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English Abstract

This work is an analysis of the semantic field of sexuality, as is presented in Leviticus 18 and
20. It seeks to re-define the meaning of “sexuality” via the topics that are in discussion, as well as
propose new explanations for the themes and ideas which are presented in the chapters. The
methodological tools are primarily of a terminological nature, as well as contextual and structural
analysis of the chapters. The inquiry uncovers connections between the manifestation of life and
death in the chapters, alongside living on the land and the “natural order” that is implied and is to

be followed.

The introduction of the work presents the reader with the questions that will be discussed in it,
as well as a general outline and exposition to the chapters and their significance. The second
chapter is the kernel of the research, with a linguistic and contextual analysis of the chapters and
their terminology. The third chapter presents the ideas that are driven out from the analysis, and
their implications. First of all, a revisit to the ideas of “holiness” in the book of Leviticus. Secondly,
a proposal for a title for the chapters which is more encompassing than the “incest laws”, given
that there are many other topics in those chapters. And lastly, a proposal for a hierarchy within the

prohibitions in the chapters, and its implications to the social order.

The work ends with some closing remarks regarding the possible contribution this inquiry has
to the field, as well as future research questions which are yet to have been satisfactorily answered.
Methodologically speaking, the work deals with the biblical text as it is in front of our eyes — in
its final and redacted version. The research thinks of the text as one, but there are references to the

updated diachronic analysis of the chapters. The goal is to decipher the influence of the text as it



appears to its readers, and of the conceptual world that is manifested through it. The question of

sources and their redaction is not a part of the inquiry.

The major discoveries of the work are to do with “holiness”, “sexuality”, and the relations
between them. Holiness, as it is presented in the work, is a life of differentiating oneself from
others and is built gradually. Milgrom suggested vectors to describe the holiness of spaces, dietary
laws, and sacrifices — and the same method is applied here for sexual prohibitions, with four levels:
general humanity, Israelites, priests, and the high priest. The further up one goes in the hierarchy,
the more prohibitions he has upon him. Like other forms of holiness in Leviticus, as Milgrom

noted, thus adding to the differentiative quality of being holy.

Secondly, the anachronistic term “sexuality” turns out to not fully fit the themes of the chapters,
and that is due to an analysis of the terms “°1v7> 28” (0b ve’yidoni) and “75»” (molek). These terms
are connected with the semantic field of necromancy, or a connection with family members who
left the world of the living. The work doesn’t suggest a precise meaning to these words, but rather
on their connection to the realm of necromancy and “family members” who passed away. Those
are prohibitions on the communication from the world of the living to the world of the dead, and
that a life of holiness is located among the living, and not in communication with those who aren’t.
The violation of the boundary between the living and the dead is a violation of the holiness, as it

is presented in the chapters.

In addition, analyzing the words used to denote the prohibitions, lead to a thesis regarding the
hierarchy of the prohibited acts and the difference between them. This hierarchy also suggests
reading the prohibition of a union between a father and his daughter as a part of the prohibitions
in the chapters, even when it’s not explicitly written in the same manner. The prohibitions’

hierarchy opens the path for understanding the difference in the severity of homosexual relations



in comparison with adultery with one’s friend’s wife, or a sexual union with one’s parents. It is
the first step regarding a non-binary analysis of taboos as they are presented in the chapters, and

understanding that also within taboos there are schemes and different levels of prohibitions.

To conclude, this work suggests that “holiness” and “sexuality” in Leviticus 18 and 20, as a
part of a larger discourse, to do with “nature”, and the differentiation between life and death — thus
“sexuality” is a floating signifier, signifying more than what it usually does. This discourse is also
multi-layered and based on hierarchies between different groups and ideas, which the biblical
theology presents in Leviticus. This differentiation creates various levels of holiness, in all realms

of life, as well as in sexuality on its many forms.



1. Introduction

7 Tol P&V Tp®dTIoTo XA0C YEVET , anTdp EmetTa
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Hesiod, in the Theogony, begins the story of creation with Chaos, after which Land (Gaia) and
Sexuality (Eros) were created. In this myth, the relationship between land and sex are those of
siblings, closely related, and with a common parent — both descendants of Chaos. Those themes,
of sexuality, land, and creation, are also intertwined throughout the Hebrew Bible, and will be

presented in this thesis via two chapters from the book of Leviticus.

Leviticus 18 and 20 are two sibling chapters, almost twins. As relatives, they are like each
other in many ways, but also have a completely different appearance. They are located in the heart
of Leviticus, which as a book is located in the heart of the Pentateuch. Thus, these chapters serve
as central themes and ideas — both in structure and in content - for Leviticus, and for the many
generations of readers and interpretations of it. They present to the reader and follower of these
texts the expectations the God of Israel has from the Israelites, and the interplay between a thriving
life to the death penalties upon the promised land of Canaan. The leading question in this research
is about what we can learn from those laws, regarding the meaning of sex and sexuality in the

Hebrew Bible, and thus enhance our understanding of the chapters and the rules in them.

! Lines 116-121 from the Theogony be Hesiod. English Translation by me: “In truth, first of all Chaos came to be, and
then broad-breasted Earth [...] and Sexuality/Love (Eros), who is the fairest among the immortal gods”.

My work is not in any way related to the Greek culture, but this is brought here merely as an inspiration and opening
to the research. Indeed, future research should be invested in the relationship between those two traditions and cultures,
possible interaction, and influence.



Everything that is written on Leviticus nowadays is greatly affected and based on the research of
Jacob Milgrom and his monumental commentary in Anchor Bible.? His work has unique insights

into the composition, structure and redaction of Leviticus.

Commonly referred to as the “incest laws”, they play a very important role in Ancient Israel’s
law and culture. The two chapters contain many prohibitions that have to do with prohibited sexual
unions with one’s close kin. The two chapters created much scholarly debate,® and have also
become central to western society and Judaism as a religion. A clear illustration of that is the
presence of the incest laws as was set out by the church in England in 1603 and held sway until
1907 — it has been pointed that those laws have the biggest impact on western law out of any other
biblical law.* In Judaism, Jews of various denominations read those verses in synagogues yearly.
Orthodox Jews read them three times a year — twice during the normal yearly Torah cycle, and
once on Yom Kippur — the holiest day of the year. These two examples elucidate the importance
of these chapters for many generations and societies — both in non-religious spaces, and among

those who view the Hebrew Bible as a holy text.

As the title of this work suggests, I am interested in the “floating” nature of “sexuality” as a
signifier in those chapters. The prohibitions do not only include sexual prohibitions, but also many
other prohibitions that have to do other realms of existence: necromancy, worship, and other

prohibited unions that are not related to one’s family. Ferdinand de Saussure, one of the ancestors

2 Milgrom’s commentary consists of three parts, and in this work I will mostly refer to the second volume (Milgrom
1991, 2000 & 2001).

3 To name a few: McClenney-Sadler 2007; Olyan 1994; Ellens 2008; Ziskind 1996; Satlow 1994; Walsh 2001;
Rosenstock 2009; Stiebert 2016.

4 Carmichael 1997, pg.1-3. See also in Dershovitz 2007, ft. 2, on the impact Levitius 18 and 20 have in the Christian
world as well.



and founders of modern linguistics, is also the inventor of a very important distinction for my

research. He proposed to break the linguistic sign into two different parts:®

The linguistic sign unites, not a thing and a name, but a concept and a sound-image.
The latter is not the material sound, a purely physical thing, but the psychological
imprint of the sound, the impression that it makes on our senses. The sound-image
is sensory, and if I happen to call it “material”, it is only in that sense, and by way
of opposing it to the other term of the association, the concept, which is generally

more abstract.

If we were to meet someone from two or three thousand years ago, she wouldn’t have
understood me when said the word “sex”, or miniyut (n1») — the modern Hebrew equivalent,
which is most probably based on a translation from the English. Nevertheless, they probably had
other words for the same sound-imagery. De Saussure proceeds with his definitions, and suggests

the following:®

| propose to retain the word sign [signe] to designate the whole and to replace
concept and sound-image respectively by signified [signifi€] and signifier
[signifiant]; the last two terms have the advantage of indicating the opposition that

separates them from each other and from the whole which they are parts.

In my research, this applies relatively directly. The signified of “sex” and “sexuality” existed

in the ancient Near East and in the civilization within which the Hebrew Bible was written and

5 Saussure 2011, pg. 66. The book was published in French in 1916 (Three years after Saussure’s death) edited by two
of his students: Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye.
6 1bid, pg. 67.



read: people had fantasies, sexual urges, dreams, and lived in sexual intimacy with their wives and

husbands, as well as had sex with other — probably legally or socially prohibited — partners.

With that in mind, I’d like to point out the absence of the signifier “Sex” or any translation of
it to biblical Hebrew.” The signified clearly existed, and there is a vast semantic field that’s in use
to describe those behaviors, fantasies and ideas. The absence of the signifier is an invitation for an
investigation, in which new light will be shed on the mindset and culture within which the ancient
Israelites thought of sex. As this work is not in linguistics, | find de Saussure satisfying for this

discussion.

In the context of the Hebrew Bible, I think the first step in deciphering the meaning of “sex”
in it, one should start in the core text of sexual prohibitions. This idea originated from Michel
Foucault monumental project in his L'Histoire de la sexualité. He describes the incentive for his

research as follows:®

[...] in order to understand how the modern individual could experience himself as a
subject of “sexuality”, it was essential first to determine how, for centuries, Western man

had been brought to recognize himself as a subject of desire.

Throughout his book, he tries to lay foundations for such research. Foucault analyzes literary,
philosophical, and legal texts as the windows to ancient society as we can access it. It is his work
which served as inspiration for the current research. The questions he asks throughout his

tetralogy® were regarding the nature and meaning of “sex” and “sexuality” throughout human

" Foucault 1990, pg. 3-4; Boyarin 1995, pg. 333.
8 Foucault 1990, pg. 5-6. The book was published for the first time in French, in 1984.
® The fourth book only came out in 2018, see Foucault 2018.

4



history. In his path, he decided to go analyze Greek and Roman texts and ideas — while in his last

book, he went back to early Christianity.°

| think we need to apply those ideas in reading the Hebrew Bible, and more specifically — the
incest laws of Leviticus. Whether one greets Foucault’s work with enthusiasm or suspicion, its
impact is undeniable, and it is worth at least considering when reading texts from ancient times.

He suggests the following regarding sexual studies in antiquity:**

Sexuality was conceived of as a constant. The hypothesis was that where it was manifested
in historically singular forms, this was through various mechanisms of repression to which
it was bound to be subjected in every society. [...] to speak of “sexuality” as a historically
singular experience also presupposed the availability of tools capable of analyzing the

peculiar characteristics and interrelations |[...]

As he writes here, sexuality was never a constant. It changes from generation to generation,
and from one person to another. There isn’t one way or definition for what “sexuality” is, but rather
in order to understand what it means, we must understand how it develops and how it has been

shaped in the discourse it is a part of.

Similarly, to Foucault’s work, | wish to go back to the earlier culture of the Bible — that of the
Hebrew Bible. Indeed, Christianity has and still does affect western society greatly, but a key factor
(especially in his methodology, and for Christianity itself) is to follow the genealogy of ideas —

thus, the earlier we start, the better. | think Leviticus 18 and 20 can serve as a good starting point

10 As was mentioned in the previous footnote, this was only in 2018. Some of my ideas were based on his new book,
as the in the first chapter he discusses the connection between procreation and sexuality in the Christian context.
1 Foucault 1990, pg. 4.



for that journey, because of their centrality in the Pentateuch, and all the way through history into

modern times.

One of my inspirations is from a late work by Joshua Berman,'? in which he discusses
inconsistencies in the Pentateuch: mostly repetition in law and narratives that are changed upon
their many appearances within one text. He wrote on both narrative!® and law,'* but what is
important to this inquiry is that | am reading the texts as they were read by generations of readers
— not because of a synchronic approach, but because they were meant to be read like that, as they

are in front of our eyes?® - most likely by a late redactor.®

This is a specific style of writing in the ancient near east, according to Berman.’ | think
Leviticus 18 and 20 are a case in which many generations of readers have read a text with very
close repetitions, and in that sense Berman’s approach is relevant to this inquiry.'® I won’t try to
understand the redaction history in my research, but rather try to understand what is the conveyed

message or idea in the way the chapters are presented to us.

This work begins by the same order as that of the chapters. In the coming chapter (2. The Incest

Laws of Leviticus), we will begin with chapter 18, and analyze its structure — opening and closing.

12 Berman 2017,

3 1bid, pg. 17-61 & pg. 63-105.

14 Berman 2011; Berman 2013b; Berman 2014.

15 Berman 2017, pg. 102-103.

16 Berman does not reflect on the question of whether the text of the Pentateuch is redacted and edited, but this is one
possible understanding of his book.

17 Berman writes on the Kadesh Inscriptions (Berman 2017, pg. 17-34. See also Gardiner 1960), Hittite diplomatic
literature (Berman 2017, pg. 63-80. See also Singer 2007, pg. 634-636), and on non-statutory law in the Ancient Near
east (Berman 2017, pg. 107-117. See also Malul 2006).

18 There are two kinds of repetitions in the Pentateuch: one is when a law or story is repeated in two different books —
in different context. The second is when the story is retold (or the law is restated) within the same text or in very close
relation — be it a story or a legal text. My interest lays mostly in the latter kind, as that is the phenomenon which is
exhibited in Leviticus 18 and 20.



Afterwards comes the content, and through it also comes chapter 20 — their content is very similar
but will also have some differences. This leads to an investigation regarding the meaning of the
prohibitions *1v71 2x and 721 —*° as they are connected, and important, for understanding topics of
the chapters. Furthermore, these prohibitions clearly create a structural frame to the laws under
study. We will see their connection with necromancy and ancestral worship, through a linguistic

and cultural analysis.

Continuing with the content-analysis of the chapters, a discussion regarding the meaning of
“may 1?3 follows. It is a very central phrase in the chapters and will also unravel the connection
to the creation stories: Noah and the tower of Babylon. The relationship between the chapters in
Leviticus to those in Genesis will shed light on both contexts, as we will see, and also allow us a
better understanding as to how they viewed sexuality generally, in the chapters as well as in their

societal context.

Next, we will look at why those two chapters exist at all — and find the answer in the
differences. One seems to imply a strong language, related to death and punishment (chapter 20).
The other (chapter 18), seems to be more subtle and mostly draw an outline as to the prescribed
recipe, for a thriving life on the land. In this context, it seems like chapter 20 is rather the outcome

of not following the recipe of chapter 18.

These themes are to be found throughout the chapters in Leviticus, but are further exemplified
in the following parts of the research through an analysis of some words that are unclear in the

context, and much scholarship has been invested into them. For example, 717, >, 7w *20wn,%°

19 Schwartz 2000; Hieke 2011; Heider 1985; Day 1989 & 2000.
20 For lack of better words, I will use “homosexuality”. The word is anachronistic, as Halpern has shown (Halperin
1990). I will refer to that in the next chapter.



and some others. I suggest a way to read both chapters together, as one, through the different goals

and themes each chapter presents to the reader.

The chapter will end with a discussion regarding the location of chapters 18 and 20 within the
greater book of Leviticus — this is done both to show that they are central to the book, and maybe
also to the Pentateuch. The main scholars I will use for that are Mary Douglas and Jacob Milgrom,
who are the giants on whose shoulders’ one stands, when studying the book of Leviticus from an
anthropological or sociological level. The analysis ends with closing remarks regarding the
“nature” of sexual unions and the relationship of that to thriving on the land. Leviticus ends the
chapters with a threat regarding the vomiting of the land of its dwellers, if they do not follow the
rules that are commanded. This means that “growing roots” in the land, as a way of righteous
living, will be impossible — and the people will be rather sent out, exiled, vomited for the land.

This topic will be expanded in the following chapter as well.

The next chapter (3. Discussion) is an attempt to put together all the pieces that were presented
before. It will connect the themes of death and life on the land of Canaan, with the prohibition on
ancestral worship, as well as the prohibited sexual unions. The three theses that are presented are
(1) regarding the vector of holiness, expanding on Milgrom’s idea on the chapters and in the book
of Leviticus at large. (2) Expanding on the idea from the chapter before, regarding the meaning of
sexuality and its connection with the land. (3) A suggestion for a hierarchy between a few words
that are unclear in the chapters, that seem all to denote different forms of disgust and revulsion:
nnar,%an ,7an ,7on. It is based on a semantical and a contextual analysis of the terms and their

usage in the chapters.

The last chapter (4. Conclusion and Thoughts for Future Research) offers concluding thoughts

regarding purity and impurity in chapters 18 and 20, as well as regarding holiness and sexuality,

8



as is portrayed and based on the discussion throughout the research. Lastly, it ends with some
possible paths for future research, perhaps in the fields of biblical studies, but also in the realms of

comparative literature, linguistics, psychology, and anthropology.

Methodologically, parts of this work falls under “biblical anthropology”. The term has various
meanings which developed in different times and by scholars of multiples disciplines. The first is
a school which assumes we can better understand biblical society by studying cultures from around
the world that still exist nowadays. Insights of the mechanisms in which human beings live in are
the similar — and even if western society changed greatly over those many centuries, maybe some
other society created or preserved a key to understanding the Hebrew Bible’s culture. 2! The second
is a school that tries to analyze the bible’s culture — it essentially means to conduct an
anthropological research in a culture that exists only in the texts that the Hebrew bible provides us

with.22

The third and last school is understanding the Hebrew Bible was composed within a specific
sociological context, and in doing biblical anthropology one must study and bring to light societies
that existed as neighboring cultures — both in terms of geography and in terms of chronology. In
my research this means looking into incest laws in Mesopotamia,?® Hatti,?* Egypt,® and the

biblical text, in order to better understand what they meant in the texts they created.

2L Those were inspired by Durkheim (Durkhein & Mauss 1963) and Levi-Strauss (Levi-Strauss 1966; Leach 1969 and
Leach 1970). Biblical researchers who followed this strand of thought were Marili 2017, pg. 10-22; Wagner 2011;
Douglas 1966 and others. See also Durkheim 1898.

22 To name a few: Erbele-Kuster 2008, and later in English: Erbele-Kuster 2017; Van Der Jagt 2002; Lang 1985;
Rogerson 1984; Berman 2008; Levavi-Feinstein 2010; James 1961.

2 For example: Nissinen 1998; Nissinen 2010; Guinan 1997.

24 Ilan Peled from the University of Amsterdam has written extensively on this topic. See: Peled 2010a; Peled 2010b;
Peled 2010c; Peled 2013.

% For example: White 1948; White 1970; Bardis 1967; Middleton 1962; Johnson 2003.

9



Foucault, in his most recent book,?® reaches the following conclusion regarding sexuality in

the ancient world:%’

D’un mot, on peut dire que I’acte sexuel dans le monde antique est pensé comme « bloc
paroxystique », unité convulsionnelle ou I’individu s’abimait dans le plaisir du rapport a

’autre, au point de mimer la mort.

| bring his words to note how much his work is lacking the biblical and mythological texts.
Sexuality, as we will soon see, was an act that yielded so many interactions with spiritual realms.
It is a relationship with the land, with other humans, with the living and with death — both as a

penalty, and as a separate realm with which those who participate in sex, interact.

26 The book came out in 2018, 34 years after his death in 1984.

27 Foucault 2018, pg. 360. An English translation by Robert Hurley (Hurley 2021): “in a word, we can say that the
sexual act in the ancient world was thought of as a “paroxysmal bloc,” a unified convulsional event where the
individual would lose themselves in the pleasure of their interaction with the other, to the point of mimicking death”

10



2. The Incest Laws of Leviticus

Overture

The mny »9°3 prohibitions appear twice in Leviticus, and in very close relation. In order to fully
understand them, one must pay attention to the structure of both chapters — it is a key to
understanding their content, and how they relate to each other. | will start by analyzing the structure
of chapter 18 in Leviticus, and mostly through its framing. This analysis will provide a structural
definition, as to what is defined as the framing of chapter 18. It yields, as well, a terminological

inquiry into the words that are in use in those verses — mostly an2 >m and yaR:a X°pn.

The second part would be the framing of chapter 20, with its comparison to chapter 18 — as
they are rather contrasted to each other — if one had to choose general themes, it would be possible
to say chapter 20 focuses on death, and chapter 18 on life. Lastly, an analysis of the terminology
that is in use in the body of both chapters, starting from the very linguistical term of 2y M5,
and going through the many unique words that are used to denote the prohibitions, and their

meaning in relation to their context and each other.

Structure

Leviticus is commonly divided into two parts: The Priestly book (P) and the Holiness book

(H).28 The first part (P) consists of a few topics:?° the first topic is the sacrificial system (Ch. 1-7)

2 H, or the Holiness code, was coined by August Klostermann (Klostermann 1893, pg. 368-419). For further
elaboration and more recent research see Knohl 2007, specifically pg. 1-7 & 168-197.

2 There are various ways to subdivide Leviticus, and | am taking the Milgrom division here — | found it satisfactory,
precise, and much agreed upon (Milgrom 2000, pg. 1267).

11



with its various variants and roles. The second is the inauguration of the cult (Ch. 8-10), and the
third is the impurity system (Ch. 11-16). Next comes the Holiness book, with a denser set of topics,
and a greater variety as well — not only priestly work, but more focus on purity and its laws with a
general interest in holiness. H deals with the slaughter and consumption of meat (17), incest laws
and 1%» worship as well »1371 2R prohibitions (18 & 20), ritual and moral guidelines (19), priests’
laws (21 & 22), the holiday calendar (23), blasphemy (24), jubilee (25), blessings and

comminations (26) and lastly consecrations and their redemption (27).

Leviticus was probably written by more than one author or school.® It is agreed among
scholars that if P was created by one school of writers and redactors, then H was created by another.
Later came a final redactor and combined them to a creation that is known to us as Leviticus. | will
not try to decide which part was written first,% and when Leviticus should be dated in relation to

other books in the Pentateuch.

It has been claimed that the chapters (18&20) have different authors within the H school, and
a final common redactor.3? Others think they have a common descent they both refer to.3® The idea
of two very similar chapters that are right next to each other caused many researchers to provide
various explanations for the strange phenomenon of reading almost the same text twice.** The
development of the text and it’s redaction history have been well researched,® yet those create a

whole new path of questions to the reader. In the context of my work, I am interested in

30 This is a consensus among most scholars (for example: Knohl 1988; Schwartz 1993; Milgrom 2000; Rosenstock
2009, and many others)

31 For a detailed analysis see Joosten 1996. For a more recent discussion see Knohl 2007, pg. 111-123.

32 Cholewifski 1976, pg. 50-60.

33 Bigger 1979, pg. 187.

% Douglas 1999, pg. 221-223 & 238-234; Milgrom 2000, pg. 1516.

35 For an updated analysis see in Dershovitz 2017.
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understanding the work of the redactor, and what was in mind as one organized these texts the way
they are — thematically and linguistically. The diachronic analysis of the chapters doesn’t allow

the intertextual and linguistic pragmatic approach that is utilized in the research.

The basic argument I wish to present is that chapters 18 and 20 are wrongly called the incest
laws. They should rather be called: “Laws which refer to incest too”, or some other title that is
broader and includes the many themes these chapters deal with. One can argue, that it is due to
redactional work that those chapters are the way they are.® Indeed, it is possible to break them
into smaller parts based on our understanding of sex. Yet, the way those texts are presented to us
as readers is such that yields a wholistic reading — one that takes into account each chapter as a
unit, thus they ask of us to define this unit as one in our head. We need to be able to understand

what the topic of this unit is.

| will start by analysis of the structure of chapter 18 and continue to that of chapter 20. We will
see that in each of the chapters it is evident that the topic is not only incest — bur rather something
else, perhaps broader, that can indicate for us on Ancient Israel’s wider understanding of sex. This
topic exists in the realm of the relations between the living and the dead, fertility of humans and
fertility of the land, and sexual unions — as a medium and creator of life. In addition, the chapters
are two sides of one coin, and are also framed and presented linguistically and thematically as
such. As to the meaning of this phrase, we will see how the two chapters complete each other and

create a whole image.

3 See for example in Dershowitz 2017, pg. 519-525 or Hieke 2011, pg. 164-165.
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Leviticus 18

The chapter consists of three major parts: an opening (v. 1-5), the prohibitions (v. 6-23), and
an ending (v. 24-30). Part 2 is unique in its themes and linguistics, while parts 1 and 3 are like very
close siblings — similar in language and in content. In this analysis, | will show that chapter 18 is
centered on life, and on how one should live and thrive in their lives on the land of Israel. It is clear
from the topics that are mentioned in the chapter, the terminology, and the structure — especially

in comparison with chapter 20, as | will later show.
The chapter opens with an exhortation and a description of God speaking to Moses:
D728 ARK) 2XIY? "33 28 137 (28) WR? Ayh 28 ' 13T (1)
It then goes into a second person plural; addressing x> *12:

YR WID TN Tyn dyn XD A2 apawh WK 0180 PR aynd (3) 00 1w (2b)
NP27 1WA "N NR) YR "LeWn NX (4) 1070 X2 opnpnr Wy X Y opnyg Roan Iy

£ 938 BT O7) DTN DO AP N sy NY) 0P 1Y anTey (5) [N ' N 07

The text in this chapter claims that the Israelites must keep clean of the “ways of the Egyptians”
and the “ways of the dwellers of Canaan”. Whether this is a correct historical assertion or not,’ it
has an important rhetorical role to the reader of the text. The aim of the following set of
prohibitions is to be different than the people from who the Israelites came, and from the land to
which they are walking to (or already in). The Israelites are asked to keep clean and stay obedient

to God’s laws as he articulates them in this chapter, and not follow any of the deeds or habits of

37 For an analysis of the Ancient Near East in regard to sexual norms, see in Schwartz and Nussbaum 1974, pg. 90-
115; Milgrom 2000, pg. 1519; Peled 2010b; Peled 2015 & Hoffner 1973.
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the inhabitants of Canaan or Egypt. The rules the Israelites are asked to keep to are described (in

v. 5) as laws that those who do them are alive with them, or in them.

The word °r1, and the abstract term a>n have been much discussed and researched in Biblical
and ancient Near Eastern context.3® For the case of this incident in this chapter, it is important to
note that the word has two important meanings. The first, being alive and well. Not only
participating in the world of the living,®® but also being healthy and in a good state — healthy,
thriving, potent, fertile.*® The second meaning of the word is the opposite of death, as is present in
various other texts of the Hebrew Bible.*! Meaning, that to be alive means to be not dead. To take
part in the world of the living, and perhaps nothing more. The latter definition is a more basic one,
less broad — it seems like the first definition has to lean first on the basic fact of existence, in order

to thrive and have a fulfilled life.

Thus, chapter 18 frames its prohibitions within the context of a fruitful and healthy life. It uses
a language of prohibitions, as we will later see, to describe the way to live, thrive, and grow in the

land of Israel — unlike the dwellers of Canaan did.

This connection between the land, and living a well and healthy life on the land, is also
expressed in the third part of the chapter. It concludes with a new rhetoric, in which there is a

description of the land vomiting its inhabitants because of a process that includes the people

3 To name a few, see under TDOT Vol. 5, pg. 324-344. As well as Akkadian equivalents in the Chicago Assyrian
Dictionary, Vol. B (1965), pg. 46 onwards.

39 This concept of the “world of the living” implies another world, which we will return to in chapter 20 — and is more
widely discussed in Ancient Near Eastern cultures (Gilgamesh, Ishtar’s descent, and so on...)

40 For example, see 2 Kings 1:2, Joshua 5:8, Numbers 21:8, and many others. Further research should be invested in
understanding the connection between these realms of existence, in the ancient near eastern mind, and in the Hebrew
Bible.

41 Numbers 17:13; 1 Kings 3:22; Isaiah 8:19 Jonah 4:3,8; Ruth 2:20; and many others.

15



becoming impure, thus impurifying the land, leading to the land vomiting the people out.*? Not
following these prohibitions, and violating them, will cause the land to throw the people of Israel
off it, and not let them sink in and flourish. In verse 26, the Israelites are commanded to keep the
laws that are mentioned throughout the chapter, together with those who live among them (and

who are not necessarily Israelites):
1027102 737 M37) MINT APRT NAWIAT 957 YD X2) wdWH NX) "D NX OAR DNYRYI (26)

In addition, the author chooses to use a word that was unique to homosexuality (72310) to refer
to all of the prohibitions. As Milgrom has noted,*® this might suggest editorial activity. On the
other hand, this might suggest a rhetorical choice in placing the same word (a very harsh and
intense one, with powerful outcome) close to the homosexuality prohibition.** The chapter ends
with the promise to keep alive those who follow the rules, and bring death upon those who do not
follow them, make themselves impure (2°%&nv), making the land impure and causing the land to

vomit them out. As the verses state explicitly:

25m APy W 22 °3 (29) 1027197 W AT DY NP K2 ADK DINRUI DN TIRT XOpn X7) (28)
naying nipnn niwy *naY snpwn n§ anyew (30) jopy 2pn MY niwoys N3] AYRT Naying

‘070K 1O 072 Wnwun X9 020197 W1 WK

To conclude, the framing of chapter 18 is centered around staying away from a specific list of
prohibitions, in order to sustain a fulfilling life. If one did not follow those rules, they will be

vomited by the land, and won’t be able to flourish and grow on the Land of Israel. Having these

42 The verses are 18:24-25:

"RV NN PING RPRY T2y MY TRDN) PINT NpURY :0°39% TRUR "IN WK 07T IRR0I A7X 952 72 79N 253 1wnun N
43 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1516.
44 Day 1989, pg. 76; Schwartz 2000, pg. 76.
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statements in mind, we continue to chapter 20 — which is very similar, but also uses a rather
different, perhaps even opposite, language — with a similar outcome and goal on a theological

level.

Leviticus 20

Leviticus 20 is an almost identical twin to chapter 18. However, like all twins, there are many

differences between the two chapters.

The chapter opens with the 72 prohibition,*® >33 ax prohibitions,*® and with a prohibition on
cursing one’s parents*’ (verses 1-9). Only then does it go on to sexual prohibitions. This is already
a difference which introduces the reader to a new set of themes that will be discussed in the chapter
and is a part of the two sided-coin chapters 18 and 20 present to us. In this big difference, the
grandiose ending brings together a collection of other seemingly unrelated topics: differentiation
between the Israelites and the other nations, differentiation between pure and impure animals, the
blessing of the land, and again *1v7 ax. This part begins with the obligation to keep to those rules,

and that if they wouldn’t the land will vomit them out (20:22):

DINX X2 "X WK PINT DN PN X9) DOK DY) "09YR 73 NY) *NPE 7P NX 0AYHY

A3 N7 Y

This is based or summed into not following the ways of the nations of those who live there —

as we saw earlier, in chapter 18. Rhetorically, the text plants this claim in relation to the idea of

45 | eviticus 20:2-5.
4 Leviticus 20:6-8.
47 Leviticus 20:7.
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differentiating between the Israelites and nations.*® In that sense, this unique sexual code (whatever
the meaning of the word “sexual” should be, in this context) is set for various reasons, one of them
being special and different than those who the Israelites’ live among and with.*® This is articulated
by another topic that is brought up, to clarify the purity differentiation: of pure and impure
animals.®® As Milgrom has noted, Israel and the Nations are in the same ratio as Pure and Impure
Animals. Those ratios are based on dietary prohibitions — while the nations can eat everything, the
Israelites may only eat from a specific dietary list or code. Similarly, while the nations can have
sex within their family (with their awa axw), or basically with no limitations — the Israelites are
prohibited from doing those things. This comparison, between purity in food and purity in sexual
conduct is concluded with the Holiness phrase that is well known to us in those chapters ““ an»m
71X WiTR °3 2°wap °2%2 and then by the notion of differentiating between Israel and the Nations:

"9 T DY T 0N TN,

The ethos of separating between pure and impure, Israel and the Nations, prohibited and
allowed deeds, and so on - is a central theme throughout Leviticus. Hence, it seems like this is the

right verse to end on. The chapter thinks otherwise, and adds the following verse:
102 D°NT ONR 137 1A NN DA CIWT IR 2IR 072 7T 0D YR IR WOR)

The fact the chapter ends with this verse is a big hint for the topic of these chapters, and this is

a part of the general framing of the chapter. The chapter opens and closes with the same topic —

48 Leviticus 20:23.

49 Leviticus 20:24.

50 eviticus 20:25.

51 Milgrom 1991, pg. 722.

52 eviticus 20:26 and is found all over H. For a broader analysis, see Milgrom 1991, pg. 729-732 & 1603-1605.
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some call it necromancy,® but it might be safer to argue for an umbrella term under which the
prohibitions of 721 and 137 ax sit together and might be unknown to us. Since it is not only
necromancy, as we will later see, but rather abominations that are related with relatives and their

death.

In terms of the body of prohibitions within those chapters, we will see that they are very similar.
Yet, the framing is different, and the phrasing is distinct in each of these instances. The framing

of chapter 18 is on the right way to being alive, and the relationship with the land.

Up until now, as we saw, the framing of chapter 20 begins with 17> ax and 7% prohibitions
— necromancy prohibitions, as we will see in the following part — and also closes with *1y7 ax. In
order to understand what those mean, we will now delve into the meaning of those two

prohibitions.

Meaning of 1371 a8 & 7o

As we mentioned, chapter 20 is outlined by *137 ax and 7%». To understand what each term
means, | will start by showing their place in the text and how they are relating to each other, and

then go on to defining 17 ax, finishing with an analysis of the 7%» prohibition.

Indeed the first verses of the chapter are about the 7%», but continues with a more or less natural
flow to 137 2K, and also closes with *1v71 aR. It can be described in a sense as an inclusio — as the

chapter starts with the 7%» prohibition (v. 2-5), and then come the *1v7 ax prohibitions (v. 6). If

%3 For example, in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1559.
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T9n and "1y 2R prohibitions are two different things, as their names suggest, the structure of the

chapter (vaguely)®* is:
A — Opening (v. 1)
B — %1 (v. 2-5)
C —w ax (v. 6)
D — The rest of the chapter (on its many subjects and sub-subjects)
C — 971 2K (V. 26)

This implies one of two options: a) the 7% prohibition is a special one and deserves a place of
its own in the list. b) 79» and *1y7 ar are somehow related, in a way that they are understood to

be one topic together.

The first option is unlikely in my opinion, as the 7%» appears as a regular part of the incest laws
in chapter 18. Furthermore, and perhaps even the stronger point, is that it seems like the same

phrasing is used to describe those who go after the 7>n and after the »1v71 2x:>°
[...] 27 08 niarS 1R 00250 22 NR) DK SR19TY IANWNII RINT WORD 518 DR IR AR (5)
[...] SP9m) X177 W32 %15 DY “ANIY 070K NS 2°IP T DR) Naka OX mI9n WK Wi (6)

Semantically, a person whores after (qnx n211) the *1v71 ax or the 7%, according to chapter 20.
The same reaction comes from God (literally: “I will put my face on him/them”), and the

punishment is bestowed upon that person — using the same phrases and language (*a127). Thus, it

5 The structure proposed here is more to prove a point. | will go back to its full structure later, on pg. 40-45.
% These verses are from Leviticus 20.
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seems like we are missing a category that unites the two topics together. An umbrella term under
which both "7 ax and 7% reside — something to do with “Abominations involving death of

relatives”. It seems like the correct, updated, structure of the chapter should be:
A —an opening (v. 1)
B — Abominations involving death of relatives (v. 2-6)

C — The rest of the chapter (prohibited sexual unions, keeping the land pure,

differentiating between pure and impure animals)
B — Abominations involving death of relatives (v. 27)

The word does appear in other places in the Hebrew bible,*® and those might illuminate its
meaning a little more. It appears in the Prophets a few times,>” but in the Pentateuch it appears

again only once (Deuteronomy 18:9-12):

N2 02 (11) [...] : 030 030 naying nivy? 790 8D 92 103 92008 ' WK PIRD 98 X2 70K 02 (9)

.. ] 098 AY 52 ' nayin 03 (12) :2onnd D8 W) 2197 IR HRT)

%6 It appears as a name of a place, but I don’t think it’s irrelevant to this inquiry as it does not add any new information
of the meaning of the word. In Numbers 21:
1Nk 1 XY 129N ()
WD mpen 2RI "9 O WK 12722 0287 Y3 17 NaRD WM (R)
And Number 33 (a parallel text):
TNAR2 21 12380 W (1)
1R 21232 02297 W2 102 NaRn W (1)
57 It also appears in the stories of Manasseh (2 Kings 21:6), but there it already offers a reading (or perhaps explains
to the readers) the meaning of the 7%» prohibition:
00277 '71o1Y2 v nivy? 1277 09T IR Ay) won 1iv) wR2 112 R 2ym
And its parallel in 2 Chronicles 33:6:
Hooya? 1 ory2 v nivy? 0270 1y 2R Ay awa) won 13iv) 037 12 032 YR 132 DR 1yT R
I will refer to those verses in the discussion on 7o» (see under 2.2.6.).
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This paragraph is perhaps partly®® what lead researchers and other readers of the "7 ax
prohibition to understand it as necromancy.>® Verse 11 adds to the mystery, as it has another
category that is not well defined (121 22f7). On the other hand, it puts the 137 a2k in relation to
those who ““ask after the dead” — this adds context and maybe hints to the readers, what the word

originally means.

It has been offered by numerous researchers that the word should be derived from the Ancient
Near eastern languages. Hoffner®® concludes that its meaning comes from the Sumerian ab, Hittite
a-a-bi, Ugaritic ‘eb, and Akkadian abu — denoting the ritual pit for sacrificing to chthonic deities.
It has later been further supported by excavations in Emar, with texts on an offering “before” the
ab(, which is also called in the same text as the “gate of the grave”.%! This view was opposed by
Schmidtke,% who argued that the Hebrew ax is equivalent to Akkadian efemmu (spirit). That was
based on other occurrences of the word in the Hebrew Bible,®® and means that it refers to the
necromancer him/herself.%* It makes better philological sense to derive it from the Hebrew word
for father, ab - together it might mean the necromancing or summoning of ancestral spirits.®® Thus,
the ax are either the actual spirits or those who conjure and communicate with them in some way
— the prohibition is on having some sort of contact with the dead. To sum up, | do not wish to

choose a reading from the many suggested here — but rather point to the semantic field they send

%8 There is a modus operandi to learn from of the term’s meaning in the scene with the 2% nova in 1 Samuel- see
chapter 28, specifically verses 3-25.

%% Milgrom 2000, pg. 1768; Schwartz 2000; Schmit 1991, pg. 213-226; BDB pg. 15, and many others.

60 Hoffner 1967.

61 Fleming 1995, pg. 146.

62 Schmidtke 1967

83 1 Samuel 28:3, 2 Kings 21:6

8 Rouillard & Tropper 1987.

8 Hoffner 1967, quoted by Milgrom 2000, pg. 1770.
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one’s mind to. As I wrote earlier, I think it is safer to connect it with other “abominations involving

death of relatives”.%®

This analysis leaves us with empty hands as to the meaning of the word *1v7°. Not only is there
a paucity of semantic cognates in the ancient Near East, but also there is no modus operandi at
hand that we can utilize to infer its meaning.®” The best aid we have is its root — yd’.®8 It means
“to know”, but also has a sexual meaning — “to have sex”.%® Putting the sexual meaning aside,’® an
Yidoni is some unknown Hebrew form of “knowing” or “knowledge” — | think it is important to
note Spronk’s view'? that the word means “those who are knowing”. The term >1y7 never comes
by itself, but always with the ax. Thus, it is satisfactory to understand it according to our
investigation of the word ax. With that in mind, it is also linguistically connected to the rest of the
sexual prohibitions in the chapter at least semantically and literarily, even though the chapter uses

a different verb to describe the prohibited sex acts (v m2a?).

Even though the terminology is not fully clear, it gives the reader a better idea as to what the

verses mean. Now we can turn to reading them in their context. As we noted, *1y7"1 ax appear only

% The modus operandi of the ax prohibition, as mentioned in fn. 58, is from 1 Samuel 28 — in that context, the person
who is being asked is not blood-related to the person asking — Saul and Samuel. Future research should be invested in
the practices in neighboring cultures - and throughout the Hebrew Bible - of necromancy, and the communication with
the dead: both from one’s family and outside of one’s family. In the context of this research, it seems like the chapters
in discussion place *1v7™ 2 in the same category as 77», and that is thematically and linguistically satisfactory for us.
57 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1769.

8 Also in the Ugaritic, see in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1769; Avishur 1981, pg. 22-23

8 The first and most basic example, is in Genesis 4:1: “inYR M0 N§ ¥72 2787, The literal translation might be “and
the man had sex with Hava his wife” — or “Adam had laid Eve”, in the accusative form. I wish to address this discussion
in future research on the semantic field of sexual verbs in biblical Hebrew.

01t is of an artistic value, to have this as the connection between this verse and the rest of the chapter. I think the topic
is more closely related than just by its root, and hope to return to that in future research too.

1 Spronk 1986, pg. 254-255.
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in Leviticus 20. The verses are both in the beginning and in the end of the chapter, and the terms

appear both in singular and plural form:

1y 27p% 10K A1) RITT WHI2 °39 N °NNJ] DGR NIT7 BVVTII 28] NIRT 78 MR WK wHIm (6)
‘02 DT DK 19377 1282 N NiA ST IR 2IR 072 770 03 YR IR UOR) (27)
The prohibition in verse 6 is about a person who turns to 2ix and »1v7, while in 27 it appears
as if an 2ix or a *1v7°> can be in a person, or in a people/society. The different phrases both assume
the readers already know what an 2ix or a »1v7° is — and that goes back to Leviticus 19. In the middle
of the chapter, after a reminder of the obligation of observing Shabbat (v. 30), and before the

obligation of honoring the elderly (v. 32), comes the following verse:
:02°79 17 OIR 072 ARRYY WPAR DX 07970 DR) NART X 198 9K (31)

There is not a hint as to what those words mean, and the different phrasing in each verse
complicates the reading. Those three verses describe three different attitudes and writing styles, to
do with "3y 2ik. The first (20:6) is in third person, and speaks of a ws1 — a peculiar choice of
wording that might indicate that this verse addresses women’? as well, and not only men — as the

rest of the chapter does, with its phrasing of 7wx wxy, and in rare places mwx)."

That which one does with an *1v71 aR is to whore after them (ar>nx nar?),’# and the punishment
is given by God himself — X>777 w912 *15 nX *nn1. That punishment is death, done and brought by

God upon the person who whored him or herself after the >3y ax. The author also chooses to use

2 As has been pointed by Milgrom 2000, pg. 1768.
8 For example in 20:16:

D3 DPRT PP NI "RTT DN AYRT DY D37 ADR 7YT7 7903 92 98 2P0 WR TER)"
" It is interesting to note that the term also has a clear sexual connotation.
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the same root for the act (735n) and the punishment (>33 nx *nny), a kind of measure-for-measure.”
This is important to note, especially in comparison with chapter 18, as we won’t find there any
punishment that was death, for any specific prohibitions — but rather vomited out of the land as a

general threat.’®

The second verse is the last in chapter 20, and it serves as a borderline of the incest laws in
Leviticus. Afterwards come a few sexual laws that deal with prohibitions on priests and on the
high priest, and prior to that comes the list of prohibitions which we call the incest laws. Based on
the ancient Near Eastern background, and the semantic field of that we see in the verses, it seems
safe to conclude that *3y7 ax are a form of necromancy —'' a ritual (or rituals) which involved
interaction with the dead or with spirits, as a cultic or religious act. Even if this doesn’t fully meet

our modern standard or understanding of what necromancy means.

It is widespread to understand the terms °1y7 ax as hendiadys — but Milgrom argued
otherwise,’® based on his conclusion that they mean different things. I tend to think the answer lies
in between, and offer that the terms are not exactly synonyms of each other, but more or less are
of a similar semantic field — it might be more precise to see them as a trio or an hendiatris together

with the 7% prohibition. The triad would be ax 17> and 7% — three prohibitions or words that

S Milgrom 2000, pg. 1738. This idea is augmented in my reading of the chapter, see more in part 2.4.

6 One must take into account verse 18:29, 10701, and that of course has a severe meaning of death. Yet, it comes as a
part of the concluding of the chapter — and nothing directly of any specific prohibition, as is the case in chapter 20.

7 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1768-1784.

8 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1771 — based on Melamed 1964; Kilian 1963; Noth 1977.
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refer to some sort of death ritual and cult.”® This leads us to the next step in this investigation,

regarding the meaning of 7.

For that, one must delve into better understanding what the word means. The prohibition on
the 72n appears twice in the Pentateuch, and both are in chapters 18 and 20 — more generally, both
of them are in the Holiness code. The meaning of the word, and the cult or ritual it describes has
been a question of great debate in scholarship and traditional commentary. Among most classical

commentators® the prohibition was understood as a specific kind of idolatry, lbn Ezra writes:

1Y %12 N2AIN RITW 190 1708 1122900 o1 92 Do aw XIw 9"t WA ,00% av Ton®

M WA W N WM LWRA DY 127 Ay 93 R INTIAY 07 DRT 0D MW 11 .apah o
e

He explains the prohibition as child sacrifice of some sort — and more specifically, as a ritual
which consists of a child walking through fire: some survive, and some don’t. The idea this ritual

belongs to Amon is based on 2 Kings, chapter 23:

(3) [...] : 7702 W3 P2 DY) 132 DY UOR °2y07 N727 037 13 °12 732 WK NHRT DX RpY) (°)
NYPYYS DRI T9n TR 732 WR NIwnT a2 PR WK 2237 019 OV YR Ninad Ny

SPR0 RRv 1Y °32 N2YIn 03515 AR YR Wind) 0T vRY

Those unfortunately do not clarify to the reader what the ritual of 7%» consists of. It does seem

to add to our understanding, in that we now know that w21 n12vis means through fire. There have

8 The verb 711 is used in both places (20:5 & 20:6), and as Milgrom points out: “[...] the H redactor felt that he could
tack on necromancy to 721 because both practices were cut out of the same cloth”. Heider also connects *1v7 ar with
79 — see in Heider 1985, pg. 246-252.

8 Rashi, Sforno, Nachmanides, and others.

In Bavli Megillah 25:1, Rashi offers a different reading, of the 7%» prohibition. He interprets it as a prohibition on
having sex with someone who is a gentile, in his words: “777 7712v7 12 7°7101 1°7237 ¥ Xan RY”.

26



been many efforts to try to decipher the word’s meaning,®' some were rather creative ideas. For
example, Hieke, bases his reading on the Septuagint and proposed it is the priestly way to
communicate secretly about the prohibition to hand people over to the Persian army or household

of Persian authorities: 8

Vielleicht ist ,,fiir den Molech" (hebrdisch unvokalisiert 1-m1k) in nachexilischer
Zeit ein Codewort fiir die Ubergabe eigener Kinder aus der jiidischen Gemeinschaft
an die persische Besatzungsmacht flr verschiedene Dienste, unter anderem die
Bereitstellung von Tochtern als Nebenfrauen und von Soéhnen fur eine
Militarkarriere.

The problem with this practice is the chance of intermarriage and loosening on the boundaries

of one’s Jewish identity:

Diese Praxis kam mdglicherweise recht haufig vor und brachte den judischen
Familien 6konomische Vorteile - aber auf diese Weise werden Nachkommen der
judischen Gemeinschaft entzogen, sie verlieren ihre Identitat und verlassen den
Weg der Heiligkeit. Sollten sie zuriickkehren, importieren sie nicht nur die fremde
Kultur, sondern auch die fremde Religion. Daher wird diese Praxis wie die
Verehrung fremder Gotter gedchtet und mit den schlimmsten Strafen belegt.

His reading is rather new and hasn’t been much discussed, even though it is based very much

on the Septuagint’s translation of the verse:
Kol Ao 10D 6TEPUOTOC GOV 0V dMGEIC AUTPEVELY APYOVTL

The Septuagint translated the word 121> literally: to a king or to a noble man — and even more
literally, to the one who rules. This reading is indeed possible grammatically, but as I have pointed

out earlier on "7 2R, the 7%» prohibition is very closely related — they all belong to the same

81 For a good assessment see Heider 1985, specifically pg. 1-92 and his conclusions on pg. 401-409. See also in
Schwartz 2000.
8 Hieke 2011, pg. 164-165.
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world of some sort of death ritual and cult.® Schwartz summarizes the research on Ton’s
connection with the world of the dead® and mentions the Mesopotamian god Malik, who is
identified with Nergal — the god of the dead. mlk, the Ugaritic god, is also among the chthonic
gods in ancient Ugarit.2® Indeed, 2 Kings is also familiar with these gods, and mentions Nergal in
relation to a ritual that is like our current understanding of 7%n:%

WY W) IRWUR DX WY NN OWIR] PaN3 DX WY M0 OWIR N2 NI DX WY 933 WIR)

10277199 07190 "IN A9K 77235 TR 177 WD 23 DR 2v 0°1799T) PRR NR) TN
Thus, it seems to make more sense to follow Schwartz’s reading, he writes the following:®’

XX 7 17219 2w IM1PWH 0379777 17707 DX 1°°X5 9127 10K "o wana 1ni" wanw 32w [...]
W ,7T 3712V PW A0 12 R 21037 TR ,PVAD R TNt Wy T awvaw w0 .anaapn nx pa
2¥ 27277 0721097 92 PR 11X DRI INMEA DR TR 12T 1ARA 21037 1R, WY R

WK ONDIW 70 ¥ Wnn NI 0°12 NP

Schwartz discusses the many instances in which the prohibition is referenced and written
within the Hebrew Bible, and comes to the conclusion it means child sacrifice — either to a different
deity and then it is prohibited because it is idolatry, or to a God who prohibits it because he is not

interested in child sacrifice.
Additionally, the Samaritan Pentateuch’s version of the verse changes one word:

[...] 7717 72957 10N X7 v

8 Furthermore, it won’t fit with the use of the description with similar terminology in 2 Kings 23:10 — even though it
doesn’t have the word 72 explicitly in it.

84 Schwartz 2000, pg. 68

8 In Heider 1985, pg. 108-111 he speculates that this has also existed in Ebla (pg. 99-100) and Mari (pg. 108-111).
See also under Day 1989, pg. 40-41 & pg. 46-55; Milgrom 2000, pg. 1770

8 2 Kings 17: 20-21.

87 Schwartz 2000, pg. 72.
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The letter 7 and 1 are indeed very close but have very different meanings in our context. It
could be read as further strengthening to the Septuagint’s reading, or as worship to another god or

deity.

To sum up, | think it is most probable to understand 7%» with a similar semantic field to ax
137 - of cultic necromancy, involving a specific ritual which consists of one’s offspring. It seems
like our chapters can be of use for an even stronger basis for this reading. Thus, we must read the

771 as a part of the semantic field of necromancy and the connection with the world of the dead.

Summary

All in all, landing back in the structural analysis of chapters 18 and 20 — we can see they have
very different framings. Those differences connect through a contrasted image, of life and death.
Indeed, we had to look carefully under every stone of the meaning of the 7%» and °1w7 ax
prohibitions, but this inquiry granted us with a clearer image of the connection to death in chapter
20. As we will soon see, chapter 20 is also very much centralized on punishments, that are all death
penalties, to the sexual prohibitions. In chapter 18, on the other hand, those are only referred to as
violations, and that one shouldn’t do them — no penalty mentioned. It seems like those two
variations, when put together, create a whole and full image, of a connection to the land and god

that is all-surrounding, in life and in death.

The next step, having this framework in mind, is to look at the prohibitions that appear in both
chapters, and what roles those play in the general structure of the chapter. We will also note the
structure of the prohibitions, and the terminology that is used to denote them. This is a prism into
the ancient Israelite’s mind, and learn more of the meaning of the chapters and that which is

presented in them.
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Analysis of the Prohibited Unions

| will start the analysis with chapter 18 and its terminology and prohibitions, and then continue
to chapter 20. This is not to claim anything about the approximate dating of the chapters, bur rather

to go with the final redaction that came to us through the generations.

As we saw, chapter 18 opens with an exhortation, and the commandment to keep the rules and
as a consequence — to be alive and to thrive on the land. Following the exhortation, comes a verse
(6) that serves as a title to the prohibitions.® The verse states that one must not have sex with any
close relation of his, 17w2 2Xw (Se’er besaro). In the subsequent verses the text will unfold and

explain who exactly are included in this group of people.
77 0IR MY NI9R% 127p0 KD 12 XY 92 OR UOR UK (6)

In the following table, I will show the different terminologies in use with the prohibitions and
prohibited unions, and of the other topics that are mentioned (as we saw already, 72 for example).
The aim is to have a better image of the prohibitions that appear in chapter 18, in order to have a
grasp of the theme of the chapter — first of all by itself, and later also in comparison to chapter 20.
This will grant the reader with a better understanding of what came to mind when the authors of

these chapters wrote of sexuality and prohibited unions.

The following table offers a description of the prohibitions (v. 7-23) and their many
components: who is the prohibited sexual partner, what language is used to describe the act, is

there a special word to denote the prohibition, and what is the rationale given to it.

8 While looking for the prohibition of Father-Daughter incest, some have read this verse as including all those who
are first degree and will not be mentioned in the list. See for example in Rattray 1987, pg. 542.
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Table 1: Prohibitions in Chapter 18

Prohibited Partner Prohibited Act Characterization | Rationale | Verse
899mx Py Pax My MY M - 17 TN 7
TR NYR Y N9AR - XI7 TP28 MY 8
TN N3 13 T:g n =im.n§ Y M2 - - 9
7N N77in IR N2 NN
792 N2 X 72 N2 Y M2 - TIT AN 2 10
AR NPT AR NYR N2 7Y NI9AY - X117 T0INN 11
TR NINK Y Mo - XAy | 12
AR Niny 7Y DAY - RI7 TR WY 13
YR 708 NN 7290 ,71Y MR - X17 9079 14
N Y Mo - X117 712 YR 15
IR DY 7Y DAY - O MW 16
N2 PYY A2 N2 & AR AWK | M2AD Anp Ty MY ,
ST ptol} I ARY 17
Fighol may '
ANAR 9X TR 7Y NY9A7 MRS nnph - - 18
ANNHY N7 YR MY M737 295 - - 19
IN°NY YR RNV YD 725w Nn° - - 20
oI 2R oW DY 22mn X2) 79?2 12T 100 K2 Ay 21
pbs TWOR 20Wn 20w n2vin - 22
- (7219) ARMILY 720w NN - ) 23

(MwRY) 7vanh TNy

The key phrase in the chapter is may m%3%, and we must analyze what it means.

My Mm%, commonly translated as uncovering nakedness,* is a very common phrase in both

chapters 18 and 20 of Leviticus.®® It appears in almost every verse in chapter 18, and a little less

8 Regarding the oddity of a specific prohibition of uncovering’s one’s father’s nakedness, alongside the general ban
on homosexuality, see Dershowitz’s review in Dershowitz 2017, pg. 512-513. See also Levine’s answer, in Levine
2002, pg. 125. He offers the following reading of the verse: X2 XoX ,712°m7 1" 730K "N1") My 3700 wR12w 1"™a"
,TARD AMART MY WD AR MY 72200 CTAR MY RO IR TR MY aRD L(NIRAT 1) a7p 0020 DR P20a°
"R NP7YDA FWOA TARDY MY 0 NoYw
% This is also how Milgrom translated. See for example in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1515 onwards. Also see Rosenstock
2009 for further analysis on the term and its translations and meanings.

%1 Dershowitz 2017, pg. 512.
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common in chapter 20. The term is used as the description of the prohibited act and is one among
other terms® that are in use throughout the Hebrew Bible (,mx1% ,20w% ,axnv 7y > 720w nn

nnpv).

Different scholars have speculated various readings of this phrase. Some have offered an
explanation that is based on a focus on the word m2y, while others focused on understanding the
meaning of the verb »¥»°x. Schwartz, for example, understands the word erva to mean one’s sexual
organs — and doesn’t try to analyze the meaning of giluy,® Eilberg-Schwartz focuses on the giluy
part of the phrase and argues that indeed giluy one’s mother’s erva is synonymous with giluy erva
of one’s father, as that is the nature of the connection between the father and the mother.®* It is
uncovering something, which is usually covered by the father — not necessarily a sexual organ.
Unlike Schwartz’s reading, Eilberg-Schwartz doesn’t think it necessarily means a sexual organ,

but rather just a language that implies doing something, that usually only the father does.

Porter tries to offer a creative path, in which the phrase has a few meanings even within this
chapter (as it is a unique phrasing, we will soon see it exists almost only in chapters 18 and 20 of
Leviticus): sometimes bringing shame, and sometimes having sex.®® Benno Jacob argued that only
27pn X7 has an intercourse connotation, while 77y »1°3 means a marital barrier — be it emotional

or physical.%

9 | will return to the differences between those terms in future research, I hope.

93 Schwartz 1999, pg. 207-208. He continues Shadal’s path (Luzzatto 1871, pg. 137) and of G. J. Wenham (Wenham
1979, pg. 255). See more in Melcher 1996, pg. 92-95.

% Eilberg-Schwartz 1990, pg. 170-171.

% Porter 1976, pg. 143. See also in Péter-Contesse & Ellington 1990, pg. 272: “...the Hebrew expression here can
also carry the idea of shame or disgrace associated with a sexual relationship that is unacceptable”.

% From his unpublished manuscript, to be found in Dershowitz 2017, pg. 520-522.
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All of those suggestions are based on a few lines from chapter 18, but do not necessarily
reconcile with the rest: Schwartz’s explanation doesn’t read smoothly with verse 7: “ 3228 my
ANV 7730 XD X7 TN 7730 X2 98 M7 — if the word means “sex organ”, then it makes no sense

that two different organs are one’s mom’s at the end.

Eilberg-Schwartz’s reading, that may »2°x means uncovering of something that is usually
covered by the father, is challenged by verse 10: “m3 079 °2 10779 7730 X% 992 N2 X 732 N2 NMy”
— the challenge still stands. After all, if it is indeed one’s own M1y, the question stands as to why
it is a prohibition at all — after all, it is one doing something to oneself, that he probably does
anyway in everyday life. This wouldn’t make sense with Porter’s reading of the phrase having a
few meanings to the phrase within the chapter, as both don’t work here. It also won’t work
smoothly with Jacob’s reading — that 9y »¥2°x means a marital barrier - as there is no such barrier

between a man and his granddaughter.

Those readings are all possible and based on possible meanings of the roots and words,
nonetheless they are unsatisfactory in understanding the phrase in consistent fashion throughout
the chapter. It seems like the phrase is used with varying meanings through the different verses.
This might be tempting or demanding a diachronic reading of the text, asking of researchers to
define the original meaning of the phrase and its added layers as it was rewritten and redacted.®’ |
find that path even more speculative and less grounded — and it seems to me that instead of
deciphering what the text originally meant (however many authors it had) we should try to read it

as it is given to us, within the Pentateuch, and within Leviticus.

% For such analysis see Dershowitz 2017, specifically pg. 519-525.
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Since the use of the phrase is quite scarce outside Leviticus 18 and 20, | find it especially
important to look back at where it appears first — and perhaps the instance the author of Leviticus
18 wants us to remember. This other text is of importance to us because it has the words *17°3, and
My together — while in other places it just one of the two. Furthermore, it is also related to deeds

that were done in relation to one’s family, and even more specifically: 128, Ham’s father.

The motivation to look back to this text is also widespread among researchers,* as a way to
understand what the word means. The word appears in a couple conjugations in the Pentateuch,
mostly in the form of erva (mny) and ervat (mnv) — the latter being the genitive form of the word.

The first time it appears® is in Genesis 9, after Noah comes out of the ark:

PRI 01232 PR AYRY (19) 1937 °2N KT O7) 197 O QW 10T T DORYT 01°33 PN (18)
PR TINR P07 W 10 T W (21) 1072 YN MpIRG WX 01 900 (20) 1787 23 139
YN AHWT DY 1Y) OV NP7 (23) YN IR WD TA PN AW DX 1D 228 07 RN (22)
(24) R XY DR NP NOIAR 077191 OOIR MY NX 189N NIINK 109 o oY oY

PON7 M 0T TV 193D TS MY (25) 19pa 192 12 Ay W M I 0 0 v

Much scholarly debate and many traditional commentators have tried to decipher what are the
exact details of the story.%° The answer is hidden behind two locks, that in order to open we will
need two separate keys: one is the dichotomy of seeing and not seeing (&1 &> & &™), and the

second is the relationship between the word mny and the verbs 2an» and 103°1. The relationship

% See for example in Rattray 1987 pg. 542; Carmichael 1997, pg. 16; Milgrom 2000, pg. 1537-1540.

% There are other contexts with which | will not deal with in depth here: in Genesis 42 Joseph speaks of yaxa M1y, in
Exodus 28 God commands the creation of pants that will cover the priests’ genitals (/7Y 2w2), in Deuteronomy 23
God prohibits the Israelites from having 227 n7v being found within them, and in Deuteronomy 24 the same term
(127 maw) is in use — referring this time to a case of divorce. More on the meaning of the word will need to wait for
future research.

100 See for example Phillips 1980.
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between those texts demands us to date those parts of Leviticus and Genesis and ask which text or
author is first to coin the phrase, but since the main focus of this work is Leviticus, | will choose
to read Leviticus as it is given to readers: it is the third book, and so at one point in the history of
the Pentateuch’s canonization its redactors placed it after Genesis for us to read with Genesis
already in our mind. Furthermore, linguistically, it seems like the phrase used in Leviticus 18
connects the two keys together — mixing their language: may Mm%, instead of having those two

terms separately as we had in Genesis 9.1

This connection between those chapters has been already pointed out, and various scholars
have offered various explanations as to what this connection means.%? As the topic of this research
is Leviticus, it is important to understand what the phrase means — and for that we will follow
Bergsma & Hahn’s reading of Ham’s sin with Noah: Ham’s crime was maternal incest, he has had
sex with his mom — or his dad’s wife.'®® Methodologically, part of that theory is based on chapters
18 and 20 in Leviticus, so in trying to decipher what the words mean we should walk this path in
the opposite direction: the chapters in Leviticus use the term m-y m>x% and reference to Genesis

and Ham’s crime.

One must therefore read Genesis without any hints from Leviticus 18 and 20, as those chapters
are based on Genesis. In addition, Bergsma & Hahn convincingly bring more evidence from

ancient Near Eastern traditions and myths to support their claim.® Thus, the word n123> and nix1>

101 The discussion on the relationship between mo3% and m>37/mxa> deserves a separate work and deeper research. In
relation to Leviticus 18 and 20 it might be important to note that the verb serves as the opposite of the 717w %92, in the
sense that it is an act is opposed to (1977 ow) »o°2 — covering. This sheds new light and demands of us to rethink our
understanding of sexuality — as it implies that a sexual act can be “undone”. When something is uncovered, it can also
be covered again. This will question will need to be addressed in future research.

102 See more in Bergsma & Hahn 2005, pg. 25-26; Rattray 1987 pg. 542; Carmichael 1997, pg. 15-20.

103 Bergsma & Hahn 2005, pg. 34-35.

104 Bergsma & Hahn 2005, pg. 36-39.
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are used interchangeably in the accusative form with may — all as euphemisms for sexual
intercourse in the Hebrew Bible, and more specifically: in chapters 18 and 20 of Leviticus. In

Genesis 9, we see this in verses 21-23:

D7PAX MY DX 1097 [L..] (23) [...] 128 MY DX W1 2N a7 R (22) gk 7ina wann [L.] (21)

1IN NP DTN NIWY IR 09

This also applies to verse 17 in chapter 20: “in)qy n& 7870 X7 AW DX A87)” — probably also
as a euphemism for sexual intercourse, with a similar semantic meaning — to uncover, meaning to
see that which is covered. Furthermore, in chapter 20 we will see the roots 25w and ax17 are used
interchangeably with m7y n1%3% and M1y nmx1? — another strengthening argument to the reading of

those phrases as euphemisms for sex.

Going back to the table from earlier, we can refer to 77w »79°3 as a euphemism for sex, with a
negative, shameful connotation.'®® As we saw, the phrase references to Ham’s scene with Noah,
and the nations the Israelites are to keep away from are his descendants, as we see in Genesis 10:6
“TI01 vIDY DY WD o 3237, Furthermore, we must make sense of the prohibitions that are not
sexual per se, like the 7%n for example. Indeed, the 7% prohibition in chapter 18, structure-wise,

breaks a line between bestiality and homosexuality, and the rest of the incest laws.

Yet, it seems like this line is present even if the 7% prohibition wasn’t there: those two
prohibitions also receive unique definitions (720 for homosexuality, and San for bestiality). Even

without the 797 in its current place, those two prohibitions stick out. Later in this thesis | will

105 This is not to say which text is to be dated earlier, but rather point out to the connotations that come to mind of the
Pentateuch’s reader.
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present a possible hierarchy between the different denotations for these abominations,%® but until
then I will point out their uniqueness and that the only other prohibition that received a definition

is the mother and daughter prohibition, and its denotation with the word ar.1%7

The 791 prohibition doesn’t seem to make sense in relation to other prohibitions in the chapter.
Many have offered different readings and reasoning as to what it means and what it does here, in

this context. Hieke has articulated the question well:1%

Es stellt sich die Frage, ob das Verbot der Molech-Praxis ein vollig unpassendes
Einsprengsel ist - oder ob nicht gerade der Kontext einen Schliissel zum Verstehen liefern

konnte.

It does indeed seem like the verse has nothing to do with our chapters, if they are indeed laws
about sex - and so one must get to the conclusion that it is there as a mistake and understand it as
an intrusion to the flow of the chapter. Yet, as Hieke hints and others have argued, the prohibition
fits in the text for various reasons — and it might serve as the key to uncovering the topics of these

chapters. As | have hinted earlier, those are not laws that refer to incest alone.

The first and unsatisfactory answer,'% is that it fits because of its phrasing and linguistically
form*° — that might be so only because it was crafted so it would fit in the chapter, and not the
other way around. There should be an answer that considers the meaning of the prohibition, and

what it meant to those who read the chapters as they were redacted and placed in front of our eyes.

106 See more on pg. 74-92.

107 1bid and specifically on pg. 77-84.

108 Hieke 2011, pg. 148.

109 | will only analyze a few of the suggested readings of the prohibition. For a more detailed analysis, see in Heider
1985 & Schwartz 2000.

110 For example, see in Bigger 1979, pg. 202.
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The second answer will try to argue that it is a late addition to the text.!** The problem with
such an answer, is that it doesn’t deal with generations of readers who weren’t bothered by its
location.'*? Furthermore, not only were they not bothered by it being part of Leviticus 18, in
Leviticus 20 (our chapter’s twin) the 771 receives a much bigger place and the same silence lingers.
We see classical commentary wrestling with the relationship between those realms only much

later, in the 19" and 20" century.'*3

The third answer argues that the 7%n prohibition is placed here because it has some sexual
meaning.'* This, as we saw earlier, is partly true — but not because the ritual of 7o» consists of a
sexual ritual of any kind, as there seems to be no other basis for this claim. Rather, as we saw, the
title of the chapters ought to be expanded. In order to understand the meaning of 7%», we had to
understand it with its intertextual occurrences, as well as its similarity to "1y 2x. It relates to sex
with one’s family members, in the sense that both are prohibited interactions — be it with living or
dead descendants, ancestors, other relatives, or any state that blurs these boundaries between each
family member and his or her place in life. As | wrote in the beginning of this part, the analysis
of the content of the chapters must be read with context to their framing. As we saw, chapters 18
and 20 threat with a consequence, in the case that the Israelites will pollute and defile the land.

These offences will make the land vomit the people who live upon it and commit those sins.

111 See for example in Hieke 2011.

112 Maybe besides Sforno, who wrote: ¥aw 721 ¥ 227 91730 1w vhy 9109 MR W YT Pwon nrivn by 127w v1om”
“YaT77 RW DX NIV wanh oawn 172w, His explanation is also based on a linguistical approach, but it is evident he
is trying to explain why this appears here, while the rest of the prohibitions deal with sexuality. He already has a well-
defined understanding of sexuality, into which 7%n does not fit.

113 For example Rav Samson Raphal Hirsch’s Commentary, Haamek Davar, and others.

114 See a full analysis of this view in Schwartz 2000, pg. 75 - Specifically in footnote 44. Some examples he brings
are from classical commentary (Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on the verse, Bavli Megillah 25, and others) and modern
scholarship (Picket 1985, pg. 125; Eligger 1955, pg. 241).
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Similarly to chapter 18, following is a table with chapters 20’s various components: who is the
prohibited sexual partner, what language is used to describe the act, is there a special word to
denote the prohibition, what is the rationale given to it, and what is the punishment given, if there

116

is one. The chapter opens with the 7>»n prohibition,!*® 137 ax prohibitions,'*® and with a

prohibition on cursing one’s parents'’ (verses 1-9). Next are the following sexual prohibitions:

Table 2: Prohibitions in Chapter 20
Prohibited Partner | Prohibited Act | Characterization Punishment Verse
Y NYR = UOR NYR ahep) NORIT) ANIT NP Nin 10
IR NYR o7 N nin 11
in%3 17 %2R N Nin 12
121 W ppimbial K Nin 13
AR NR) TR nnp® T 1708 INR 197 WR3 14
ppfatymk] 720w nn? TRI20 DY) N nin 15
pahia
Akl ny7? [...] 2P0 N Nin 16
N2 iR LA N2 INAR | MW MIRID & nap 701 N7 17
nx
M7 YR DY MY MY & 2007 NN 18
AR NINRI TAK NI MY M2 WY 033y 19
inTa e}/ nR oW 20
"IN NYR nnp? 77 POy 21

Comparison of the Structures

It is evident, as one reads the two chapters, that they deal with similar topics. Yet, many

differences stick out — in phrasing, terminology in use, structure, and literary themes. Those create

115 | eviticus 20:2-5.
116 | eviticus 20:6-8.
17| eviticus 20:7.
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a bridge between the chapters and apply the prohibitions to all forms of existence — as will be

shown below, through an analysis of the structure and language of the chapters.

Two basic points of variation between the chapters are the phrasing of the prohibitions in each
chapter, and the outcome of the prohibitions, as well their order and sequencing. It seems as if
chapter 18 is more focused on articulating who are the prohibited partners, than specifying the
outcome or the punishment of not following those prohibitions. The only odd one out is verse 17
(in chapter 18), in which the text denotes the sexual union of one with a woman and her daughter,
or granddaughter, as 1. The themes in which the chapters frame their work are rather wide,
chapter 20 clearly centered on death, and 18 with a complementary language regarding life and
the living. This creates, poetically or literarily, an image that encompasses a wholistic approach

regarding these prohibitions, in all forms of existence, through life and death.

To show that, one must look at the language that is being used in each chapter, and the themes
that are in play. The language plays a central role in creating the clear “death” connotation for

chapter 20.

Almost every verse in chapter 20 ends with a death penalty, which we have not seen at all in
chapter 18. It also has specific words that are in use to denote specific prohibitions, as we will soon
see — to name a few: 2an ,7om and others. This is a unique phenomenon within the Pentateuch —
that each there are prohibitions that are denoted by a specific term to describe the violation or
improperness of it.118 Chapter 20 is the densest chapter, in which the punishments are listed directly

after each violation, a death penalty to all parties participating in the act.**® This is in opposition

118 More on this see in Good 1967, pg. 951-960. For forms of intergenerational punishment, see Levinson 2006.
119 For example see more in Schmid 2016, pg. 141-144.
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to chapter 18 directly, after the violations, and others where that’s not the case. Prohibitions are
mentioned in various ways through the Pentateuch and the Hebrew Bible, some through a story,*?°
some in a list,'?! some with their punishments mentioned, 22 and some without.*?®> The main
curiosity that is of interest for us is the comparison between the two chapters, both belonging to

H, dealing with very similar (almost identical) topics - and yet one time has the punishments, and

the other time without.?*

| will start now with the issue of phrasing of the prohibitions in each chapter. The main aim of
this comparison is to reinforce the difference that was pointed out earlier between the chapters —
chapter 18 only describes the prohibited act, and says it is prohibited. In chapter 20 we will see
that each prohibition has a consequence, a punishment, that is a part of the verse. It is like a strong
staccato of death penalties. Later we will compare the topics that are mentioned in the chapters,

which will also strengthen the argument of the topics these chapters deal with.
The phrasing in chapter 18 for the prohibitions is almost always within the following formula:
X7 Y P ,a9an X X mw

Each verse specifying why each act is prohibited: it is uncovering Y’s mnv, which is something
one mustn’t do.'?® The deed is done through an act called 17y *¥2 of X’s, who is always described

in some familial language to the person addressed by the verses. It is important to note that there

120 For example Numbers 15:32-36.

121 Our chapters, Leviticus 18 & 20 as an example. As well as Exodus 20. And many others.

122 A few archetypical examples are to be found in Exodus 21:19, Numbers 15:32-36 and Deuteronomy 13:13-18.

123 The famous examples are Exodus 20, ad Deuteronomy 5, for example. See more on these differences by Westbrook,
in BDB 5:546-556.

124 Wells has pointed out that this is the case in laws that are mentioned in different sources, H and D for example. See
more in Wells 2016, pg. 260 onwards.

125 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1332.
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is no clear consequence for this act, and chapter 18 is satisfied with just explaining to the reader

why one shouldn’t behave in this why, why it is a life or an action one shouldn’t take part in.

In chapter 20, on the other hand, the phrasing is different:

Z [ ]Y DR X R wR)

The verbs in use are different: 2995 ,720w nn% ,R1% ,20w5 (in X), and the prohibited parties are
to be put in Y. Z is the punishment, and it has different phrasings of death penalties — of various
levels perhaps, or any other intrinsic hierarchy. Z could be 1n%1> nin, or 10121, wAw» w2 and so on.
This is clearly more information than we found in chapter 18, with a strong connection to death as
a central theme. There is a staccato of death penalties, and the idea of one being killed or dead is
very often mentioned, almost in every verse. Also important to note, is that in terms of the topics,
it opens and closes with the 137 ax prohibitions, which have to do with necromancy, also to do

with death.

Chapter 18, on the other hand, opens explicitly with the fifth verse, in which God says that
keeping those laws will bring upon the man a lively and vital outcome: o712 °m. The text wants
those following its rules to stay in the world of the living, and these are rules as to how they should
engage with each other while they are alive. Indeed, this is only one verse, so as tempting as it is
to say that chapter 18 is primarily about “life”, it is tempting to do so only in comparison with
chapter 20. Thus, it is better to see both together, as all-encompassing, or creating a whole and full

image, of all forms of existence.
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It also seems like the lists are not exactly congruent in terms of the topics that are mentioned
in them, and that some prohibitions in one list do not appear in the other. Following is a table of

the prohibitions in those chapters, and where they appear (as in which verse):12

Table 3: Comparison of the Prohibitions in Chapters 18 & 20
Prohibition Verses in Chapter 18 Verses in Chapter 20
Father’s Wife 8 11
Sister (through Father or Mother) 9 17
Father’s and Mother’s Sister 12,13 19
Aunt (7m7)t% 14 20
Son’s Wife 15 12
Brother’s Wife 16 21
Woman and her Daughter 17 14
Menstruating Woman 19 18
Friend’s Wife 20 10
Ton 21 2-5
Male 22 13
Beast 23 15 & 16
Only in Chapter 18
Father & Mother 7 -
Granddaughter 10 -
Half-sister (through father) 11 -
Woman and her Sister 18 -
Only in Chapter 20
1Y) AR - 6, 27
Cursing One’s Parents - 9
Pure and Impure Animals - 25

It is important to note that 18 is broader in terms of the range of sexual prohibitions (it has 4

more prohibitions?® that 20 doesn’t mention). Nevertheless, chapter 20 has three unique

126 | arranged them only for the sake of convenience according to the order in chapter 18.

127 Verse 14 in chapter 18 helps define this term: “:X%7 7077 27990 X2 iAWK 9% 7930 &% 79928 0% 11W”°. A 7N7iS one’s
uncle’s wife.

128 Depends on how one counts — the half sister prohibition could be read as a part of verse 17 in chapter 20.
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prohibitions that are unclear in their relationship with the other sexual prohibitions — but might
offer hints and traces of the mindset of the author of this text. To reinforce chapter 20 as themed
around death, it is clear that it opens and closes with the *1v7» 2x prohibition, suggesting a framing
to the chapter that has to do with necromancy, death, too. Various explanations have been offered
as to why these differences between the mentioned prohibitions exist, some were rooted in each

129

chapter’s structure,*?® and others in textual criticism and research.*3

It has been offered that the chapters center around the four-generational scheme, allowing or
at least not prohibiting sexual prohibitions between generations that are further than four
generations away.*! Rattray’®? bases the difference between the chapters in the phrase 1wa “xw
in chapter 18, and that the rest of the chapter is more or less a definition of what that term mean —
while chapter 20 serves a difference purpose, to describe the punishment of those prohibitions

from chapter 18.

Douglas has offered to read the two chapters as pillars, as they serve the same purpose almost.

She writes the following:

With slight variations in their sequencing but great overlap in content, the same
peroration is repeated for each [...] Less a pedimental composition, these two
chapters are more like two massively carved pillars on either side of a shrine, or
like a proscenium arch. The laws on each side against incest, sodomy, and bestiality
are backed by twice-repeated warnings that the land will vomit the people out if

they follow these cults.

129 See in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1527 & 1532-1533 on what exactly is prohibited in the chapters, whether it is “sex” or
“marriage” or other forms of interaction.

130 For example, see Dershowitz 2017.

131 Schwartz 1987, pg. 87; Kalisch 1868, pg. 359.

132 Rattray 1987 pg. 542.

133 Douglas 1999, pg. 236.
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She understands them as a part of the larger scheme of Leviticus, as | will discuss in the next
part. Currently, what is important to notice, is the fact that she points to the great overlap in their
content as something of an artistic value. Indeed, such close repetition is rare in the Hebrew Bible,
with this much similarity in content. Douglas herself'** has pointed to the similarity between the
tabernacle chapters and those of the incest laws in Leviticus, as an illustration to Leviticus 18 and
20’s importance according to the Pentateuch. They are both repeated twice very close to each
other, and by this repetition, and similarity in layout, she suggests that the chapters are central as

much as the tabernacle is.

So to sum up to here, we saw that chapter 20 is very often connected with the theme of death
— both through it’s framing and the punishments that are mentioned. At the same time, chapter 18
uses some language that connects the reader with the world of living, and life — and together they

create an image that addresses a full variety of existence - through life and death.

The next step in this research, is to better understand the prohibitions in these chapters and how
they fit to this general themes presented above in regard to them. | will present some explanations
that have been suggested in previous research regarding the terms that are in use in those chapters.
They are not organized by any specific order, but rather by relevance and relation to each other. |
start by two terms that stand by themselves (77 and o°9*v), and then move on to one that is of

unclear meaning (72X *2own).

The importance of understanding these prohibitions is key to understanding what those

chapters have in mind when speaking of sexuality — how are those prohibitions categorized, and

134 Douglas 1999, pg. 195.
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to which semantic field they belong. My general aim in this analysis is to show what those words
mean and how they connect with the notion discussed until now of the chapters: life and death, as
well as thriving and multiplying, or decaying in infertility. Following this semantical analysis, we

will be able to continue to an analysis of the chapters’ location within Leviticus in general.

dava (m7)

The word /7 has a clear meaning,**

as it is the state a woman is in when she is menstruating
in biblical Hebrew — an n71 nw x is a woman who is menstruating, and a woman who is
experiencing the sickness that comes with menstruation is an m7 nw°X. The word appears only a

few times, but one of them is in Leviticus 15, in the purity and impurity of bodily charges. The

verse is:136
[-..] 73932 77 127 NN 25 TR M

Chapter 20 uses the phrasing that is common in the chapter (...7¥x ©&)) and speaks of an 7wx
m71.13 Leviticus 18, on the other hand, chose to speak of an anxnp n732 w13 Linguistically, the

words also have a meaning of pain, or injury.’*® This perhaps hints to how menstruation was

135 Milgrom writes in length about the term in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1753-1756. See also in BDB, pg. 622; HALOT, pg.
696; TDOT, pg. 232-235 — some claim the root originates from “wandering”, “put away”, or “throw down”.
136 |_eviticus 15: 33.
137 The full verse is 20:18:

7:0RY 2P DAY N2 TRT TiPR DY NP RIT) A9PT AP DY AN DY 773 AT AW DY 2207 WK UK
138 The verse is in 18:19:

“IANYY 1932 27PN X2 ADXRY NI AWK 2R

139 BDB pg. 188 defines as “ill” or “unwell”. HALOT (def. 2002 on the CD) has the first definition as “sick”, and the
second as “menstruating”. Might be related to the Akkadian of dawdim — meaning convulsed, and in our context,
metaphorically unwell. Or etymologically connected with damum, meaning blood, with a clear connection to the topic
in discussion here. Nonetheless, one must always be careful with etymology; thus, these connections are uncertain.
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perceived by the ancients, or how they understood what women were going through in their

menstruation. For example, in Deuteronomy:*4°

:DOIMRI) DY D70) NIIRRI 1973 Nin Y Nian NX) Andn DY T R79m) (49)

12 3P DI9N B8 WK 01¥n MTn 23 DX 72 2w (50)

[...] 72 99150 22 03 (51)
m7n is parallel in those verses to mn and *%m, an injury or an illness. This is something to note
when reading the prohibition, especially so when trying to infer the common lines or grounds on
which those prohibitions grew and developed. Milgrom has also widened that the prohibition is on
having sex with a woman with any genital flow and not just menstruation, based on this
understanding of the word.'*! I think he might be wrong to think chapter 20 has a wider range of
the prohibition, as in chapter 18 the prohibition is about being in close proximity with such a

woman (21pn 8?) — | think that is a stronger prohibition than that in chapter 20.

This adds to the semantic field of sexuality in our chapters’ a meaning of physicality, and
perhaps also pain. As | stated earlier, chapter 20 is mostly centered on the negative side of the coin.
The word m7 is of death and punishment, and even though a menstruating woman can be referred
to in other ways (as she is referred to in 18:19, for example: nnyny n732 7ER) the meaning of the
word and its usage fit the general theme of this chapter. Lastly, the fact the prohibition exists in
both chapters, is also a clear connection between the “life” and “death” themes in it — as the very

idea of menstruation is the unrealized potential to create life, in the biblical context.'42

140 Deuteronomy 28

141 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1754.

142 1 write in the biblical context, because in feminist discourse menstruation is not only the unrealized potential of
creating life, but rather a bodily experience, rooted in many life-span events and connected with all of them. The idea
that menstruation is merely an unrealized potential of life doesn’t consider the feminine experience of the phenomenon
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aririm (2°7"w)

The word o> is used only in chapter 20, and only in two cases — the last two in the chapter

before the chapter continues to final verses. The verses mention two prohibitions:

ANR? 00y IR aRvD 793 179 MY INTT DR 29Y WK WX (2)
Y DO 93 PAR MY RIT AT POR YR DR R WK WOR) (RD)
Milgrom translates the word o> to “childless”.}*® This seems be based of the other instances
in which the word appears in the Hebrew Bible. For example, the famous story from Genesis 15,
in which God promises Abraham that he will have a successor and a child born from his own zera
(seed):
YR PYRT RN PR 11 Y 7217 223R) 07 10R A1 1IN 072K MmN (2)
NR Y1 002 12 737 Y7 7003 KD 0D 10 07928 R (3)
Literally, Abraham is worried that his n"a pwn 32 — the son of his house— is going to be his heir
—as he has no biological children. He says that explicitly, almost demanding of God to grant him
a child — y71 7nn1 RS °% 17 — Abraham points at God, as it is God’s decision making that caused

Abraham to be childless.

The term 0w is unique,'** and appears again in the Pentateuch only in the Abraham story
(Genesis 15). It also seems like Abraham is an »3»y, and those who commit the offences in

Leviticus 20 (sex with one’s aunt (71717), or sister in law (ynx nwx)) are both o>9>7y — in the plural

itself, regardless of pregnancy and childbearing. More on that see for example in the Handbook of Critical
Menstruation Studies: Bobel 2010, and specifically on pg. 34-36.

143 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1757.

144 Carmichael offers to read the prohibition as an answer or a reference to Abraham’s stories and the consequences
of his incestuous union with Sarah. Carmichael 1997, pg. 172.
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form. Indeed, the term has a singular and a plural form, and in Leviticus 20 both criminals deserve

the punishment or the outcome of their action.

0> is a state one is in: one can walk in that state — like Abraham (>3 7217 °231%)) —or be in
it (70 0°7"w), or die in that state (3072 2°9°y). Finally, it seems right to read the word as “childless”
— as has been offered and translated.'*® This adds to our semantic field in these chapters a clear
“fertility” and “life” component, which is also clear from the ending of the chapters (thriving on
the land, in opposition with the land vomiting the Israelites out). My thesis regarding chapter 20
was that it’s central theme is “death”, and the word aririm adds to this notion, with it being the

opposite of being fertile and thriving in the land. Rather infertility and decaying.

Furthermore, it is also connected through the punishment of the land vomiting its inhabitants
— as both are punishment of an opposite nature to fertility and offspring. The vomiting of the land
is the almost literary opposite of thriving and growing roots into it. The vector of thriving on the
land is associated with an image of growing roots into it, while being vomited from it is associated
with being uprooted, or being torn away from it. Those are active acts which prevent fertility, and

vectors that point opposite ways.
miskabei iSa (7w K *20Wn)

This phrase appears twice, in very similar (almost identical) verses. The first is in Leviticus

18, and the second is in 20. The verses’ different phrasing fit the rest of their chapters, when the

145 See more in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1755-1758. And in LXX (8texvog, literally childless), and the Targums (Pseudo-
Jonathan, Onkelos & Neofiti: 727 X%3, childless). Also see under BDB pg. 792 and HALOT, def. 7330.
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verse in chapter 18 fits the rest of chapter 18’s structure, and the verse from chapter 20 fits its

neighboring verses as well. In chapter 18 (verse 22), it is written:
TRVT 72VIR YR 029w 29Wn K2 227 NX)
And in chapter 20 (verse 13):
102 07N NP Nin a7 WY 12VIR AWK 229Wn 227 IR 2380 WK UUR)

We are currently interested in the meaning of the term “7wX *25wn”, which has been usually
translated as “lie with a man as one lies with a woman”. Linguistically, the prohibition can apply
to one of the two parts — the active or the passive partner,'*® even though the punishment is on both
parties. Some understood it as the prohibition on the active partner, and others read it as a
prohibition on the passive partner.}*” The former reads 7w x *20wn as active penetration — you shall
not penetrate another male (the accusative,n2r nX , means that one does a deed on another male,
that deed being penetration). The latter reads it as a prohibition on the passive partner — much less

likely and plausible grammatically'*® but nonetheless worth noting:*4°

This construction regularly describes an action performed by the subject, not the
subject’s experience of someone else’s action [...] the man to whom the laws of
Lev 18:22 and 20:13 are addressed, then, is the one who performs the “lying down
of a woman” — that is, the one who acts as the receptive partner. This is confirmed
by the specification that he lies 251-nX, “with a male” [...] the 951 with whom a man

is forbidden to lie is the penetrator; the person addressed by the laws is the receptive

146 |t seems necessary to understand the prohibition as anal penetration between two males, for more see Olyan 1994.
147 Walsh 2001.

148 See more in Dershowitz 2019.

149 Walsh 2001, pg. 25.

50



partner. Thus the phrase 7w°X *20wn 121-nNX 20w is best translated “to lie with a male

as a woman would”.

As we have seen, the terms can refer to both parties — but I find it more convincing that the
prohibitions is aimed at the active partner, as the rest of the prohibitions (almost all of them,
excluding perhaps Leviticus 20:16) are aimed at the active partner in intercourse. Lately,** Wells
has argued for its meaning being an adverbial accusative of location.'® Nonetheless, the term
TR 20w in the context of this these verses means having sex; and more specifically - penetrative
sex. For the purpose of this inquiry, understanding what the chapters mean, the phrase iwx *2own
will join a list of euphemisms in use in these chapters for sexual intercourse, together with m3>

MY, MY MKR17, 20w and many others.

This is also the place to note that the verses on homosexuality are greatly discussed for two
main reasons: mainly because it is unclear what they meant in their context, and we know very
little of the ancients’ sexuality - of their conception of its choreography and performativity — we
can only fathom it is similar to sexuality in our modern times. The second reason for which this
topic is greatly researched, is that it is a topic many people care about in our modern times:

LGBTQ+ rights, the existence of people with non-heterosexual sexual orientation, and so on.*%2

Indeed, the term homosexuality is anachronistic. As Halpern writes:*>

150 Wells 2020.

151 Ibid, pg. 128.

152 Some scholars do participate in both sides and publish on this topic in both spheres. Milgrom has published his
views academically (Milgrom 2000, pg. 1780-1790, and also earlier in Milgrom 1994). Dershowitz, a more recent and
current scholar, has published his research both academically (Dershowitz 2017) and in the New York Times
(Dershowitz 2018). This shows both an interest outside the academic world, as well as more incentives to delve deeper
into the meaning and understanding of those verses. This connection could be a fertile land for biased opinions in the
resarch of such issues, or of reading one’s own views into the text. I don’t think that’s the case with Milgrom or
Dershowitz, but it is important to note this option.

158 Halpern 1990, pg. 15.
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[...] Chaddock is credited by the Oxford English Dictionary with having introduced
“homo-sexuality” into the English language in 1892, in order to render a German
cognate twenty years its senior. Homosexuality, for better or for worse, has been

with us ever since. Before 1892 there was no homosexuality, only sexual inversion.

As Halpern shows later, “sexual inversion” has been in use mostly in the nineteenth century.
Thus, that is also not a phrase or a term that has been in use forever. Every generation or era creates
its own termionology for the phenomenons within its culture. In the case of ancient Israel or the
biblical society, we must be careful with what comes to mind when using a term from our modern
age. Yet, at the same time, the word incest might be anachronistic too. The word “sex” is also
anachronistic, as | have pointed out. And maybe other terms that have been in use in my research

and reading of Leviticus.

Instead of not using all those words and not being able to say anything really, since our
language is rooted in a different time we should be careful when calling the prohibition is verses
18:22 and 20:13 “homosexuality”. At the same time, we can continue calling them “homosexual
prohibitions” but redefine and sharpen our understanding of what homosexuality is. It doesn’t
matter much which option we take, if we remember the gap between our modern mind and

understanding, and that of the ancients - the biblical authors, redactors, and readers.

Scholars have argued for different readings and narrowing of the prohibition’s meaning:***

only when residing in the land of Israel,*>> homosexuality that is related to idolatrous cults,*>® only

154 See more about homosexuality in the Hebrew Bible in Nissinen 1998, pg. 37-56.

155 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1786. For further discussion and criticism on his view see: Gagnon 2005, pg. 285 (see under
footnote 72).

156 Bigger 1979, pg. 203.
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anal penetration between two males,’

only sex between males who are blood-related (brother,
son, father, and so on),'*® a prohibition on the receptive partner,>® a prohibition on heterosexual
people (=who are not interested in consensual anal sex between two males) who perform anal sex
with other males as a form of molestation,*®® a prohibition on a male from having sex with a

161

married man,~* and even the option of ancient Israel not prohibiting homosexual unions but rather

that a later redactor added that idea influenced by Zoroastrian ideas.?

In the case of my research, it doesn’t really matter what the exact meaning of the prohibition
IS — this might be of relevance to a deeper or clearer understanding as to what the meaning of “sex”
iS. Thus, it seems more important to have in mind the fact we do not have a clear understanding of
what the prohibition meant, and it is clear we shouldn’t project our current understanding of the

choreography and social norms of sexual interaction between two males.

Furthermore, it seems important to note another theoretical discussion: the existence of
lesbianism in the society the Hebrew bible refers to. Stiebert sums the scholarly discourse logically

and accurately:®3

There are a number of possibilities:

1. Female-female sex was not practiced; it did not exist. Something that does not
take place does not need to be banned.

2. Female-female sex was so taboo it was virtually completely repressed.

157 Olyan 1994, pg. 180.

158 |_ings 2009.

159 \Walsh 2001, pg. 207-209.

160 Douglas 1999, pg. 238. Based on Genesis 19, and see more in Carmichael 1997, pg. 54-55.
161 Wells 2020, pg. 156.

162 Dershowitz 2017, pg. 523-524.

163 Stiebert 2016, pg. 116.
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3. Female-female sex probably existed by was under the radar of the males who are
most likely to have composed, transmitted, and used the texts preserved in the
Hebrew Bible.

4. Female-female sex was practiced and known of, as well as disapproved of and
outlawed. This did not need spelling out and can be extrapolated from existing
prohibitions.

5. Female-female sex was practiced and known but not outlawed.

It seems like all those possibilities are sheer speculations, as we have no textual evidence for
these cases. Based on other societies and cultures, it seems to me that it is safest to argue for the
third possibility. Yet, that cannot be defended by any biblical-based research. As such, | will leave

those questions to future research, perhaps with new archaeological or extra-biblical material.

Homosexuality has shown us that we need to be very careful in imposing our modern mind on
the text. In the context of our chapters, we also saw the semantic field of sexuality expanding — to
another term, denoting a sexual union as a feminine act, or related to women. Even though the
meaning of this term is wide and has many implications, it also adds to the notion of sexuality that
is in-fertile and leads to a prohibited union. It is an act that belongs to the symbolism of death,
without any potential offspring, and as such it belongs to the second part of chapter 18 — directly
after the 79 (necromancy) prohibition, as well as it being listed with a death penalty in chapter
20. These themes might help us gently speculate, that female homosexuality was also prohibited,
for similar reasons of infertile acts — even though the severity of the prohibition might differ, as
there are no males involved in the act, in opposition to all the other prohibitions we see in those

chapters.

The words we saw up to here, added to the fertility component of both chapters. Emphasizing
the centrality of life and death in them, and the connection between all those ideas. There are other

words that deserve further analysis in order to fully understand the chapters (7an 71,701 ,7230)
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but those will be discussed later, in reconstructing the severity and moral standards of ancient

Israel, and as was hinted earlier.1%4

Chapters’ Place within Leviticus

This part will consist of a few central views regarding the placement of chapters 18 and 20
within Leviticus. % The main aim is to show that both chapters are not located close to each other
by mistake, but rather serve a more general goal in the ordering of the chapters. In the context of
this research, it is important to show how both serve as two parts of the same idea. As the aim of
this work is analyze the floating signifier of “sex” in these texts, and to infer its regulation in
ancient Israel’s social structure — a short overview of Milgrom and Douglas will suffice, as the
main point is to show the centrality and co-dependence of chapters 18 and 20, in order to justify

them as good test cases for the semantic field of sexuality.

Milgrom, in his commentary on Leviticus, he explicitly follows Mary Douglas’s argument of

Leviticus’s structure: %6

The most commendable attempt to account for the organization of Leviticus has, in
my opinion, been proposed by Mary Douglas. [...] she arranges the chapters of

Leviticus in the form of a ring.

Douglas herself, on the other hand, chooses a rather different shape later on, to define

Leviticus’s structure. She writes: 1%’

164 See more on pg. 74-92.

185 Deuteronomy 27:9-26 refers to those chapters almost explicitly, and places them in close relation its neighboring
chapters. See more on that in Ellens 2008.

166 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1364. Based on Douglas 1995, pg. 247-255; Douglas 1993, pg. 11.

167 Douglas 1999, pg. 218 & 223.
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The narratives have suggested an unexpected partitioning of the book. They divide
it into three unequal compartments with laws filling the spaces between the stories.
These compartments correspond to the relative size of the chambers in the desert
tabernacle built according to God's instructions in Exodus. The result is to project

the three parts of the book on to the tripartite architecture of the tabernacle.

She reads the “circle” as an outline of the tabernacle and offers a Figure 1
figure to support the comprehension of the model. In the figure on the

right (Figure 1: Leviticus’s Structure According to Douglas),!®® she

places the chapters in the order she sees fitting, with the comparisons v
between the chapters in it. This is one structure, through which one can | = ;

understand the different roles of each chapter in the greater structure of

Leviticus. " .
! Entrance

Milgrom, in the quote above, chose to follow another structure she proposed, taken from a

. . . . . . H 26
different standpoint. He brings it with slight Figure2  Edngauy
tween (God and people
27 25
- H - Latch: redeeming things Things and persons
amendments he made to it (in the figure on the . peson conceratc belonging
or belonging to the Lord tothe Lord

1-9
. . . . Things and persons
right, Figure 2: Leviticus’s Structure According to conseerated.
to the Lord
10
- H - The Holy Pl
Milgrom).’®® In his ring, there are many e
11-15
170 Blemish,
unanswered questions from Douglas’s model™"™ — fgm“y
Atonement for
Tabernacle

but the most important part is in presenting 17

Bridge: summary

24
The Name
defiled

23

Holy Times, Day
of Atonement .

21-22

Blemish,

leprosy

20

Regulation of sex,

Molek

18 Mid-term: equity
.. . . . . Regulati fsex, between th !
Leviticus’s organization or text as unit to itself, Mook 0 OISR e PeOPE

and a circle serves that goal well rhetorically. In Milgrom’s model, there’s a mirror image on both

168 Taken from Douglas 1999, pg. 223 (figure 11.3).
169 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1365
170 |id, pg. 1365-1367.

56



sides of the ring: of holiness of time, space, interaction with animals (eating), and interaction with
one’s close ones (incest laws, and necromancy) — all leading and based on the equity between God
and people. To put differently, based on the aim of similarity between the people to God. Other
commentators and researchers have argued for other structures of the chapters and of Leviticus,

but for the brief outline on this spot Douglas and Milgrom will suffice.

To conclude, I think it is evident that there is a clear structure (perhaps even more than one) to
Leviticus and to chapters 18 and 20 within it and by themselves.!’? In it, chapters 18 and 20 are
very central and are at the heart of the book of Leviticus, and maybe also of the Pentateuch. We,
as readers and interpreters of those texts must also educate ourselves with the world its readers and
authors had in mind. This will lead us to the next step in this research: widening what we know of
its neighboring societies and how those can be relevant to our understanding of ancient Israelite
society. Before that, | will try to conclude and bring together in a general discussion all that has
been presented and researched in the previous pages, to collect everything and conclude, before

we continue to the next step.

Discussion

It seems like the wiser path to walk on is the latter, as the main goal in this research is to
reconstruct the ancient Israelite understanding of society and their norms of sexual regulation, is
reading the texts as they are presented for us. Indeed, diachronic analysis might be a window to

earlier stages in the formation of Ancient Israel as a culture and a society,!’? but might also be

11 In contrast to various other scholars. For example: Snaith 1967, pg. 137: “the compilations of laws and customs
come from difference sources, all brought together without any real attempt at editing or correlation”. A similar view
can also be found in Noth 1965, pg. 146.

172 Dershowitz 2017.
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flawed with much speculation and imprecision. Consequentially, I am interested in pursuing the

meaning of the texts as they appear before us, fully redacted, as readers.

As we saw earlier, there are many unique phrases and words in chapter 18 and 20. They are
unique within Leviticus, and sometimes unique throughout the Hebrew Bible. This indeed asks of
us to be careful in trying to read them and make sense of those words. It seems safer to argue for
their semantic field, than to anything more exact than that. We saw that *1y71 ax have the same
semantic field as 7%n, and that there is some scholarly consensus as to their relationship to the

realm of necromancy.

The chapters use multiple phrases to describe sexual intercourse: nX 25w, ¥71 N25W NNo, M2
MY, MY MxA2, and others. As we have seen, they are referring and built upon previous narratives
(Lot’s daughters and the story of Ham and Noah). All of them seem to indicate different things,
otherwise the chapters would have used the same wording to indicate those sexual acts. At the
same time though, they might serve a literary purpose. This should also be researched in future
work, perhaps via detailed analysis and comparison to other neighboring societies and cultures. In
the case of this research, they are understood and read as euphemisms for sexual intercourse.
Lastly, the phrase 7wx »25wn is understood as anal intercourse between males — even though it is
unclear whether the verse refers to the active or passive partner, or as some other details regarding

this act. It is thus another euphemism for penetrative sex.

| have also showed the need for a re-definition of the term “sex” in reading those laws, or at
least the definition of “incest”. It seems like the text we have at hand is one unit (created by two
separate chapters, each well defined), and it wishes to be read as such. If we think it is one unit, a
modern reader might suggest their topic is incest — or incest laws. Nonetheless, we saw this is not

the case — as there are many other topics in discussion.
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As we have seen in the analysis of chapter 20, but would also be very relevant for chapter 18,
there are other topics in those chapters. *1v7 ax for example, the 792 prohibition, cursing one’s
parents — have no connection to sex in the modern mind. As | have pointed out, | think we as
readers should adjust our terminology and semantic field when reading a text from so long ago
and with a different set of values and associations. The idea of sex today is limited and based on
human bodies and their interaction other bodies, in a specific choreography or energic connection.

It seems like it reduces an idea that is not well defined in our society or culture at all.

Miriam Webster’s Dictionary brings a few definitions:

1a: either of the two major forms of individuals that occur in many species and that
are distinguished respectively as female or male especially on the basis of their
reproductive organs and structures

b: the sum of the structural, functional, and sometimes behavioral
characteristics of organisms that distinguish males and females

c: the state of being male or female
d: males or females considered as a group
2a: sexually motivated phenomena or behavior
b: sexual intercourse
3: genitalia
It seems like this is reduced to interactions and living situations, functions and structures of
organisms — and only those who distinguish between males and females. It seems like sex is a set
of actions, organs, or people — if this one word can include so many things in our modern age, it

seems safe to argue for the existence of another word a few thousand years ago. Perhaps it was

more than one word, thus the topic of our chapters is no longer “incest” or “sex”. Indeed,
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quantitively, it seems like essentially most verses deal with sex in chapter 18—1"2 but that is not the
case with chapter 20.17* There, it seems, *1v7 ax and 7>» are of even greater rhetorical importance.
| think that if we tried to use Biblical Hebrew, that which was used by the first generation of readers
of these chapters, we wouldn’t have called those chapters “incest laws” or “sexual prohibitions”.
I think those words did not exist, but a word to be used as a title did exist — and we have lost it in

this generational gap.

The redefinition of sex, widening our mind, is the first step that is needed to make, in the path
of clearing the mist surrounding the topic of these chapters. We might not be able to create a clear-

cut picture, but hopefully this allows us to draw a finer outline as to the topic of these chapters.

As we saw in chapter 18, those rules are rules of being alive on the land (o2 *m). Sexuality,
in this sense, is a way of being alive. Limitations on sexual conduct within the family has to do
with many other implications on the idea of family in the ancient’s way of thinking, " but more
than anything it has to do with the proper way of being alive and a part of a clan — a family.
According to what we saw so far, regarding 77» and "7 ax, in relation to prohibited sexual
unions, implies that one must interact in the world of the living alone - and not initiate contact with
those he/she shouldn’t — be it illicit sexual partners, or people who are dead and shouldn’t be
contacted or a part of the living anymore.1’® This is not yet a full understanding, as it does not yet
take into account the part in both chapters, that speaks of the relationship between the land and the

people living on it.

173 17 verses out of 30, in my counting.

174 12 verses out of 27, also in my counting.

175 | will refer to that in the third chapter of this thesis. Specifically, see on pg.

176 Interesting to note Stewart 2021, on Ob ve’Yidoni being a prohibition on sex with ghosts. I think that is a wrong
understanding of the term, as | have mentioned earlier.
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Thus, the laws in Leviticus 18 and 20 are rules that deal with fertility and liveliness. They are
rules about how the Israelites should live as a nation. There are two axioms to that sentence: in
order to live as a nation, they must stick to the world of the living, and they must maintain a strong
sociological model to lean on — that model is based on families. Within families, in order to keep
the social order in place, there must be prohibitions as to what constitutes a family and which
unions are prohibited. The verses point to a violated relationship with the land, in using the term
of the land vomiting its inhabitants — instead of its inhabitants settling in the land, planting in their

seeds and growing trees and fruit in their settlements. For example, in 18:28:

[...] DRV DN TINT XOPD N

It seems plausible to point to the violation of the familial structure, as causing a symmetrical
response from the land. It implies that if the Israelites violate their commitment to the laws given
to them, the land will turn its back on them and throw them out (as we said, exactly the opposite
of seeding and planting in it). This is one side of the chapters, which we called “fertility” — having
to do with procreation as the way in which humans are fertile, and the basic outcome of sexual

conduct in times before the invention of effective contraception.

The second theme of the chapters is on how the Israelites should live in their families and as a
group of people. The verses use an explicit set of words to describe that, first positive and then a

little more threatening. In 18:5:

7173 073 ") DTN DOK APY? W VY NN) NPT DY DDV

And after the long list of prohibited unions, the text finished with a verse which is a little

harsher, 18:29:

1Y 20pn DY NIWHIT A1) TPRD Naving Hon nlpyr WK 92 03
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Chapter 20, on the other, builds up upon the intensity with which we left the topic in chapter

18, and opens the first prohibition with a death penalty — 20:2:

YINT QY DY nin R 197 10 WK DRI02 733 137 107 2817 "33 UOR UK eRR DX 712 W)

AR )

If this wasn’t a clear enough framing, of death as a framework for the punishment and the
realm in reach of the themes discussed in the chapter, the next verses in the chapter (almost all of
them) keep to a staccato of death penalties. Although different terms are in use, it is death,
nonetheless. For example, in 20:3: “ink °n127)”, and in verse 4: ink n°»3”, then again in 5&6:
““nk °n79M”, and later in verses 11&12: “02 07°»7”, and in many other verses (10,13,15,16, 27):
“nma nin”. So many cases of death, that are the outcome or the punishment of violating those laws.

The crescendo ends with the following verse in 20:22:
YIRT 00N XD K] DR DOWY1 09YWR 92 DY) DR 22 DY ORTRYR

This refers to what we saw in chapter 18:22, as its twin chapter. Not only must one live in a
specific way, stay in the world of the living, and stay away from prohibited unions — if that one
doesn’t follow God’s commandments, he will find himself dead — either straightaway, or by not

having any children, y1.17”

All in all, these chapters are explicitly dealing with question of life and the right way of being
alive in a family, as well as the question of fertility and procreation — in which the land is used
both as a metaphor and as a punishment. The symmetrical readings here are almost a clear lex

talionis, which we know so well from other biblical texts, both narrative and law. To put it in

17 Or o, as we saw on pg. 48-49.
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simple words: just like you (Israel) are going in the wrong direction that you were expected to go
with your families (i.e. have sex with those you are prohibited from having sex with), the land will
do the opposite of what it is supposed to do with you (i.e. vomit you out, instead of let you dwell
and settle in). And if you kept to those rules, and had sex only with those you are allowed to have
sex with — you will dwell in the land, happily and healthily, with all of God’s blessings upon you.
That is the two-sided coin chapters 18 and 20 present us, of life and death on the land, via following

those rules.

Conclusion

To sum up this part of the research, an overview of what we did up to here is in order. We read
and analyzed the my »9°x prohibitions in their two appearances in Leviticus. We then paid
attention to their location within Leviticus, and to their structure by themselves and in relation to
each other. In order to read them coherently, there have been definitions offered to the challenging
terminology in them, both key terms and more unique and obscure terms which were relevant only
to a few prohibitions. The close ties between sexual conduct and dwelling in the land have been
pointed to, as well those being the theme of the chapters in question. Not “just” sexual prohibitions,
but chapters on “how to live in the land of Israel” — with an emphasis on the live and on the land.
It is not only centered on sexual fertility or infertility, but rather on deeds that are centered on life

and refrain from interaction with death on its many levels.

The next part is a discussion of the different themes that were brought up until now, as well as
some overarching themes in the chapters. It will have three main points of discussion: the nature

of holiness as is presented in the chapters, as well as a possible title for the chapters instead of the
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incest laws. Lastly, a hierarchy will be suggested among some of the prohibited unions, and the

words used to denote them — based on a contextual analysis, and the research up to this point.
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3. Discussion

It is time to go back to the questions which started this investigation. The main question |
tried to answer was regarding the overarching theme of chapter 18 and 20 in Leviticus. It is
common to call them the “incest laws”, and we have seen that there are many other topics in these

chapters - they either distract this title from “incest” alone or widens that which this word signifies.

In the current chapter, | will present three major ideas. They are all in continuation from
the previous chapters but will also present some new layers of scholarship. The theses | will

attempt to prove are the following:

a. Holiness is a vector, and it is dependent on how separated one is from others. It affects
the relationship with the land. Holiness is intertwined with land and separation from
others.1’

b. The title of the chapters shouldn’t be “incest laws”, but rather a word in the midst of
the triangle of fertility, life, and death. The deeds and prohibitions in those chapters, as
well as their punishment and consequences, are all related to fertility of humans and
the land, death — of ancestors and violators of the law, and life — in creating life, taking
it away, and thriving in life. Those are chapters that deal with “fertility as a mediator

between life and death”.1"®

178 The relationship between life, humanity, and land, is to be discussed in future research. It is semantically and
Midrashically tempting to note the similarity in the root: a7x ,07 and 7n7& — especially with the creation stories, and
the verse from Noah’s story in Genesis 9, v. 7: o783 n& 7py 0°798 02%32 °2 79%° in7 0782 0787 07 79%. Yet, those are
currently to be regarded as mere speculation.

179 Stewart 2020, tries to address these chapters and find what their idea of sexuality is. Unfortunately, he doesn’t
address the topics that are (in my opinion) the key to uncovering the topic of these chapters — 7% and *1v71 2x. The
conclusion he comes to is an idea of hierarchy, between deities, humans and animals — which he compares with the
Hittite incest laws.
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c. 1 will show that Chapters 18 and 20 Leviticus introduce the readers to four words
that all are commonly read with some ambiguous meaning of disgust. %an ,anr 701 and
7ayn. | think they create a rather specific hierarchy - zima is at the very top, toeba at
the bottom, and /esed and tebel are of unclear relation to one another but exist in
between zima and toeba. This will be shown based on the context of their appearance,

and the semantical field they imply to the reader.

Starting with the first thesis, the vector of holiness is a regarding the ways in which one

can become holy, or perhaps be holy.

The Holiness Vector

In reading Leviticus 18 and 20, the addressee is a male member of the Israelite society. A
man being the ego, leads the text to describe all his family members in relation to him: “your
mother” or “your friend’s wife”. It is evident that this applies to every male member of ancient
Israel, as the text explicitly states: “wx wX”.18 This already teaches us a great deal about how
those laws were meant to be read: they are basic rules that are meant to be followed by everyone
in the society. There is no differentiation between different kinds of people (at least in chapters 18
and 20), and there isn’t a distinction at all between slaves and free people. Yet, in the following

chapter, such a distinction is made between priests and the other Israelites.

180 | eviticus 18:6 & 20:9.
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Berman has pointed out that the Hebrew Bible broke through with the idea of equality in
ancient political thought.*®! This view is also supported by Faust,'®? but seems to be contradicted
in relation to sexual laws. Even though the sex laws of Leviticus are aimed at all members of the
Israelite society, the following chapter to Leviticus 20 that was analyzed earlier, already puts forth

a difference between two societies within ancient Israel:

"2 MRy X2 AYORD AR AR Ry X2 727 3F AwR (7) [..] 2°1757-2% bR Twh-ox 1R (1)
Tt A9%m AU mntR (14) mp2 279022 R [...] (13) [...] 23733 3359 (10) ...1959R5 R wip

SWTRn 703X 0 PR W P9 X9 (15) WK > vryn 17302 oR 03 1Ry X2 798 NN

Priests are not allowed to marry a woman who is a mar, a 17°%n, or a qwa. It is unclear
whether the 79%n is a part of a woman being mr — with the latter probably best translated as
prostitute.'® Here is a clear differentiation between two kinds of people in Israel: priests and non-
priests — commoners, perhaps, as a better word. At the same time, one must ask whether this

difference is one which creates a hierarchy. And if so, we must understand this hierarchy better.

The rules are aimed at all classes of society, and those rules are tightened on the priests.
Which means that the priests have less freedom, and fewer
liberties than the commoners do. In the context of the text,

it creates a vector among other humans. On the right, is a

vector Milgrom proposed in the context of dietary laws.*®*

PERSONS

Figure 3: Dietary Holiness Vectors

181 See Berman 2008, pg. 6 for the scope of this equality. See also in pg. 28-29. And throughout the book he brings
examples and other proofs to this point. For the sake of our context, it is also important to note he discusses social
equality, and not gender equality.

182 Faust 2013, pg. 47.

183 Milgrom1998, pg. 1555.

184 Milgrom 1991, pg. 722
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This hierarchy resembles those who is allowed to eat which kind of food. The hierarchy as
he described it consists of three levels, with priests on the top and the rest of mankind in the lowest
level. Mankind eats all kinds of animals, Israel eats fewer animals that are allowed to them, and

Priests are the only ones to eat from sacrifices.

A similar vector can be created for the incest laws, and the hierarchy created within society

accordingly. To the right, is a figure | created with
‘ NO PROHIBITIONS ‘

inspiration from Milgrom’s. It consists of different LEV 18&20
PROHIBITIONS

classes of society, as derives from Leviticus (ch. 18, NO PROSTITUE

OR DIVORCEE

20 & 21:1-15). This time, there are four levels: the

High Priest (2172 172) is very limited in his permitted

sexual partners, below him are the rest of the priests, PERMITTED
SEXUAL
. . UNIONS
then the Israelites, and then the rest of mankind. ] ]
Figure 4: Sexual Holiness Vector

As we have seen, it is not true that the rest of mankind engaged in incestuous sexual
unions.®® Not even those cultures that were neighboring to Ancient Israel, but so far it seems like
rather a rhetorical claim — as at least some of those prohibitions existed in the nearby societies.
If we are to understand it as is, then it could mean the Israelites shouldn’t be similar to the other
cultures in that people who higher in the hierarchy have more rights than those who are lower in
it.87 Ancient Israel chooses the opposite: if one is higher in the hierarchy, he would have more

prohibitions and limitations upon himself. Those limitations and prohibitions in Ancient Israel

185 As we have seen in Hatti and Babylon perhaps. Interesting to note Roman Egypt, where it seems to have be widely
practiced. See more in Robinson 2020, and specifically on pg. 40; Bagnall & Frier 2006, pg. 123-133; Parker 1996,
pg. 374.

18 and many others. See for example in Driver & Miles 1935.

187 That might be due for the similarity between gods and kings, as Adamson proposes in Adamson 1982, pg. 89.
Further research should be invested as to the reason this happens.
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apply to all, and on top of them there are more limitations upon priests and high priests. Milgrom
reads these vectors as leading to a resemblance to God, which I think it is hard to base without
investing so much more on understanding what it means, to be God. It is worth noting though that
the Milgrom reading is probably based on the clasical commentary on these verses, as Rashi and
Ramban comment: “»an owio ,van owitp”, % which perhaps was what led Milgrom to his

vectors theory.

A woman is usually prohibited for a specific man because she is related to another man —
at the same time, there are other reasons for those prohibitions: two sisters, a mother and her
daughter, and a menstruating woman — those aren’t closely related to male members of one’s
family, at least not necessarily. It seems to put the dynamics among men as in a larger context, of
a hierarchy of families, relation to fertility and to nature. A man is prohibited from having sex with
awoman and her daughter, because she is her daughter. It is prohibited for a man to have sex with
two sisters, as they are connected through a living connection —*8° once one of them dies, the other
is not prohibited anymore.*®® This prohibition is dependent on its simultaneity aspect. Lastly, the
prohibition on menstruating women is dependent on a natural phenomenon that occurs to these
women — similar to growing of the moon and the rising of the sun, clearly things that are and
resemble a connection to nature and to divinity. Those point to another important point that is
central to those chapters: the importance of time (in terms of simultaneity, and when things occur)

as well as space — nature: in terms of what it implies to the people who live in and on it.

188 Both on Leviticus 19:2, based on Sifra Kedoshim 1.

189 «3112” in the verse. Levitucs 18:18.

190 See more in Levavi-Feinstein 2014, pg. 95. Or in Shectman 2020, pg. 188 — she points out that this also sheds light
on the prohibition on a priest to marry a divorcee, while being allowed to marry a widow.

69



Both chapters end with the relationship with the land. As | have written earlier, the land is

where one lives his or her life. And in the context of prohibited actions like those in our chapters,

it is where those sins are committed. This creates a bond between one who lives in a specific way,

and their land. At the same time, it creates a connection between actions and their consequences —

as if every act has two sides. One that happens by the man, and the other that is a reaction of the

world — or of God. These two realms, of “sexual”*®* conduct and living in the land are connected

and dependent on each other. The verses are as follows:

Leviticus 18

Leviticus 20

W PINT VIR Y 987 naying 92 ny 03 (27)
DOON YT XPD XD (28) pINT Rppm 07397
3 (29) 07397 WX 137 DY 8P WK ADK DpXRYI
N7 NTWH37 ANT21) APRT NAYIRT YO APy WK 22
nivy *R73% ATRYR N§ onTou (30) 0Ry 270
7°I¥ D772 LN K71 027397 1Y WX naying nipnn

Haikhyiphs

It does seem like the land reacts to the specific prohibited acts,

and it is based on being different to the previous people who lived on it:

0onK °n2727 wR. Milgrom, in the figure on the

vector too, of various levels of holiness in different lands.!®? Being in a

specific space, living on a specific land, yields some prohibitions and

DOy "0IYH 23 DY) 0PI 22 N opewt (22)
TRY DN RO °IX WK PIRT 00K X°pD X?) Ok
m9Wn IR WK via7 NPha 1990 ¥9) (23) A2 nay
097 TR (24) 102 YRR WY 7K 92 NN 22 090
ADR NYI? 097 TRAN X1 DORTN DY WD ORX

DRNX NPT WK 0778 1O WAT 270 NI T

onyam

Figure 5: Space Holiness Vector

right, suggests a space

suitable actions. Incestuous unions are inappropriate to those who live in the land of Israel,

191 T put the “sexual” in quotation marks, as I have shown earlier the chapters include more ingredients than what falls

under this category.
192 Milgrom 1991, pg. 725.
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according to our chapters — similarly to other ides of space holiness in other parts of Leviticus.
Within the Israelite society, there are animals living too — as property of men, and perhaps some
which move around freely. Those are all prohibited from sexual unions of any kind — maybe as a

193

polemic with the Hittites,™* or any other culture that allowed sexuality with animals and we have

yet to unearth.

Thus, to conclude, the idea of holiness in the chapter is that which makes some things more
special than others, who is excluded from other things. It puts the land of Canaan on a different
level than other lands in which humans live, and also the people of Israel on another level than
their fellow humans — through their actions and limitations on their interactions with sexual

partners and family members.

Possible Title for the Chapters

The next thesis | suggest in this chapter, is regarding the overarching theme of the chapters
—a possible title for the chapters, different to the “incest laws”. This theme is an attempt to redefine
sexuality as Leviticus 18 and 20 do, and to carefully spell out the title or ideas that the chapters

bring forth.

The land is a place to live on, only when the Israelites keep to the rules aforementioned —

those are the *1v7 ax, cursing one’s parents, sex with menstruating women, 722, homosexuality,

193 During the work on a final version for this thesis, an article came to my attention that points to the similarities and
possible interaction and influence that chapters 18 and 20 in Leviticus might have had on the Hittite incest laws — or
at least an evident connection. See more in Welch 2022.
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bestiality and many other prohibitions. Generally, it isn’t enough for those topics to be in close
relation in order for us think they are related. As Carmichael articulated well:%
[...] how does one explain this lack of logical connection between the subject
matter of one rule and the next? What we should not do, | submit, is what scholars

typically do. They look at the two rules together and try to puzzle a link despite the

gulf in substance between them.

Our case is unique though, as the end of both chapters command the Israelites to keep all
those laws — and then the chapters connect those actions to their being on the land. Thus, there is
a strong interdependency between those three aspects: prohibited sex, wellbeing on the land, and

offspring.

Yet, fertility or procreation might be a good match: being on the land means on a fertile
land, that can give fruit and allow humans to live in it. The prohibition is on sex with one’s
offspring, and other relation that are family and fertility related. Thirdly, the prohibited sex is
always related to fertility and common breeding ground: two sisters, a mother and her daughter,
one’s own sister, and so on. Lastly, the other prohibitions are also related to fertility in the sense
that they refer to the relationship between oneself and his offspring or ancestors. Thus, the
mysterious connection between 7%, cursing one’s parents, *1v7 2X, and the incest prohibitions
make more sense. Menstruation, is also a phenomenon that is related with a woman’s fertility or

infertility, for biological reasons, primarily. Furthermore, it connects with male-male intercourse,

194 Carmichael 1997, pg. 45. His research was dedicated to show the intertextuality of these laws to the narratives from
the book of Genesis. He doesn’t try to make sense of the topics and connections the text itself makes, but rather prefers
to look at the intertextuality it creates with previous narratives. This is a choice one can make, no doubt, but should
have in mind that he or she will not have an understanding of the specific text they are analyzing, but rather of its
intertextual connections.
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as it is also an inherently infertile intercourse. It doesn’t seem like the word “fertility” fits all those
subjects together, but it clearly fits to a wider range of topics that exist in those chapters, than the
term “sex” does. It might imply that the term “fertility is dependent on a strong sense of family

structure and boundaries, in order for the fertility to be proper and right.

Another interesting direction to think regarding the topics of those chapters, is the living
and dead dichotomy. One may not marry two sisters while they are alive, he may not commit
necromancy ("3 2x), and may not take part in 7% worship. Those come along and serve as a
framework to those who live together, as a family — and to whom the prohibited sex laws apply.
This is also true about a priest and a prohibition on marriage to a divorcee, while it is allowed with
a widow. The fact that the ex-husband is dead makes her prohibited. Those rules govern the laws
of how to be alive, and which unions are allowed to exist in order to create life — and how those
are limited from unifying with the dead. A living person, lives on a land — and in order to live on
a land that one has to keep specific sexual rules. Those rules are connected to his existence and

belonging to the land, and to the way he procreates and creates his offspring.

It is elusive to point to the specific topic these chapters deal with, but it is something along
the lines of fertility, procreation or offspring, and the living or dead dichotomy. We might have
lost that word through many generations, and thousands of years — or that it even isn’t reducible
to a single word. Furthermore, it is important to remember the many intertextual connections we
saw to the book of Genesis, and specifically the stories of creation. These imply a context that is

mythical, as well as something that is deeply rooted in human nature.

Creatively thinking, one could choose one of the words in chapters 18 and 20, and build
from it a more proper title than the “incest laws”. Those chapters include the incest laws but should

rather be titled as: ya&: *vowm *pim, or yoR2 o°nyi na. In English, perhaps, | suggest calling these
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chapters: “The Being on the Land”. The verb “being” can encompass both living and dying, and

indeed both are in play here.

Next, comes the third thesis of this chapter. The hierarchy among the different prohibitions

as presented in the chapters. Specifically, the hierarchy between 7or ,%an ,72vn and .

The Hierarchy Between %an ,7om 7230 and 73

In our modern society, one distinguishes between sexual intercourse with a friend’s wife, to
sexual unions with one’s own siblings. Leviticus uses different reasoning for each prohibition, and
| think those are the key to start uncovering the hierarchy that is hidden in the chapter among those
sexual unions.®> Previous scholarship has tried to decipher the meaning of the different
terminology in it, and came to the following unsatisfying conclusion:*

There seems, in short, to be an element of randomness to the selection of motive
clauses. The effect of this liberal and more or less random use of expressions

conveying disgust, repulsion, and condemnation is to give the impression that each

individual motive clause applies to the whole set of prohibitions.

The fact there are many different kinds of phrasings, which are hard to understand, doesn’t
imply a randomness — rather the opposite. It is a rich layer of information for us to delve into, as
careful readers and interpreters. Peled, in his research regarding Hittite sexual prohibitions,**” has
attempted to create a hierarchy among the different Hittite terms in use for sexual prohibitions.
Similarly, I wish to identify the different options of such a hierarchy within ancient Israel. Here is

the place for a short analysis of each word and their occurrence. The first one is 72y, then 7om,

195 For an updated discussion of the prohibitive terminology in the chapters, see in Feder 2020.
19 | evavi-Feinstein 2014, pg. 119.
197 peled 2010b, pg. 256-258.
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then San and lastly it — which is also a discussion regarding the prohibition on one having sex
with his own daughter. Those will give us more information regarding the social structure of

ancient Israel, as is implied by the severity of these actions.

Leviticus 18 and 20 have a very specific use for the word 72y1n in their set of prohibitions:

only the male-male sex prohibitions. The verses are as follows (18:22):
TRVT 72YIR YR 029w 29Wn KD 727 NY)
And the second (Leviticus 20:13) has a slightly different phrasing:
102 D707 INDY NI DD Y VIR WK 29w 107 DY 23T WK WOR)

Why one has a punishment in it and the other doesn’t is the easy part, as | pointed our earlier
—that is due to the general themes of the chapters.®® What is of interest to us is the meaning of the
word 7an in this context, and the fact that it is unique to this prohibition — it doesn’t appear in
any of the other prohibitions. Yet, in chapter 18 it is used again, to refer to all prohibitions (verse

27):
YINT RRUA 097 WX TINT WIN WY 287 N2ying 93 Ny °3

The word is known to the biblical reader, and she will be familiar with it from other contexts

— idolatry, magic, invalid offerors of sacrifices, and others (in various books, in Deuteronomy*%

198 See in ch.2 in this thesis, and more specifically on pg. 25.

19 One instance in Deuteronomy (chapter 18) has > ax as well as passing of children in fire (75 perhaps) in a

toeba list:

D°nQp O0P WX P23 112 "2yn 72 Ry X2 (10) 073 o030 naying niwy? 7non K2 97 103 098 1 WK PINT PR X2 9% 09 (9)

2R ' PR naying 22321 "9R Ay 22 ' nayin 03 (12) ioonnd HR wWT) w7 iR DR Nan 0am (11) wom winan aive
27397 oniX win
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as well as Genesis?®). Those other contexts always mean some sort of disgust or repulsion from

an act or a thought of some sort. 20

It seems like the word has a negative connotation and has to do with some level of disgust and
shameful deeds,?®® used in an almost purely sexual context in the chapters discussed here

(Leviticus 18 and 20).

The other instances in which the word 72310 is in use might be traces as to other meanings of
the word, and maybe more precise as well. It is also used at the end of the lists in our chapters, as
a way to speak of all prohibitions. They were all referred to as 7120 — this is something to have in
mind. At the same time, there were other words in use in these chapters, that referred to more

specific acts.

Next, comes the word 7o1. In the family of words that are ambiguous and unclear in the incest
chapters, the word “7o1” is one which seems to have a clear and almost obvious meaning. The
problem arises from the fact that the meaning of the word does not make sense in the context of
the verse. The word “70m” appears in the Hebrew Bible in over a hundred instances, always in the
meaning of kindness.?®® Yet, it appears only once in the Holiness Source, and the verse is as

follows:204

7% N2 X PR N2 INAR DX 1R2 TN WK

20 For example, in Genesis 42:32: “ 0™2v7 1Y 5387 0°7%»7 13797 &7 *3 0727 AR °73R7 0731 0720 0g7) 1727 12 won
or¥nY X7 mavin v any”.

201 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1569; Weinfeld 1972, pg. 267; Hoffner 1973, pg 84.

202 BDB, pg. 1072.

203 Genesis 21:23; Exodus 20:6; Numbers 14:18; Deuteronomy 7:9; Joshua 2:12; and many others. See in BDB pg.
338-339 under 7o1. On Pg. 340 it adds that there is one instance in which it means “shame”, but that is solely based
on the context in our chapter, and the coming examples from Proverbs.

204 | eviticus 20:17.
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There are at least two other instances in which another meaning of the word is attested

throughout the Hebrew Bible. Those two instances are in Proverbs?®, first in 14:34:

*ix anin APy

nRYn 0MK7? 70m

In this parallel, in which 7or is something that means nxur to the nations, just like np7x will
glorify the nation. The context in the chapter is of verses that present oppositions, and here the
word 7or means the opposite of glorifying — denouncing, shaming, or dishonoring. The second

time it appears in Proverbs is in 25 with a slightly different context:
WD XY AN27) Y 77907 12 (10) 1230 2% 0% 710) 391 nX 21327 (9)

Here, too, it seems like the one who is active in the verb with the .7.0.11 root is dishonoring or
shaming another, based on his disloyalty to a secret of another. Onkelos translates?®® the word 757
to xmo°n — with the same root as we have in those verses. It seems safe to argue that the root (and
word) 7or has another meaning besides “kindness”, which is better translated as shame or

disgrace. The latter is the meaning that fits chapters 18 and 20. In addition, those two meanings

205 This has been pointed out by Milgrom 2000, pg. 1754. In classical commentary this has been shown by lbn Ezra
(he brings the second verse from Proverbs: "nra nooin wvw (> ,73 “2wn) vy 7701 19 nann').

206 Genesis 34:14: “11% ®17 17977 °2”, regarding Shechem and Dinah. This is a case of someone having someone who is
uncircumcised who had sex with Dinah (or at least that seems to be what they are ashamed of). Rashi has also noted
the Aramaic parallel: “X701 (7° 72 N°WR12) 79717 "R W77, See more in HALOT, under “I 7on*.
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might hint to the development of various meanings to the root, maybe affected by other

neighboring languages.?’’

This discussion is still lacking an answer to the central question of its denotation of a specific
prohibition, of a man and his sister. Perhaps the answer is to be found in the fact in that they “see”
each other’s nakedness (in]7y NX 78N R*7) ANV DY 787)), while it might be just another euphemism
for having sex. The discussion on 7or allows us to understand the closeness between uncovering

one’s nakedness, having sex, and the feelings of shame and embarrassment related with it.

The word nnr is also very important, especially so because of its common occurrence
throughout the Hebrew Bible. Its analysis is a bit longer, but in the end it will also connect to the

hierarchy created out of these terms.

nnr refers to the case in which a man uncovers the nakedness of a women and her daughter —
in both chapters.?® | wish to argue that, these prohibitions need to be read as a prohibition on a
man having sex with his daughter — a prohibition that is missing from the explicit text of chapters
18 and 20. The prohibitions have a slightly different phrasing in each verse; however, both use the
word 1 to denote the same act. This could imply that the word has a specific meaning. The word

appears in chapter 19 as well, under the prohibition of turning one’s daughter to a prostitute:

ITT PIRT TXPRY YINT 730 X2) ANNT? A02 DY 220R 7K (29)

T

207 For example, in Ben Sira 41:22: “7n nnn 0R2Y 700 127 Y 27817
208 The verses are in 18:17:
"IRIT T 3T TIRY ANNY niva? npn X ARa N2 DY) 32 N2 DR 90 K2 AR23 wR my"
And 20:14:
":022102 7T MAN K21 190K DK 107 WRI XTI TR ARK NRY AWK DX MR WK UON)"
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The first half of the verse can be read in two grammatical possibilities: “do not violate your
daughter: which means, turn her to a prostitute”, or “do not turn your daughter to a prostitute (that
means to violate her)”.2%° This might give the reader a clue about the “missing” prohibition of
father-daughter incest, as we will soon see. For now | will translate it as BDB does:?*° “wickedness,
licentiousness, adultery”. The word is a way to signify God’s disapproving of the act, with
connotations from the semantic field of disgust and revulsion of what people do. It seems that word
comes from the Hebrew root anr, which means a negative deed or wrongdoing.?** Important to
note, in the context of Leviticus, that there is no prohibition referring explicitly to a man having

sex with his daughter. This stands out in relation to a prohibition from 18:10:
3T ANIW 22 1MW 7730 X2 02 N2 W 2 N2 N

One is not allowed to engage in sexual intercourse with his granddaughter (daughter of his son
or daughter). As the lists do include many other obvious prohibitions, we cannot argue that the
case of sex with one’s daughter was too tabooed to even prohibit it. This becomes even more

dissonant as the Hittites were rediscovered, and the following laws were found:?'?

tak-ku LU-a$ a-pé-e-el-pat an-na-as-3a-as kat-ta wa-as-ta-i hu-ur-ki-il
tak-ku LU-a§ DUMU.MUNUS-a$-3a kat-ta wa-as-ta-i hu-ur-ki-il
tak-ku LU-a§ DUMU.NITA-a3 kat-ta wa-a$-ta-i hu-ur-ki-il

3

And Hoffner’s translation is as follows:%

if a man sins (sexually) with his own mother, it is an unpermitted sexual pairing.

209 1t is important to note the literary similarity between the choice of language here and in 20:5-6, regarding 72» and
Ob Ve’Yidoni. Furthermore, it is important to note that chapter 19 might belong to another source, therefore perhaps
implying another meaning to the word. A source based analysis should take that into account.

210 BDB, pg. 273

211 See more in Milgrom 2000, pg. 1751; BDB, pg. 273.

212 Hoffner 1999, pg. 149.

213 | bid.
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If a man sins (sexually) with (his) daughter, it is an unpermitted sexual pairing.
If a man sins (sexually) with (his) son, it is an unpermitted sexual pairing.

According to these laws, a man is prohibited from having sex?'* with his DUMU.MUNUS
(daughter) and his DUMU.NITA (son). Both are Sumerograms and are commonly used in Hittite
texts to refer to one’s daughter and son, and unfortunately we don’t have the Hittite translation of
the word “son”.2!® The word used to denote those prohibitions are all the same: “hurkil”, and there

has been much scholarly debate as to what they mean.?

This raises two main questions in relation to my research: the first is on the absence of father-
daughter incest in the Israelite society, while it seems safe to assume it existed in neighboring
societies. The second question in the other direction, a question for Hittitologists: as the lawgiver
in Hatti prohibits sex with one’s son, this might imply sex was allowed with male partners that are
not blood related.?!” This needs to be further investigated, but also wouldn’t be a social abnormality

at the time, as we know from ancient Greece, for example.?8

As this research is in the field of biblical studies, and what is of interest to us is the society in
which the Hebrew Bible was read and written — only the first question deserves further discourse
in this work. Not only did the Hittites have a prohibition on sexual intercourse with one’s daughter,

the Babylonians did too. In Hammurabi’s Law Code, we find:?°

214 See more on the language of these laws and what are the verbs in use and the words used to denote the prohibitions
in Peled 2010b

215 See more in Shields 2000; Melchert 1980.

216 See more in Peled 2010b (and more specifically: ft. 23).

217 See more on this question in Peled 2010a; Peled 2015, pg. 292; Hoffner 1973.

218 Dover 1978.

219 |_aw 154. Richardson 2004, pg. 88.
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sum-ma a-wi-lum a-na mara-zu il-ta-ma-ad®?° a-wi-lam $u-a-ti alam u-3e-iz-"zu-u-su
In English: 22!
If a man has got to know his daughter, they shall make that man leave his city.

This law prohibits a man from having sex with his daughter, condemning him of exile if he
violates the law. Indeed, many commentators and scholars have struggled with the question of the
clear absence of a prohibition on sex with one’s daughter, with two main explanations: the first
being that such a prohibition existed, but was not included in the text for a variety of reasons.???
The second explanation, perhaps a little less gladdening, is that there isn’t a prohibition because
there wasn’t one as such — that might mean that sex between a father and a daughter wasn’t
prohibited.??® That could mean it was practiced, but could also mean it wasn’t for other reasons
that were not legalistic.??* Carmichael has argued that there was no need to explicitly name the
prohibition, as that is the most basic prohibition the language refers to — 20w> qwx wx refers to

Lot’s daughters, and that is the basis of the phrasing in chapter 20.22° Nonetheless, Milgrom is

convinced by Rattray’s solution. She writes:??®

220 Interesting to note the similarity in the root that is in use here: the Akkadian Imd (iltamad, from lamadu, in the
Perfect 3rd Masculine Singular form) is the same as 71%% in Hebrew, and a synonym to ny7>, and also close in its
semantic field to what we saw regarding *1v7 23 and 77y m2x2. This yields more research which | hope to return to
in future research, but is evident in this text that it means “having sex”. See also in Richardson 2004, pg. 89 in ft. 73.
221 Richardson 2004, pg. 89. It is interesting to note, the similarity of the vomiting of the land to the notion of exile,
and how this connects to the general proposed theme of these laws: Rules of the Living on the Land.

222 McClenney-Sadler 2007 (mostly on pg. 1-6); Rattray 1987, pg. 537-540; Levine 1989, pg. 120; and many others.
Some classical commentators proposed that the father-daughter prohibition is to be inferred from other prohibitions,
as they couldn’t fathom the act being allowed. The Hizkoni and 1bn Ezra inferred it from the prohibition of giluy erva
with a mother and her daughter, while Rashi learned it from the prohibition of giluy erva with one’s granddaughter.
The fact those classical commentators had to look for other verses in which they found the prohibition, indicates a
great silence that needs to be listened to.

223 Ziskind 1966, pg. 125-130; Rashkow 2000, pg. 21.

224 Ziskind 1966, pg. 130.

225 Carmichael 1997, pg. 17.

226 Rattray 1987, pg. 542.
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The key lies in the opening verse to the incest prohibitions (Lev 18:6): one may not
marry close kin (yaw2 axw). Who are they? In Leviticus 21:2 we have the expression
1HR 217 1Rw, which is spelled our as follows: mother, father, son, daughter,
brother, and maiden sister (Sister who never married). Hence mother, sister and
daughter, as close kin, are automatically forbidden by Leviticus 18:6. The purpose
of the list of Leviticus 18 is to indicate who else is forbidden by extension from the

basic relationships.

This solution might be tempting. Yet, as Milgrom notes,??’

it doesn’t explain well why the
text explicitly brings the mother right after, in verse 7 (7930 X% X7 728 7930 X2 o8 N 28 MY
any). Horton?28 suggests that verse 7 comes as an explaining title to the rest of the prohibitions
that will come afterwards: each prohibition being a violation of either one’s father or mother.
Lastly, Meachem has argued that the prohibition is omitted because neither the patriarchs, nor the

House of David violated them.??® Not knowingly,?°

she makes the path for Carmichael, even
though he chooses a different reasoning and expands her ideas to chapters 18 and 20 more

generally.?3!

I would like to add another voice to this symphony of explanations. As I have noted earlier,
the word 7 is in use only two cases in chapter 18 and 20: a prohibition on having sex with a

woman and her daughter. The verses are a bit different in their phrasing, 18:17 writes:

SRVT 0T N30 TIRY AN ni9X npn X9 AR2 N2 DY) A32 N2 DY AP0 XD AR AWK MY

227 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1529

228 Horton 1973, pg. 29-31.

229 Meachem 1997, specifically page 258.

230 As she publishes her paper in 1997, and Carmichael’s book comes out in 1997 as well. It is possible that her ideas
are based on his previous articles or books, for example Carmichael 1992, but it is not explicit in her work.

231 His arguments are not necessary for the theses presented in my work, but for more see in his book: Carmichael
1997.
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In 20:14 the verse is:

103703 73 AN X7) JI0NY IR 977 WK KT T ARK DY) TR DX TR T WX

The word nnr appears once more in Leviticus, and it is almost exactly between these two verses,

in 19:29. The verse is as follows:

STIOT VIR XYW PIRT M0 K2) ANiara? 02 Ny 2h0n X

It seems safe to argue, that a close reader of these three verses (or even chapters 18-20) will
have two pictures in her mind: the first being a man having sex with a woman and her daughter,
and the second being a man prostituting his own daughter. Indeed, both pictures are revolting to
imagine and are also unclear: I am interested in the relationship between those two acts. A man
having sex with the “fruit” of another one of his sexual pairings (her mother), could be perhaps

called an act of prostitution.

| find it interesting to point that the same term is used for the revulsion those images create in
the reader’s (or writer’s) mind. The word 71 brings to mind two images that have to do with
violating something that needs to be mentioned. The fact the same word is used in those instances,
makes it safe to argue for the meaning of the prohibitions in 18:17 and 20:14 as referring to sex
with one’s daughter. Furthermore, if one indeed turns his daughter to a prostitute, prostitutes her
— a verb that adds to the mystery. Perhaps the text is explicit about it: 702 nx %%nn 9& — still the

question stands, regarding the meaning of the verb %%n% in this context.

In 21:9, a priest’s daughter becomes a prostitute out of her own will, and that is a case in which

she is nY%nn her father:

0PN WX NP0 RO AR DR NIpY 200 02 132 UOR N
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If a man turns his daughter to a prostitute, he is 7m her. On the other hand, if a priest’s
daughter becomes a prostitute, she is n>%n» him. This leads the reader to notice that it seems as if
the same act per se brings such opposite outcomes. It seems like there is much meaning to who is
initiating her prostitution, adding to the possible reading that if a man turns his daughter to a
prostitute, he also has sex with her. If a woman becomes a prostitute, and more specifically a na
179, she is violating her father — as the other prohibitions from chapter 18 show: ,7%:n &% X mw
X°171'Y mw. Uncovering the nakedness of X — having sex with X — means doing something to Y,

and that something can be %1% and can be to uncover Y’s m-y too.

All in all, I think fathers were prohibited from having sexual intercourse with their daughters
according to the prohibition of having sex with a woman and her daughter — and that is the simple
meaning of verses 18:17 and 20:14 — clearly a man is allowed to have sex with a woman who is
his wife, but he shouldn’t have sex with her daughters, who are also his daughters. Having sex
with his daughter would mean to spread izt throughout Israel, and to — at least rhetorically-232 turn
her to a prostitute. This is not to say verse 19:29 is rhetorical, but that the use of the word 7nr in
verses 18:17 and 20:14 have the rhetorical meaning and textual resonance as turning one’s

daughter to a prostitute — thus, to violate (%51%) her.

This leaves the question of phrasing open, as to why the writers of these chapters didn’t find
fit to write a proper prohibition on sexual union with one’s daughter. I think the answer is to be
found in the “less-gladdening” explanation mentioned above; that sex with one’s daughter wasn’t

so strongly prohibited sociologically — thus the verses wrestle with a proper phrasing that would

232 For it to not be a rhetorical claim, future research must be invested in seeing if the root %511 can be read as “to have
sex”, or as “to penetrate”.
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fit their culture and society. At the same time, | understand this is a mere speculation, and this will
perhaps stay the case until new findings are uncovered. All in all, I think the word zima is important

in exemplifying the importance and deep revulsion from one having sex with his own daughter.

Heading now to the fourth and last word in this analysis, which will later be summed up into

a hierarchy between those prohibitions and terminology, in levels of severeness or revulsion.

As we saw earlier, there are specific words to denote specific prohibitions. zima for having sex
with a woman and her daughter, sesed for having sex with one’s sister, and now tebel (?2n) in two

very different cases: sex with an animal (18:23):
R 930 AP M3 397 ThD XD AYN) 72 MY T022W 100 X2 12 70
And sex with one’s daughter-in-law (20:12); in%2 (literally: his bride):
02 07T WY Dan 07°IY NN Nin NP3 DR 22W WK UOR)

Those two prohibitions appear in both chapters, so the first comparison we need to do is to see
whether we can find any hints in the other chapter as to the meaning of the word. As we saw in
mnt, the word is used only in one context — and the verse in chapter 19 added to the reader’s
knowledge. The 1725 prohibition though does not use the %an terminology in chapter 18,2%3 and the
word 9an is not used in chapter 20 regarding bestiality.?** Hence, we must infer their meaning from
these two appearances within the incest laws — but there is only a frail connection between a

prohibition on intercourse with a beast or with one’s daughter in-law.

233 The verse is in Leviticus 18:15: “An1y 730 X% X7 732 nYR 7930 82 7072 N>
234 eviticus 20: 15-16: n37m AR Aya7? mn0a 92 98 2790 W AWK 3900 Tnaad DR DR NIt 022 in20Y 1 U uvoR)"
02 O7°7 R Nin An720 DY) awRD R
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BDB translates the word as “confusion, violation of nature or the divine order” but is based
only on these two occurrences of the word. > Kadari argues®® the root is from the Arabic Jx (tbl)
— meaning sexual insanity. Others?®’ have argued it comes from %>a (bll) - meaning “mix”. Both
options imply some distortion of the “natural order” — either it means the mixing of two that must
not be mixed (like the rest of the prohibitions discussed in chapters 18 and 20) or they mean a
confusion within the “way things ought to be” — both should be read as an explanation and as a

term unique to those prohibitions.

A father must not copulate with his daughter in law, as it intervenes with his son becoming a
father or a patriarch by himself, and must also surely not have sex with a beast — as that is a mixture
of species and social roles, which would fit with Douglas’s idea of holiness, as she has articulated:

“Holiness requires that different classes should not be confused”.?®

This connects to the idea of a natural order that is to be kept, as we saw in the consequences of
violating these rules while living on the land. There is a notion of “nature” to the way Leviticus’
laws in chapters 18 and 20 laws are to be kept —that is a natural order that Israelites are commanded
to stick to. This natural order has a sense of keeping things separate, and not mixing those that are
not to be mixed. The idea of nature is present through the idea of land that is repeated at the end
of both chapters, and how that land will thrive and be fertile — as a notion of nature and natural

existence, the way things are and ought to be.

235 BDB, pg. 117, see under 2an.

236 Kadari 1996, pg 1157.

237 Milgrom 2000, pg. 1749 & 1571. And other classical commentators (Rashi, Ibn Janah, lbn Ezra & Sifra Kedoshim
10:10)

238 Douglas 1976, pg. 53.
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To sum up the conclusions regarding the four terms, here is a short summary of the words

we discussed up to here, from both chapters:

7o — a man having sex with his sister or half sister. This is the only case in which this
word appears, and it belongs to the semantic field of 7571 too. The punishment is divine, "n721",

according to the verse.

7t —a man having sex with a woman and her mother (or her daughter, those are essentially
one and the same case). It is also used in Leviticus 19:29.2%° In Leviticus 20 this act yields a
punishment as all parties being burned in fire — “3an%) inR 1w WR2”. The verb “nnp” is also in

use in both verses, with its slightly more nuanced meaning of marriage perhaps.

mapn — in the context of chapters 18 and 20, it has been used to describe all acts,?*° and
specifically homosexual intercourse. This word is in use in many other instances, in both religious
and non-religious contexts, and as a general term for prohibited sex acts, throughout the chapters

and other instances in the Hebrew bible.24

an — this word denotes two rather different acts: a man who has sex with an animal, and a man
who has sex with his daughter in law. The punishment for those prohibitions are death — *“ nin
nHY”.

239 The verse is: “TaT Y18 AR?21 PIRT 7310 ¥2) A01rT? 792 Ny D9on 9R”.

240 In the closing verses of Leviticus 18, for example in verse 27:  Xnum 02°39% W 7RG "WIR WY 980 Naying 92 nX °3
TWT

241 Ezekiel in many instances. For example, in 8:9: “rb @iy o7 WK NivYa Niaying Ny xR 82 78 MmN,
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The hierarchy | wish to offer among those words is the following:

Figure 6: Severity Hierarchy of the Prohibitions

The word 11 is the most severe of them all. It is a violation of the only relationship that is
always described by a unique word in every kinship system — one’s father always has a unique
word,?* and in the Hebrew Bible too. This relationship is meant to be of a specific kind, and
violating it shakes the boundaries of the foundation of a family and threatens authority
structures.?* It also exhibits an abuse of the generational difference between one and his offspring.
After all those, it is also an act which is frowned upon in the family’s context and its place in
society. It brings shame and is deeply frowned upon those who are related to those who committed
the offense.?** Their punishment is public, 197> w3, and is probably well remembered among

those who witnessed it.

In the next plateau, the less severe words are: “7o1” and “?an”. Each of them is less harsh
in a different way, making it hard to decide how they are to be placed in relation to each other. In

the case of “7om”, similarly to the Onkelos translation of the word, it brings shame upon those who

242 5ee more about that in McClenney-Sadler 2007.

243 On the nature of a father-daughter relationship in Ancient Israel we can infer from other texts in the Hebrew Bible,
but that shall be done in a future research.

24 As Carmichael noted, in the context of the framing of the incest laws: Carmichael 1997, pg. 15-18.
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are related to those siblings. At the same time though, it does not challenge at all the generational
hierarchy. Indeed, it does challenge the structure of a family — but that is common to all those
prohibited sexual unions. The punishment is almost secretive, as it isn’t something that is done in

public, and it is taken care of without any societal action towards them.

The term “52n” is a little different: it only challenges a hierarchy but doesn’t necessarily
bring so much shame upon those who do it. We don’t know enough in order to tell whether it
brought a lot of shame upon those who violated these prohibitions — we don’t have a case of a man
having sex with an animal, or how this is similar to having sex with one’s daughter-in-law. Yet,
as we saw earlier, to have sex with one’s daughter will be “rint” — a highly disgraceful act. Perhaps,
this similarity between those two relatives place in the English kinship system can teach us
regarding the revulsion the text implies. The place in hierarchy of one’s son’s wife is reasonably
close to the relationship between one and his direct offspring — technically speaking, the idea of
mixing one’s sperm with his son’s sperm is the prohibition, both metaphorically and grotesquely
literally.?*> As Peled has shown,?*® some cases of bestiality in Hatti were not viewed as severely
as others. It seems safe to suggest, that the case was similar in ancient Israel — those acts were
prohibited, but also didn’t affect the general society too much to bother them. Lastly, the sinners
are killed. It doesn’t specify how, or by whom, but it seems like it’s done by human beings. This
could be an argument to put it above “701” in its severity, although it doesn’t fit to the other

hierarchical damages and challenges it brings upon society when those acts are committed.

245 Rashi points in this direction, in his commentary on the verse: Leviticus 20:12: “1277 752 287 ¥7 1925207,
246 peled 2015.
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The word “7230” has a lot of meanings. There are a few things that are clear about it: it
has a negative connotation, and it is used to describe many kinds of prohibitions. In the case of the
chapters discussed in this research, it is used at the end of the chapters to refer to all those acts.
And it is those acts, when called this word, that makes the land impure - v ®pum. In the list of
words discussed here, “72vin” sends the reader to the realm of purity and impurity, as well as
holiness and divinity that might be exemplified in human actions.?*’” The word is placed at the base
of the pyramid, because it is also used to refer to all other words. One of the many problems is that
we can’t infer from this analysis how frowned upon homosexual intercourse was — whether it was
uncommon, or a deep profaning of holiness. We can only fathom if it was regarded “worse” than
a father who has sex with his daughter, or similar to sex with a beast. Clearly, we have limitations
in understanding the past, especially when speaking of the very far past — and this question will

stay open for future research.

Chapter 20 ends with a few verses that some up all the topics and ideas the were weaved

together in those chapters:

WD ORR 077 R (24) 103 YRR WY 7K 22 X °3 027390 O7WR "IN WK T NPN3 1070 K71 (23)

DRV TR PN NPTAT WK 027008 1IN WRTI 220 NIT YIN ANK NY7 077 N30 V1N aDRTR DY

All of the prohibitions that appear in those chapters, are rules the Israelites are meant to
follow, and be different from the people who live in the land of Canaan. The land is fertile, and

full of milk and honey, and god will grant it to the ancient Israelites if they keep the rules. He will

247 Genesis 42:32:
”07¥n7 K7 72710 03 o0 0°72v0 DR 95K 00137 13991 K9 02 0727 AR 0°9IR7 0°1¥n?) 0727 077) 12 2w«
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also distinguish and differentiate them from the other people who lived in it. In a like manner to

what god does, he obliges the Israelites to also differentiate between two things:

AIv 7RT32 0°NWOI DX PN X2 702 Xnwd Alvg P AR0Y2 77700 1R720 1732 00772 (25)
T2 DD 2738) 7 OI WITR °2 DWW 02 a0 (10): XpL? D27 NPT W MRTRT Whn W 253

% N 0wy

Literally, as God differentiates between Israel and the other nations, Israel is to distinguish
between pure and impure animals. According to the context of these verses, it seems like the
nations equated with impure animals. Another possible reading is that impure animals are
prohibited from sexual conduct, while pure animals are allowed. Milgrom suggested to understand
this relationship as two vectors, of humanity and of animals. God choosing the Israelites out of the
rest of mankind, and Israelites choosing specific animals out of all animals in the world. He claims
that this ending also serves as a framing with the dietary prohibitions of Leviticus 11.2*® By reading
those last few verses alone, it seems like the context is almost entirely sexual — implying that those
also refer to sexuality. It is arguable that this reading is unlikely, as the text explicitly prohibits sex
with all kinds of animals.?*® Thus, it seems to strengthen Milgrom’s reading and suggest these
verses serve as further illustrations to the idea of separating and differentiating between a few

kinds.

Nonetheless, the next verse, which ends the chapter, brings the reader back to its very

beginning, and creates a very clear frame:

248 Milgrom 2000, pg. 725-726.
249 |_eviticus 20:15-16.
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:02 0707 ANK MY 12K DY Nin T IR 2IR 072 7 02 TWK IR UOR) (27)

As we saw, “°1971 2K8” and “77n” are all cultic rituals to chthonic deities — rituals of death
and with the dead. The first involving one’s ancestors, and the latter consisting of one’s offspring.
Both are violating the generational boundary, as our chapters suggest, in a similar sense to
prohibited sexual unions. We must continue to connect this topic again, to the rest of the chapter.
The careful reader might already be able to see how those connect, and connect to the idea of the

land, and the Canaanites being thrown out of the land for not following these rules.

Traditionally, one had to understand how those necromancy prohibitions belonged in the same
chapter as sexual prohibitions — and by now we have seen that those are not directly connected to
sexuality, but rather both connect to the rules of living on the land. As such, they are also laws of
refraining from the dead, and instead of necromancy and sexuality being connected — necromancy
is prohibited because it crosses the clear boundary between life and death that the chapters push

to.

Those two chapters serve both symbolically and literally as partners, describing and creating a
clear distinction between Israel and the other nations. Those are two partners, that are
mythologically related to Life and Death, encompassing all phases of being, and mandating the
right ways to exist — in relation to the world of the living in specific ways, and in keeping the
desired distance from the world of the dead. Indeed, in both sides of existence, those regulations
are described through the connections of one with his family — be it descendants, same-

generational kinsmen, or ancestors.
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Lastly, this connects to the redactors’ understanding of sexuality. Ibn Ezra, the prominent
Jewish commentator from the 11"-12" century, has struggled with the meaning of the word 5an.

He recalls a story that we have already visited in a different context:?%
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When we analyzed the meaning of the terminology in chapter 18 (may M%), we came across
Ham’s story with Noah. It seems like the connection is vaster, to the stories of creation in Genesis
6-11 more broadly, including the tower of Babylon. The world was destroyed because of
corruption of the people, because they were not following God’s ways — as God says will happen
to the Israelites if they are not to follow his ways. The first sin that happens after the flood ends,
and Noah and his family touch land again — is a sexual sin of Ham with one of his nearest kinsmen.
The terminology is connected to our chapter, and Noah’s grandson, Canaan, is being cursed. This
name is the name of the people who lived in the land to which the Israelites arrive, as well as the

name of the land itself, in which those prohibitions — of chapter 18 and 20 — apply to.

To conclude, as the Ibn Ezra has noted, God wants order in his social structure of Ancient
Israel. There are rules that apply to priests, and others that apply to the high priest. There is a
hierarchy of holiness in people, in the land, and in animals and nature. It is a vector, leading a path

on which one becomes more and more holy. The more separated and unique one is, the closer to

20 |pn Ezra on Levitius 18:23. In English (my translation): “The linguists explain that this word comes from the
multiplication, like 1% onn (he will walk innocent [with a double n]), and the extra n comes from the meaning of
destruction. There are those who say that the word 1an (flood) also comes from the same root, and it is close to the
verse [of the story of Babylon] vy 92 now 71592 (in Gen. 11, 9).”
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God he is. A creator God - of life, fertility and procreation, and a god of death and punishment. A

god that is all-surrounding, in all possible realms.
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4. Conclusion and Thoughts for Future Research

It is time to collect the discoveries and their context from this research: the nature of sex, in
the mind of readers and redactors of Leviticus 18 and 20. It’s related themes and the words used

to describe it — and the way those create a society and its structure.

A floating signifier is a term that was coined after Levi-Strauss’s text from 1950. He states the

following regarding some notions/signifiers withing a language:®*

[...] those types of notions, somewhat like algebraic symbols, occur to represent
and indeterminate value of signification, in itself devoid of meaning and thus
susceptible of receiving any meaning at all; their sole function is to fill a gap
between the signifier and the signified, or, more exactly, to signal the fact that [...]
a relationship of non-equivalence becomes established.

In the case of our research, the floating signifier of “sex” or “sexuality” has been used
throughout many generations to represent a gap between our language and that of Ancient Israel.
Indeed, those are words that represent and relate to themes within those chapters, which have
evolved to independent categories in the modern world.?®2 Thus, the word “sexuality” is not fitting
for the rules in both chapters of Leviticus. In truth, the “incest laws” are not laws regarding incest
necessarily. Yes, they also refer to incestuous unions — but the topic the chapters deal with is
something which is somewhere in the midst of the triangle of fertility, land, and life & death. Be

it triangle, or a rectangle. Procreation, perhaps, or fertility.

251 |evi-Strauss 1950, pg. 55-56.
252 As we saw on pg. 59, in Miriam Webster the word “sex” can have a few meanings: 1. The state of being male, or
of considering the groups of males and females. 2: sexual intercourse and behavior. 3: genitalia.
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We can go a bit further with our westernized minds, but really not so much further: sexuality
is a way of being fertile and giving birth — creating life. Creating life is always connected to its
absence, because those often come together (for example with women dying in labor, and children
dying after they are born). At the same time, those are deeply connected to the land — as it is the
basic giver of life to humans, through food of various kinds: animals and vegetables. When the
land is dry, when there is lack of water, death is to come upon the humans who live in it. In a way,
they must leave the land, and those are viewed as connected to the ways in which those people

lived.

As we have seen, the regulation of incest describes and prescribes a society that keeps a clear
gender difference within a household. It is a society in which a generation has meaning, and there
are some actions of mixing generations that are strictly prohibited. A family, being alive, means it
has offspring and continues on through time — that is possible through the allowed sexual unions
of one, which will enable him to stay in the land of Israel. The land shall be fertile and allow him
to live on it, if he will be fertile in the right way, if he will create life, and not delve into the world
of the dead — in worship or in any other prohibited sexual conduct. This might be through ancestral
worship in the form of »1y7 ax, or other form of abomination to do with relatives — 7o», for

example.

When the Israelites do not follow God’s rules, they make the land impure, they defile it. As

Douglas has written:23

Defilement is never an isolated event. It cannot occur except in view of a systematic

ordering of ideas. Hence any piecemeal interpretation of the pollution rules of

253 Douglas 1966, pg. 42.
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another culture is bound to fail. For the only way in which pollution ideas make
sense is in reference to a total structure of thought whose key-stone, boundaries,

margins and internal lines are held in relation by rituals of separation.

I chose to begin in Leviticus, chapters 18 and 20, as they are the two most explicit law corpuses
which address sexuality in the Pentateuch. Not only are they most explicit, but they are very similar
and placed within a book that is usually connected with ritual and sacredness — an oddity, when
reading those chapters in relation to their neighboring chapters on sacrifices, dietary prohibitions
and the calendar’s structure. There are many other chapters in which sex and sexual conduct are
discussed or presented — both in narrative (Lot and his daughters, Yehuda and Tamar, Zimri and
Cozbi, etc.) and law (The decalogue in Exodus, prohibition on prostitution in Deuteronomy, laws
governing sex with virgins in Deuteronomy, etc.). Those deserve an analysis to themselves, and in
relation to what is found here in Leviticus 18 & 20. Within the context of chapters 18 and 20
specifically, future research yields explanation as to the ordering of the prohibitions of the

chapters. Surprisingly, there is very literature in this field.?>*

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that the dead are usually buried in the land.?® Future
research which might utilize anthropological or psychological tools, might be useful in uncovering
the meaning of the being able to thrive on the land and not be covered under it, with it. Being
vomited from the land, or a death penalty, leads one to be buried — in the land, and not on it. It
would be interesting and fruitful to analyze the meaning of death in the Hebrew Bible or in the

Pentateuch, independent of the meaning of land, but also in relation to it. On the other hand, the

254 Mostly lately see the updated research on redaction history in Dershovitz 2017. Also see a detailed discussion of
the comparison of the chapters in Welch 2022.

25 Interesting to note that in Hesiod’s theogony, the underworld (Tartarus) was created deep within the Earth. See
more in n. 1 and the sources brought there.
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meaning of corpses, in terms of defilement and impurity, might be effective in understanding why
sexuality is so related to the land. This might also lead to a more general inquiry, regarding the

connection between a human body, and the land, and how those are related through sexuality.

In order to delve deeper into the minds of ancient Israel, and the breeding land of western
society in general — future research must address with more semantical questions of the differences
between different kinds of terms for sexuality. We saw many kinds of words in use in chapter 18
and 20, and | wish to return to those questions in later research. Specifically, as we saw in this
research, regarding the connection between knowledge (v7°), sexuality (v¥7°), and necromancy

(wT).

Moreover, there are different genres of texts that should be researched: poetry, narrative,
myths, historiographies, prophecies, and many others. Those affect the semantic field of sexuality
in various ways and interact with the way ancient Israel regulated sexuality. These questions also

yield future research.

In addition, intercultural research would also be useful, as was hinted in the opening of the
introduction of this research. These themes, of life and death, through creation and procreation,
are major themes in all human cultures — Greek, Egyptian, Hittite, as well as Jungian psychology
and psychoanalysis. Sexuality stays a mystery and power that connects between many parts of the
human psyche and soul, body and spirit — as such, the Hebrew Bible and its scholarship will benefit
greatly from further comparative research in its neighboring societies, in time and in space — but
also in such research from afar, from our modern day and time, using psychological and

anthropological tools.
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Lastly, chapter 18 and 20 are packed with many details and thought. They are chapters
regarding the existence of the Israelites on the land of Canaan, along with the mythological and
psychological connection between humans and the land. They are chapters on sexuality in the
broad sense, of a medium between living things, and that that’s how it should be — while staying
away from deceased relatives and abstaining from ancestral worship. The dead are not to be
interacted with. If the Israelites do not follow these rules, the land will vomit them out, and won’t

let them settle, and grow their own roots into it.

I have touched only the beginning of ideas from chapters 18 & 20, and it is evident many new
doors and gates were opened for future research. As always, while researching a question regarding
a specific, narrow, idea — we came across a world rich of life and ideology. | hope this work has
been some contribution to our understanding of the interplay between life, death, creation and

fertility — as those connect human beings, with the land they live on.
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