

in Deuteronomy 17:12, where the prescribed pensitgath.
Lesser offenses call for exclusions of six montha gear:

1QS VI 24-25 — “If a man among them is found wies I{25) about property, and
he knows (his deception), he shall be excludet{21) from the midst of the pure-food

of the Many (for) one year, and be fined one fowtthis food.” Note that the exclusion

It is not entirely clear what the temm means here. Charlesworth has opted for the mganin
“pure-food.” Goéran ForkmanThe Limits of the Religious Community: Expulsioonfrthe Religious
Community within the Qumran Sect, within Rabbiniedalsm, and within Primitive Christianity
[Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series 5; LuGWK Gleerup, 1972], 55-56) explains that at
Qumran, “The Purity” ifom) in the singular seems to refer to a categoryitablty clean items that is
broader than food, while ritually clean food is dexd by the plural form of the word. Forkman cites
JosephusB. J.2.8.5, where novitiates at Qumran, after a yean, “share the purer kind of holy water,”
KaBopWTEPWY TAV PO dyvelaw Ldatwy petadappaver, and only after two more years as a novice cay the
touch the common foodfig kowf¢ &lacBar tpodiic. These levels of community membership contritbate
the system of torts at Qumran.



is not from the community, but from the certifieabfl supply. The oaths described by
Josephus (see previous section) with regard tagé#te food of outsiders do not appear
to apply here. Rather, this punishment seems tdemotion in status, an exclusion that
stops short of complete expulsion from the comnyuag a whole. One must keep in
mind that Qumran excludes from its membership thesigally and mentally

handicapped and the senile (fQ55-9, 1QM VIl 3-6). The reason given is, “Fdet

angels of holiness are in their congregation.” $&guently, Qumran’s expulsions need
not all be considered punitive. They are admingsteaccording to the degree of

seriousness of the offense.

1QS VI 25-27 — “And one who answers (26) his fellgwith stubbornness,
addresses him impatiently, disregards the posifdrs associate by rebelling against the
word of his fellow who is registered before him7)2or tak]es the law into his own hand
shall be punishedvgixi) (for) on[e] year [and excluded.]” The meaning‘péinished”
as opposed to “excluded” here is not clear, althoing root in biblical Hebrew is used
for imposition of a fine. Forkman discusses thplaxation of Hunziger, who argues that
“wi1 in 1 QS does not primarily imply fines but sepamatfrom the Purity, even though

this is not expressly stated.”

1QS VIl 4-5 — “The man who unjustly and knowinghsults his fellow shall be

punished$va) (for) one year, (5) and be excluded>=21).”

1QS VIl 15-18 — “The man who slanders about hik¥el(16) shall be excluded

(1n5+121) for one year from the pure-food of the Many, &edounishedwy); but if it is

% Forkman, Limits, 57-59, citihng C.-H. Hunziger, “Beobachtungen zHntwicklung der
Disziplinarordnung der Gemeinde von Qa@mf in Hans Bardtke, ed.Qumran-Probleme(Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag., 1963), 231-47.



against the Many that he slanders them he sh&dabished@rbwr) from them, (17) and
he is never to come back again. The man who gmsnagainst the authority of the
Community shall be banishedf52) and never come back, but if it is against hikfel

that he grumbles (18) unjustly then he shall beghed (for) six months.”

1QS VIl 22-25 — “And every man who has been in@oeincil of the Community

for as long as a period of ten years, (23) and whgpsrit then backslides by being
treacherous toward the Community, and he leavetetiwhers of (24) the Many to walk
in the stubbornness of his heart shall never agginn to the Council of the Community.
And a man from the men of the Communi[ity wlho €saf25) with him his pure-food or
his property whlich...] the Many, his judgment shak the same; he shall be
banis[hed,...]sar%w ).” Schiffman explains that the penalty for thisme of “throwing

off the yoke of the sect” is different for novicél:he is a recent member, he may repent
and begin the initiation process anew, but if he t@mpleted ten years, he may never

again be admittec?”

4Q159 2—-4 9-10 — “But if by [...] he humbled her,diall be fined two minas and
be expelledr(>wn) all his life.” The context is false accusatiogamst the virginity of
one’s bride. Deuteronomy 22:18 prescribes a moyédirge equal to the one prescribed
here, plus it says the elders shall “chastise*() the man'® Here expulsion is provided

as the punishment. It is unclear whether the woimanpelled de facto as well.

% Lawrence SchiffmanSectarian Law in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Courts, ifresty, and the Penal
Code(ed. Jacob Neusner et. al.; Brown Judaic StudBe€£Bico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983), 158.

19t is tempting to speculate whether Qumran readHip'il 1770" “they shall remove (= expel
him)” in place ofin®" in this passage.



4Q269 7 | 13 — “One who approaches to fornicate>) with his wife against the
precept shall depart and return no more.” Comnergdave puzzled over this unusual
prohibition. Baumgarten has suggested that irsefe either sex during menstruation (a
kareth offense) and/or sex during pregnancy, which wabidden at Qumran (see
JosephusB. J.2.8.13) and which also involved defilement thatldolead to akareth

offense!

Similar language of punitive exclusion from the couomity, mostly in fragmentary
form that lacks a context, is found in 18I 1; 1QS XX 3, 26; 4QF 10 II. 2, 10;

4QD*11 7, 14; 4Q8IV 2-3; 4Q265 4 7, 12.

While Qumran’s requirements for Sabbath observameestricter than the rest of
the Jewish community, Qumran does not punish vaiadf the Sabbath with the death
penalty, but with what appears to be either expulsir probation. CBXIl 3-6: “But
each man who errs and profanes the Sabbath orothiedays shall not be put to death,
for he is to be guarded by the sons of man, ahe is healed of it, he shall be guarded

for seven years; then he may enter the assembly.”

The one example of laareth offense that appears to be treated as a capftalsaf
at Qumran is in 4Q266 6 Il 9-10, where the texsdémat a pregnant woman “shall not
eat [any hallowed thing, nor come into the sangtl{for] it is a capital [of]fense (i
vow[n]).” Here may be evidence of divergent opinionQamran, or of variation of

opinion through time.

101 30seph M. Baumgarte@umran Cave 4 XllI: The Damascus Document (4Q 288-DJD 18;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1996), 164—65.



The controlling issue for the practice of expulsanQumran was the holiness of
the community. To some extent, thez im Lebemf karethin early Israel was also one
of concern for the holiness of the community, tegerve the community from being a
target of divine wrath. Qumran merely takes itmdards of holiness to a much higher
level than that of early Israel, which called femoval of anyone whose presence or

behavior threatened that holiness.

It is true thatkareth language is never explicitly applied to the pratiof
banishment at Qumran. Yet Qumran’s practice ofdbanent seems to be an echo of an
earlier understanding of the Torah. It may reflde¢ Sadducean branch of Second
Temple period exegesis, in which case its apparéliffierent approach tkareth carries
a great deal of weight. The present writer wouldua that Qumran’s interpretive
tradition is more faithful to the original meaning§kareththan the tradition of the LXX

and the rabbinic tradition.
Additional Evidence of Punitive Expulsion

The following evidence consists of examples of puaiexpulsion that do not
parallel biblicalkareth as closely as the above group of examples. Irescases, the
reason for expulsion is not clear. In other cates,offense does not resemble the kind
of offense for whictkarethwas practiced. Nevertheless, these examples asradded

evidence that punitive expulsion was indeed pradtia biblical times.
A. Second millennium B.C.E. texts.

1. P BM 10052, 8, plate 31, 17-18 — Egypt, sixth year aim@ses XI, ca. 1100

B.C.E.



Standard Egyptian penalty for perjumtwi dd d3 iwf h®.f didi tw KSy “If | speak

falsehood, may <I> be mutilated and sent to Ku$h.”

A total of nine examples are referenced in Davidtdo, “Treatment of Criminals
in Ancient Egypt,”JESHO20 (1977): 33-38. All nine are found in Thomas Heet,
The Great Tomb-Robberies of the Twentieth Egypbignasty'®® The example cited

above is found in Peet, 151. The others are:
P BM10052, 3, plate 27, 22-23 (Peet, 146)
P BM 10052, 5, plate 28, 4-5 (Peet, 147)
P BM 10052, 5, plate 29, 26-27 (Peet, 148)
P BM 10052, 7, plate 30, 9-10 (Peet, 150)
P BM 10052, 9, plate 31, 1-2 (Peet, 151)
P BM 10052, 11, plate 31, 1-2 (Peet, 152 — suspect?)
P BM 10052, 11, plate 32, 9-10 (Peet, 153)
P BM 10052, 11, plate 32, 23 (Peet, 153 — suspect?).

These tomb robbery texts come from the judicialrcofi Thebes. The destination
of the threatened banishment was therefore non@ thstance, although hard labor is

implied.

192 Transcription by Karen Hobson.

193 Thomas Eric PeefThe Great Tomb-Robberies of the Twentieth EgypBgnasty Oxford:
Clarendon, 1930; repr. Hildesheim/New York: Geotqn§ 1977.



In addition, Lorton cites a judicial text publisheg Haye$* that says, “a ship’s
captain who helped an escapee was deprived ofoliign and his namev3 n rn.j and
banished (&hr), and his family assigned to a labor canth.” The text dates to the
thirty-first year of the reign of Amenerahlll (1812 B.C.E.), making it the earliest extant
Egyptian banishment text. There is no indicatibthe destination to which the offender

is banished. The text reads as follows:

Handed over to the Office of the Provider-of-Pedplehe fami[ly of] the one

who was [ba]nished because of complicity (?) ingia (?), the one removed

from (the office of) Skipper of the Treasury andpdeed of his name

Deduaniin’s son, Montuhotpe!®

The same oath, “May my nose be cut off and may ddre to Kush,” is also found
in the Ramesside Inscription of Mes, lines N21, #27and N30 The legal actions
described in this text take place at On and atdmésses in Lower Egypt, both at least

500 miles north of Kush.

Aside from assignment to penal servitude in thanitgaquarries?® it would appear
that Kush (= Nubia) was the destination of choioe duch banishment as early as the
reign of Rameses IIP DM 27, discussed below, is the only extant text wiieeee is an

oath that penalizes disobedience by sending tlemdér to Elephantine.

194 william Christopher HayesA Papyrus of the Late Middle KingdoiRapyrus Brooklyn 35:1446;
Brooklyn: Brooklyn Museum, 1955), 53-54.

105) orton, “Treatment of Criminals,” 17.
198 Hayes Papyrus 53-54.

197 Alan Gardiner, The Inscription of Mes: A Contribution to the Stud Egyptian Judicial
Procedure(Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und Altertumskuketgyptens 4/3; Hildesheim: Georg Olms,
1964), 9-10.

198 | orton, “Treatment of Criminals,” 6~7. The loaatiis not specified, but may be Elephantine.



It is uncertain whether this sanction of banishmarthese oaths was actually put
into practice. The indication that the accompagyihreat of mutilation was actually
employed in the process of interrogation incredlespossibility that banishment was

also employed if and when perjury could be esthblis

This oath formula appears to have been current ftemreign of Rameses Il into
the Twentieth Dynasty. Unlike biblic&hreth the Egyptian penalty (if actually put into
practice) involves transportation to a specifistahnt inhospitable location, rather than an
unspecified expulsion from the local community. wéwer, expulsion to Kush is found
here in texts surrounding the time and place irctvithe Hebrew nation was born under

Moses.

2. Decree of Horemheb, lines 16-17, 20-22 — Eggign of Horemheb, ca. 1330

B.C.E.

(Now) if there i[s the man] who (wants to) delivres [for] the breweries (?)
and abattoirs (?) of Pharaoh on behalf of the tldeputies [of the army] —
[and there is anyone who interfefend he takes away the craft of any
military man (or) of any (other) [per]son in anyrpaf the country, the law
shall be applied to him by cutting off his nose, beng sent to Si[le].If
there is anyone who interferes with those jvhand those who are supplying
the harim as well as the offerings of all (kind$ gbds in that they deliver
dues on behalf of the two deputies of the armyd &je] — , the law [shall be
applied] against him by cutting off his nose, hengesent to Sile likewis&?

The scope of the Horemheb decree is surprisinglyoma This text decrees
banishment to the Asiatic frontier to the bordetriss of Sile for government officials
who plunder tax revenues brought by citizens. Wlohly two offenses specify

banishment as punishment, two additional statutsd r“it shall also be done

199 Stela in the Temple of Amun-Re at Karnak. Hieypbic text is published in Kurt Pfliiger, “The
Edict of King Haremhab [sic] INES5 (1946): 269-76. Translation is in Pfliger, “Elahab,” 260-67.



accordingly,” implying the same punishment, andesavmore provisions in the decree

have penalties that are unclear or illegible.

Horemheb, the issuer of this decree, comes tchtloeé, not by royal blood, but by
virtue of his military position as commander-in-ehihaving served as the de facto ruler
under Tutankhamun and Ay. It appears that thie tifnEgyptian political weakness was

accompanied by domestic anarchy. According toeddr

This pillaging is but one indication of a generallessness that seems to

have prevailed since the end of the reign of Akkemaand suggests that the

disorder referred to by Tutankhamun in his Restong$tela had by no means

been curbed. The great granite stela which Horéengnected...bears other

witness to this general unrest. The woefully damdatext which is usually

referred to as ‘The Edict of Horemheb’ appears ¢éoabselection of the

ordinances which the king issued ‘to seek the welfaf Egypt’ by

suppressing illegal acts:®

Of all the Egyptian banishment decrees, this isothlg one that sends offenders to
the Asiatic frontier rather than south to Nubiaa@st to the Sahara oases. The decree is
issued at Karnak, near Thebes. Sile, also knowfjaas, is located by James Hoffmeier
approximately seven kilometers north of the endladte Ballah, at a site known as Tell
Hebua!'* Sillu is mentioned in EA 288 (fourteenth century B.C.Bty fame as a border
fortress is corroborated by excavation, which ré&s@amilitary facility that expanded
considerably during the New Kingdom period. WI8ide was not as isolated, and may

not have been as hot, as the other two known @istiis for Egyptian banishment, being

sent to Sile may have involved hard labor in thestauction of this fortification.

10 Cyril Aldred, The Cambridge Ancient Histgrd ed., vol. 2, part 2 (ed. I. E. S. Edwards;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), 75.

11 Jjames K. HoffmeierAncient Israel in Sinai: The Evidence for the Autiaty of the Wilderness
Tradition (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2009)—94.



3. Banishment Stela of Menkheperre (= Maunier Stadeivre C256), lines 11, 15—

16 - reign of Psusennes | (?), ca. 1020 B.C.E.

O my good lord, (it is) the matter of these sersaagainst whom thou art

wroth, who are in the oasis, whither they are Baeds.Thou shalt hearken to

my voice on this day, and thou shalt [relent] tadvdre servants whom thou

banished to the oasis, and they shall be brougickjtio Egypt

The high priest of Amun at Thebes issues an otact®nvince Pharaoh that Amun
wants banishment stopped. It is debated whether téxt is actually from the
Menkheperre who served as High Priest in the Twérdy Dynasty, or from Neo-

Assyrian times, and whether it concerns banishroémdividuals or mass exile. Von

Beckerath states,

Dies geschah im 25. Regierungsjahr eines leideenmanten Pharao. Diese

Datierung ist das geschichtliche Hauptproblem wers8tele; es bildet wie wir

sehen werden, ein Schlisselproblem der immer natir smstrittenen

Chronologie der 21. Dynasti&.

The chief advocate of a Neo-Assyrian date for siede is Reilly, who argues that
the use of characters from the Twenty-first Dynastftctional, and that the banishment
victims here have been exiled to this Sahara dasithe Assyrian$:* Reilly points to
Breasted’s puzzlement about the identity of theidbeed persons in this text, and claims

that a context of Theban liberation from Assyriaierin 637 B.C.E. provides a better

explanation for these exiles. Reilly offers nogegphic evidence to support his theory;

Y2 ouvre C 256 (Maunier Stela). Hieroglyphic testpublished in Jirgen von Beckerath, “Die
‘Stele der Verbannten’ im Museum des LouvrBgvue d’Egyptologi@0 (1968): 11-12. Translation in
James Henry Breastedncient Records of Egyb vols.; Chicago: University of Chicago PressQ@-97;
repr. New York: Russell & Russell, 1962), 4:317-18.

113v/on Beckerath, “Verbannten,” 27-28.

14 Jim Reilly, “Piankhi the Chameleon: The Next Gextien,” n. p. [cited 5/27/2008], online:
http:/Mww.kent.net/DisplacedDynasties/The_Next Generdtiiom.




furthermore, the idea that the Assyrians would $famiaptives to this Sahara oasis does

not fit with Assyrian practice elsewhere.

Virtually all other commentators assign this teatthe Menkheperre of the late
eleventh century B.C.ECerny cites this text as evidence of “internal stnfithin the
Theban state™ Young tentatively assigns the stele to this dogating it in
Amenemope’s twenty-fifth year (to whom Young atiiibs a long reign)® Wente
concurs on this dating, without identifying the p@h in questiort’ Kitchen assigns a
53-year high priesthood to Menkheperre, therebylymg that the stele is dated by the

year of his priesthood rather than by the yeamgfgharaoh’s reigh?
Kitchen describes the scene behind the Banishntela &s follows:

Menkheperre was summoned to Thebes by Amun hins&lbme South in
valour and victory to pacify the land and suppiies¢his?) foe’ — a person
unnamed perhaps some Theban pretender to the hegthood of Amun
who had arisen as focus of local opposition inaaus period following the
death of Menkheperre’s predecessor. Such oppositas quickly beaten
down and the ringleaders exiled to the westernase

Thus, behind the proud facade of Pinudjem’s poseoasinal co-pharaoh in
Tanis with his sons as successive military commendethe south and high
priests in Thebes, there lurked outright opposjtmren rebellion, against the
ruling house in Thebes itself. With its talk ofilex in the oases and stays of
execution, the Banishment stela of Menkheperrescasturid light on a

115 JaroslaWCerny, “Egypt from the Death of Ramesses IlI to Bmel of the Twenty-first Dynasty,”
in The Cambridge Ancient Histargd ed., vol. 2, part 2 (ed. I. E. S. Edwardd etGambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1965), 657.

18 Eric Young, “Some Notes on the Chronology and @&wy of the Twenty-First Dynasty,”
Journal of the American Research Center in Egy(1963): 110.

"7 Edward F. Wente, “Chronology of the Twenty-Firsgriasty,” INES26 (1967): 168: “From a
reading of the Banishment Stele it appears to m& Kees was quite correct in concluding that
Menkheperre was inducted into the office of hihéatPainutem | as high priest and generalissima in
Year 25.”

118 Kenneth A. Kitchen,The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100-65@)B(2d rev. ed.;
Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1986), 269-71, 465.



sombre pattern of tension between priestly militewynmanders based in the
north and local opposition parties in Thebes itsélf

Once he was firmly in power, Kitchen writes,

Menkheperre now deemed it politic to seek furtfemronciliation with local

interests at Thebes. Encouraged by a favorabldeocd Amun during his

procession in Karnak a day before New Year's Evenkheperre recalled the

exiles from the oases and set aside the deathtpenaept for such as might

in future seek to use it. These concessions sedravie secured him peace.

Von Beckerath interprets the phrase “not slaying tiving” (which Kitchen
interprets as forbidding the death penalty) agarétive reference to exiling people, and

that it is the practice of exile itself that is &dreing banned as a virtual death senté&tce.

Banishment here takes the place of a death permltyis apparently viewed as a
virtual death sentence, if this interpretation asrect. The place of banishment, in this
case, is believed to be the El-Kharga Oasis, wiich00 miles south of Memphis but

only 140 miles due west of Thebes.

Although the offenses that call for banishmentis text are not specified, political

rebellion seems to be what is being punished.
4. Apology of Hattusilis 12:33-36 — Hittite, c&800 B.C.E.
Hittite text:

na-as a-pi-ya e-eS-ta ma-a-an-kaaa-ma-a-in ku-ptya-ti-in ku-up-ta ma-an I-NA
KUR “R“KA-RA’-DU-NI-YA pi-en-bi-e$-ta nGIM-an me-mi-an AS-ME na-an e-ip-pu-

u-un na-an-kanA.AB.BA ta-puSa

119 Kitchen, Intermediate Period260.
120 Kitchen, Intermediate Period261.

121v/on Beckerath, “Stele der Verbannten,” 26n23b;3%—



“He (Urhitesupas) would have planned another plangd) would have proceeded
into the land of Karaduniya; but when | heard & thatter, | arrested him and banished

him across the se&??

Sturtevant and Bechtel explain the context of ts$!* Hattusilis was the younger
brother of Muwattallis, who ruled as king ca. 132563 B.C.E. After the death of
Muwattallis, Hattusilis was required by the Deco#elelepinus to establish his nephew
Urhitesupas on the throne, rather than inheriting kingship himself. Urhitesupas
gradually takes away cities that are under Hattsille to erode his authority. Finally,
Hattusilis seizes the throne by military actionpegling to several oracles from IStar.
Urhitesupas is allowed to rule a limited amountesfitory, but when he seeks to expand
his rule into Mesopotamia, Hattusilis banishes hjost as Urhitesupas himself has
banished others (12:19). Here, banishment is ipeitias both a political act and as an

act of mercy.
B. First millennium B.C.E. texts and later.

1. RIMA 3 A.0.104.9, rev., lines 10-14 (duplicate: AAA 205+, rev., lines 10—

13) — Neo-Assyrian. Adad-nerari lll, dated 797 EEC
Akkadian text:

$e-$ina SU 8a-ni-im-ma mu-nu-SUMAN EN-8w, ul-tu qe-reb E,.GAL-8w, [i]t™-ti
a-matHUL-tim u MU NU SIGs i-na-sah-Sw, a-di u-meTILLA ina ge-reb E;,.GAL e-

rib-Su, NU GAL;

122 Cuneiform text is from Edgar Sturtevant and GeoBgehtel, eds.A Hittite Chrestomathy
(Philadelphia: Linguistic Society of America, 1936p. Transcription and translation cited herefeosem
SturtevantChrestomathy78-81.

123 Sturtevant and Bechtelhrestomathy84.



If anyone tells the king to remove the provinceHafidanu from the authority of
Nergal-eriS, “may the king his lord banighné-sahsu) him from his palace with curses

and maledictions. As long as he lives, may hebeatllowed to re-enter the palac&.”

This text is from a stone tablet on display in temple of IStar in Ninevel?> It
contains a warning against challenging the authofithe governor that Adad-nerari has
installed in_Hndanu. Since the offender is to be banished frlmepalace but not from

the temple, a purely political offense is in view.

2. ADD 647 = K 211, rev., line 29 — Neo-AssyriarAssurbanipal, dated 657

B.C.E.
Akkadian text:
ge-reb E;.KUR E,.GAL i-tal-lu-ka li-za-am-mdsuw)]

Whoever disturbs the body of this servant of thegkafter he dies, “May the
king...forbid him to walk in temple and palacé.” Three other verbatim examples are:
NARGD 12+, rev., line 2%"K14444, rev., line 5; K6197, rev., line'%. All three are

royal grants from the period of Assurbanipal, bated are unavailable due to the

124 Reginald Campbell Thompson and M. E. |. Mallow&4Phe British Museum Excavations at
Nineveh, 1931-32,” AAA 20 (1933) 71-186; plates B4 Cuneiform = plate 99, tablet 105, rev., lines
11-13; transcription: pages 113-14; translatiogep&l5. Transliteration and translation cited here are
from Albert Kirk Grayson,Assyrian Rulers of the Early First Millennium BC &58-745 (Royal
Inscriptions of Mesopotamia Assyria 3; Toronto: \sity of Toronto Press, 1991), 215, rev., linés 1
14.

125 GraysonRIMA 3 213.

126 Claude H. W. JohnsAssyrian Deeds and Documeitsvols.; Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, and
Co.; London: G. Bell and Sons, 1898), cuneiform:508, tablet 647, rev., line 29. Transliteratiordan
translation cited here are from Laura Kataja antdRoWhiting, Grants, Decrees, and Gifts of the Neo-
Assyrian PeriodState Archives of Assyria 12; Helsinki: Helsirlniversity Press, 1995), 26, no. 25.

127 John Nicholas Postgat&leo-Assyrian Royal Grants and Decre@ome: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 1969), 34, no. 12, K 2814 (+ ADD 734, B, pp 172-3-) + K 14460 + Rm 572, plate 16, rev.,
line 62. Transcription and translation are in Kat&AA 12, 34, no. 31.

128 Transcription and translation for these are ingf@tSAA 12, 35, nos. 33 and 34.



fragmentary nature of the texts. The precedingesee makes a decree over the
offender that reads (apparently verbatim in akkéhcases despite gaps in the texts), “May
the king his lord be angry with him and show him mercy,” while the banishment
decree is followed by, “and by the wrath of god &mbp may a bloodstained weapon

await him. May the dogs tear apart his corpse lgessiunburied.”

Although this standard threat resembles a cursis @most entirely within the
power of the king who is making the threat to deliwhat he promises, with little if any
help needed from deity. The limited banishment thaecreed here, therefore, qualifies
as a form of punitive expulsion, although its rebmce to biblicakarethis admittedly

remote.
3. NARGD 37, rev., lines 2—4 — Neo-Assyrian. Btévundated votive text.
Akkadian text:

98.TAR a-3ib-bat URU.arba-il; SAHAR.SUB.BAa li-mal-li-8, a-na E,.KUR

E..GAL e-reb-Sy li-hal-liq

“May IStar dwelling in Arbela fill him with leprosyand cut off his entrance to

temple and palace?®

Postgate states that this text is from “an undigdtcontext East of the Nabu temple
at Nimrud,” and that it is “clearly a grant to tNebu temple at Kalhu,” therefore it must
be a royal gift¥* This text is a curse rather than a legal decteealls upon a deity to

inflict a plague that will bar the offender frometipresence of god and king. According

129 3o0hn N. PostgatdJeo-Assyrian Royal Grants and Decré&ome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1969), cuneiform =74, plate 23, rev., line¢-148. ND 6207. Not collated. Menzel Tempel [sic] h &
171-72. Transliteration and translation cited hefeom Kataja, SAA 12, 123, no. 97, rev., linegi2

130 postgateGrants, 74—-75.



to lines 3—4 of the text, the donor has clearedim tparty of unspecified claims, and
hereby warns anyone else of bringing claims agaimst party, invoking curses by
several deities in addition to the above cursayoae should try to do so. While the text
does not function to declare a punishment by huhagal authority, it does call for a
form of limited banishment (albeit by divine hand)form that becomes a standard threat

in similar Neo-Assyrian decrees.

4. ABL 1105, rev., line 11-12 — Assurbanipal, tyeaith Babylonian allies, from

the time of the Samas-Sumu-ukin rebellion, 652-BABE.
Akkadian text:
930 na-an-na-ruAN-e uKLTIM [xxxxxxxxxxxxxx] E 2.KUR u E,.GAL e-re-ba-nu

“May Sin, light of heaven and earth, prohibit] your entry into temple and palace

[..]7

Similarly, Esarhaddon’s treaty with Ratamaia:

[xx n]a-an-mar[AN-e u Kl-ti; SAHAR.SUB.BA-€] [li-h]al-lip-ku-nu [ina IGI
DINGIR.MES u LUGAL e-rab-ku-nu a-a ig-Bi [ki-Jma sir-ri-me MAS.DA; [ina

EDINru-up-da

“[May Sin], the brightness of heaven and eartlfiprbiid your entering into the
presence of the gods or king (saying): ‘Roam theedg like the wild-ass (and) the

gazelle.™?

131 Robert F. HarperAssyrian and Babylonian Lette(d4 vols.; Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1892-1914), cuneiform = 11:1216, tablet 1B255-22, 130, rev., line 11. Transliteration and
translation cited here are from Simo Parpola anduka Watanabe, edslNeo-Assyrian Treaties and
Loyalty OathqState Archives of Assyria 2; Helsinki: Helsinknlversity Press, 1988), 67, no. 9.



While the invocation of Sin in these two examplaisfinto the category of a curse
rather than a legal pronouncement, it calls upahvane power to banish the offender

from temple and palace, a measure employed in cqurary legal practice.

6. ABL 706 + ABL 1318 + K 12968, rev., line 10 -edtAssyrian. Reign of

Sargon Il, ca. 725 B.C.E.
Akkadian text:
i-ti-Si-5u ma-a a-n&UR.e-bir-ID; w-sa-ga-li-us
“They took him away and deported him to the langonel the River.*®?

The letter is addressed to the king. It is writtgn“your servant Zeru-ibni.” The
letter concerns a Ninevite scribe Erra-Gamil, ababbm the king has inquired. He

states:

I summoned him, and thoroughly questioned Nab(-Sugauand the scribes
from Nemed-IStar and Lagé, servants of the kindary, (who told me): “He
came two years ago, got a position with lla’i-Bamd worked punctually on
his behalf. Last year, while lla’i-Bel was stilivee, atracker came and took
him away.”

7. K 1033 = ABL 58, rev., line 9 — Neo-Assyriareign of either Esarhaddon or

Assurbanipal, approximately 670 B.C.E.

Akkadian text:

132Donald J. Wiseman, “The Vassal-Treaties of Esatbad Iraq 20 (1958): 1-99. Cuneiform =
ND 27, plate 6, column 6, lines 419-21. Transwipand translation cited here are from Wisemar£89
lines 419-21.

133 The text in which this line occurs is a combinatif the following texts: HarpeABL, cuneiform
= 7:759, tablet 706 (= K 1076); HarpekBL, cuneiform = 13:1474, tablet 1318 (= K 5420B); m8i
Parpola, ed.Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the iBhitMuseum, Part 53: Neo Assyrian
Letters from the Kuyunjik Collectiofondon: Trustees of the British Museum, 1979neaiform = plate
115, no. 444. Transcription and translation of¢bmbined text cited here are from Simo Parpola, et
Correspondence of Sargon Il, Part I. Letters froresyria and the WegiState Archives of Assyria 1;
Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 1987), 160, 264.



us Ki-i & %15 8a N[INA.'KI] 915 &3 arba-ils ig-ba-gn-ni] ma-a $a TA* LUGAL
be-li-ni'] la ke-nu-ni ma-a $aTA* KUR-a$-3ur[Kl] ni-na-sah-8u ket-tu'-ma TA*

KUR-a3-8urkKl li-in-ni-s [ihz]

“And inasmuch as IStar of Nineveh and IStar of Aaldeave said: ‘We shall root out
from Assyria those who are not loyal to the kingr tord,” he should really be banished
(from) Assyria!™** The reference is to an unnamed troublemakee speaker is Nabu-
nadin-Sumi, “your (the king's) servant.” The libefore the quote in question reads, “[I]f
he has been troublesome, may the gracious fadaddding] tur[n] away from him!” No

other context is given.

Geographic punitive expulsion is clearly what isnlgedescribed, and the offense is
said to be political disloyalty. Political disldjpain a public servant, however, involves
the violation of an oath to deity, the breakingadfich calls down the wrath of the deity.
Consequently, the king must execute the deity’stiwan the offender. Wherever a
loyalty oath has been sworn to deity, punitive égjom must be described as more than

simply political.
8. ABL 505, lines 9-12 — Neo-Assyrian. Reign afgbn Il, dated 710 B.C.E.

Akkadian text:

(Vo8

ESSw 1-en inaURU.arrap-ha it-ta-lak ma-a lu-8ag-li-a-$uh-t[i*-lij]g LUGAL

it-ta-har

134 Harper,ABL, cuneiform = 1:55, tablet 58, K 1033, rev., line Branscription and translation cited
here are from Simo Parpolagtters from Assyrian and Babylonian Scholé8tate Archives of Assyria 10;
Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 1993), 221, 384.



“A brother of (Sin-uballit mayor of Dar-Sarrukku) went to Arrapha, sayinguill

deport him,” so he ran away and appealed to thg. kit
9. ABL 712, rev., lines 2—7 — Neo-Assyrian. ReafrSargon Il, dated 710 B.C.E.
Akkadian text:
[E> "DINGIR-ma — tak-lak nu-3ag-la[xxx] nu-3ag-la-a-mgLUGAL] i-pa-lu-hu
[ki-md] E; "DINGIR-ma — tak-lak nu-sag-li ur-ke-ti am-me-e>&m-nu-ti nu-sag-1{0]

“We must deport the house of llumma-taklak, andnmest also deport..., so that
they will fear the king. After we have deportece thouse of llumma-taklak, let us

thereafter deport the latter there, t68.”
10. Piankhy Prohibition Steéfd— Reign of Piankhy, 747-716 B.C.E.
Egyptian text:

(6) Nn rdit ‘g.sn r_lwt-ntr nt 'Imn n Pmw_hy-ib Dw W'b Ir mdt pfy, btw pw d.f
ir.sn m_lwt-ntr nt 'Imn. ’Ir.sn (7) mdt nn wdw n nt ir sw. ’lIr.sn w3ww m ib.sn, m sm3

s n wn bt3.f

“Not letting them enter the Temple of Amun of tleevh of Pemu-Within-the-Pure-
Mountain on account of that thing, that crime thatsays they committed in the Temple

of Amun...They have committed evil in their heaggen killing an innocent man?

135 Harper, ABL, cuneiform = 5:544, tablet 505, 81-2-4, 95, obine$ 9-12. Transcription and
translation cited here are from Andreas Fuchs dmb $arpola,The Correspondence of Sargon Il, Part
Ill: Letters from Babylonia and the Eastern Prow@sdState Archives of Assyria 15; Helsinki: Helsinki
University Press, 2001), 116, no. 169.

136 Harper, ABL, cuneiform = 7:764, tablet 712, Sm 1223, rev.edir?—7. Transcription and
translation cited here are from Fuchs and Pari@Aa& 15, 28, no. 40.

137 Hieroglyphic text in Heinrich Schéfer, etlirkunden der Alteren Athiopenkénidieeipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1905), “Bannstelalrkundenlll, lines 110-13.



Here is not a case of expulsion from the commuihity,exclusion from the temple.
It is unclear why mere exclusion is being contengalahere, for a crime that normally
merited death under Egyptian jurisprudence. It fbaythat the crime is known to the

temple personnel, but has not been prosecutedvbbyaathorities.

11. 1 Kings 2:27 — “So Solomon banishexhi(t) Abiathar from being priest to
YHWH, thus fulfilling the word of YHWH that he haspoken concerning the house of
Eli in Shiloh.” Note that in 1 Samuel 2:33, Godmrises, “The only one that | will not
cut off (»>x8) from my altar shall be spared to weep out hissegred grieve his heart.”
Solomon’s motive is stated as mercy: “You desermatid but | will not execute you at
this time.” Abiathar has committed no death pegnaftense to be found in the Torah;

the issue is entirely political loyalty.
12. Jeremiah 36:5 — reign of Jehoiakim, DecembBrE& C.E.

“I am restrained=(sx). | cannot enter the house of YHWH.”

This verse parallels the roughly contemporary Negyhian texts (above) where
offenders are forbidden “to walk in temple or paldcHere appears to be a similar case
of political expulsion. While Duhm believes thardmiah is excluded from the Temple
for reasons of Levitical impurit}#? most other commentators’ views are like that dfnJo
Bright: “The probable sense is that Jeremiah héter(she incident of xx 1-6?) been

forbidden to enter the temple; or perhaps it wagphi that the authorities had him under

138 Transliterated text and English translation isrfrBara Orel, edDeath and Taxes in the Ancient
Near EastLewiston, Idaho: E. Mellen, 1992), 114.

139B. Duhm,Das Buch JeremiéTiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1901), 290.



observation and would stop him if he tried to spdadre.”*® Bright states thatsz

“cannot denote physical arrest” here as it doekeiemiah 33:1 and 39:185.

The ancient versions themselves show a varietyntefrpretations ofisx in this
passage. The LXX read®idcoopar, “I am being guarded.” Aquila and Symmachus
read ovvéyouer, “I am being restrained.” Origen readnclusus sum“l am
restricted/confined.” The Vulgate reaclausus sum‘l am shut in.” The Peshitta reads
kI’, while the Targum readdy, both implying physical restraint or incarceratioft is
unlikely that Jeremiah is in prison, since in 36:Baruch and Jeremiah are told to “go
and hide,” which would also argue against a liténéérpretation ofpvAcoooper. The
most logical explanation of all the evidence isttdaremiah is on an unwritten no-
entrance list to keep him out of the Jerusalemtsang. 2 Chronicles 23:19 states that
Temple gatekeepers were to prevent the unclean é&maering the sanctuary; these may
have also barred entrance to those who had bedtiveiinexpelled. This may give a
picture of howkareth may have been practiced in the First Temple pemdttiough it

must be noted that not a single word of kheethformula is found in this text.

13. Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmudifm— There are several pages on
excommunication in y. Mo'ed Qat3:1.I-XI (distinct from kareth but practiced
nonetheless). The passage says that there arde?éeas that merit excommunication,

but nowhere in the text itself are these offenstsed. The complete list of these offenses

140 30hn Bright,Jeremiah: A New TranslatiofAnchor Bible 21; Garden City: Doubleday, 1965),
179.

141 |bid.

142 The version of the Jerusalem Talmud cited throughbis paper is Jacob Neusner, traiifie
Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary Transten and Explanation 5 vols. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1982 — . The version of the BalgfonTalmud cited throughout this paper is Isidore
Epstein, ed.The Babylonian Talmud18 vols.; London: Soncino, 1978).



is pieced together by Strack and Billerbeck, maimith materials from the Babylonian

Talmud?*®

1. Whoever despises or speaks contemptuously swhalar — m. ‘Ed. 5:6 (see

below).
2. Whoever treats the messengers of a Jewish witbrtontempt — b. Qidd. 70a.
3. Whoever calls one’s fellow a slave — b. Qidgha.2

4. Whoever belittles the words of the scribesher words of the Torah — m. ‘Ed.
5:6.
5. Whoever is summoned to appear before a Jewistt on a specific date, and

does not appear. (No reference given.)

6. Whoever does not pay a penalty or verdict hdrmbtevn by a Jewish court — b.

Mo’ed Qat 14b.

7. Whoever owns a biting dog or an ox that cads@esage, who does not repair the

damage — b. B. Qam. 15b.

8. Whoever sells property to a Gentile, until thatson takes responsibility for all

disturbances that this may cause to neighboriragl$es — b. B. Qam. 114 a.

9. Whoever testifies for a Gentile against andktain a heathen court for the sake

of economic reward — b. B. Qam. 113b.

10. Any priestly butcher who does not give the itleat is owed to fellow priests —

b. Hul. 132b.

13 Hermann Strack and Paul Billerbeckommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und
Midrasch(5 vols.; Munich: C. H. Beck, 1956), 4/1:309-13.



11. Whoever desecrates the second day of Pentectist Diaspora, even if it is

local custom to work that day — b. Pesaa.
12. Whoever does work after noon on the fourteehtidisan — b. Pesak0b.
13. Whoever is heard to utter the Divine Name gesasarily — b. Ned. 7b.

14. Whoever leads the masses to eat sacred gffeontside Jerusalem. (No

reference.)
15. Whoever leads the masses to desecrate tmedildme — b. Ta‘an. 23a.

16. Whoever calculates leap years outside Isna@ldetermines when to change

the calendar — b. Ber. 63a. See also y. Mo’ed @&1d, 22-24 (below).
17. Whoever puts a stumbling block before thedotrb. Mo’ed Qatl7a.

18. Whoever hinders the crowd from fulfilling digeous obligation — j. Mo’ed

Qat 3, 81d, 21 (see below).
19. Any butcher who gives or sells meat from tanimals — b. Sanh. 25a.

20. A priestly butcher who will not let his buteHaife be inspected by scholars —

b. Hul. 18a.

21. Any male who sexually stimulates himself -Nid. 13b: “A man who wilfully
causes erection should be placed under the bahis passage is based on m. Nid. 2:1:
“The hand that oftentimes makes examination is, mgmeomen, praiseworthy; but

among men — it is to be cut off!”

22. Any divorced couple who bring complaints taitcagainst one another that

give suspicion that they have resumed sexual iymeth each other — b. Ketub. 28a.



This chapter forbids all remarriage of one’s exts® and prescribes how much distance

is to be kept between former spouses to prevestapicion of resumed intimacy.

23. Any scholar, whose “reputation is a most cffea one (dessen Ruf ein Ubler

ist)” — b. Mo’ed Qatl7a.

24. Whoever pronounces a ban on someone who diedeserve it — y. Mo’ed

Qat 3, 81d, 40.

Much of the material in the Talmudim involves claeas and events long after the
destruction of the Temple. The case of Theudd®oofie is one case that appears to take

place while the Temple is still standing:

It was taught: Said R. Yosé, “Todos of Rome taulgétpeople of Rome to eat
lambs roasted helmet-style on the night of Passo®ages said to him, “If
you were not Todos, should we not excommunicate [fou this proper
instruction]?” (And what was so special about TsffldSaid R. Hanania, “He
would send gifts in support of rabbis.”) “For downot turn out to cause the
community to eat Holy Things outside [of the TenjpléAnd whoever causes
the community to eat Holy Things outside of the Ppams supposed to be
excommunicated:™

Also in the Jerusalem Talmud is a case involvirgydfficial reporting of the new
moon. Rabbi Gamaliel 1l threatens a ban againstbRAkiba, who wanted to prevent
large numbers of people from reporting the new mbecause it was a Sabbath.
Gamaliel says that Akiba “hindered the people frmomplying with a commandment.”
(y. Mo’ed Qat 3 81d, 22-24) Similarly, in the Babylonian TabihuHananiah is
threatened with a ban for determining intercalapnths in Babylon, taking upon himself

authority that was reserved for the rabbis in Redegb. Ber. 63a).

144 Neusner’s translation refers to this passage adojed Qat 3:1 VII. E-H. The traditional
reference is p. Moed Qatan Il 81d, 24-28.



b. Mo'ed Qat 17a says, “Rabbi (Jehuda) had a maid servant sew a man
flogging his grown-up son. She banned him becdéysso doing he was transgressing
the commandment ‘“You shall not put a stumbling-klbefore the blind.” The date for
this incident would be ca. 200 C. E., if it is negendary. It is remarkable that here, a
woman who is not a rabbi pronounces the ban. Rrakly she commands the authority
of her master, Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi. This may bes#me incident referred to in the

Jerusalem Talmud (y. Mo’ed Q&1 X. G), although names and details do not matc

There are also brief allusions to excommunicatiorthe Mishnah. In m. Ta‘an.
3:8, Onias the Circle-Maker (ca. 80 C. E.) is tteaad with a ban for being too familiar
and irreverent toward God. In m. Mid. 2:2, bothumers and those who are under a ban
find it necessary to go around the Temple rathan tpassing through it. This tradition
appears to be an authentic tradition from the tinheen the Temple still stood. It
provides evidence that excommunication includeduskan from the Temple for the

length of time that it was decreed on the individua

In m. ‘Ed. 5:6, Akabya b. Mahalaleel is reportednned for failing to retract four
of his opinions on purity, although the Mishnahiter (Rabbi Judah) denies it: “God
forbid that it should be Akabya that was put unither ban! — for the Temple Court was
never shut against the face of any man in Israekise and sin-fearing as Akabya b.
Mahalaleel.” Also in this same passage, Eleaz&noch is banned “because he threw

doubt on [the teaching of the Sages concerningtliensing of hands.”
Forkman reviews the range of opinions on this pract

Around the question of the ban’s function theregmsia certain amount of
confusion. 1 is most often translated as “excommunicated” onetbing
similar. This happens often, for example, in tlea&@no edition of the Bab.



Talmud. E. Schirer equates the ban with expuldiom the Jewish
community. G. F. Moore speaks of the ban as exaomation. S. Krauss
describes it as a temporary exclusion, and L. Fatéia calls it “expulsion.”
Contrary to this interpretation Billerbeck maintaithat the banymi, was
something completely different from an expulsidtunziger stresses that the

ban never aimed at complete exclusion from the gygiae'*

At its earliest stage, this practice of expulsioayrhave only been practiced within
the circle of the Pharisees, who had an exclusiembership. Only with the passage of
time does it become a generalized practice. Thgp@8oof John 9:22 (see also 12:42)
claims that this form of expulsion was employedfaiowers of Jesus. Certainly by the

time the Gospel of John was written, in the lagtadie of the first century C.E., this ban

had become official for a large portion of the J@wtommunity.

Talmudic excommunication bears more resemblandedas’ teaching in Matthew
18:15-17 than it does t@reth It nevertheless serves as evidence for pungigeilsion,
although the rationale for Talmudic excommunicatioay not have been exactly the
same as fokareth since there is no indication in the Talmud tlne presence of such

offenders threatens to bring wrath on the commurfigrkman observes,

If we inquire into the kind of opposition which lught on the threat of a ban
or was belayed with a ban we find, namely, thatosgon to questions of
purity played a greater part before the year 70]enthe traditions after the
year 70 lay more stress on the character of theoppn as being defiance
against the rabbinic authoritff.

Thus, purity and authority, both of which are elatsanvolved irkareth served as
the unspoken rationale for excommunication in thgbmic period. Excommunication

was intended to preserve the authority of badakoth The handling of th&areth

145 Eorkman Limits, 102.

146 Eorkman Limits, 97.



offenses specified in the Torah had already bestitutionalized, as well as the theology
of kareth as punishment at the hands of heaven. But thd fagepunitive expulsion
persisted, as threats of impurity and insubordomatarose that were not covered by
kareth but which resemblekiarethoffenses. Rabbinic practice may have been sirtolar

the way thakarethoffenses were handled in pre-exilic and early jgadic Israel.
Other texts.

The final group of texts consists of texts wherdsitunclear whether punitive
expulsion is being practiced at all. They are @nésd here for their value to be judged

by the reader.
1.EA62:37-38 — Amarna, letter of Abdi-ASirta to_Ralte, ca. 1400 B.C.E.
Akkadian text:
___[Ble-nu id-tu¥su-mu-rf' ___[ble-t{u-m]a la-a atu-ud-[m]i
[mi-ni]m [i]-k[a]-az-zi-bu-nim ™ ha-za-nu[-t]&"* a-na pa-ni-ka

“l did not expel &t-ru-ud-mj them out of 8mur. What lies did the regents tell

thee?®’

This passage seems to be a reference (via a demthB kind of political expulsion
practiced by the Hittites and in Mari. Howevelisiunclear whether the act was a formal

legal or political act, or whether the individuasre merely expelled out of animosity.

147 Otto Schroeder,Die Tontafeln von El-Amarna(Vorderasiatische Schriftdenkmaéler der
Koniglichen Museen zu Berlin, Heft 11-12; Osnabrii¢gller, 1915), cuneiform: 42, no. 28, lines 37-38
VAT 1680. Transcription in MerceAmarng 1:254. Translation in Mora®ymarng 134. Transcription in
Mercer,Amarng 1:254.



4. YOS10 31ii.52-54 — The date of this text is undartas is often true for omen

texts, although Lafont places it in the Old Babydonperiod:*®

Akkadian text:

Sum-ma mar-tum ap-pa-Sa a-H# , E;.GAL-im Sa-ki-in &-ri-du-u-um Sa kussSudu
anaalisu itar

“If the tip of the gall bladder is located at thalgre gate, the exile who has been

hunted shall return to the city:® At least eighteen other examples of exiled figure

(mostly political) are cited in similar texts @AD 19:60-61, including:

Sarru far-du itibbema naita ibél — “an exiled king will rise up and rule the land”

(CT 39 11:48).

tar-du ana Iat abisu itar —“the exile will return to the house of his fathéCT 30

50:12, also CT 51 158:11; CT 20 22 81-2-4, 279:8.)
tar-du kussa iabbat— “an exile will usurp the throneZ@A 52 242:34).

tar-du pi-du-Su ta-nam-dir “you (Marduk?) pay the ransom for the exile” (RA

321, rev.1).

It is unclear whether these are exiles who aregopimished for political crimes,
fugitives from justice, or escapees fromnaup d’etat Because of the hypothetical nature
of omen texts, the only context that can be spakan the real-life conditions in which

the predictions would be heard. The texts spea& tdirly common phenomenon of

148 afont,Femmes184.

149 Albrecht Gétze, edQld Babylonian Omen Tex{¥ale Oriental Series, Babylonian Texts 10;
London/New Haven: Yale University Press, 1947),eiform = plate 43, tablet 31, column ii, lines 52-5
Transcription and translation cited here is fré&D 19:61.



political leaders being sent away to live in exido doubt, there were also fugitives who
were avoiding capital punishment (the question by whe hypothetical figure in théOS
text is being “hunted” raises this possibility),tlat least some of the hypothetical figures
in these omen texts seem to have been punitivghglled (the terntaridum strongly
suggests one who has been sent away rather th@scapee). The resemblance to
biblical kareth in these cases is superficial, but it appears s@h expulsion was

practiced commonly enough to be proverbial.

Conclusions

Three purposes of punitive expulsion reveal theweselin the Near Eastern
evidence. The first purpose is political, to deera person who is a political threat of the
ability to participate in society. The second ms® is mercy, where expulsion is
practiced as a less drastic punishment than dedte third purpose is removal of
contamination to avoid the wrath of deity upon tt@mmunity, a purpose that is

particularly evident in Hittite practice.

The Near Eastern evidence cited above verifiedyipothesis that, contrary to the
impression created by its virtual absence in then& Near Eastern legal codes,
expulsion or banishment was, in practice, an aeckform of judicial punishment in
Israel’'s broader Near Eastern context. The evielergtablishes the plausibility of the
expulsion penalty in Israel as a combination of apdor a crime that deserves death,
plus removal of contamination. It demonstrates l@arc precedent in the second
millennium B.C.E. for such expulsion, and documeigsuse throughout the biblical

period in the ancient Near East. It also showarbtlehat such expulsion was practiced



by post-exilic Jews, even if that practice is nigady connected to the language of

kareth

The question is, How strong are the parallels betwany of these pieces of
evidence and the biblicdareth penalty? In terms of time and geography, theyearl
Mesopotamian, Hittite, and Egyptian evidence amsest to the Israel of the Exodus.
Mesopotamian expulsion, and the rationale behing itkely to have been a component
of the Hebrews’ patriarchal heritage. Egyptian w@gion provides a contemporary
context for Hebrews who have just come out of Egegppulsion was a well-attested
legal option right there in their own time, at leastheory. Both Israel and the Hittites
appear to have inherited culturally from the Hursiatherefore Hittite banishment and its
accompanying concept of impurity may also be a duelsraelite practice. Two
significant differences of Egyptian punitive expats from biblical kareth are the
specification of a distant destination for the Ised offender, and the almost complete

confinement of this penalty in Egypt to its preseicoath formulas.

CH 8154 is the closest parallel to what is propdsduk biblicalkareth a provision
in a legal code that punishes by geographic expulBiom one’s city a perpetrator of a
sex crime like the kinds described in Leviticus &8yenalty more merciful than death,
which also removes what was apparently viewed ssuace of contamination. Hittite
practice becomes the next closest parallel: expulsiearly is practiced by local option
as a merciful commutation of capital punishmentha standard legal code, with the

motive to remove contamination clearly in evidence.

Royal decrees become the next closest parallddareth The foremost of these is

the case from Ugarit. The crime of counterfeitingal restricted property parallels the



sacred restricted items in Exodus 30:33 and 38, amngkrciful alternative to death is
provided for. The next closest parallel is therdecby the Mari prophet quoted by
Yaqgim-addu, where the offense appears to be & autie, but the punishment stops
mercifully short of death. Protection of the commity from divine wrath may also be in
view. The Edict of Horemheb and the Neo-Assyriaordes bear the least resemblance
to kareth (expulsion and possibly mercy being the only comraeements), although the
Neo-Assyrian decrees (expulsion from temple andagml do resemble Israelite

expulsions during the later monarchy.

Evidence from curse formulas does not pardiégkthas to the offenses involved.
The one exception is Papyrus Deir el-Medineh, whedtery is the crime. Unlike most
Near Eastern curse provisions, however, the Egytgjury examples do not require the
action of a deity, but call for a punishment thatentirely within human power to
perform. The same is true for the Neo-Assyriarsesr while Sin and IStar are invoked,
banishment from temple and palace do not requisedarect action from deity. The
punishments invoked in the above-cited passagesaapie bear witness to realistic
practice, as opposed to curses such as “(M)ay gdodd in the belly of a dog or pi¢?®
To the extent that a curse formula is either uhfikex impossible to have been fulfilled
by deliberate punitive action by those who haveeet it, such a curse does not qualify

as evidence dfareth

This raises a separate issue, whettaeth itself is really a curse rather than a

codified punishment. If it is a curse, then theafial with these extra-biblical curses

150 \viseman, “Vassal-Treaties,” 66, line 484.



becomes obvious. It is argued here instead th#tancase okareth expulsion of the

offender is achieved by human rather than divirenay.

The category of matter-of-fact references to expuoldears the least resemblance
to true biblicalkareth There is one monumental exception: the mythrafl Bnd Ninlil,
where a shocking sex crime is involved, and whgpeiksion rather than death is decreed
by the gods. Historical evidence for expulsion agndews in the post-exilic period
cannot serve as proof of the meaningafeth it can only serve as evidence that not all
Jews followed the point of view of the LXX, Josephand the later rabbis as to how

karethwas to be put into practice.

If karethis indeed expulsion in codified form, its preseacé its frequency in the
Torah becomes unique among Near Eastern sourcab; @mran, at the very end of
the period in view, offers codified punitive expgols on any comparable scale.
Nevertheless, without the additional evidence preegskabove, the argument thatreth
was originally intended as punitive expulsion wobk&lmore difficult to maintain. But if
karethis a curse rather than a codified punishmentgdbmes unusual among the curses
of the Torah, which are not normally mixed togetivih statutes. This is possibly the
strongest argument against the Wold-Milgrom themrkareth no ancient Near Eastern

law code contains any divine extermination cursiiwiits system of torts.

While it is easy to trace the origins of the Wolddvom interpretation okareth
back through the rabbinic sources to the LXX, dedént interpretative tradition may be
traced back from Qumran through the Maccabean gdee described by Josephus) to
Ezra’s fifth century B.C.E. community. It is therclusion of this writer that it is the

latter interpretive tradition that faithfully preses the meaning of a penalty whose



meaning had been lost to the greater part of Israel

The conclusion of this paper is thatrethis an expression of relative mercy, which
preserves the possibility of repentance. It alsmaves a source of ongoing moral
contamination from the community that puts the camity at risk. Kareth is the

equivalent of a life sentence in a prison withoartsh

The conclusion thdtarethis a form of punitive expulsion makes more sengeobu
the data than the theory tHarethis a divine extermination curse, for which theseno
evidence as a threatened penalty in the legal gimns of any ancient Near Eastern law

code.

SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alfrink, Bern. “L’Expressionmay->x noxy.” Oudtestamentische Studién(1948): 118
30.

Allam, Schafik.Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri aus der Ramessiderizekunden zum
Rechtsleben im Alten Agypten. Tubingen: im Selbdtagedes Herausgebers, 1973.

Beckerath, Jurgen von. “Die ‘Stele der Verbanntem’ Museum des Louvre.Revue
d’Egyptologie20 (1968): 7—36.

Behrens, Hermanrknlil und Ninlil: Ein sumerischen Mythos aus Nipp&tudia Pohl:
Series Maior 8. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institut978.

Blenkinsopp, JoseplEzra-Nehemiah: A Commentatyondon: SCM, 1989.



Botterweck, G. Johannes, Helmer Ringgren, and Hébusef Fabry, edsTheological
Dictionary of the Old Testamentranslated by John T. Willis and David E. Green.
15 vols. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995.

Breasted, JameéAncient Records of Egyf vols. New York: Russell & Russell, 1962.

Brichto, Herbert C. “Kin, Cult, Land and AfterlifeA Biblical Complex.”"Hebrew Union
College Annua#4 (1973): 1-55.

Bright, John.Jeremiah: A New TranslationAnchor Bible 21. Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1965.

Charlesworth, James H., ethe Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Gree#sTe
with English Translationss vols. Louisville, Ky.: Westminster/John KnoXa3 —.

Cole, Steven, and Peter Machinisetters from Priests to the Kings Esarhaddon and
Assurbanipal.State Archives of Assyria 13. Helsinki: Helsinki iMersity Press,
1998.

Danby, HerbertThe Mishnah: Translated From the Hebrew with Bhefoductory and
Explanatory NotesOxford: Oxford University Press, 1933.

Edzard, Dietz OttoGudea and His DynastyRoyal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia Early
Periods 3/1. Toronto/Buffalo: University of Tororfoess, 1997.

Epstein, Isidore, ed-he Babylonian Talmud.8 vols. London: Soncino, 1978.

Eyre, Christopher J. “Crime and Adultery in AncieBgypt.” Journal of Egyptian
Archaeology70 (1984): 92—-105.

Fensham, Frank CharleBhe Books of Ezra-Nehemidew International Commentary
on the Old Testament. Grand Rapids, Mich.: EerdmE982.

Finkelstein, Jacob J’he Ox That Gored Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society 71/2. Philadelphia: American PhilosophiBatiety, 1981.



Fisher, Loren, edThe Claremont Ras Shamra Tablefsmalecta Orientalia 48. Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1971.

Forkman, GoéranThe Limits of the Religious Community: Expulsiamfrthe Religious
Community within the Qumran Sect, within Rabbinidalsm, and within Primitive
Christianity. Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series 5. LUM/K Gleerup,
1972.

Fuchs, Andreas, and Simo Parpdlade Correspondence of Sargon Il, Part lll: Letters
from Babylonia and the Eastern Provinc&tate Archives of Assyria 15. Edited by
Simo Parpola. Helsinki: Helsinki University Pre2601.

Gardiner, Alan.The Inscription of Mes: A Contribution to the StudyEgyptian Judicial
Procedure Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und AltertumskuAégyptens 4/3.
Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1964.

Gelb, Ignace J., Benno Landsberger, A. Leo Oppemhand Erica Reiner, edShe
Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute ofettUniversity of Chicago25 vols.
Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1956 —.

Grayson, Albert Kirk, edAssyrian Royal InscriptionsWiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz,
1972 —.

. Assyrian Rulers of the Early First Millennium B®oyal Inscriptions of
Mesopotamia Assyria 2—3. Toronto: University of diaio Press, 1991.

Gurney, Oliver R. “The Sultantepe Tablets (Contdjué/Il. The Myth of Nergal and
Ereshkigal.”Anatolian Studie40 (1960): 105-31.

Harper, Robert F.Assyrian and Babylonian Letters Belonging to theuymjik
Collection(s) of the British Museurti4 vols. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1892-1914.

Hattusilis 1ll. “The Apology of Hattusilis.” Page42—-99 in A Hittite Chrestomathy
Edited by Edgar H. Sturtevant and George Bechtalagelphia: Linguistic Society
of America, 1935.



Hayes, William ChristopheA Papyrus of the Late Middle Kingdom (Papyrus Bipok
35:1446) Brooklyn: Brooklyn Museum, 1955.

Heimpel, Wolfgang.Letters to the King of Mari: A New Translation, kwiHistorical
Information, Notes, and Commenta¥yinona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2003.

Hobson, G. Thomas. “Cut Off From (One’s) Peoplenifie Expulsion in the Torah.”
Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary—St. Louis, forthiomgm

Hoffner, Harry A. “Incest, Sodomy and Bestiality time Ancient Near East.” Pages 81—
90 inOrient and Occident: Essays Presented to Cyrus Goh the Occasion of His
Sixty-Fifth Birthday Edited by Harry A. Hoffner. Neukirchen-Viuyn: Netchener
Verlag, 1973.

Jacobson, ThorkildThe Harps That Once: Sumerian Poetry in Translatidew Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1987.

. Sumerian MythologyA Review.” Journal of Near Eastern Studi&s(1946):
128-54.

.Toward the Image of Tammuz and Other Essays onpd&snian History and
Culture Harvard Semitic Series 21. Edited by WilliamMoran. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1970.

Jastrow, MarcusA Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli anerushalmi, and
the Midrashic Literature2 vols. New York: Title Publishing, 1943. Repreadody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 2005.

Josephus.Translated by H. St. J. Thackeray et al. 10 vblseb Classical Library.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1926-65

Kataja, Laura, and Robert Whiting, e@ants, Decrees, and Gifts of the Neo-Assyrian
Period. State Archives of Assyria 12. Helsinki: Helsitkniversity Press, 1995.

Kitchen, Kenneth AThe Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100-650) BXd rev. ed.
Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1986.



Lafont, Sophie Femmes, Droit, et Justice dans I'Antiquite orieataDrbis Biblicus et
Orientalis 165. Fribourg: Editions Universitairé999.

Lanfranchi, Giovanni B., and Simo Parpolde Correspondence of Sargon Il, Part Il
Letters from the Northern and Northeastern Provin&tate Archives of Assyria 5.
Edited by Simo Parpola. Helsinki: Helsinki UniveydPress, 1990.

Loewenstamm, SamuelComparative Studies in Biblical and Ancient Oridnta
Literatures. Alter Orient und Altes Testament 204. Kevalaer: Neihener Verlag,
1980.

Lorton, David. “Treatment of Criminals in Ancieng¥pt.” Journal of the Economic and
Social History of the Orier20 (1977): 2—64.

Luukko, Mikko, and Greta Van Buylaer&he Political Correspondence of Esarhaddon.
State Archives of Assyria 16. Helsinki: Helsinki idersity Press, 2002.

Malamat, AbrahamMari and the Bible Studies in the History and Culture of the Ancient
Near East 12. Edited by Baruch Halpern and M. HWMgippert. Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1998.

Méarquez Rowe, Ignacio. “The Legal Texts from Ugaitages 390-422 iHandbook of
Ugaritic Studies Edited by Wilfred G. E. Watson and Nicholas Wyattiden: E. J.
Brill, 1999.

Milgrom, Jacob.Leviticus: A New Translation with Introduction af@bmmentary 3
vols. Anchor Bible 3, 3A, 3B. New York: Doubleday991-2001.

Moran, William L., ed. and tiThe Amarna LetterdBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1992.

Morganstern, Julian. “Addenda to the ‘The Book bk tCovenant, Part Ill—The
Huqgim.” Hebrew Union College Annu&F (1931/32): 33-58.

Myers, Jacob MEzra, Nehemiah: Introduction, Commentary, and Nofeghor Bible
14. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965.



Neusner, Jacob, tranBhe Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary fiséation and
Explanation 5 vols. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,2198

Nissinen, Martti.Prophets and Prophecies in the Ancient Near E&etiety of Biblical
Literature Writings from the Ancient World 12. Eelit by Peter Machinist. Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2003.

Nougayrol, Jean. “Textes Juridiques”. Pages 22-7@.e Palais Royal d'Ugarit
(Mission de Ras Shamra Tome VI), vol. 3. Editeddgude F.-A. Schaeffer. Paris:
Imprimerie Nationale, 1955.

Orel, Sara, edDeath and Taxes in the Ancient Near Edsiwiston, Idaho: E. Mellen,
1992.

Parpola, Simo, ed’he Correspondence of Sargon Il, Part |: LettemirAssyria and the
West.State Archives of Assyria 1. Helsinki: Helsinki iJersity Press, 1987.

.Letters from Assyrian and Babylonian Scholétate Archives of Assyria 10.
Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 1993.

, and Kazuko Watanabe, eb®o-Assyrian Treaties and Loyalty Oatl&tate
Archives of Assyria 2. Helsinki: Helsinki UnivergiPress, 1988.

Parrot, Andre, and Georges Dossin, eflschives Royales de Mar8 vols. Paris:
Imprimiere Nationale, 1950 —.

Peet, Thomas EricThe Great Tomb Robberies of the Twentieth Egypbgnasty
Oxford: Clarendon, 1930. Repr. Hildesheim: Georm§I1977.

Pfluger, Kurt. “The Edict of King Haremhab [sic[Jburnal of Near Eastern Studiés
(1946): 260-76.

Postgate, John Nicholadleo-Assyrian Royal Grants and Decre&ome: Pontifical
Biblical Institute, 1969.

Pritchard, James B., edncient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Olddresnt 3d ed.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969.



Rad, Gerhard vorOld Testament Theologyranslated by David M. G. Stalker. 2 vols.
New York: Harper, 1962.

Reilly, Jim. “Piankhi the Chameleon: The Next Gatien.” No pages. Cited 5/27/2008.
Online: http://www.kentnet/DisplacedDynasties/The_Next_Generation.html.

Roth, MarthalLaw Collections from Mesopotamia and Asia Min@ociety of Biblical
Literature Writings from the Ancient World 6. 2d.dddited by Piotr Michalowski.
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995.

Schafer, HeinrichUrkunden der alteren Athiopenkénigedrkunden des aegyptischen
Altertums, band 3, hefts 1-2. Leipzig: J. C. Hihec1905-1908.

Sperber, Alexander, ed@he Bible in Aramaic. I: The Pentateuch accordingTargum
Onkelos Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959.

Spiegelberg, WilhelmStudien und Materialien zum Rechtswesen des Phanzeiches
der Dyn. XVIII-XXI Hannover: [s. n.], 1892.

Strack, Hermann, and Paul Billerbedkommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud
und Midrasch5 vols. Munich: C. H. Beck, 1956.

Tal, Abraham, ed. Ha-Targum ha-Shomroni la-Torah: Mahadrah Bikortithe
Samaritan Targum of the Pentateuch: A Critical Eufit Texts and Studies in the
Hebrew Language and Related Subjects 5. Editedrbyp Botan. 3 vols. Tel Aviv:
Tel Aviv University Press, 1980-83.

Toorn, Karel van der. “Old Babylonian Prophecy begw the Oral and the Written.”
Journal of Northwest Semitic Languad®s(1996): 55-70.

Wente, Edward F. “Chronology of the Twenty-Firstiagty.” Journal of Near Eastern
Studies26 (1967): 155-76.

Westbrook, Raymond. “Adultery in Ancient Near Easteaw.” Revue Bibliqued7
(1990): 542-80.



. “Cuneiform Law Codes and the Origins of ikkgion.” Zeitschrift fur
Assyriologie79 (1989): 201-22.

, edA History of Ancient Near Eastern La@/vols. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2003.
Studies in Biblical and Cuneiform Lawaris: Gabalda, 1988.
Wiseman, Donald J. “The Vassal-Treaties of Esarbaddraq 20 (1958): 1-96.

Wold, Donald John. “The KaretRenalty in P: Rationale and Cases.” Pages 1-45 in
volume 1 of SBL Seminar Papers, 197&dited by Paul J. Achtemeier. 2 vols.
Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers 1@sddula, Mont.: Scholars Press,
1979.

. “The Meaning of the Biblical Penalty ‘Kdrét Ph.D. diss., University of
California at Berkeley, 1978.

Young, Eric. “Some Notes on the Chronology and Gegy of the Twenty-First
Dynasty.”Journal of the American Research Center in E@y(1963): 99-112.

Zimmerli, Walther. “Die Eigenart der prophetischeade des EzechielZeitschrift fur
die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft (1954): 1-26.



