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Abstract:

In terms of'its content, the passage of Deuteronomy 21:1-9 is entirely unique within the
entire Old Testament. It describes a procedure that must be carried out upon finding the
corpse of a person murdered by an unknown individual outside any city in the land given
by God. The article presents a purely synchronic interpretation of the Greek Septuagint
version of this difficult text, meaning its explanation only within the context of the Greek
Deuteronomy, or the Pentateuch, without considering the original Hebrew text. The goal
is to determine how an ancient Greek reader could perceive and understand the unusual
ritual described in this biblical text. The interpretation presented here emphasises the
significant theological aspect of the entire described case, related to the unique and
exceptional relationship between God and His chosen people.
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Introduction

In Deuteronomy 21:1-9, we find a unique passage that has no parallel in the entire Pentateuch or
anywhere else in the Old Testament. Here, Moses gives the Israelites instructions on the proper
procedure to follow when they find the body of a murdered person outside the city, whose killer
remains unknown.

The situation described here is specific in several respects: no judicial investigation of the
circumstances of the killing is described in the text. Although it can be implied in silentio, nothing
in the text suggests it. The site of the ceremony is a desolate ravine untouched by human activity.
The case is not handled by either the local court or the supreme court. Judges are present, but they
do not judge. The ritual does not take place in a sacred place. Priests are present, but it is likely
they are not the ones performing the ritual itself. There is a formula of exclusion, but it does not
exclude anyone from the community. The representatives of the people plead for God’s mercy,

* This study is a result of the research funded by the Czech Science Foundation as the project GA CR 23-05637S
‘Capital offences in the Deuteronomic Code, and their early linguistic recontextualization’.
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even though they clearly proclaim their innocence beforehand. This biblical text thus rightly
attracts the interest of researchers.!

The goal of this article is a purely synchronic interpretation of the Septuagint version of this
biblical passage. In general, it can be said that the translation of the Jewish sacred scriptures into
Greek was made primarily for the needs of the Greek-speaking Jewish community, which was no
longer able to read or understand the Hebrew original. But then the question arises: how could
these believing Jews, later also Christians and finally all other Hellenistic readers, read, understand
and interpret the Greek versions of Jewish religious writings without their relating to the Hebrew
original? What ideas did these translations evoke in them? What image of Old Testament Judaism
did they convey to them? This circle of questions is what this proclaimed synchronic interpretation
of Dt 21:1-9 LXX wants to enter. Its aim is to interpret the Greek LXX version of this passage in
the context of the Greek Deuteronomy (and the Pentateuch if necessary).? In what way could the
described ritual be understood by the Greek readers? What message about God and His people
they could learn by reading about it?

The Greek Deuteronomy is its closest referential contextual unit, in relation to which it can and
should be interpreted.’ Therefore, primary emphasis will be placed on its terminological, thematic
and other contextual connections within the Greek Deuteronomy.* The interpretation will first deal
with the elementary contextual placement of the text Dt 21:1-9 and then with its basic structural
division. The main interpretive part is structured according to the individual content-structural
segments of the interpreted text.

The Greek Septuagint texts in their synchronic interpretation can then be used for comparison
with other translations of the given text from the Hebrew original (e.g., Vulgate, targums), for
discussions of ancient translations of the Septuagint (e.g., Vetus Latina, Coptic versions), and for
study of how this text or any part thereof was received and recontextualised by Jewish® and
Christian interpreters.

! Here, 1 kindly refer the reader to overview of the literature on the entire section on Dt 21:1-23 in Eckart Otto,
Deuteronomium 12-34. Erster Teilband: 12,1-23,15 (Freiburg: Herder, 2016), 1610-1617.

2 The Greek text of Deuteronomy is quoted in this article according to John William Wevers and Udo Quast, eds.,
Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum. Vol. 3,2: Deuteronomium. 2™ ed. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2006). If necessary, a different text variant of the edition Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart, Septuaginta: id est Vetus
Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006) is introduced. The
abbreviations G and R are used for both editions further on in the text, respectively.

3 As far as I know, the only synchronic approach to this text can be found in Douglas C. Mohrmann Deuteronomion:
A Commentary Based on the Text of Codex Alexandrinus (Leiden: Brill, 2023), 361-365.

4 Therefore, 1 do not, for example, examine the character of the text as a translation, nor do I deal with how the
terminology and phraseology of the translation modifies the Hebrew text.

3 For the text interpreted here, Josephus Flavius can be taken here into consideration. According to Sean A. Adams
and Zanne Domoney-Lyttle, The Philo of Alexandria Scripture Index (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2023), 136, Philo does
not deal with this text or its part anywhere.
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Dt
21

LXX

NETS®

1

"Eav 8¢ e0pebf] tpavpatiog &v tf yij, 1 KOprog 6
0e0G 6oL dS10MGTV GOl KANPOVOUTIGOL, TETTOKMG
&v 1@ medim kal ovK oidactv TOV matd&avta,

Now if, in the land that the Lord your
God is giving you to inherit, someone
wounded is found having fallen on the
plain, and they do not know who struck
him down,

é€ehevoovian 1 yepovoio kKoi ol kpirol Kol
EKUETPAOOVOY €Ml TOG TOAES TAG KUKA® TOD
Tpavpatiov,

the council of elders and the judges shall
come out and measure out to the cities
that surround the wounded.

Kol Eotat 1 TOMg M &yyilovoa Td TpovpoTiq Kod
Muyovtar 1 yepovoio TG TOAemg €KeEivg
dapaiy €k Bodv, fTic ovK eipyacton Kol HTig
ovy elhkvoev {uyov,

And it shall be the city nearest the
wounded, and the council of elders of
that city shall take a heifer from the
cows that has not been worked and
which has not pulled in a yoke,

kol kotofifacovoty 1 yepovoia THG TOAE®G
gkelvng Vv ddpaiy €ic papayya Tpayeiov, fTig
ovK  glpyootar  ovdE  omelpstar, Kol
VELPOKOTNGOVGLY TNV OAUOALY €V T PapayyL.

and the council of elders of that city
shall make the heifer go down to a
rugged ravine, which is neither worked
nor sown, and shall hamstring the heifer
in the ravine.

Kol mpocehevcovion ol iepeic ol Agvitar, Ot
avTovg Emélegev KOplog 0 Bed¢ mapeoTNKEVOL
aOT® Kol EVAOYETV €Ml T® OvOUATL OTOD, KOl £l
1@ otopoTL aOTOV Eotol mhoa AvTiloyio Kol
oo, aen

And the priests, the Leuites, shall come
forward, for the Lord God has chosen
them to stand by him and to bless in his
name, and by their mouth every dispute
and every assault shall be.

Kol mdoo M yepovoia Thg moOAewg €keivng ol
gyyilovteg T® Tpavpatio viyovtan Tag xeipog Eml
mv KEPOANV g SOUAAEDG g
VEVEVPOKOTNUEVNG £V TH] PApayyL

And the entire council of elders of that
city, those nearest the wounded, shall
wash their hands over the head of the
heifer that was hamstrung in the ravine,

Kol amokplOévieg €podoty Al yelpec UMY OOK
€€éyeav 1O aipo TodTO, Kol oi 0@OaApol MUY
oVY EMPAKACIV"

and in reply they shall say: ‘Our hands
did not shed this blood, and our eyes
have not seen.

hewg yevod 1® Aa®d oov ToponA, odg
ENTpho®, KOpE, Tva U yévnrar aipe dveitiov
&v 1® Aa®d cov Topani. koai €&hacOnoeton
o) TOig TO aipa.

Be merciful to your people Israel, whom
you redeemed, O Lord, so that innocent
blood may not be among your people
Israel.” And the blood will be
propitiated for them.

oL 0¢ €Capeig TO alpa TO Avaitiov € VUGV
avT®V, €0V TOMONS TO APECTOV KOl TO KOAOV
&vavtt kupiov 10D Beod cov.

But you shall remove innocent blood
from yourselves, if you do what is
pleasing and good in the sight of the
Lord your God.

6 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, eds., 4 New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford/New York:

Oxford University Press, 2007).
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Context

There are two texts in Dt 20 that have a common theme related in some way to warfare: 20:1-9
contains several regulations about military service, and 20:10-20 is instructions for conquering
cities. Both textual units are introduced by the conjunction v 8¢, ordinarily in Deuteronomy
introducing cases, which are then immediately followed by the relevant thematic discussion.
Similarly, the text in 21:1 is introduced in this formal manner, thus defining another separate case
for which Moses gives instructions. In this way, it is separated as a self-contained textual unit not
only from the previous texts, but also from the following ones, which are also always introduced
by the phrase £av 6¢ in the whole of chapter 21: Dt 21:10—14 gives instructions on marriage to a
female captive and 21:15-17 on the right of the firstborn. In vv. 18-21 Moses speaks about the
punishment for a disobedient son and in vv. 22-23 about the treatment of the corpse of a criminal
hanged on a tree.

The land-grant formulas in verses 21:1 and 21:23d frame the whole chapter and thus create a
certain form of inclusio,” indicating both the evident theo-logical character of the God-given land
and especially its purity as the framework theme of the entire chapter,® formulated in the last part
of its final verse: o pavsite TV YTiv fiv kOp1og 6 B£6¢ Gov didwaiv cot &v kApe.® This suggests
that the corpse of an innocent person who was fatally wounded defiles the land.'°

The framing function of v. 23 is also evident from the fact that the new case in Dt 22:1 doesn’t
begin with the conjunction av d¢ introducing the protasis of a conditional sentence, but with the
participle pr| id®v (22:1).!! Verse 21:1, on the other hand, can be seen as the introduction of a new
thematic section, in which the common denominator of the individual cases described in it is no
longer the killing of enemies and the conquest of their cities (as in chapter 20),'? but the dwelling
of Israel in the land given by God."

Structure

The structure of the pericope seems to be quite clear. Verse 1 as the protasis clearly introduces a
future conditional sentence. In the Deuteronomic Law (LXX), the conjunction €av 6¢ introduces a
subordinate conditional clause, typically describing a specific legal case. Moses, acting as God’s
intermediary and lawgiver, then in the form of apodosis prescribes its appropriate legal or
procedural solution based on God’s will.

7 The land-grant formula is found earlier in 20:16, but based on the overall formulation and context, it cannot create a
similar inclusion. Here, the emphasis is on the fact that it is the land of the nations that the Israelites are to completely
destroy, which does not create a similar connection as the formulas in 21:1 and 21:23. The next closest formula, which
is completely identical to the one in 21:23, is then in 24:4c, but it is far too separate to create a meaningfully traceable
inclusive connection with 21:23.

8 Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium, 1626.

? The verb poivo appears only twice more in the entire Septuagint Deuteronomy, in 24:4, where there is an identical
formulation as in 21:1 (0¥ piaveite v yijv fiv KOprog 6 0ed6g cov didwaiv cot &v KApm), but in a different context.
The man (6 avnp 0 TpéTEPOC) Who has divorced his wife may not take her back after she has also been divorced by
‘the last man’ (6 dvnp 0 €oyatog, 24:3) because she has been ‘polluted’ (netd to povOijvon avtiv). For this is an
abomination before the Lord your God (BdéAvypd éotv Evavtt kupiov tod Beod cov). Such pollution must not pollute
the land given as an inheritance.

10 Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium, 1623.

""E¢v 8¢ then appears in 22:6.

12 While verse 10 begins with a mention of going out to war against enemies, its main theme is how to treat a captured
woman whom an Israelite man wishes to take as his wife in his country.

13 For much more on other contextual interconnections, see Otto, 1624—1626. His contextual observations on the
Hebrew text are also applicable to the Greek one. Other connections within the Greek version of Deuteronomy will
be pointed out at the appropriate points in the explanation.
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From a purely formal-syntactical point of view, precisely due to the smooth flow of the text
through the paratactic conjunction xoi and the verbs in the future indicative (in main clauses),'*
vv. 2-8 can be considered as one extensive apodosis. Then, verse 1 states a condition, a case
causing a certain legal problem to be solved, which, if fulfilled, in turn causes a whole series of
consecutive actions, together forming one process unit, by which the problem is to be solved.

The Septuagint version of Deuteronomy frequently employs a specific conditional sentence
structure, in which after the protasis there follows the apodosis containing at least two future tense
verbs connected by the conjunction kai. This pattern appears in at least 23 out of more than 60
conditional sentences introduced by the conjunction éav 8¢:'° Dt 13:6-11 (7-12 R); 13:12-16 (13—
17 R); 14:23-26 (24-27 R); 15:16-17; 17:2-7; 17:8-11; 19:11-13; 19:16-20; 20:12—-14; 21:1-8;
21:10-13; 21:18-21; 22:2; 22:13-19; 22:20-21; 22:23-24; 22:25-26a; 22:28-29; 23:24 (25 R);
24:1-4; 24:5; 25:1-2; 25:5-6; 25:7-10. In all these instances, a consistent casuistic structure can
be identified. This structure can be broadly summarised as follows: ‘If a particular situation arises
(protasis), then a specific set of sequential actions must be undertaken to resolve it (apodosis).” It
is assumed that al/l the described actions are integral components of the solution for the given
situation. From the extensive nature of these texts, it is understandable that specific structuring and
appropriate punctuation are necessary to ensure clarity in the translated language.

Verse 9a is not part of the broader apodosis for two reasons: (1) the continuity of the paratactic
use of the conjunction kai is broken here using the particle 6¢; (2) the first part of verse 9 serves
as an apodosis to verse 9b, forming an independent conditional sentence with a reversed order of
protasis and apodosis.

However, a different scope of grammatical apodosis can also be considered in 21:1-9, as
evidenced by the different punctuation in the translations: (1) Verses 2-4'® can be understood as
one long apodosis of a conditional clause based on the content compactness formed mainly by the
terms yepovoio, woAg and dauarc.'” (2) It can be limited only to verse 2,'® with its own logic,
including content, because at the beginning of verse 3 a different subject (1] TO ) is mentioned
than in the previous verse (1] yepovcio Kol oi KptTai).

To enhance clarity, the analysed text is divided into three main sections here — (1) case
description: verse 1 presents the case in the form of the protasis of a conditional sentence; (2)
resolution procedure: verses 2—8 comprise the extensive apodosis, which outlines the procedure
for resolving the situation. This section is further divided into individual procedural steps
expressed by future indicative verbs connected by the paratactic conjunction xai; (3) community
implications: verse 9 outlines the consequences for the community’s behaviour arising from the
presented case.

(1) The protasis of the pericope (v. 1) introduces the reader to the initial situation: a case of a dead
man found in the field, killed by an unknown person.

14 Of course, this cannot be applied to relative clauses (v. 3, 4), causal clauses (v. 5), or direct speech (vv. 7-8).

15 The length and character of the protasis can vary considerably in the cases mentioned. Similarly, this also applies
to the apodosis, of which the length depends on any embedded subordinate (relative or other) clauses.

16 This delimitation we can observe, for example, in Cécile Dogniez and Marguerite Harl, Le Deutéronome. Traduction
du texte grec de la Septante, introduction et notes (Paris: Cerf, 2007), 243; Cristina Termini, ‘Adecvtepovouiov,
Deuteronomio,’ in Pentateuco, Seconda edizione riveduta, ed. Paolo Lucca (Brescia: Morcelliana, 2019), 809-1019,
here 929.

17 This compactness is interrupted by verse 5 with quite different terminology describing a new group of participants
coming on the scene.

18 See, for example, Mohrmann Deuteronomion, 117. Septuaginta Deutsch. Das griechische Alte Testament in
deutscher Ubersetzung, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 199.
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(2) In the apodosis, the characters 1 yepovoia kai oi kpirai first enter the scene determining which
city will accept responsibility for the execution of all further actions (v. 2). The representatives of
that city (1] yepovcio ti|g mOAemg ékeivng) will then, in the further continuation of the apodosis,
prepare the conditions for the performance of the reconciliation ritual itself at the prescribed place
and in the prescribed manner (vv. 3—4).

In verse 5, which seems to be a kind of insertion to the reader, the description of the ongoing
actions slows down: new figures necessary for the ceremony come on the scene, namely the priests,
the Levites, whose rank, position and function are explained (6tt) quite extensively here.

In vv. 6-8a there is a description of the reconciliation ceremony itself performed by the council
of elders of the designated city (1| yepovcio Thg mOAemc €keivng) consisting of a symbolic act
(v. 6) and a prescribed formula (vv. 7b—8a).

Verse 8b is very likely not to be taken as part of the spoken formula itself: it switches from the
dialogical address in the second person singular to the ‘impersonal’ statement in the third person,
which fits well into the developed apodosis and follows the statement in verse 7a (kai dmwoxpi0évteg
gpodowv ... kol é&thacnoetor awtoig). In its content, it concludes the procedural aspect of the
entire purification ritual: after performing the entire prescribed ceremony, God'® will free his
people from the guilt of bloodshed in the Promised Land by an unknown perpetrator, and therefore
irredeemable by ordinary legal procedures.

(3) The pericope is closed in v. 9 with a conditional clause with the reverse order of protasis and
apodosis. It acts as a sentence expressing the consequence of the performed ceremony for the
addressed community of Israelites.

Explanation

1 Case description

The situation that needs to be addressed according to this text is the finding of the person indicated
by the Greek word tpavpatiog. This term evoking the idea of someone else’s causing injury
leading to death?® usually refers to people killed in battle.?! In Deuteronomy;, it is then used only
in 32:42 in the context of Lord’s fight against his adversaries. Here in 21:1, it is not about killing
in battle, which was not considered a crime with any legal consequences.?

The verb matdoow is used in three different ways in other passages of Deuteronomy: (1) to kill
the enemies in combat (1:4; 4:46), being repeatedly explicitly specified that this involves their
complete extermination (2:33; 3:3; 7:2; 20:13); (2) to kill another person from the Israelites, a
‘neighbour’ (19:4, 6, 11); (3) of God striking people with some punishment, usually disease (28:22,
27,28, 35; 32:39). In Dt 21:1, the first and third meanings can be completely ruled out. In chapter
19, the verb motdoow suggests a scenario where an Israelite kills a fellow tribesman, a neighbour,
and therefore there is strong reason to believe that also in 21:1 the person killed was an Israelite.
However, there are no details about the identities of either the killer or the victim here. The verse
states that the killer is unknown (00k oidacwv 10V mata&avta), implying there are no witnesses.
Consequently, the standard judicial procedure reliant on witness testimony cannot be applied in

19 The passive form 8&1hacOnoetan in the given context cannot be interpreted other than as a divine passive.

20 Cf. Dogniez and Harl, Deutéronome, 242; Termini, ‘Adsvtepovéuiov,” 928 n. 835. The text does not specify how
(e.g., stabbed, shot) or with what (e.g., sword, dagger, arrow, stone) he was killed. From the usual association of this
noun with battle, it is certain that he was killed with a weapon.

2! In the Pentateuch see Gn 34:27; Nm 23:24; 31:8 (2x); cf. Nm 19:16, 18.

22 Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium, 1619.
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this case. The victim’s identity remains completely unknown, as the case is not centred around
him.

The words &v fj Yfj 1| k0ptoc 6 0£6¢ Gov $idwaoiv cot KAnpovopdcar explicitly define the area
to which the following regulations apply. Thus, the prescription of the expiatory rite applies only
to the internal geographical framework defined substantially theologically as the land of God’s
chosen people. The verb kAnpovopéwm is found a total of 50 times throughout the Greek
Deuteronomy, consistently (from chapters 1 to 32),°> and in only four cases (2:9; 9:1; 11:23;
33:23)?* is it not explicitly connected to the land (or a part of it) that the Lord gives Israel for an
inheritance. ‘To inherit the land’ (kKAnpovopeiv tnv yfjv) is thus a central key theological theme of
the entire Greek Deuteronomy, which runs through it like cantus firmus.>> However, it is a land
that Lord, God, gives to the Israelite people; it is His land. Everything that happens on it, everything
that is connected to it, is thus directly and immediately concerned with the (Israelite) God himself.
The shedding of blood on it is strictly and directly forbidden: ovk &kyvOnceton oipo évoitiov &v
H 1l G0V, N KVpLog 6 BedC Gov didwoiv cot v kKANpw (19:10a). Therefore, since innocent blood
has been shed (21:7-8) in the land given by God to Israel, the people must be free from guilt of
blood (19:10b: ovk €oton €v ool aipatt &voyxoc) and cleanse themselves of this innocent blood
(19:13b: kaBapteic o oipo 1o dvaitiov &€ Topand) by an expiatory rite.?

The perfect participle active nentmkmg characterises the ‘state’ of the slain person who fell and
whose body had been lying on the field for some unspecified (and perhaps even unidentifiable)
time until it was found ‘in the field’. The noun mediov in other places in Deuteronomy refers to a
plain in contrast to mountains, or together with them to express the entire space designated (1:7:
€lg 0pog Kol mediov; 8:7: 010 TdV medimv Kai 010 TdV 0péwv). Or, it refers to the space outside cities
(22:25: év mediw; cf. 22:23: év moAer) and a place for sowing seed (28:38: onépua molv é€oioelg
€lg 10 mediov kol OAiya eicoioelg). The wording of verses 2 and 3 clearly indicates, that the location
év 1® medim in 21:1 means in the context of the case being discussed that the murder took place
outside of any city.?’

23 According to the statistics in Logos Bible Study 27.3.26. Copyright 2000-2023 Faithlife, LLC: 1:8, 21, 39; 2:9, 24,
31;3:12; 4:1, 5, 14, 22, 26, 38, 47; 5:33; 6:1, 18; 7:1; 8:1; 9:1, 4, 5, 6, 23; 10:11; 11:8 (2x), 10, 11, 23, 29, 31 (2x);
12:2,29; 16:20; 17:14; 19:14; 20:16; 21:1; 23:20; 28:21, 63; 30:5 (2x), 16, 18; 31:13; 32:47; 33:23.

24 While verses 9:1 and 11:23 mention &0vn peydio koi ioyvpdtepa pdilov fi dueic, this can be interpreted as an
indirect but clear reference to a specific country.

25 The very great interest of the Greek Deuteronomy in the theme of the land as a God-given heritage can be further
evidenced by other terms etymologically connected to the verb kKinpovopém. The noun kKinpovopia refers to the land
in 2:12; 3:20; 12:9; 19:14; in other places it refers to the people (9:26 [only in G], 32:9) and the law (33:4). The verb
KatarkAnpovouém is used in connection with the land or the peoples inhabiting it: 1:38; 2:21; 3:20, 28; 12, 10, 29;
15:4; 18:4;19:1, 14; 25:19; 26:1; 31:3, 7. Only in 21:16 (G) does it refer to the distribution of inheritance to sons. The
noun KAfipog is most often used of the land (3:18; 4:21; 5:31; 11:31; 12:1; 15:4; 17,14 [R]; 19:10; 21:23; 24:4; 25:15,
19; 26:1; 29:8 [7 R]), then of the inheritance of the Levite (10:9; 12:12; 14:26 [27 R], 28 [29 R]; 18:1 [2x], 2 [2X])
and of the people as an inheritance (2:5, 9, 19; 9:29).

26 As can be observed, in the case under discussion, neither specific ‘murderous’ terminology as povevtig (4:42; 19:3,
4), povevm (4:42; 5:18; 19:6; 22:26), eovog (13:15 [16 R]; 20:13; 22:8; 28:22), nor ‘general’ terminology for killing
as amoxteivem (9:28; 13:9; 22:22; 22:25; 32:29) or Bavatdém (17:7) is used, referring to either the killer or his act.

27 Mohrmann, Deuteronomion, 362 considers a broader concept: ‘Starting with the “land” (yf] — v. 1) and narrowing
the focus to “field” or “plain” (mediw) does not imply, for example, that the following material pertains only to
unsolved murders committed in the countryside. This language merely points toward any circumstance where a
surreptitious murder had allowed someone to mortally wound someone and leave the scene undetected. Certainly, a
remote location would make that easier. By using a scenario set in a field though, the lawmaker has added complexity.
A question of jurisdiction is a compounding factor: “What if jurisdiction is not obvious, as opposed to a murder within
a city on a dark, quiet alley?””’
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2 Resolution Procedure

Since the murderer cannot be identified,?® it is unclear who is responsible for performing the
prescribed special conciliatory ceremony. Because this is a case of murder without witnesses,
ordinary judicial procedures as documented in Deuteronomy cannot be applied. Two groups are
responsible for the initial steps in resolving this situation: the council of elders (1] yepovcia) and
the judges (oi kprrai).?’ In the absence of further details, we can assume these involve the council
of elders and judges from the cities potentially affected by the case. The surrounding cities (tdg
TOAELG TOG KOKA® ToD Tpavpotiov) are identified as the closest to the victim. They are then
compared to determine (éxpetpricovotv) the absolute closest one. This process suggests it would
not be used if the responsible city for the reconciliation ceremony was already clear.*® Once the
distance is measured out and responsibility established, the ‘city’ closest to the slain person (kai
gotan 1) mOMG 1) &yyilovso 1@ Tpovpartia) ‘will take over the case’.3! The elders of that city (1)
yepovaia Thg TOAews €ketvng, vv. 3.4.6) then take the necessary actions.

The judges (oi kpitai) only appear initially here to determine the closest city through distance
measurement. In most passages of the Greek Deuteronomy where they are mentioned in the
plural®? (1:15; 16:18; 19:17; 21:2; 29:10; 31:28), they are listed alongside other specific social or
religious groups among the Israelites. Based on three verses where they are mentioned alone, their
primary roles seem to be: 1. court interrogation (1:16: dwakovete; 19:18: éEetdowov), 2. judicial
decision-making (1:16: xpivete dwaimg), and 3. overseeing punishment (25:2: kabielg avTov
EVOVTL TOV KPITAV Kol HOoTLY®GOLSY adTov évovtiov avut@v). Interestingly, in 21:2, the judges
appear to have an arbitral role in determining the nearest city, of which the council of elders would
then be responsible for the prescribed ritual.

They bring an animal required for the ritual, a heifer which has not yet been used for work and
has not been harnessed to the yoke (ddpaiv €k fodv, fjtic ovk eipyaoctar Kai fitig ody eikkvoey
Cuyov). In the rest of the Pentateuch LXX, ddpoiig is found in Gn 15:9 and Nm 19:1-10; 7 as a
sacrificial animal. There is a similar description of a ritual involving a red heifer in Nm 19:2:
Sapoiy moppav dpmpov, JTic ook Exel &v ot udpov kai 7 ovk &nefann én’ avtiv {uydc.
However, in that passage the heifer is burnt, but not in Dt 21. The ashes from its burnt body are
then used as part of the ‘water of sprinkling’ (bdwp pavticpov, 19:9). Nm 7 lists heifers as part of
the offerings that each of the twelve tribes of Israel should bring to the Tabernacle.

The heifer is to be brought into a ‘rugged ravine’, eapayya tpoysiov:> this Greek phrase is
found only here in Dt LXX.>* The Greek text leaves it ambiguous as to why the heifer is brought
here, to a location of this nature, rather than, say, to the place where the corpse was discovered.
Here we read about an inhospitable, uninhabited, and uncultivated place, the desired character of
which is explained by the immediately following characteristic: fjtig 00k €ipyactar 000E oreipeTor.

28 If the murderer was known or found out, it would not be necessary to perform this conciliatory ceremony.

2 The textual variant cov in both groups found in R variant explicitly introduces a stronger personal emphasis.

30 Although it was no longer a dispute, the conciliatory ceremony still had to be performed in the presence of priests.
3 Mohrmann, Deuteronomion, 362.

32 The singular form kputfig is used only in 17:9, 12.

33 John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholar Press), 199, 335: “a
rugged wadi’. Takamitsu Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Louvain: Peeters, 2009), 685 suggests
an equivalent ‘wildly flowing” for tpayV¢ in this place, but his translation is evidently under the influence of the
Hebrew (MT) version.

3% The adjective Tpaybg occurs in Dt only here; the noun @dpay€ in Dt a total of 10 times in 8 verses 1:24; 2:13 (2x);
2:14; 2:24; 2:36; 4:46; 21:4 (2x); 21:6.
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This corresponds to the characterisation of the heifer in verse 3b (fjtig 00k gipyaotar kol fjtig ovy
gilkvoev Quyov).

The mention of ‘not-working’ (o0k &ipyactar) in this context is very interesting. The verb
épyalopar appears in Dt LXX in only two other places besides this. In the Decalogue (5:13), work
is prescribed for six days of the week (€€ Nuépag €pyd kol Tomoelg Tava Ta Epya cov), while the
seventh day is reserved for rest for the Lord, when all living creatures (including all livestock, mav
KTHvog) must abstain from work (5:14). According to 15:19, every firstborn male is consecrated
to the Lord, and therefore the firstborn calf must not be worked (ovk £pyd €v T TPOTOTOK® LOGTK®D
oov). These two uses show that ‘not-working’ grants a specific time (capParta) and a specific
living creature (ndv mpmtdToKoV) a special, but fundamental theological value of exclusivity, or
being exclusively dedicated for God. Thus, the verbatim repeated characterisation of the heifer and
the ravine in Dt 21:3 and 4 0¥k gipyactot can be understood as an expression of their specific theo-
logical value, which makes them suitable for a purification ritual. In both cases, the general phrase
oVK gipyaoton is supplemented by another, more specific characteristic that the chosen heifer and
ravine must meet, ovy eilkvoev {uyov and ovde oneipetar. Therefore, it can be said that both the
animal and the land are chosen, because they have not yet been ‘devalued’ or ‘profaned’ by human
labour. Both are thus appropriate as parts of the ritual communication with God. This interpretation
can explain the unusual phrase @éapayyo tpayeiay.®

The members of the council of elders of the city in question will then cut the heifer’s tendons
(vevpokomficovaty, v. 4b).3¢ This act does not lead directly to the death of the animal; it leads to
its mutilation, the consequence of which is a slow and long dying. It is therefore not a form of
direct killing, and therefore not a kind of sacrifice. In the given context hence, it can be considered
a certain ritual-symbolic analogy to the fate of the mortally wounded man: in both cases fatal injury
leads to death.

The fifth verse of the text requires the presence of ‘priests, Levites’ for the ritual. This phrase
characterises the Levites in their specific priestly role. In the five other occurrences in Dt LXX, it
is used in connection with their specific function associated with: the God-chosen place, where
they act as part of the highest judicial authority (17:9) and preserve the text of the Law intended
for the king to transcribe (17:18); the highest legislative authority directly connected to God when
they proclaim and mediate the binding Law of God (24:8); or the same authority as Moses, when
they together commit the people to a future (after entering the land) pronouncement of a curse
(27:9). They are introduced through this phrase at the very beginning of the section 18:1-6 offering
a comprehensive description of their special position among the people and their functions.’

35 Mohrmann, Deuteronomion, 363 suggests a symbolic interpretation: ‘Symbolism continues in the law’s stipulation
that these civic leaders take the animal to a remote location that has “neither been cultivated nor sown with seed” (ovk
gipyaotol 00dE omeipetal — v. 4). A gorge or valley is mentioned (pdpoyya), and it is preferable if it is also a wasteland
(tpoyeiav; “rugged”, “treacherous” — LSJ). This setting parallels the people’s lost tranquility. Accordingly, it is in this
symbolic space of hardship the ritual will be performed.” But a symbolic analogy, if any, would be better on the level
of ‘rough act —rough space’. The adjective tpayb¢ can also be used of a person; cf. Henry George Liddell and Robert
Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon. With a Supplement (Oxford: Clarendon Press, °1996), tpayvc, L, 4: ‘of persons, their
acts, feelings, or conditions, rough, harsh, savage’.

36 This very rare verb occurs only five times in total in LXX, in all cases applied to animals; besides Dt 21:4, 6 also in
Gn 49:6b; Jo 11:6 and 11:9.

37 In the Dt LXX, the ‘Levites’ are also characterised in other stereotyped ways: (1) unlike the other tribes, they have
no share in the land (10:9; 12:12; 14:26, 28), (2) they reside in the cities of the other Israelite tribes (14:26; 16:11;
18:6), and (3) together with proselytes, orphans, and widows, they belong to the socially disadvantaged groups that
require special care (26:12, 13).
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Their presence in the ritual (21:5) is in an extensive way explained (6t1) by the fact that they
are chosen’® by God himself (avtovg éméletev kOprog 6 Bedc) to stand before Him, to bless in His
name and to decide every controversial case and every injurious ‘touch’ in their presence (€t t®
otouatt avTdV Eotal Taoo avtiloyia kol maca aen). However, since they do not pronounce any
words of blessing during the ritual, it can be inferred that they are present primarily because of
their ‘arbitral’ position. Mentioned just in the middle of the preparatory phase of the ritual and its
very performance, they therefore appear as the decisive factor for the prescribed ritual. According
to Dt 17:8-9 LXX, the priests, Levites, together with the judge, act as the supreme judicial body
on the place chosen by the Lord, deciding legal matters that cannot be resolved at the local court
level. Among the cases mentioned is a dispute concerning apn. This Greek word here denotes
some type of injury>® and in this sense is also used in 21:5,* where in the context it can be factually
related to the fatal injury from verse 1. Since this is a case that occurred in the land donated by
God to Israel and which cannot be resolved by the usual court procedure, the presence of the
priests, Levites, as a supervisory authority seems to be necessary.*!

At the same time, and above all, they are the ones who mediate the direct contact or
communication with the God of Israel. Their presence thus confirms that the case of innocently
spilled blood directly affects the relationship between Israel and its God. They come to a task that
is reserved only for them, and not for the gerusia, even though it performs the relevant ritual.

Notably, the verb Aettovpyém (‘to perform a religious service’),*> which appears in a similar
formulation in 18:5,% and in the remaining three occurrences in Dt LXX always affirms the
essential function of the Levitical priesthood (10:8; 17:12; 18:7). In all four of these occurrences,
the verb mapiotnut is present as well, which is also found in 21:5. The absence of Agrtovpyém in
this verse might be explained by the nature of the described activities in the other passages. In
those cases, the Levitical priests are always connected with the Lord’s chosen place (cf. 17:10;
18:6) or with carrying the Ark of the Covenant (10:8). In other words, their specific priestly duties
are most closely associated with a particular location or object. Here, however, that is not the case.
They do (and can) not perform any ‘liturgical’ act here.

The ritual itself is performed by mdca 1 yepovoia tig morewg €xeivng. The added adjective
naoo implies the idea that in the previous steps assigned to the city council of elders, not all of its
members had to be necessarily present. However, this is no longer the case for the ritual itself. In

38 Interestingly, this is the only occurrence of the verb émiAéyw in the entire Dt LXX. For ‘choosing’ someone or
something (place, people, fathers’ offspring, ruler) by God, the verb ékAéy® is used everywhere else. This fact further
confirms and strengthens the overall specific character of the interpreted text.

% Dogniez and Harl, Deutéronome, 224: ‘le mot grec haphé, don’t le sens classique est “le sens du toucher”, “le
contact”, est employé dans la Septante pour une “plaie”, une “blessure”, notamment celle de la lépre (Lv 13 et 14).”
40 In 24:8, it is further specified as &v 1§} a¢fj tfic AMénpac.

41 Otto, Deuteronomium, 1648-1649: ‘Eid (...), der vor Priestern geleistet werden muss.” However, it may not be
entirely clear whether they (1) only supervise the performance of the ceremony; or (2) they are also the performers of
the ceremony, cf. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy, 337: ‘Since the verse begins with kai I suspect
that what is joined are “the Levitical priests (shall approach)” and “all the eldership of that city”; (...), i.e. both are to
take part in the ceremony of washing the hands.” Dogniez and Harl, Deutéronome, 243 also interprets and translates
the text in this sense.

2 Johan Lust, Erik Eynikel, and Katrin Hauspie, Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint. Third Corrected Edition
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2015), 369.

B 8n avtov EEedéEato khplog 6 Bedg cov &k macdYV TV UADY Gov mopesTAval Evavil kKvupiov toh 00D cov
AEITOVPYELY Kol EDAOYETY €l T® OVOUATL 0DTOD, ADTOG Kol 01 viol avTod &v T0ig vioig IopanA.
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the phrase oi €yyifovteg T® tpavpartiq, the present participle should be understood in the sense of
‘being near’ rather than ‘approaching’ (cf. verse 3: 1 moMg 1) éyyilovoa @ Tpowpatio).*

They shall wash their hands over the head of the hamstrung heifer. The phrase viyovtol tog
yeipag is found only here in Dt LXX* and nowhere else in the Greek Pentateuch in performing
this act over the head of the animal. Since nothing in the text suggests the presence of a place with
water, it must be assumed that the water for this symbolic act was brought here. The washing of
hands is generally a purifying ritual act in cult (cf. Ex 30:19; Lv 15:11). Here too it is a symbolic
act that confirms the innocence of those who perform it, that they did not shed blood in this case
(cf. also Mt 27:24), that they have hands clean of blood.*®

In the Pentateuch, there are several mentions of the placing of hands on an animal’s head*” as a
ritual gesture, mostly associated with sacrifices for sin (Ex 29:10, 15, 19; Lv 1:4, 10; 3:2, 8, 13;
4:4, 15, 24, 29, 33; 8:14, 18, 22; 16:21). Interestingly, an analogy can be drawn between this act
and the washing of hands, as both are seen as parts of an atonement ritual performed over the
animal’s head.*® A heifer (36ualic) as a sacrificial animal is somehow associated with purification
(cf. Nm 19:2, 6, 9, 10) and with peace offerings (Nm 7 passim) and a bull (uécyoc) with offerings
of various types, e.g., for a burnt offering (Nm 7 passim; cf. Nm 28:11,19, 27. etc.), or for sin
(Lv 4 passim; 8:2,14; Nm 8:8; cf. Nm 15:24).

In the ritual formula, the representatives of the responsible city declare their innocence
(vv. 7-8a): Al yeipec udv ok 8E&xeav tO oipa ToDT0, Kai 01 OO0l NUAY 0VY E0PEKACY.

The verb ékyéw in the Deuteronomy LXX is always associated with the “pouring out of blood’
(12:16, 24; 15:23; 19:10; 21:7). This idiom signifies the act of killing a human being,* as
evidenced in the present case where it clearly refers to the committed murder.

With the words ol 0pBaipol nudv ovy Empdkacty, they declare that there is no witness from
among the Israelites present to the act. This formal statement confirms the initial information about
an unknown killer from v. 1 (ovx oidactv tov matd&avta). This is why the case cannot be judged
by ‘standard’ procedure and the purification ritual must take place.

The adjective TAewg is found only here in Deuteronomy. The phrase TAewg yevod as an address
to God is found in the entire Pentateuch only in Ex 32:12 in Moses’ plea for the people who
worshiped the golden calf.’® While his plea here serves to avert the Lord’s anger and punishment
for the crime committed, in Dt 21:8 it seems rather like a plea to God to show such favour to his
people that it will prevent the further crime of killing an innocent person. It cannot also be

4 See translations in Dogniez and Harl, Deutéronome, 243; Septuaginta Deutsch, 199. To the number change ad
sensum see Cornelis den Hertog, Michael Labahn, and Thomas Pola, ‘Deuteronomion / Deuteronomium / Das fiinfte
Buch Mose’, in Septuaginta Deutsch. Erlduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament. Band I.
Genesis bis Makkabder, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 523—
601, 526.

45 The verb vinto is only used here in the entire Dt; y&ip occurs 80 times in Dt.

46 Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium, 1649.

47'We can also find instances in the Bible with placing hands on a person’s head. In Gn 48:18, it signifies a blessing,
while in Lv 24:14, it foreshadows death.

48 Cf. Dogniez and Harl, Deutéronome, 243.

4 Cf. Dirk Biichner, Romina Vergari, and Ilaria Ponti, ‘oipo’, in Historical and Theological Lexicon of the Septuagint.
Volume I. Alpha — Gamma, ed. Eberhard Bons (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), 345-374, 361.

50 The phrase with the verb in the 2% person singular indicative form is found in Nm 14:19 (fhewg avtoig éyévov); in
the 1% person singular indicative in Nm 14:20: "Thewg adtoig gipt; and without verb in Gn 43:23 ("Thewg vuiv). John
William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholar Press, 1993), 733: “What is meant is
“God has been gracious to you,” or possibly as a polite wish “may God be gracious (to you).” The word is used in
LXX only of God.’
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overlooked that in both cases the granting of the request is immediately confirmed by the passive
form (passivum divinum) of the verb ildorxopar (Ex 32:14),%! or é&ildokopon (Dt 21:8).%2

The verb Avtpdw occurs in all places in Deuteronomy in the middle voice (7:8; 9:26; 13:5 [6
R]; 15:15; 21:8; 24:18) and its subject is always God and always refers to His redeeming act from
Egypt on His people Israel.>* If the formulation od¢ élvtpdom is explicitly stated in Dt 21:8, one
can ask what function this theologically important and fundamental statement has in the case
discussed here.*® Is it mentioned here regarding the defilement of the granted land with the blood
of a murdered person? Or is it intended to serve as a certain intensification of the unique
relationship between God and his people Israel? In any case, one can agree with Mohrmann’s
words: ‘As so often happens in Deuteronomion, the Lord’s redemptive work (éAvtpdow; 7:8; 9:26;
13:6; 15:15; 24:18) in the Exodus story is applied by analogy to Israel’s present life. Here that epic
story of mercy founds their present request for mercy.’

By this request, the gerusia expresses its wish that there will be no more ‘innocent blood” among
the people (tva pr yévnton aipo évaitiov &v 1@ Aad cov Topond). ‘This word-group [oipo
@vaitiov] constantly denotes the blood of a murdered innocent that usually sullies the souls of
men.”>’ This phrase thus represents a certain theological classification of the act mentioned in verse
1, which justifies the performance of the entire ritual. It is the shedding of innocent blood in the
land given by the Lord. The shedding of innocent blood demands justice.’® Ideally, this comes
through the lawful imposition of the death penalty. However, even when the legal system fails, a
sense of vengeance lingers. Innocent blood stains not only the murderer’s soul, but the very ground
where it is spilled.’® Thus, the land and its people must be cleansed of the stain of murder.°

In a symbolic gesture of washing their hands and a solemn declaration of their innocence, the
people’s representatives have formally ‘washed away’ the guilt from themselves. The purpose of
the plea for mercy is to eliminate such cases of innocent bloodshed in the future.

5T o IMGloON KOp1Og TEP TiiC Kakiog, ¢ eimey Totfioal TOV A0OV aHTOD.

32 ko EEocOnoeTol adToic O oipo.

53 Friedrich Biichsel, ‘Avtpow’, in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Volume 4, ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1967), 349-351,349: ‘The act. denotes
the action of one who has to free prisoners of war etc., hence “to let free for a ransom.” But it can also be used of the
one who gives the ransom, hence “to buy back by a ransom.” The med. means “to purchase for a ransom (...).””
Throughout Deuteronomy, there are repeated references to redemption ‘from slavery’ (€x tfijg 6ovAgiag) or from the
‘house of slavery’ (€€ ofkov dovieiag), i.e., from Egypt. Only in Dt 7:8 do we encounter the phrase £k yeipog Papamd
Boaoilémg Aiydmrov used in this context. The Pentateuch is silent on the matter of what price God paid Pharaoh in
exchange for Israel. There are indications that the Egyptians themselves ‘paid’ for it: with their gold, silver and
clothing (cf. Ex 11:2) but above all with the lives of their firstborn (Ex 11:4-8).

34 In R, there is an addition &k yfig Atyomtov in this verse. In all other instances of the Dt LXX, the connection between
the verb Avtpom and the exodus from Egypt is explicitly stated in some way (7:8; 9:26; 13:5 [6 R]; 15:15; 24:18).

55 The verb é£dyo is much more common in this context. While in itself theologically neutral, it is always used in
connection with God’s deliverance of Israel from Egypt, except for five instances out of a total of 25 (8:15; 17:5;
21:19;22:21, 24).

3 Mohrmann, Deuteronomion, 364.

57 Constantinos Raios and Eberhard Bons, ‘aitia, aitiog, dvaitiog, napaitiog, petaitioc’, in Historical and Theological
Lexicon of the Septuagint. Volume I. Alpha — Gamma, ed. Eberhard Bons (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), 415-436,
431.

58 In the case of the unintentional killing of another person, this is legally ‘taken care of” by the institution of cities of
refuge (cf. Dt 19:1-10). Perhaps the only case of killing a ‘guilty’ person ‘in the field” could be considered blood
revenge on a person who intentionally killed a neighbour (cf. 19:11-13). In this case, 0 dyyicTed@V T0d aiporog
(‘avenger of blood’) is not prosecuted.

% Cf. Biichner, Vergari and Ponti, ‘aipa’, 362.

0 Cf. Raios and Bons, ‘aitia’, 431.
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The sentence in v. 8b kai éEthacOnoeton avtoig T aipo is no longer part of the ritual formula.
This can be substantiated by the change of the grammatical person from 2" sg. (in addressing God)
to the 3™ sg. (simple statement) and by the overall character of the apodosis structured according
to the conjunction kai and the grammatical form of the future active of the verbs. The verb
g&acnoetan is etymologically related to Tiewc,® which seems to indicate that the request for
mercy will be heard after the ceremony has been duly and properly completed.

3 Community Implications

In verse 9a, the words of the exclusion formula (o0 8& £Eapeic t0 oipa o dvaitiov € HudvV adTév)
are used to formulate the consequences for the community that arise from the entire situation
described. Compared to its usual use in Deuteronomy, there are two significant differences here:
1. the object of exclusion is not a person characterised as ‘the wicked’ (13:5 (6 R); 17:7, 12;19:19;
21:21; 22:21, 22, 24; 24:7), but ‘innocent blood’; 2. the exclusion formula is here linked to a
condition (in 9b); and (3) in the given context, it is not formulated as a punishment for an offense
against the law.

The condition €&v momong to apectdv kol TO KaAOv can be quite well applied to the previous
ritual,®” in the sense of: when you properly perform this ritual, which is acceptable and good before
the Lord, then you will remove from the people the guilt that rests on them arising from the
innocent person who was killed and whose murderer is unknown and could not be punished by
law. If this condition were to be understood in a general moral sense,*® then the formula for
removing innocent blood would apply to any future doing ‘the pleasing and good’ without
reference to the described case. But then, verse 9 would essentially be a separate (but meaningful)
statement attached to verse 8 only on a single word association (aipa dvaitiov). So, it could finally
be interpreted as an independent textual unit, without necessary reference to the previous text and
not as its organic part.

Conclusion

In Deuteronomy 21:1-9, Moses provides instructions to the Israelite people on how to proceed in
the event of a murdered person being found outside the cities in the land given to them by God.
Innocent blood has been shed and has stained the land God had promised to Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob (1:8; 6:10; 9:5; 30:20; 34:4). Since the murderer, the one who is truly ‘guilty of blood’
(aipat &voyog, 19:10), is unknown, the case cannot be resolved through standard legislative means
or procedures. An expiatory ritual must be performed to ensure that the guilt for the ‘innocent
blood’ does not fall on the people, who are God’s holy people (7:6; 14:2, 20 (21 R); 26:19; 28:9).
Both the land and the people must be cleansed of the stain of homicide.

The passage we encounter here in Deuteronomy addresses a matter of exceptional seriousness,
directly impacting the unique and exclusive relationship between God and his chosen people. The
profound seriousness of the issue is underscored by the text’s deeply theological nature and its
emphasis on core religious principles. First, this is indicated by the phrase k0ptog 6 8e6g Gov in
vv. 1 and 9, creating an inclusio and framing the whole pericope. The Lord, God is the one who
gives the land to Israel as an inheritance (v. 1), he is therefore its rightful owner. He is also the one

6! Robert Beekes and Lucien van Beek, Etymological Dictionary of Greek. Volume One (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2010),
586-587.

62 This can be supported by referring to the presence of the definite article in both the phrase 10 oipa 1 dvaitiov and
70 APEGTOV KOl TO KOAOV.

83 Thus, for example, Otto, Deuteronomium, 1650.
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who chooses his special staff, the priests, the Levites, who are to bless and decide disputes in his
name, and whose presence is necessary at the ritual (v. 5). He himself redeemed the Israelite people
from Egyptian slavery (v. 8). The Lord is the only one to whom his people turn with a plea for
reconciliation and who will forgive his people (v. 8). The Lord, God ultimately determines and
judges what behaviour of his people in the Promised Land is acceptable and good in his eyes (v.
9). His basic requirement is ultimately dyondav kOplov 1ov 0edv cov, gicakovey Thg POVTC 0 TOD
Kol Execbar oavtod 6TL ToDTOo 1) {01 GOV KOl 1] LOKPOTNG TMV HUEPDY GOV KOTOKELV G€ £l THS V1S,
Tc dpoceV KOPLog TOig TaTpdcty cov APpadu kai Toadk kai TakmpB Sodvar adtoic. (Dt 30:20)

Jalius Pavelcik, Th.D.
Faculty of Theology, University of South Bohemia, Czech Republic
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