























































































































































































































































































































































































































cultivate. This narrative reflects the historical plausibility
of allocation of land to the two and a half tribes and how the
families of these tribes could come to own agricultural land

rather than an idealistic distribution of land as mentioned in

Num. 26:52-56 to the tribes and families.
b. West Jordan Territory

The aspect of allocating land on the west side of the
Jordan after conquering it (32:6-7, 18-23) has two stages.
The first stage 1s dividing the vast promised land into broad
territories for the rest of the nine and a half tribes. Num.
26: 52-56 speaks in general of the principle and means of
allocating the promised land to the various tribes of Israel
and 33:50-56 repeats this principle in particular reference to
the west Jordan territory. The second stage is the further
dividing of those broad territories into small individual
portions and distributing them to individual families in each
tribe. Such a process can be inferred from the example of the

demand of Zelophehad's daughters for a portion of land due to

their father (Num. 27:1-1D1).
1. Principle and Means of Allocation (Num. 26: 52-56)

The principle and the means of dividing and allocating the

promised land according to Yahweh are stated in Num. 26:52-56:
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The Lord said to Moses: "To these the land shall be
divided ¢ P DTN for inheritance ( TV DT I1)
according to the number of names. To a large (tribe)
you shall give a large inheritance, and to a small
(tribe> you shall give a small inheritance; every
tribe (\W™ ) shall be given its inheritance
according to its numbers( 1' 1 PD "Dh) But the
land shall be divided by lot ¢ 9VVA D), according
to the names of the tribes ( IV 1 1 N) of their
fathers they shall inherit. Their inheritance shall
be divided according to lot between the larger and
the smaller."”

Some commentators think that Num. 26:52-56 speaks of
dividing the promised land into tribal territories/19/. On the
other hand, Bess understands Num. 26:52-56 as speaking of
dividing the already appropriated tribal land into portions
for the families according to the size of the family, and
deciding the location of the family land by casting lots/20/.
He assumes that the people of Israel had already divided the
land into tribal territories and that 26:52-56 is concerned
with the dividing and allocating of tribal territories to
families. This view is not acceptable because the people of

Israel are still on the east side of the Jordan, waiting to

conquer and divide the land among themselves.

The principle of land allocation must be explained in the
light of the story so far and from the census list in 26: 1-51
to which vv. 52-56 are attached/21/. The purpose of the census
list 1s not only to up-date the number of male warriors among
the people of Israel but also to present a simple structure of

Israel for the purpose of distributing the land. The census
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list in Num. 26:1-51 speaks of the structure of Israel 1n
terms of tribes, clans and families. This is shown by the
various terms used in the census list. The use of the term
'father's house' (D_Jr\.'l!_\’ ]]’_’_lb, v. 2) refers to the
individual family. While the families are the basic unit in
Israel, they are identified and grouped according to their kin
relationship with their forefathers as clans and tribes. The
grouping of families as clans and tribes is brought out by the
use of the term 'T\'D ?UJK\ This word in the singular can
refer to a family or a clan composed of several 'father's
houses' as the primary division of the tribe, and in the
plural (j\;‘_n ?U)Y) > refers to several clans of the
forefather/22/. For example, it is used in the singular noun

construct form with the name of the descendants of Reuben such

as Hanoch ¢ '.D'D i ?'DD?W@) and Pallu ¢ "N Tl ’:-_)Q/'Y.)
\X::.)'_-_DT_\) in v. 5 to refer to the clan of Hanoch and Pallu.
Wh;n 1t is used in the plural noun construct form with the
name of the forefathers such as Reuben (\_]:27/\' T?-':ﬂ'n SCUV).
v. 7) or Simeon <":l'9V_l\l.'5‘uj‘I\"ﬂ l‘)wn, v. 14), it refers to

the collection of clans belonging to Reuben or Simeon and thus

the collection of primary divisions as a whole means the tribe

of Reuben or Simeon. A collection of clans of the forefather
could be called a 'tribe' by using other terms such as 7] W
and )J:] UJ For example in 33:54, the word ﬂ-\:?wn and TIDZ)
are used. interchangeably to refer to a tribe. The word TID n

is preferred in 26:55 to refer to the tribes like Reuben,

Simeon or Gad. These different expressions give us an idea
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that the people of Israel are organized on the basis of
kinship as tribes and each tribe is divided into various clans

and each clan has a number of families.

Moses 1s asked to divide the promised land 'according to
the number of names' (v. 53). The term 'P‘?'E_means 'to
apportion' or 'to divide' the land. The expression 'according
to the number of names' refers to the names of the forefathers
like Reuben, Simeon or Gad and not to all the names mentioned
in the 1is8t/23/, for all the other names are arranged in the
census list under the name of the twelve ancestors on the
basis of their kin relationship. This shows that the twelve
names are given importance in indicating the tribal divisions
of Israel. Moreover, that the phrase 'the number of names'’
refers to the twelve names of the forefathers is shown by the
phrase 'according to the names of the tribes of their fathers'’
in v. 55. So we learn from v. 53 and v. 55 that the promised
land will be divided into twelve broad territories for the
families of the twelve forefathers. Such an apportioned
territory is denoted an 'inheritance' ( T\?:D 2) for the
tribes/24/ in the sense that it is the property of the tribe

and the members of the tribe can use and pass it on to the

future generations of that tribe.

The size of each tribe's territory is to be decided
according to the number of members within it, as is expressed

in v. 54 'every tribe shall be given its inheritance according
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to i1ts numbers' ( '\ﬂ?'ﬂ'.} 1

TIPD 299 Wix). The
word (ﬁ’;g in this context refers to each.tribe. +he noun with
the suffix ]'i}T?T? whose root meaning is 'to muster' or 'to
number', 1in this‘context refers to the number of members of
each tribe, because the same word is used in the census list
to indicate the number of members of each tribe (vv. 7, 18,

22, 25, 27, 34, 43)/25/. According to the census list, the
order of the tribes from large to small is this: Judah

(66, 500>, Dan (64,400), Issachar (64,300), Zebulun (60,500),
Asher (53,400), Manasseh (52,700), Benjamin (45, 600>, Naphtali
(45, 400>, Reuben (43, 730), Gad (40,500), Ephraim (32,500) and
Simeon (22,200). Although the figures are obviously rounded
and the total of the number of members (591, 730) does not
tally with the other statistics of the total population

(601, 730) mentioned in v. 51, the list gives us an idea of the
size of each tribe. One can guess roughly which tribe will be
inheriting a large territory and which a small territory. This
idea of proportionate distribution of land to all the tribes

illustrates the ideal that in Israel there is to be no

inequality concerning the distribution of land.

Verses 55-56 speak of dividing the land between the twelve
tribes by casting lots. This raises the question: How can the
promised land be divided on the one hand by the rational
principle of the size of the tribe and on the other hand by
casting lots?/26/ The only way of resclving this conflict is

to suppose that the division by lot should be understood as
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deciding the location, not the size, of each tribe's

territory/27/.

While the focus 1s on dividing the vast promised land
proportionately into twelve tribal territories, the same
account mekes a note about family land. In the expression
'according to the names of the tribes of their fathers they
shall inherit' (v. 55), the third person plural verb 351]11
refers to the families. Each family will inherit a piece o}
land. Since families are considered in relation to the
forefathers, they are not going to inherit their share of land
here and there in Canaan but through their tribe and in the
territory allotted to their tribes/28/. This indicates that,
though the promised land is first divided into twelve broad
territories, each territory will be further divided into

several portions of land and given to the families.

However, we are not told on what principle the tribal
territory will be divided and distributed to families. One can
presume here that the principle of dividing the land according
to the size of the tribe has an implication for the
distribution of land to the families in each tribe. It could
be suggested that because there is a principle already
involved in dividing the land according to the size of the
tribe, a similar principle of dividing according to the size
In

of the families may be applicable in this present case.

principle, all families will receive a proportionate share of
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land according to their size. One family is not given more or
less land according to this Principle of distribution than
another family within its own tribe or compared to families in

other tribes.

The above discussion has shown that the territory and all
in it in general belong to the tribe and the individual plots
of land within the territory in particular belong to the
families. However, the idea that the territory belongs to the
tribe does not suggest communal ownership of the territory as
some scholars have pointed out from soclological and
anthropological studies of primitive societies/29/. For, the
divided territory is not handed over to a central body of the
tribe to hold the land in common and redistribute it
periodically to families. Nor we are told that all the
families hold the territory collectively and make use of it
without dividing and distributing it to be owned by the
families. On the contrary, as we noted, the territory will be
divided and handed over to the families. While the territory
is given to the tribe, it is the individual families who own
the plots of land and make use of the rest of the land such as
pasture lands, vacant regions, waters of the rivers and
streams in common. This suggests that a combination of private
ownership of land by families and a common use of the
territory by all the members of the tribe has been envisaged

from the beginning and the ownership of land by families is
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not a change that happened later from the practice of communal

ownership of territory and its periodic reallotment.

1i. Allocation of Territories to the Nine and a Half Tribes

(Num. 33: 50-55; 34:13-29; 36:1-4)

While the conquered territories in Transjordan were
distributed according to Moses's own arrangement, the land to
be conquered on the west side of the Jordan is to be allocated
to the rest of the nine and a half tribes on the rational
principle of dividing the land according to the size of the
tribe, and by casting lots to decide the location of the
territories (34:13-15). We notice this, first, in Yahweh's
instruction to Moses (Num. 33:50-55) and then in Moses'
instruction to the people of Israel (34:13-15).

You shall inherit the land by lot according to your
tribes ( DO *NNMDODWNH); to a large (tribe) you
shall give a large inheritance, and to a small (tribe)
you shall give a small inheritance; wherever the lot
falls for a tribe (1H) that belongs to it (’!b);
according to the tribes ( NT12213hH) of your fathers
you shall inherit. (33:54)

This verse is a shorter version of Num. 26:52-56/30/ and
our explanation of 26:52-56 1s applicable to 34:54. In the
phrase 'according to your families' in 34:54, the plural noun

N T‘TD(&YS , 'collection of clans', refers to the nine and
T
a half tribes of Israel. This is claritfied further by the

phrase ‘according to the tribes (3‘thk}?) of your fathers

you shall inherit’. The people of Israel are expected to
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inherit the land according to the tribe to which they belong.
The principle of proportionate distribution of land is to be
upheld and accordingly larger tribes receive larger

territories and smaller tribes receive smaller territories.

The location of the territories of the tribes is to be decided
by casting lots. It is interesting to note here that while D
1s used prepositionally with the third person pronominal |
suffix (45, 'for a tribe') 1in the first occurrence, the same Q
is used possessively with the suffix (;)b, ‘belongs to 1t') |
in the second occurrence, indicating that the divided

territory is the property of the tribe/31/.

Secondly, 1t can be seen in Yahweh's instruction to take
one representative from each of the nine and a half tribes to
co-operate with Eleazar the priest and Joshua in dividing the
land and deciding the location by lot, that the land of Canaan
1s going to be divided into broad territories for the nine and
a half tribes (34:16-29). The notion that they are chosen to
represent their tribes in dividing the land implies that the
land of Canaan is going to be divided first into broad tribal
territories. They are not chosen to form a central body to
administer the whole land or to administer the territory of
each tribe. Their function is to represent their tribes,
probably providing the details of the size of their tribe and
witnessing the casting of the lot, and helping in future

apportioning and distribution of land to families.
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Thirdly, it is known to us from the fear expressed by the
families of the tribe of Manasseh (36:1-4), that the promised
land will be divided initially into broad territories. The
families of the tribe of Manasseh fear that if the daughters
of Zelophehad who will receive a portion of land in their
territory marry someone belonging to another tribe, then their
land would be taken away from the inheritance of the tribe of
Manasseh (v. 3) and added to the tribe of the person whom they
marry. This would reduce the territory of Manasseh and enlarge
the size of the territory of the tribe of the person whom they
marry/32/. This kind of adding of family land belonging to one
tribe to another tribe cannot be reverted even by the law of
the jubilee year because this law deals only with land sold
and purchased and not with land transferred by marriage/33/.
The phrase 'our inheritance' in v. 3 ('‘so it will be taken
away from the lot of our inheritance') does not refer to
individual family plots but to the territory of the tribe of
Manasseh, the term b?_']) being used in connection with
dividing the land into tribal territories (cf. 26:52-56).
Thus, the conversation which the family leaders from the tribe
of Manasseh have with Moses shows that there would be broad

tribal territories which would be shared by the tribal

families.
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1i1. Allocation of Land to Families (Num. 27: 1-11)

We noticed earlier in examining Num. 26:55 that the vast
territory allocated to the tribes will be further divided and
given to their constituent families. This can be seen in the
giving of land to Zelophehad's family in Num. 27:1-11:

And they stood before Moses. .. saying, "Our father
died in the wilderness...and he had no sons. Why
should the name of our father be taken away from his
family, because he had no son? Give to us a
possession among our father's brethren."... And the
Lord said to Moses, "The daughters of Zelophehad are
right; you shall give them possession of an
inheritance among their father's brethren and cause
the inheritance of their father to pass to them...as
the Lord commanded Moses." (vv. 2-11)

The daughters of Zelophehad are afraid that because their
father died without sons he will not be given his share of
land when the people of Israel cross over the Jordan and the
land is divided into tribal territories, and those territories
in turn into smaller portions of agricultural land for each
family. If this occurs, his name will be omitted from the list
of family heads, the size of which will in turn determine the
size of the tribe and thus he will not receive a share of
land. Therefore, they demand that their father's name should
be counted and the share of land which is due to him should be

given to them. Their case tells us that each head of the

family will inherit a portion of land in the territory

allocated to his tribe/34/.
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The family land is called & 'possession of an inheritance'
('ﬂ;)'_\:\:?- :Dj\'n,y) This means the apportioned land is the
legal property of the family, and gives them the right to own
it and pass it on to future generations. While Yahweh approves
the demand of Zelophehad's daughters, he does not tell what
principle is to be used in dividing the portion of land to
families and how much land 1s to be given to the tamily of
Zelophehad. It is probable, as it has been suggested earlier

(Num. 26:52-56), that the size of the land divided to the

family depends upon the size of the family.
3. Law of Inheritance of Land (Num. 27:5-11)

Once the families come to own a piece of agricultural
land, the ownership of landed property continues within their
families. The ownership of the family land passes from one

generation to another according to the law of inheritance

instituted by Yahweh:

And you shall say to the people of Israel, "If a man
dies, and has no son, then you shall cause to pass

¢ DN 2LYNT) his inheritance to his daughter.
And if he has no daughter, then you shall give his
inheritance to his brothers. And if he has no
brothers, then you shall give his inheritance to his
father's brothers. And if his father has no
brothers, then you shall give his inheritance to his
kinsman that is next to him of his family, and he
shall possess it. And it shall be to the people of
Israel a statute and ordinance, as the Lord

commanded Moses". (27:8-11).
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According to the law of inheritance in Num. 27:5-11/35/,
the son of the father inherits the family property. The son is
glven the first preference because he will become the head of
the family after the death of the father. If the father does
not have a son to inherit the family land, then the daughter
of the father inherits the property. The example is the case
of Zelophehad's daughters. Up to this stage, the ownership of
the land continues within the same tamily, 1n the hands of the
direct descendants of the father. If the father has no son or
daughter to inherit the land, then the brother of the father
or the nearest kin of the father inherits the land. According
to the law of inheritance the father has no right to give the
family land to whom he likes, unlike the patriarchs who could
elect their legal heir from their descendants and transfer the
family property to the chosen heir. Abraham could choose Isaac
and transfer his property to him (Gen. 25:1-5) and Jacob could
choose Joseph and transfer the piece of land he owned in
Shechem to him (Gen. 48:21-22). They could do this because
they bought the land and they had the right to transfer thelir
property to whom they liked. But in the case of the
Israelites, the head of the family receives the agricultural
land as a gift according to Yahweh's scheme in which every
tribe gets a territory which in turn is shared between the
families in the tribe. Whether the father likes his
son/daughter or not, he/she inherits the family land
ses

automatically according to the law of inheritance and pas

it on later to their descendants. If penetration and
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occupation on the one hand, and conquest and allocation on the
other, are essential means of possessing the promised land
then the law of inheritance is another essential means of

inheriting the family land by the descendants of the father

after his death.
B. THE LAND OF CANAAN: ITS EXTENT

Although the name 'land of Canaan' 1is quite often
mentioned in the story, the borders of Canaan have not yet
been stated. Num. 34:1-12 describes the borders of the land of
Canaan. The southern border begins from the end of the Salt
Sea and runs across the wilderness of Zin including Kadesh-
barnea, Hazar-addar and Azmon to the brook of Egypt. The
western border is the Mediterranean Sea and its cosast,
extending from where the brook of Egypt runs into the sea to
Mount Hor. The northern border runs from Mount Hor to Zedad,
Ziphron and Hazar-enan beyond the entrance of Hamath. The
eastern border runs from Hazar-enan to Shepham, Riblah, Ain,
the sea of Chinnereth and runs along the Jordan river to the
Salt Sea. These boundaries embrace the entire territory of the
west Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria and Bashan to the north-east
of the Jordan, leaving out the territories of Sihon, Moab,

Ammon and Edom to the east of the Jordan/36/.

In summing up the the story of the Conquest, we can say

that it portrays two different methods of possessing the
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promised land, namely, penetration and occupation of the land,
and conquest and allocation of the land. The conquered land in
Transjordan is divided and allocated by Moses to the two and a
half tribes. The territory to the west of the Jordan will be
conquered and allocated to the nine and a half tribes
according to the principle of proportionate division of land.
Famiﬂge will inherit their share of land in their tribal
territories. The law of inheritance takes care of passing on
the family land to the heirs of the family. Also, this story

indicates the full extent of the land of Canaan with its

borders.
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SUMMARY OF PART TWO

The two ideas of land ownership noted in the stories of
the Liberation, the Sinai Covenant and the Conquest are,
namely, the land ownership by Yahweh and by the people of

Israel.

1. Three different aspects of Yahweh's ownership of land

emerge from our study of Exodus ! - Numbers 36:

a. One dimension is that Yahweh owns the whole earth. In
Exod. 9:29 the 1dea of Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth
is linked to his showing his power over nature and thus
proving to Pharaoh that there is no one like Yahweh in the
whole world. In Exod. 19:5-6, the same idea is stated as the
basis for electing the people of Israel as Yahweh's own
special possession and providing them with a land to function

as a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.

b. The second portrayal is that Yahweh owns the
agricultural land within the promised land. In Lev. 25:23-24,
Yahweh's ownership of the agricultural land is connected to
the notion of land tenancy in Israel and the prohibition of
selling the ownership of land. It has been pointed out

elsewhere that this theological idea is unique and appears

only in vv,23-24 in the whole of the Pentateuch and stands at
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odds with the idea of Israelites as the owners of the land

given by Yahweh. (e.g. vv. 1-7 and 20-22),

c. The third dimension in Yahweh's ownership of land is
that Yahweh owns a mountain sanctuary as his dwelling place
(Exod. 15:13-18), so that he can dwell in the midst of his

people and keep his presence in that land.

There is no explicit claim that the promised land as such
belongs to Yahweh. The stories speak of the promised land as
the land of the Canaanites. But the implication of Yahweh's
claim to the whole earth is that all the lands including the
land of Egypt and emd the promised territory and all the

agricultural land in it belong to him.

2. Two different ways in which the Israelites could
possess the promised land are portrayed, namely, through
penetration and occupation (Exod. 23:23-33; Num. 13-14), and

through conquest and allocation (Num. 21:21-35; 26: 52-56;

32: 33-42; 33:54),

a. Exod. 23:23-33 foresees that the people of Israel will
enter the regions which will be left vacant because its
inhabitants will flee away in panic before them. Then, from

there, they will penetrate into other parts of the promised

land. They will come to possess the entire promised land as
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they increase in number and continuously penetrate and drive
out all the inhabitants from the land. Possessing the entire
land by this means will take a longer time. Num. 13: 1--14:25
portrays how the opportunity to penetrate and occupy the land
has come, but that the people of Israel missed that
opportunity because of their fear of the inhabitants, in spite

of the encouragement from Caleb and Joshua.

b. The second method is the conquest and allocation of the
land. According to one presentation, the entire land on the
west side of the Jordan will be conquered first (Num. 32:6-27)
and then divided into broad tribal territories (Num 26:52-56;
33:54). The size of each territory of the tribe will be
decided according to the number of members in each tribe, so
that the land can be distributed proportionately to each
tribe. The location of the territory is decided by casting
lots. An ideal tribal territorial division is envisaged by
this view. The territory given to each tribe will be owned
neither by a central body of the tribe nor collectively by the
families of the tribe. Instead, each tribal territory will be
divided further into small portions of land and each family
will own a piece of agricultural land, and in common make use

of the pasture lands in their tribal territory.

According to another presentation, the land of Sihon and
Og is conquered by the Israelites (Num. 21:21-35) but the

rational principle of dividing the territory in proportion to
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the size of the tribe or casting lots to decide the location
of the territory has not been applied in giving the conquered
territory in Transjordan to the tribe of Reuben, Gad and the
half tribe of Manasseh. The two and a half tribes receive the
conquered territories in Transjordan following their
allocation of the land of Sihon and Og by Moses, but they
occupy only certain cities within the vast territory allocated
to them. This kind of allocation and settlement reflect a

historical plausibility of possessing the land.

3. a. Concerning how families will receive their share of
land, we noted an indication in Num. 26:52-56 that the
families of the nine and a half tribes will be given their
share of land in their respective tribal territories because
the territories will be divided and distributed to them,
presumably according to the principle of the size of the
families. Regarding the land for the families of the two and a
half tribes, a plausible suggestion is that they could come to
gain a pilece of agricultural land by cultivating a plot of
land in the regions outside the cities and thus appropriating
it as their own. The size of the land, under these

circumstances, varies according to their needs and their

ability to cultivate.

b. There are two different portrayals concerning the issue

of ownership of land by families:
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On the one hand, the families are described as tenants and
not owners of the land (Lev. 25:23-24). Land tenancy has
certain rights and responsibilities. In times of financial
need, families can mortgage part of their land to another
Israelite family for the period between successive jubilee
years, up to the full period of forty nine years or for a
lesser period which terminates with a jubilee year. The
mortgage value is calculated according to the number of years
the land is sold for cultivation and paid by the one who buys
it to the seller. The nearest kin of the seller has the
responsibility to buy the mortgage and if he is unable to buy
it, then a third party can buy it. The seller has the
responsibility to redeem the land, if his financial situation
improves, by paying the balance due to the buyer. Otherwise,
the buyer ot the mortgage has the responsibility to return the
mortgage to the seller in the forth coming jubilee year.
Thereby, families will not be permanently estranged from their

land.

On the other hand, according to Num. 26:52-56; 27:1-11,
the families are regarded as the owners of the land which has
been allocated to them. They can own it and pass it on to
their descendants. Whether the ownership of land is

conditional or unconditional is not revealed at this stage.

c. Families have the right to dedicate part of their land

to Yahweh as a special vow from one jubilee year to the next
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for a full period of fifty years, or for a certain number of
years terminating with the next jubilee year, and to pay the
valued amount to the sanctuary. The value is calculated by the
priest, according to the amount of seed needed for sowing the
land, multiplied by the number of years for which it is
dedicated. During the period of dedication the land remains
with the family which dedicated it and the family has the
responsibility to redeem it by paying the full value before
the next jubilee year. If the family wants to redeem it in the
middle of the dedicated period then they have to pay the full
value plus one fifth of the full value to the sanctuary.
Fallure to redeem the land will result in losing the land to

the sanctuary in the jubilee year.

d. The family lands pass on to the descendants of the
family according to the law of inheritance (Num. 27:5-11;
36:5-9). The son of the father automatically receives the
family land. If there is no son in the family, then the
daughter inherits it. If there is no son or daughter then the
nearest kin of the family inherits the land. If the daughter
inherits the family land, then she should marry within the
same tribe in order to keep the land within the tribe and to
avold such fields becoming the property of another tribe. Thus
altering the size of the tribal territory should be avoided

because the territory is divided proportionately between the

tribes.
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4, Levitical families are given cities in which to dwell
and the surrounding pasture lands in which to keep their
flocks and herds (Lev. 25:32-34). The land of the Levitical
cities belongs to Yahweh and the levitical families do not own

any land at all.

5. The priest is also not given any land but he is in
charge of any dedicated land which is not redeemed by the

person who dedicated it to Yahweh (Lev. 27:16-25).

6. This study has clarified the meanings of words such as ‘ff}%’
n ‘1“1’\2’ and T\‘fr)'_l'_l.",_l_in their narrative context. |
a. The word "Y'}?; means the whole earth in Exod. 9:29;
19:5-6, the agricult;ral fields in Lev, 25:1-7, 23a, 23b, 24b,
and the promised territory in v. 24a. It i1s used to refer to
the land of Canaan whose full extent includes the entire
territory of Palestine and Syria excluding the territory

immediately east of the Jordan (Num. 34:1-4).

b. Israelite ownership of land is expressed by the words 71‘11_"11 ,}’:
and 71_:)1\? The word 'ﬂ:\'\'\ X 1s common in Leviticus and it is |
used to refer to the agric&ltural land in three different
ways: the land possessed by the family even though it appears
in a context which describes the families as tenants rather

than owners (Lev. 25:10, 13, 28); the family land inherited

from the father and passed on to his heirs and not purchased
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from another family (Lev. 27:16, 22), and the land possessed
by the priest on behalf of the sanctuary (Lev. 27:21). The
word’ﬂ?jl?lis commonly used in Numbers to refer to the
apportioned field of the family which can be passed on as
family inheritance to descendants (Num. 27:7-8; 36:2-8), and
the apportioned territory of the tribe (Num. 26:52-56; 33:54;

36:4-7) to be passed on to tribal members.

7. The full extent of the land of Canaan embraces the
entire territory on the west of the Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria
and Bashan in the north-east and not the land of Sihon, Moab,
Ammon and Edom in Transjordan. According to the description of
Num. 34:1-12, the land of Og is included in the land of

Canaan.

-148-



PART THREE

LAND OWNERSHIP IN DEUTERONOMY



CHAPTER 7

THE FAREWELL ADDRESS OF MOSES

The third Part of our thematic study of land ownership
concentrates on of the farewell address of Moses narrated in
Deuteronomy. Moses addresses the people of Israel in the
plains of Moab, shortly before his death, looking back at
their journey towards the promised land and encouraging them
to cross over the Jordan, conquer the land and live in it.
Moses appears as a speaker from chapter 1 to chapter 33 and
the address is presented as his farewell speech delivered in
an exhortatory style/1/. Chapter 34 narrates that Moses views
the promised land from Mount Nebo before his death. Even
though no actual travel is reported after arriving at the
plains of Moab, Dt. 1-34 which contains the farewell address
of Moses and the report of his death is part of the travel
story because it occurs in the middle of the Israelites’
Journey to the promised land, and the address looks at their

travel retrospectively and prospectively.

The issues of the ownership of land by the people of
Israel, by Yahweh and by other ethnic groups recur commonly in
Deuteronomy. In this Chapter, we will discuss how Deuteronomy
portrays these ideas and make a note of the difference, if

any, between its portrayal and that of the earlier narratives.
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A. ISRAELITE OWNERSHIP OF THE LAND

1. The Extent of the Promised Land

We notice three different descriptions of the extent of
the promised land in Deuteronomy, namely, the territories of
Palestine and Syria (1:6-8), West and East Jordan (34:1-4) and

West Jordan (6:18; 9:4-5; 11:8-9; 30:15-20).

a. The Territory of Palestine and Syria (1:6-8)

Moses' address to the people of Israel on the plains of
Moab begins with a reference to Yahweh's promise of land to

the patriarchs and the descriptions of that land (1:6-8):

The Lord our God said to us in Horeb, "You have
stayed long enough at this mountain; turn and take
your journey, and go to the hill country of the
Amorites, and to all their neighbours in the Arabah,
in the hill country and in the lowland, and in the
Negeb, and by the seacoast, the land of the
Canaanites, and Lebanon, as far as the great river,
the river Euphrates. Behold, I have set the land
before you; go in and take possession of the land
which the Lord swore to your fathers, to Abraham, to
Isaac, and to Jacob, to give to them and to their
descendants after them."

The promised land here is the land of the Amorites who
live in the hill country and of their 'neighbours', which
refers to other ethnic groups who live in the territories of
the Arabah, the Negeb, the hilly regions, the valleys and in

the region of the sea coast. The name of the 'Amorites' is

-151~



particularly spelled out here because they are probably
regarded as the largest ethnic group in the land. The names of
the other ethnic groups who are called here the 'neighbours’
of the Amorites are not spelled out but they are known to us
from Gen. 15:17-21. The topographical terms 'Negeb' and
'Arabah' refer to the southern extent of the promised land,
and the 'sea coast' refers to the Mediterranean coast on the
west side of the land/2/. 'Lebanon' 1is specially mentioned
here as the most northern region of the land. The phrase, 'as
far as the great river, the Euphrates', refers to the north-
east extent of the land. The territory directly east of the
Jordan 1s not mentioned by any topographical term and it is
left out of this description of the promised land by Moses.
According to this description of the land in 1:6-8, the
promised land includes the entire west Jordan territory,
Lebanon, and Syria. We may describe this extent as the
'Territory of Palestine and Syria'. This extent of the
promised territory, according to the description of Moses, 1is
slightly smaller in comparison with the description of

'Greater Israel' in Gen. 15:17-21/3/.

However, this does not mean that Moses does not
acknowledge Transjordan as part of the promised land. Even
though the reason why Moses does not mention Transjordan as
part of the promised land is not stated in 1:6-8, plausible
reasons could be suggested from the context of his address and

in the light of the earlier narratives. First, the people of
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Israel are in the context of looking forward to crossing the
Jordan and possessing much larger territory on the west of the
Jordan. So Moses describes the extent of the promised land in
terms of remaining territories of Greater Israel promised to
the forefathers. Secondly, in the light of Num. 21:21-35 and
32:33-42, the reader can say that having possessed, divided
and distributed territories in Transjordan, there is no
necessity for Moses to mention Transjordan except to focus his
attention on the extent of the remaining promised land to be

possessed.

b. The Territory of West and East Jordan (34:1-4)

The promised land 1is shown to Moses after he finishes his

address (34: 1-4):

And Moses went up from the plains of Moab to Mount
Nebo...And the Lord showed him all the land, Gilead
as far as Dan, all Naphtali, the land of Ephraim and
Manasseh, all the land of Judah as far as the Western
Sea, the Negeb, and the Plain, that is, the valley of
Jericho the city of palm trees, as far as Zoar. And
the Lord said to him, “This is the land of which I
swore to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, 'T will
give it to your descendants.' ... but you shall not
go over there.”

The description of the promised land by the narrator goes
in an anti-clockwise circle starting from Gilead in
Transjordan to the northern region as far as Dan, from the

northern limit to the Mediterranean sea on the west, and then,

from the west to the southern regions of the Negeb, the valley
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of Jericho and Zoar. Since Dan is mentioned as the northern
limit, the north west region beyond Dan, that is, the Lebanon,
and the north eastern region between Dan and the Euphrates are
not included. What we note in this description is a slightly
more reduced territory than the vast extent mentioned in Dt.

1: 6-8. This description embraces mainly the regions on the
west and east of the Jordan. This does not mean that the
narrator rejects the rest of the land in the north west and
north east in Greater Israel as part of the promised land. The
reason, according to the narrator, for describing the promised
land only in terms of the territory in west and east Jordan is
that Moses is able to see only that much of the promised land

from Mt. Nebo.

Another interesting feature in the description of the land
here is that the names of the former inhabitants such as the
Amorites and Canaanites are dropped, and instead, the names of
certain tribes of Israel, namely, Naphtali, Ephraim, Manasseh
and Judah are used. We have not been told so far where the
location of the territories of these tribes will be in the
promised land except that the half tribe of Manasseh has
received a territory in Transjordan (Dt. 3:13). It is
difficult to explain the basis on which the names of these
tribes only are selected. However, it can be suggested that
these tribal names are used symbolically to represent all the

tribes of Israel, implying that the land is no longer the land
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of the Canaanites but has now become the land of the people of

Israel.

c. The Territory of West Jordan (6:18; 11:9; 30:15-20; 31:20)

While the promised land 1s described on the one hand as
covering the widest possible area (1:6-8) and on the other
hand as being slightly reduced yet still a vast territory on
both sides of the Jordan (34:1-4), it 1s also very often
spoken of as the West Jordanian territory alone. This can be
seen in the narratives which describe the nature of the land
('a good land which I swore to give to your fathers', 6:18; 'a
land flowing with milk and honey', 11:9; 31:20), the reason
for giving the land ('that he may confirm the word which
Yahweh swore to your fathers', 9:4-5), and the conditions for
entering, possessing the land and living long in it (11:8-9;
30: 15-20). Here again, Moses is not rejecting Transjordan as
part of the promised land, but rather focusing his attention

on the remaining vast land on the west of the Jordan yet to be

possessed/4/.

The above three different portrayals of the extent of the
promised land are not contradictions to the description of the
full extent of the land promised to the forefathers or to the
portrayals within Deuteronomy. Rather, these are the ways in

which Moses describes the remaining parts of the promised land
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yet to be poscessed and the narrator describes the extent of

the promised land as seen by Moses.
2. Ownership of Land in Transjordan (2:24--3:22)

The narrative of Dt. 2:24--3:22 speaks of Yahweh's giving
the land of Sihon and Og to the people of Israel, the
Israelites taking possession of these territories by military
conquest, and Moses allocating the conquered territories to

the tribe of Reuben, Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh.

a. Land Giving by Yahweh

We know from 2:24-36, particularly from v. 24, that Yahweh
has given the land of Sihon to the people of Israel and

commanded them to conquer and possess it:

Rise up, take your journey, and go over the vallgy of
the Arnon; behold, I have given into your hand ¢ N7
7|1°2) Sihon the Amorite, king of Heshbon, and his
land; begin to take possession ¢ W7 DT, and
contend with him ¢ 12 DANNT) 1n battle.

The Qal perfect 'I have given' ( \JﬂfD'g), having as its
direct objects the king of Sihon and his land, indicates that
Yahweh has already given over the king to be defeated and
apportioned his land to the people of Israel. The legal
transfer of the right of ownership of the land of Sihon, by

taking it from Sihon and putting it in the hands of the

Israelites, is expressed by the formula of 73\] with 1:?/5/
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and such a transfer takes place before the Israelites cross

over the river Arnon.

Yahweh has not only given them the right over the land of
Sihon but also tells them how they can realize their right and
possess that land. Yahweh's instructions such as, 'Rise up,
take your journey and go over the valley of Arnon', 'begin to
take possession' (UJ‘} bﬂ?), ‘contend with him' (‘\a:[.\ .‘11

5 2) ), indicate that the people of Israel should not
hesitate to enter the land of Sihon, engage in battle with him
and take possession of his land. The instruction, 'rise up and
go' could be understood as meaning to provoke war/6/. The
Hithpael imperative;la j&m—ﬂ'), 'engage yourself with him in
strife', clearly demands that éhe Israelites contend with
Sihon. It is further made clear in the expression 'begin to
conquer to occupy his land' (:1378—:’\ '\’ '.D(U'\? ‘U—} ‘371—-;‘)
in v. 31, that the purpose of rising up, going to the land of
Sihon, and provoking and engaging themselves in war with him
is to conquer and occupy the land. Yahweh has authorized the
Israelites to begin the conquest of the land of Sihon so that

they can realize the right of the land which has been

transferred to them

Yahweh's giving of the land of Og to the people of Israel

1s reported in Dt. 3:1-7.
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But the Lord said to me, 'Do not fear him; for I have
given ¢ ®» 1T D him and all his people and his
land into your hand (1)1 12); and you shall do to
him as you did to Sihon the king of the Amorites, who
dwelt at Heshbon'. (v. 2)

The expression 'l have given...into your hands' in 3:2 is
similar to the one we have noted in 2:24. Here again, this
expression indicates that Yahweh has given over Og and his
people to be defeated and he has transferred the right of the
land of Og to the Israelites. It is now the responsibility of

the Israelites to conquer the territory and possess it.
b. Land Possession by the Israelites

Since Moses now knows that Yahweh has given the Israelites
the right over the land of Sihon and Og, and that the
Israelites have to engage in battle with them to possess and
occupy their land, he provokes Sihon by requesting him to
allow the Israelites to pass through his land. Reacting to
this provocation, Sihon comes up against the Israelites, 1is
defeated and loses his land to the Israelites (2:26-34). By
marching further, the Israelites provoke Og and engage in
battle and defeat him (3: 1-3). Expressions such as 'we
captured (WDb'Jl) all his cities' (2:34), 'we took (—1.3?::]'1)
all his cities' (3:4), 'we took (T1>31) the land at that
time out of the hand of the two kings' (3:8) and 'we took

possession (3]3(y'1;) of this land' (3:12), indicate the
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Israelites' initiative in realizing by military conquest the

right transferred to them.

The full extent of the land possessed by the Israelites is

described in 3:8-10. Other references such as verses 12, 16,

17 in the same chapter give further details of the boundaries:
So we took the land at that time out of the hand of
the two kings of the Amorites who were beyond the
Jordan, from the valley of the Arnon to Mount Hermon
(the Sidonians call Hermon Sirion, while the Amorites
call 1t Senir), all the cities of the tableland and
all Gilead and all Bashan, as far as Salecah and
Edrei, cities of the kingdom of Og in Bashan. (3:8-
10D

According to this description, the full extent of the land
is from the river Arnon in the south to Mt. Hermon in the
north. The western boundary is the Jordan stretching from the

sea of Chinnereth to the sea of the Arabah, the Salt Sea (v.

17). The eastern border is the boundary of the land of Ammon

(v. 16). The vast territory which lies within these borders is

described in terms of its three major regions (3:10), namely,

the 'tableland' referring roughly to the adjacent region north
of the Arnon, 'Gilead' referring to the adjacent hilly region
stretching south and north of the Jabbok/7/ and 'Bashan’
referring to the immediate region beyond the Yarmuk. However,
we notice here incidentally that the possessed territory
extends beyond Bashan up to Mt. Hermon which differs from the

descriptions in Num. 21:21-35 where the extent of the

possessed territory is from the Arnon to Bashan. According to
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Num. 21:21-35, the people of Israel have possessed only the
territory immediately east of the Jordan, But, according to
Dt. 3:8-14, the Israelites have not only possessed the
territory east of the Jordan but also some territory in the
north-east of the Jordan as far as Mt. Hermon. Here, the
extent of the possessed territory is larger than what is

reported in Num. 21:21-35,

c. Land Allocation by Moses

Dt. 3:12-17 portrays Moses allocating the land given by
Yahweh to the tribes of Reuben, Gad and the half tribe of
Manasseh. The expression, 'I gave', which is repeated several
times in this account (vv. 12, 13, 15, 16>, 1indicates clearly
that the selection of the tribe of Reuben, Gad and the half
tribe of Manasseh, and the allocation of the territory to
them, is the decision and action of Moses. For, in contra-
distinction to Num. 32:1-5, 18, 22, there is no reference to
the request of the tribe of Reuben and Gad to be given the
conquered land as their inheritance and legal property. No
pre-condition is laid down that they should go with the rest
of the tribes to conquer the west Jordanian territory if they
want to receive the conquered territories in Transjordan. The
question which arises here concerns the basis for Moses'
allocation of this land to them. Although the selection of the
tribe of Reuben, Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh 1s Moses'

own decision, the allocation of the land to them is based upon
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the fact that Yahweh has trancferred the right of thoce
territories in Transjordan to the Israelites and they have
realised their right by conquering those territories.
Therefore, Moses can allocate the land which now by right
belongs to the Israelites/8/. But Moses prefers to allocate
these territories to the two and a half tribes only because a
much larger territory across the Jordan is yet to be conquered

and shared between the Israelites.

d. Land Owned by the Two and a Half Tribes

Out of the vast territory between the Arnon and Mt,
Hermon, the tribe of Reuben and Gad received the land from the
Arnon to half of the hill country of Gilead with its cities
(3:12). The rest of the half of the hill country of Gilead and

all Bashan were given to the half tribe of Manasseh (v. 13).

While v. 12 describes the extent of the land given to the
tribe of Reuben and Gad from south to north, it does not tell
how much half of the hill country of Gilead is or where the
line dividing the hill country of Gilead is drawn. It has been
pointed out from geographical studies that the region of
G{lead is divided into northern and southern Gilead by the
river Jabbok/9/. What has been given to the tribe of Reuben
and Gad is the territory stretching southwards from the

Jabbok. The river Jabbok could be considered the boundary mark
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dividing the land of Reuben and Gad from the land of the half

tribe of Manasseh,

The vast territory given to the tribe of Reuben and Gad is
further divided between them. Verse 16 mentions 'the middle of
the valley' as a boundary mark between the land of the
Reubenites and the Gadites:

To Machir I gave (northern) Gilead, and to the
Reubenites and the Gadites I gave (the southern) part

of Gilead ¢ T YDAN ~9YN) as far as the river of the
Arnon, with the middle of the valley as a boundary

(b227 Hbn I 513, as far over as the river
Jabbok, the boundary of the Ammonites; the Arabah
also...on the east. (vv. 15-17)

P.C. Craigie, taking jt}as a partitive particle, suggests
that the phrasejg‘??T_\-)r) should be understood as 'part of
Gilead'/10/. This suggestion is acceptable because it agrees
with vv. 12-13 which speak of the allocation of the northern
part of Gilead to the half tribe of Manasseh and the southern
part of Gilead and the rest of the territory south of it to
the tribe of Reuben and Gad. He also notices the problem in
translating the phrase D:l)” DTIN ",']:D and suggests that
the Hebrew 1 could be an ;rror for D and so it could be
translated as 'the middle of the valley as a boundary'/11/.
His suggestion to read 1" as 7 makes sense in this place as
well as in v. 17 where the Jordan is mentioned as the
boundary. Driver thinks that 51}2 in the above phrase refers

to a stream which runs in the valley, but he does not identify

the stream/12/. The word DT 7] need not necessarily always mean
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a river or a stream. It could mean a river bed or a

valley/13/. Since no other river or stream is mentioned

running between the Arnon and the Jabbok (vv. 15-16), the word 9T 7
in the phrase ")17 '_Tl_'?_] —l')J'-) should be understood as referring

to the valley which lies between these two rivers. This valley

is a border mark dividing the land of Reuben and Gad. We are

not told who among these two tribes received the northern

southern parts of the valley. But we note here that their

territories are divided by a natural boundary.

Northern Gilead and the territory of Bashan which were
allocated to the half tribe of Manasseh are divided between
the clans of Machir and Jair. The term 'Gilead' in v. 15
should be understood as referring to northern Gilead which
stretches from the north of the Jabbok to the Yarmuk. This
region which has the Jabbok in the south and the Yarmuk in the
north as its natural borders, is given to Machir. The
territory of Bashan which is also known as the region of Argob
has marked out borders. The territory of Bashan stretches from
the Yarmuk to the borders of the Geshurites and the
Maacathites in the north (3:14) and as far as Salecah and
Edrei in the south east (3:10). The reason why Bashan is given
to Jair is because its families played a significant role in
conquering that part of the territory (3:14). The region
beyond Bashan to Mt. Hermon is not given to anyone. In
contradistinction to Num. 32:33-42 which does not speak of a

clear territorial division between the two and a half tribes
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except that they occupied only cities and their surrounding
territories in Transjordan, Dt. 3:12-17 speak of a vast
territory divided between the tribe of Reuben and Gad and the

clans of Jair and Machir, and marked out by borders.

The territory divided and allocated to these tribes is

denoted as the 7] (4j)7)” of the tribe. This is known to us from
T ~°

Moses' instruction to the members of these two and a half
tribes that every man can return to his possession (7J)¥?afﬁh
which he has been given (v. 20). By 'possession', Moses me;ns
the tribal territory and not the land of individual members of
the tribe, because Moses did not allocate land to individual
families, but territories to the two and a half tribes. The
tribal territory is called 7‘¥?_Y1 in particular because it
became their possession through c;nquest. Regarding the
distribution of land to individual families, one can only
presume again that while the territory is given to these two
and a half tribes as tribes, individual families will come to
own their share of land in their territory by cultivating a

piece of land and appropriating it as their property.

Another issue concerning the ownership of land in
Transjordan is the fulfilment of the land promise. There is no
reference to the land promise in the narrative. Nor does the
narrative suggest anywhere that at this juncture Yahweh has
given part of the land which he has promised to the patriarchs

or that Moses distributes the land to the two and a half
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tribes because the territory is part of the promised land. The
two notions, land promise and land-giving, do not intersect
here. But we have noted that Transjordan is part of the
promised land in Dt. 34:1-4. So only in the light of the
description of the promised land in Dt. 34:1-4, can one say
that Yahweh's giving of the land of Sihon and Og to the people
of Israel and enabling them to conquer and possess those
territories constitutes the partial fulfilment of the land

promise.

3. Ownership of Land in West Jordan

Let us now focus our attention on the various aspects of
ownership of land in west Jordan, the method of possessing the

land, the reason for Yahweh giving the land and the conditions

of possessing the given land.

a. Conquest and Possession of the Land

Dt. 7:1-2, 17-24 and 9: 1-3 tell us that it is by means of
conquest that the people of Israel will possess the land on
the west side of the Jordan. But these two narratives differ
regarding how long it will take to conquer and possess the
entire territory. Let us study first Dt. 7:1-2, 17-24 and note

how this narrative speaks of conquest and possession of the

land:
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When the Lord your God brings you ( ?]%'wjf) into
the land which you are entering to take possession of
it (M DWND), and clears away ¢DwIn many
nations before you...and when the Lord your God gives
them ¢ BIMNIN) over to you ( 71°I DY), and you
defeat them ¢ 2 D "D711); then you must utterly
destroy them ¢ R DN N OITNN DITNT)...and show
no mercy to them. (7:1-2)

If you say in your heart, 'These nationg are greater
than I; how can I dispossess them ( D W’ N1 h)e
you shall not be afraid of them... Moreover the Lord
your God will send hornets among them, until those
who are left and hide themselves from you are
destroyed... The Lord your God will clear away these
nations before you little by little; you may not make
an end of them at once, lest the wild beasts grow too
numerous for you. But the Lord your God will give
them over to you, and throw them into great
confusion, until they are destroyed. And he will give
their kings into your hand, and you shall make their
names perish from under heaven; not a man shall be
able to stand against you, until you have destroyed
them. (7:17-24)

Verse la, 'When the Lord your God brings you into the land
which you are entering to take possession of it', refers to
the Israelites' crossing the Jordan and entering the land and
to Yahweh's transferring the right of the land from the
earlier inhabitants to the Israelites. Although the transfer
of the land to the people of Israel is not expressed by using
the legal formula of ')2\3 with '1:_'-_:)., the idea of Yahweh
bringing the Isrselites into the land implies the transfer of

the land to them.

The idea of conquest is expressed first of all in v. 1b,

'and clears away many nations before you...'. How Yahweh will

clear away the inhabitants is shortly disclosed: 1t will be by
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handing them over into the hands of the people of Israel to be
defeated and utterly destroyed. The military surrender of the
inhabitants to the Israelites is expressed by using two
interchangeable formulae, namely, ‘)f)j ':Jr with ’39‘3 (vv. 2,
23) and ‘,3_\3 with —112:1_(v. 23) having the inhabitants and
their kings as the direct objects/14/. Not only the military
surrender formulae, but also the expression that Yahweh will
throw them into confusion ¢ 11Y11711) DV that they will
lose heart in resisting the Israelites and surrender

themselves to be defeated indicates conquest (vv. 23-24).

While Yahweh hands the inhabitants over to the Israelites,
the Israelites are required to defeat and destroy the
inhabitants. We can note this in the expressions such as
'defeat them' ( Dg‘) ”37]’!), 'utterly destroy them' (D) o
D?./\' hy W_I‘jl) in v. 2 and 'until they are destroyed' 7y

j)—lh[gﬂ) in v. 23 and 'you shall make their name perish’ (J_:|
DE\Q"D,_\.') in v. 24. However, the people of Israel are
required.to destroy the inhabitants little by little. For the
Israelites are not yet numerous enough to occupy the entire

territory and the wild beasts would cause difficulties for

them in occupying the land (v. 22).

While the focus here is on military surrender, defeat and
destruction of the inhabitants, we also note that the people

of Israel are not at every point regarded as engaging in

military conquest (vv. 17-22) in order to dispossess the
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inhabitants. Yahweh is able to clear away some of the
inhabitants by doing signs and wonders like those which he did
when he delivered the Israelites from Egypt. He will send
‘hornets' (1] 2’\\57_1) which will throw into panic those who
are in hiding to avoid being killed by the Israelites and will

drive them out of the land.

A note should be made here on the relationship between
Yahweh's giving the land and his choosing the people of
Israel. Verses 6-16 speak of the reason for Yahweh choosing
the Israelites as his own people and the condition of keeping
the covenant as his elected people. It is not reported in
these verses that Yahweh's election of the Israelites is the
reason for giving the land to them. On the other hand, 1t is
because he swore an oath (v. 8) on account of the land promise
(v. 13), that Yahweh is going to give the land. This indicates
that the idea of election of Israel has nothing directly to do
with the notion of Yahweh giving the land to them and these

two ideas stand aloof in the narrative.

Dt. 9:1-3 also speaks of dispossessing the inhabitants of

their territory by military conquest:

Hear, O Israel; you are to pass over <NV the
Jordan this day, to go in to dispossess nations ( X1H
D W H) greater and mightier than yourselves .

and of whom you have heard it said, 'Who can stand
before the sons of Anak?' Know therefore this day

that he who goes over before you as a devouring fire
is the Lord your God; he will destroy them
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}(Io;l;) 80 VyJoUu) s;ai?ddf::ggzezzeghe(mn(yﬂ -JJPCU) _\bwe;o‘{-?
and destroy them quickly ¢ 71N DNI2AN AN, as
the Lord has promised you.

Verse | describes how the people of Israel will go over
the Jordan with the clear aim of dispossessing the nations
through conquest. This is done by linking the infinitive
construct j\ww?_with the participial clause of 'crossing over
( ﬁ\;;'5’> the Jordan'/15/; in addition v. 3 zpeaks of
Yahweh's help in dispossessing the nations. The verb Uj'\ :.
which can mean either 'to possess' or 'to dispossess', 1is used
in vv. 1-3 in the sense of dispossessing the nations because
it takes the nations as its direct object/16/. The nations
will be dispossessed through battle and their destruction is
first revealed to us in the rhetorical statement 'Who can
stand before the sons of Anak?' (v. 2), which implies that no
one has fought and defeated the Anakim so far. Second, the
idea of dispossessing the nations is seen in the language of
v. 3 which speaks of Yahweh going before the Israelites like a
devouring fire destroying the inhabitants and causing the

nations to humble or subdue themselves before the Israelites.

The precise meaning of the metaphor of destroying fire is not

made clear in the text. As it 1is used in the context of

dispossessing the nations of their land, it could mean that
Yahweh would act in war against the enemies of Israel,

destroying their spirit of courage and strength to fight

against Israel and thus causing them to subdue themselves and

not to overpower the Israelites. The Hiphil form ’D:Jraq)‘\-'\n'\'
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in v. 3 indicates that the Israelites will dispossess the
nations. But how can they do so? Only by fighting and
destroying them. Dispossessing the nations and thus taking
possession of their land will be a rapid event. The word \7In
is used in v. 3 in the sense of destroying the nations quic;i;
in contradistinction to destroying slowly as is found in Dt.
7:22/17/. This implies that taking possession of the land will

take a shorter rather than a longer period of time.
b. Yahweh's Giving of the Land (9: 4-6)

That Yshweh is going to give the land on the west side of
the Jordan to the Israelites is expressed mainly by using the
participle 7?fj (*the land which Yahweh your God is going to
give you for an inheritance', 4:21; 21:23; 24:4; 26:1; 'the
land which Yahweh is going to give them/you to possess', 5:31;
9:6; 15:4). In certain parts of Deuteronomy, the verb 7§T315
used in the Qal perfect (8:10; 12:1) or imperfect with waw
consecutive (21:9), as if Yahweh has already given the land.
This does not mean that from the perspective of Deuteronomy
Yahweh has indeed already 'given' the land; 1t is rather that
the texts in which the past tense of )J)]is used speak from

-7
the standpoint of Israel having settled in the land.

While references which announce that Yahweh is going to
give the land to the people of Israel occur in many parts of

Deuteronomy, the reasons for giving the land is explained in
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9: 4-6:

Do not say in your heart, after the Lord your God has
thrust ¢ €192 them out before you, 'It is
because of my righteousness that the Lord has brought
me in to possess this landf whereas 1t is because of
the wickedness of these nations that the Lord is
dispossessing them ( QW 'N1N) from before you. Not
because of your righteousness or the uprightness of
your heart are you going in to possess their land;
but because of the wickedness ( NY W) of
these‘pations the Lord your God is dispossessing them
(DW'MN11) from before you, and that he may
confirm the word which the Lord swore to your
fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob., Know
therefore, that the Lord your God is not giving you
¢ 715 1D ) this good land to possess because of
your righteousness; for you are a stubborn people
Two reasons are stated why the Israelites are going to
possess the land. One reason is the wickedness of the
inhabitants and not the righteousness of the people of Israel
(v. 4). The other reason is the earlier land promise given to
the patriarchs (v. 5). If the wickedness of the inhabitants,
which is emphasized by repeating it in v, 5, 1s the reason for
driving away the inhabitants from the land and giving it to
the Israelites, why should the land promise be stated as the
reason? On the other hand, if the land promise 1s the reason

for giving the land, why should the wickedness of the
inhabitants be stated as the reason? Either the former or the
latter reason is sufficient to explain the giving of the land
to the people of Israel. The reason why both reasons are given
is to explain that Yshweh gives particularly the land of the

Canaanites because of their wickedness but he gives it to the
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Israelites and not to some others because of hic earlier

promise to their forefathers (Gen. 15:12-21),

Even though the people of Israel do their part of fighting
and destroying the nations (9:3), they cannot boast that it is
because of their righteousness that Yahweh has helped them to
enter, conquer and possess the land. Rather, 1t is because of
the above reasons that Yahweh has taken the land from the
nations and given it to the Israelites to possess. Thus the
land is a free gift to the people of Israel from Yahweh, but

it 1s a conditional gift.

c. Land Ownership is Conditional

A number of statutes and ordinances of Yahweh to be
fulfilled by the Israelites before and after possessing the
land are mentioned several times in Deuteronomy. It is not
possible to discuss here what these conditions are, except to
point out briefly that entering and taking possession of the

land itself is conditional as is the possibility of owning it

for ever.
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1. Taking Possession of the Land is Conditional

One can note, for example in Dt. 6: 16-18, that observing
the laws and statutes of Yahweh is necessary if the people are
to cross the Jordan, and enter and possess the land
immediately. This can be seen in the permanent prohibition of
testing Yahweh, expressed by ,\"bwith the imperfect (JOIN /\'..5
ﬂl'ﬂ": “DN, v. 16), in the exhortation to keep all the
commandments of Yahweh, expressed by the infinitive absolute
(m.’)?.sm-m/'\" 71_\'{]“}3\ _”n Lg., v. 17>, and in the
instr;ction to do what is right and good in the sight of
Yahweh expressed by the Hiphil perfect with waw consecutive
(3.'719_7_'” W(#/:Z\ JVUJ%H, v. 18a). The instruction to do
what is right and good in v. ;Ba alone 1s linked to the
purpose of entering and taking possession of the land in vv.
18b—-19 by the preposition 7 y[.) '?/18/. But that does not
mean that the above prohibition or.demand to keep the law are
unrelated to the notion of entering and possessing the land.
Since such a prohibition and demand are stated in the account
which speak of taking possession of the land; they are also
necessary conditions to be observed. A similar idea of keeping

all the commandments in order to enter and possess the land is

repeated in 11:8.

Not only is the immediate goal of entering and conquering

the land conditional, but continuing to possess more land of

the promised territory is conditional (11: 22-25). The outlook
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of the account in 11:22-25 is that Yahweh wil] 80 on driving
out the inhabitants as the Israelites advance and until they
possess the entire promised territory. But they should
certainly observe all the commandments of Yahweh (v. 22). This
1s expressed by linking the conditional clause, 'For if ¢ o)
7 8') you will be careful to do all this commandment which ;
commanded you to do...' (v. 22), with the clause, 'then
Yahweh will cause to drive out all these nations before
you...' (v. 23) referring to Yahweh's action of giving more

and more of the promised territory /19/.

ii. Perpetual Possession of the Land is Conditional

Obedience to the statutes does not end once the conquest
and possession of the entire promised land have taken place
The people of Israel are instructed to observe all the
statutes for ever in order to have that land as their
permanent possession and for their perpetual inhabitation
(12: 10; 16:20; 25:17-19). Their failure to observe the
conditions will result in the loss of the land to their
enemies (28:1; 30:1-10)>. Restoration of the land to them is
possible but it is also conditional. I will now look at the
various ways in which Deuteronomy expresses the idea of

perpetual possession of the land/20/.
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Living and Possessing

One such expression is the use of the idiom Y’T)é’ Ur}:,
This phrase is usually used elsewhere in Deuteronoa; (2: 24
31; 3:12, 18; 9:1) 1in the sense of ‘to conquer' or 'to
dispossess' the land. But in 16:20 the same idiom is employed
to mean the perpetual possession of the land by fulfilling the
condition of pursuing justice/21/. This is linked to the idea
of perpetual possession of the land ('you may live and
possess, 1.e. go on possessing, the land',]) LL)')-"I TN n
T U -T: VoL

\{\/\T'T;l “DX> by the preposition 75’0 D.

N .

Justice, and only justice, you shall follow, that you
may live (N’ TN 99N and go on having
possession of the land (Y'\,\’Tl‘ NN DwH)) which
the Lord your God gives you. (16:20)

That this idiom means perpetual possession of the land
after settling down and does not carry its usual meaning of
conquest and taking possession is shown, first, from the
instruction to appoint judges in the towns to pursue justice.
Creating cities and appointing judges to administer justice in
day to day life envisage a period subsequent to the conquest
and settling down in the land. Second, placing the idiom ‘and

you possess, 1.e. will go on possessing, the land' after the

clause, 'that you may live' and not the other way round
conveys the concept of ‘'live and continue to possess it' as a

reward for doing justice, rather than 'possess it and live in

1t' in a purely chronological sequence.
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Living Long in the Land

That the people of Israel can have the land permanently {in
thelr possession could be inferred from the notion of living
long in the land. In a number of Places in Deuteronomy, *he
idiom 'lengthen (or multiply) one's days upon the land'
273 TR DPIND, 535 "hy 1702 XD
ﬂ@;’!i\"?, 4: 40; 11:9; 25:15; 30:19-20) 1is used. This idiom
1s connected to the condition of fulfilling the commandments
by the preposition '73?Y?E?in the above accounts. The 1diom
usually means that Yahweh ;111 lengthen the span of one's
life/22/. It need not necessarily mean possessing the land for
a longer period of time. But, when the same idiom is used with
the negative particle ,\"b as in 4:26 (" VJ_’T ‘731 W:\’J_Y—J\'.‘)
?:~t?§J. 'you will not live long upon it') and is éddressed to
the ;é&ire nation, 1t means that the people of Israel will not
be able to live for ever in that land/23/. They cannot keep
the land under their control and live in it perpetually but
will have to lose it to their enemies and be driven out of 1t
(vv. 26-27). The important condition for living for ever in

the land is not to have graven images or worship them (v. 25).

Rest in the Land

The idea of 'rest in the land' 1is related to the notion of

continuous possession of the land. Von Rad has noticed that

the notion of rest (_n-T)ﬂ'JVj) in 12: 10 and 25:17-19 does not
T .
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refer to spiritual peace of mind but political peace and
freedom from enemies around about/24/. 'Rest' to the people of
Israel is necessary if they are to live and own the land
contiﬁéusly without the threat of losing their land to
enemies. However, such a rest is conditional. The people of
Israel have to fulfil certain conditions if they want to enjoy
continuously the political rest given by Yahweh. In 12: 10,
rest in the land is linked to the observance of cultic
requirements. Dt. 25:17-19 demands that the Israelites blot
out Amalek who caused problems to them on their way to the
promised land. The consequences of failing to fulfil the above
conditions are not stated in 12:20 and 25:17-19. But one has
to understand in the light of the general demand to obey all
the statutes and ordinances that their failure to follow the
statutes could bring an end to their rest and perpetual

possession of the land (28:1, 7, 25-26, 47-52).

Restoration of the Land

The continuous possession of the land and living in it
could be interrupted temporarily because of the disobedience
of the Israselites. However, this does not mean that the people
of Israel have lost their land for ever. Yahweh can bring them
back to their land and restore the ownership of the land to

them, but it is conditional. In order to possess it sgain and

live in it continuously, they must repent, return to Yahweh

and obey the statutes and ordinances (30:1-10).
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d. Land Ownership by Families

It 18 known to us from the law prohibiting the removal o¢
the boundary mark of a neighbour's land (19:4; 27: 17), and *he
law of inheritance right of the first born (21:15-17), that

families own land.
i. Removal of the Boundary Mark (19: 14)

The law in Dt. 19: 14 says:

In the inheritance ([PDTI Q) which you will hold in
the land (Y IX 2> that the Lord your God glves you
to possess, you shall not remove (AT X5) your
neighbour's landmark, which the men of old have set.
We know from this text, first, that the ancestors of the
Israelites who enter, settle down and divide the promised land
between themselves, set the boundaries N JWY NN '] 53.))
' ) T
of their fields. Setting the boundary means not only marking
the size of the land to differentiate it from adjacent land

but also to claim that land as one's own/25/. Thus the

boundary mark stands as a sign of land ownership by the

ancestral families. Such land is passed on to their

descendants as the landed property of the family. So it is
denoted 'inheritance' (il D7) and the descendants who

T -
inherit their family land are expected to keep it and pass it

on to their descendants so that future generations can own and
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make use of it for their 1living, rather than becoming

landless.

Secondly, we know that the inheritance of a family should
never be stolen or bought by a neighbour. This can be seen in
the prohibition that no one in Israel should remove the
boundary (;l ij\ b’]:)A A"@:D ;\'b, 'do not remove the
boundary of your neighbour'). Since a 'boundary mark' 1is the
sign of ownership, removing the boundary means taking away the
ownership of the land from that family. The text does not say
how one might remove the boundary of a neighbour's field. But
one can envisage that it can happen in at least two ways: one,
by removing the landmark from its original place and placing
it slightly inside the previous boundary, without the
knowledge of the owner of the land, thus encroaching on that
part of the land/26/. The other way is that by putting
pressure upon the poor, taking advantage of their plight and
acquiring their land/27/, the rich can remove the boundary of
the field permanently and annex it with his own and make it a
large estate, or the person who i1s in power and authority can
exercise his privilege to acquire somebody's land by putting
pressure on him and eventually removing the ancestral boundary
(e.g. Ahab and Naboth's vineyard in 1 Kings 21). The former
way of removing the landmark from its original place, reducing

the original size of somebody's land and encroaching it is

stealing. The latter way of removing the landmark by acquiring

somebody's inheritance constitutes an i1llegal purchase. We
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notice in Dt. 27:17 and elsewhere in the 0l4 Testament (Job
24:2; Prov. 23:10; Isa. 5:8; Hos. 5:10) that no matter how a
boundary is removed or land added to, such a practice is

condemned.

This law which prohibits stealing a part of the land or
purchasing the ownership of an entire piece of land from a
family is important because it protects the inalienability of
the family land which is the source of the family's life. Dt.
19: 14, unlike Lev. 25:23-24, portrays the family as owners and
not as tenants because the notion of Yahweh's ownership of the
whole earth i1s not put forward here as the reason for
prohibiting the removal of the boundary mark. Rather, the law
implies that Yahweh wants each family in Israel to continue to
own a piece of land. While Lev. 25:23 focuses more on the
responsibility of the family not to sell the ownership of the
land, Dt. 19: 14 focuses more on the responsibility of the
neighbour not to steal a part of somebody's inheritance or to

buy the ownership and make another family and its descendants

landless.
11. Inheritance Right of the First Born (21: 15-17)

Dt. 21:15-17 speaks of a father transferring the right of
the family land to his descendants and the first born of the

father inheriting & double share of the property:
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If a man has two wives, the one loved and the other
disliked, and they have borne him children, both the
loved and disliked, and if the first-born son is hers
that 1s disliked, then on the day when he assigns his
possession as an inheritance (12"MJ7 to his sons
he may not treat the son of the loved as the first- .
born in preference to (3D “HY) the son of the
disliked, who is the first-born, but he shall
acknowledge the first-born, the son of the disliked,
by giving him a double portion ( D2IW D) of
all that he has, for he is the first issue of his
strength; the right of the first-born is his.

The transfer of the father's property to his sons is
expressed by the Hiphil form |4 T 7, 'he causes him to
inherit (his property)' (v. 16). Whiie the use of the
causative verbal form indicates that the father has the right
and power to transfer the land, it is not known how he
transfers his land to his sons, nor whether he actually
divides and marks the portions of land which are to go to each
of his sons or carries it out in some other way/28/. The
problem of transferring the land is more complicated if he has
more than one son/29/. All that one can say here is that the

father takes the initiative in transferring the right of his

land to his sons while he is alive, so that his sons become

legal owners of the land.

In causing the family land to be inherited by his sons,

the father should take note that his first born ( ‘5:>3?) gets

y 4
a double share of the property. The phrase 1’ JW "Dwhich

literally means 'a mouth of two' is an idiom for 'a double

ghare' 730/. The reason for giving a double share to the first
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born is that he is 'the first issue of his strength' and this

gtatus gives him the right to receive a double shares31/.

However, if he has more than one wife, the father cannot
elect from his sons whomever he likes as the first born of the
family to receive the double share of property. The phraseﬂ'JB-f)\,/
‘over against' or 'in preference to' (v. 16) indicates that |
the father cannot prefer the son of the loved wife to the son
of the disliked wife/32/. The one who is the father's first
born, regardless of which wife gives birth to him, must be
regarded as the first born. Thus this law safeguards the right

of the first born/33/.
B. YAHWEH'S OWNERSHIP OF THE LAND
1. Ouwnership of the Heaven and the Earth (10: 14)

We have noted so far that in the Pentateuchal material the
whole earth is regarded as belonging to Yahweh (Exod. 9:29;
19:5; Lev. 25:23). Here in Dt. 10:14-15, it 1s envisaged that
not only the whole earth but also heaven belongs to Yahweh:

Behold, to the Lord QR o) your God belong heaven
and the heaven of heavens (D' NWN 'MW D'wM,
the earth ¢ YONW) with all that is in it; yet (P
the Lord set his heart in love upon your fathers and

chose thelr descendants after them, you above all
peoples, as at this day.
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The words 'heaven' and 'earth' are mentioned as two
distinct spheres. The word ‘'heaven' refers to nothing other
than the sky above/34/. But concerning the interpretation of
the phrase, 'the heaven of heavens'’ (D-\ ‘?Lg? \Y_)(.U."\),
scholarly opinions differ. Eichrodt points out that.like other
nations in the ancient Near East, the Israelites also
conceived of more than one sphere in the sky and that is why
they speak of 'the heaven of heavens', but they did not give
much importance to such a division of heaven because they
understood that all the divisions of heaven are under the rule
of one God, Yahweh, and not under the rule of different
deities/35/. This interpretation is arguable from the
perspective of ancient Near Eastern studies. But whether v. 14
implies such a cosmology is doubtful. The phrase 'the heaven
of heavens' in v. 14 does not mean divisions in the sky but
refers to the entire sky. This can be seen from the style of
v. 14, Craigie points out that v. 14 has a poetic character
and so 1t would be artificial to make a distinction between
words like 'heaven' and 'the heaven of heavens'. According to
him, all these words mean heaven/36/. Some other commentators
stress the style of the superlative expression, 'the heaven of
heavens', and understand it as the idiomatic way of saying
'heaven itself' rather than referring to divisions in
heaven/37/. Thus the language of v. 14 points to the entire
sky which stretches above the earth, and not to various

cosmological divisions as in some ancient Near Eastern texts.
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The idea of the whole earth i1s expressed here not by the
usual idiom, Y'\}'? ) ‘3? but by the expression, 'the earth and
all in 1t' <TI:T)_"\UJ1\“‘:):T>1 Yjal-;rl) According to v. 14,
the realms of both heaven and earth belong to Yahweh. The
possessive particle‘? appears here with the name of Yahweh

(T):}T‘??), to describe Yahweh's ownership of heaven and the

whole earth.

The mentioning of Yahweh's ownership of heaven and earth
and everything in it is not presented as the reason or basis
for his electing the Israelites as his own people. There is a
difference between the use ofﬁz) in Exod. 19:5-6 where
Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth is the basis for
electing the people of Israel, and the use of P7 in Dt.

10: 14, Mayes points out that the adverb 1371cou1d mean 'only’,
'yet' or 'in spite of' and 1t is used here to restrict and
contrast something previously mentioned/38/. Therefore, 1t is
to stress that in spite of ( P27 ,v. 15) owning the entire
heaven and earth, and having a wider choice before him to
elect any people whom he likes, Yahweh elected the people of

Israel only because of his love for their forefathers and

their descendants.

Furthermore, since the idea of Yahweh's ownership of the
entire heaven and earth is mentioned here in relation to the
notion of election, it has nothing to do with the idea of

Yahweh's ownership of the promised land. That 1is, to say, one
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cannot assume here that the idea of Yahweh's ownership of
heaven and the earth implies automatically his ownership of
the promised land. These two ideas stand separate. Yahweh's
ownership of the promised land is to be seen only in the
accounts which speak of Yahweh taking the promised land from
the different ethnic groups (2:31; 3:2; 7:1-2; 9:1-6) and

giving it to the people of Israel.
2. Use of a Place for His Name (12:5)

Another issue related to the idea of Yahweh's owngrship of
land in Deuteronomy is whether or not Yahweh owns the place
where he chooses to put his name to dwell. The notion of
Yahweh choosing the place where his name will dwell is first

stated in Dt. 12:5:

But you shall seek the place which the Lord your God
will choose out of all your tribes to put his name to
make 1t dwell there (1IDWh QW 1MW -NX DIWH);
thither you shall go...in which the Lord your God has
blessed you. /39/

Some scholars understand that the expression 'to put his
name to make it dwell there' (133U/b :D(?l_/. ’.)V)L.P"':h{"\.’ 'D-'m/br)
indicates Yahweh's ownership of the place which he chooses to
put his name, while others disagree. According to de Vaux, the
expression 'to put his name to make it dwell there' means
Yahweh clasims the ownership of the place/40/. First, de Vaux
believes that the expression, ‘'to put his name to make 1t

dwell there', 1is not an abstract expression, and to say that
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Yahweh dwells in heaven but only his name dwells on the earth,
as von Rad suggests/41/, makes a sharp distinction between the
two which does not accord with the view of Deuteronomy. De
Vaux points out that Deuteronomy presents Yahweh as dwelling
in heaven and on the earth and that is why Deuteronomy speaks
of the Israelites coming to the place and worshipping before
Yahweh (12:11-12; 26:13). Secondly, he thinks that the idea of
only Yahweh's name dwelling on the earth is a later
development, citing 1 Kings 8:16, 29 as an example. He draws
our attention to the change in the expression from 'to put his
name to make it dwell there' to 'my name shall be there' (j)ﬁ"ilb
’DL}J' ’I()L{), 1 Kings 8: 16; ’ﬂg)’b(y' W77, 1 Kings 8:29;
2 Kings 23:27). He considers that the forger expression 1s
earlier and conveys the idea of Yahweh's claim to own the
place but this earlier meaning is reduced in the latter
expression, 'my name shall be there', to mean simply that
Yahweh's name dwells there. Thirdly, in interpreting the
expression, 'to put his name to make it dwell there', 1in the
legal sense of claiming the ownership of the place, de Vaux
draws support from the ancient Near East, where a similar
expression is used when the kings inscribe their names on
stones as a sign of claiming the conquered territory as their
own. Wenham agrees with de Vaux that the expression, 'to put
his name to make it dwell there', can mean Yahweh's ownership
of the sanctuary/42/. Mayes also believes that v. 5 speaks of
Yahweh's ownership of the sanctuary because a similar idea is

expressed in Exod. 15:17 and points out that what is new in
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Deuteronomy is that the idea of Yahweh owning the sanctuary is
integrated into an election theology, that is, Yahweh not only
elected the people of Israel but also chose for his possession

a dwelling place for his name/43/.

However, it 1s questionable whether in Deuteronomy the
idea of Yahweh choosing the place and making his name to dwell
there refers to Yahweh's ownership of the sanctuary. First,
the expression 'to put his name to make it dwell there' has
legal connotations, as seen from ancient Near Eastern texts
where 1t 1s used in the context of conquest and taking
possession of a vast territory. But the general outlook of
Deuteronomy 12 where the idiom is used is cultic and not
military. It speaks of choosing the place for worship,
bringing offerings to the place (vv. 11-14), taking care of
the cultic personnel like the Levites (v. 19), and destroying
Canaanite cultic centres (vv. 2-4, 29-31). Therefore, the
expression, 'to put his name to make it dwell there' in Dt.
12:5 does not carry any legal meaning of claiming the
ownership of the sanctuary. Secondly, de Vaux's view
concerning the two forms of the idiom, noted above, is
questionable. Weinfeld argues that the idea of Yahweh's name
dwelling on the earth is present in Deuteronomy itself and
proves that there is no difference in meaning between the
phrase 'to put his name to make it dwell there' found in
Deuteronomy and the phrase, 'my name shall dwell there' found

in | Kings 8:16, 29 and 2 Kings 23:27/44/. He believes,
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following von Rad, that Deuteronomy is interested in giving a
new theological shift to the notion of the divine abode by
emphasizing the dwelling of Yahweh's name rather than Yahweh
himself, in the sanctuary /45/. This shift in Deuteronomy's
understanding makes the relationship between Yahweh and the
sanctuary too vague and, therefore, 1t 1s not possible to
establish the idea of Yahweh's ownership of the sanctuary.
Third, Mayes' view that Dt. 12:5 speaks of Yahweh choosing the
place as his possession 1s not attested by the presence of any
property terms like 'ﬂ?:ﬂj ' ﬂ‘_z‘Tl:\’, T L;JT’ , or by the
possessive particle ? with the naﬁé of Yahweh-;o describe
his ownership of the ;anctuary. While Exod. 15:17 clearly uses
the term'np1?j and speaks of Yahweh's ownership of a mountain
sanctuary, Dé. 12:5 does not speak of Yahweh's ownership of
the sanctuary. The expression, 'to put his name to make it
dwell there', in Deuteronomy, refers to Yahweh's use of the

place to as the dwelling place of his name rather than to his

ownership of the place.
C. OTHER PEOPLES' OWNERSHIP OF LAND

In his address to Israel in Deuteronomy, Moses not only
focuses his attention on the ownership of the promised land by
the Israelites but also refers to the ownership of land by

other ethnic groups, particularly, by the Edomites (2:1-8a,

-188-



12, 22>, the Moabites (2:8b-11) and the Ammonites (2:16-23).
We will study these accounts to find out why and how Yahweh
gave land to these people and why the Israelites were not
allowed to possess thelr territories on their way to Canaan.
Dt. 32:8-9 1s another text which speaks in general of the

ownership of land by different ethnic groups including the

Israelites.

1. Ownership of Land by the Edomites (2:1-8, 12, 22)

The phrase 'sons of Esau' in 2:2-8, 12, 22 refers to the
descendants of Esau who was one of the sons of Isaac (Gen.
25:23-28; 36:1-19, 40-43). The name of the land of the sons of
Esau is called '"Mt. Seir' Dt. 2:5) or 'Seir' (vv. 4, 8, 22).
The same land is spoken of as 'the land of Edom' in Num.
21:4/46/. The extent and border details of the land of the

Edomites is not given in these accounts. However, we are told

how the descendants of Esau came to own the land of Seir which

had been occupied by the Horites.

According to v. 5, the Edomites owned the land because
Yahweh had given the land to them. The expression 'I have
given' (® PN indicates that Yahweh hss taken the right of
ownership of land from the Horites and has given it to the
Edomites. But v. 5 does not say how Yahweh transferred the
land from the Horites to the Edomites. On the other hand, we

read a note in v. 12 that the Edomites dispossessed CDJU)-lq?)
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the Horites, destroyed them and settled in their place without
any reference to Yahweh's involvement. These two ideas,

namely, Yahweh's giving of the land and the Edomites'
possessing the land by conquest, are brought together in v,

22. This signifies that Yahweh has given the land to the
Edomites to possess it by conquest. Since the conquest is the
means by which Yahweh gave the land to the Edomites, the land
1s spoken of as their legal possession ( 7] g?‘\\', v. 5,

At first sight, 1t is perhaps strange to read of the
Edomites coming to possess land in the same language as is
used of the Israelites coming to possess the land. Why Yahweh
gave the land to the Edomites i1s not explicitly stated in the
text. Perhaps we are meant to infer that Yahweh gave it
because of his promise to the patriarchs that he would give
the land to them and to their descendants (Dt. 1:8). The sons
of Esau, being the descendants of Isaac, are eligible to have

a share of land in 'Greater Israel'.

The people of Israel were not allowed to take possession
of even a square foot of the land of the Edomites when they
passed through Transjordan. Sumner thinks that the reason why
the people of Israel are ordered not to conquer the land of
the Edomites is because they are the kinsmen of the Edomites
(2:4, 8)/47/. But although the Edomites are indeed spoken of
as the kinsmen of the Israelites (2:4), their kinship is not

stated as the explicit reason in the text. Rather, it is
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Yahweh's giving of the land to them that 1s stated as the
reason. The prohibition expressed by the use of f)§ with the
Hiphil imperfect form f]ja',]_\jﬁthat the Israelites should not
enter into strife with the Edomites in order to conquer their
land, is not linked with the notion of kinship in v. 4 but
with the reason that Yahweh has given the land to them as
their legal possession in v. 5, by the*:p particle. So the

emphasis is on Yahweh's giving of the land rather than on

kinship.

2. Ouwnership by the Moabites and the Ammonites (2:9-11,

16-23)

How the Moabites and the Ammonites, the descendants of Lot
(Gen. 19:37-38), came to own land in Transjordan 1s narrated
in Dt. 2:9-11, 16, 23. The land given to the Moabites 1is
called Ar (v. 9). Mayes thinks that Ar is the name of Moab's
capital city and the name is used here to refer to the
country/48/. The extent of Ar is not given. Verses 18-19 tell
us that the boundary of Moab ends at Ar and the territory of
the sons of Ammon begins after Ar. The extent of the land of
the Ammonites is also not clear but its location is said to be
on the banks of the river Jabbok (v. 37). The former
inhabitants of the territories of the Moabites and the
Ammonites were the Rephaim who were called Emim by the

Moabites (vv. 10-11) and Zamzummim by the Ammonites (vv. 20-

21).
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The expression, 'I have given...to...for a possession', as
we noticed in v. 5, 1is repeated in vv. 9 and 19 to point out
that Yahweh has given the land where the Rephaim lived to the
Moabites and the Ammonites as their legal possession. The
actual conquest of the Rephaim by the Moabites is not reported
in the account except by the Ammonites (v. 21). However, one
can understand in the light of the general outlook of ch. 2:1-
25 which speaks of conquest and taking possession of the land,
that Moabites also actually fought against the Rephaim and
possessed part of their territory. The two ideas, namely,
Yahweh's giving of the land and the actual conquest, taking
possession of, and settling down in the land by the Moabites
and the Ammonites are brought together in v. 21. Here again,
it is clear that the conquest is the means by which Yahweh has
given the land to the Moabites and the Ammonites and so the
land of the Moabites and the Ammonites is noted as their legal

possession C 71 WY, v. 9, 19.
T

Why did Yahweh give a share of land to the descendants of
Lot in the territory promised to the patriarchs and their
descendants? This question might be answered from the reader's
perspective of the story of Abraham. Abraham allowed Lot to
select a region and Lot selected the valley of the Jordan in
the direction of Zoar (Gen. 13:8-13), without knowing that the
region he selects will be included within the boundaries of
the land promised to Abraham and his descendants (Gen. 15:17-

21). Since Abrasham has already allowed Lot and his descendants
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to settle within 'Greater Israel', Yahweh has to allow the
descendants of Lot a territory within 'Greater Israel'.

However, when the earlier region selected by Lot is destroyed
and later his descendants grow into two larger groups (Gen.

19: 24-38), Yahweh gives land in Transjordan by allowing Lot's
descendants to conquer the land of the Rephaim and possess 1it.
Since Yahweh has given the land to them, the Israelites are

not allowed to conquer their land. This is clearly stated in

vv. 9 and 19 by linking the prohibition of conquest with the
reason that Yahweh has given the land to them by means of the D

particle.

3. Ownership of Land by Ethnic Groups (32:8-9)

A general declaration that Yahweh has given land to
various ethnic groups including the Israelites is found in the
song which praises Yahweh's nature and mighty deeds, and
describes the relationship between Yahweh and the people of
Israel (Dt. 32:8-9):

When the Most High gave to the nations
their inheritance,
when he separated the sons of men,
he fixed the boundaries of the peoples
(he fixed the boundaries of the sons of Israel)
according to the number of the sons of Israel.

For the Lord's portion is his people,
Jacob his allotted heritage.

We will study first the concern that Yahweh has fixed the
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boundaries of different ethnic groups and secondly the concern

that Yahweh has fixed a territory for the Israelites.

The terms 'nations' ( 3-\73) and 'peoples’ (1 V) V),
used interchangeably in v. 8, mean various ethnic groups in
general without referring to any number or list of nations in
Gen. 10 or nations round about Canaan/49/. The Hiphil
infinitive construct form b'ﬂ 17 ]_ in v. 8a, 'When the Most
High gave inheritance to the na;ion;', emphasizes that it is
Yahweh (who is here given the title Elyon), who gave land to
the nations. This does not mean that Yahweh gave the whole
earth to humans in general but he gave specific territory to
each ethnic group. This is made more clear and specific in wv.
8b, 'when he separated the sons of men' and in v. 8c, 'he
fixed the boundaries of the peoples'. The Hiphil qu#fnillve
with 4L4+HX ﬁW‘—?TP-D ;l indicates Yahweh's action of
separating the people fr;m each other in terms of ethnic
groups and the Hiphil imperfect 2).-X ® means Yahweh's action
of fixing specific territory for the ethnic groups he has

separated. Thus v. 8a-c clearly points out that Yahweh has

given specific land to each ethnic group.

However, the time at which Yahweh accomplished this
separation of groups and giving of allotted areas is not
clear. Regarding this, two different suggestions are
mentioned: at the beginning of all human history (Gen. 10:32)

and at Babel (Gen. 11:8)/50/. Since we have not come across
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any reference in the story so far which speaks of dividing *the
land to different peoples at one particular time in history,

it 1s difficult to identify such a moment. Even the accounts
of land-giving to the Edomites, Moabites and Ammonites (Dt. 2-
3) do not state the period at which Yahweh gave the land to
them. But when the sons of Edom and the sons of Lot grew into
recognizable ethnic groups, Yahweh considered that they should
have land of their own and he gave it to them. This suggests
that one particular period for separating the people and
giving land cannot be fixed. Rather, at different periods of
history, Yahweh gives land to different people. Also we are
not told in v. 8 why Yahweh gave the land to different ethnic
groups. But what v. 8 points out clearly is that different
ethnic groups including the Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites,
Hittites, Perizzites, Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites,
Girgashites and the Jebusites listed in Gen. 15:17-21 and the
Philistines (Gen. 26:1-5) were given land of their own and
their possession of it 1s traced to Yahweh's act of giving 1t

to them.

Let us turn now to the aspect of Yahweh giving land to the
people of Israel mentioned in vv. 8d-9. We noted that the MT
reads, 'according to the number of the sons of Israel ﬂ“?’ODb
bf\.’ .}rw’ -0 33) whereas LXX reads, 'according to the
number of the angels of God' (xatd &p10pdv &yyérev BecB)/51/.
Some commentators such as von Rad, Craigie and Mayes consider

the LXX reading to be the original rather than the MT reading.
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They understand 1t to refer to the heavenly protectors or
guardian angels/52/. According to these scholars, Yahweh gave
land to different ethnic groups and assigned each of them ‘o
one guardian angel, but the people of Israel to himself. This
interpretation 1is rejected by some other commentators who
congsider that the LXX reading i1s an arbitrary interpretation
based on the later Jewish notion of guardian angels of
different nations, while the MT reading makes good sense,
conveying the idea that Yahweh gave land to the people of
Israel/53/. On the other hand, other commentators such as
Phillips and Thompson follow the MT reading but try to
identify the number as seventy because Gen. 46:27 speaks of
seventy descendants of Jacob/54/. According to these
commentators, the number of different ethnic groups which
received land corresponds to the seventy sons of Jacob.
However, this view 1s alsoc questionable. First, the phrase
‘sons of Israel' need not necessarily always mean the sons of
Jacob. As in many places in the Old Testament/55/, it refers
simply to all the people of Israel. Secondly, the phrase 'sons
of Israel' in v. 8d stands parallel to 'his people' and
'Jacob' in v. 9. The title 'Jacob' appears here as an idiom
referring to the people of Israel as it does in some poetic
sections in the Old Testament/56/. The phrase 'his people' is
also used in the Old Testament to refer to all the people of
Israel. Therefore, the phrase 'sons of Israel' refers to all

the people of Israel in this text.
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The people of Israel as an ethnic group is given land as
other ethnic groups are. But what is special about giving land
to the people of Israel is that Yahweh fixed the size of the
territory according to their number. The phrase ‘according to
the number' ( j?’@ﬂ t_)) is mentioned in connection with the
people of Israel and not with the peoples ¢ 1’ R Y>. Verse
8c, 'he fixed the boundaries of the peoples', stands as a
general idea that when Yahweh separated the peoples, he fixed
the boundaries of the peoples including the Israelites. But wv.
8d, 'according to the number of the sons of Israel' which also
takes the verb 233';, 'he fixed' from the previous clause,
makes a specific reference concerning fixing the boundaries of
the people of Israel. When we are told that Yahweh fixed the
boundaries of the people of Israel 'according to their
number', 1t means that he allocated land commensurate to the
needs of such a large group/57/. This interpretation 1is
possible because, first, the idea of such a distribution of
land is presented in the census list of Num. 26:1-56.

Secondly, the people of Israel are given such special
treatment in being given adequate land because they are
Yahweh's portion and heritage. This reason is stated in v. 9,
linking it with v. 8 by the causal "7 particle. Other people
are given land, and their land could be smaller or larger, but

when the people of Israsel are given land their population is

taken into consideration.
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SUMMARY OF PART THREE

Let us now summarize the above discussions and 1list the

different portrayale of land ownership in Deuteronomy.

1. The three different portrayals of the extent of the
promised land are the territories of the whole of Palestine
and Syria (1:6-8); west and east Jordan (34:1-4); and west
Jordan only (6:18; 9:4-5; 11:8-9; 30:15-20). As we noted
earlier, the first and the third portrayals are the ways in
which Moses describes the remaining extent of the promised
land which has to be possessed and the second portrayal is
the way in which the narrator describes the extent of the
promised land seen by Moses from Mt. Nebo. So Deuteronomy
does not present these descriptions as contradictory to each
other or to the full extent of the promised land portrayed in

the earlier land promise to the forefathers.

2. Concerning the ownership of land in Transjordan, the
narrative of 2:24--3:22 portrays Yahweh giving the land of
Sihon and Og into the hands of the people of Israel. The
legal right which was transferred to the people of Israel was
realized by military conquest. Neither the land promise nor
anything else is mentioned in the narrative as the reason for
giving the land in Transjordan to the Israelites. The full

extent of the land possessed by the people of Israel is from
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the Arnon to Mt. Hermon. Moses selects the tribes of Reuben,
Gad and the clane of Machir and Jair from the tribe of
Manasseh, and distributes the land to them as he thinks best
rather than following the principle of allocation of land in
proportion to the size of the tribes. He divides the land
between these two and a half tribes and marks out the rivers

or valleys as the boundaries of their territories.

3. a. Regarding the possession of the territory on the
west Jordan, we noted that it will be by military conquest
after crossing over the Jordan (7:1-2, 17-24; 9:1-3).
According to the former narrative, the possession of the
entire territory will take a much longer time, but according
to the latter narrative the possession of the entire land

will be completed in a very short period.

b. The reason for giving the land to the people of Israel
is not because Yahweh elected them as his own people or
because of their righteousness but because of the earlier
land promise Yahweh has sworn to their forefathers (7:6-16;
9:4-6), which he has an obligation to fulfil, and because of

the wickedness of the inhabitants that they have to be
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expelled from the land. However, the special status of the
Israelites as Yahweh's own portion and inheritance (32:8-9)
helped them to gain a vast area in proportion to their

population when Yahweh decided to give land to them.

c. Yahweh's gift of land to the people of Israel is a
conditional gift. The people of Israel have to observe
Yahweh's statutes and ordinances in order to enter and
possess the land (6:16-18) and to gain more land after
entering and settling down (11:22-25), Perpetual possession
of the land, which is expressed by the use of the idioms‘(?ﬁf(ﬁ):
(16: 20>, 'not lengthening one's days in the land' (4:26) and
the notions of 'rest' for the people of Israel from their
enemies (12:10; 25:17-19) and restoration of the land after

repentance (30:1-10), is also conditional, depending upon

their keeping of Yahweh's commandments.

4. Families are the owners of the land and not tenants.
Every family is given a land of its own with the boundary
mark. Removing the boundary mark of someone's land
permanently by buying the ownership of the entire piece of
land or by stealing part of the land by altering the original
place of the boundary mark are prohibited by law (19:14).
This law safeguards the inalienability of the entire or part
of the land from the family. When the family land 1s passed

on to the sons, the first born of the father receives a

double share of the property.
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5. Yahweh owns the entire heaven and earth (10:14). In
the narrative of 10: 14, this idea is not directly related to
the notion of Yahweh's ownership of the promised land but
with the notion of election of the Israelites out of his love
for thelr forefathers. On the other hand, the reader can only
infer that if the whole heaven and earth belong to Yahweh,
then the promised land which is part of the earth also

belongs to him.

6. The other ethnic groups such as the Edomites belonging
to the descendants of Abraham, and the Moabites and Ammonites
belonging to the descendants of Lot, were given land by
Yahweh, as the Israelites also were given land, and they came
to own their respective territories in Transjordan through

conquest (2:1-25).

7. Yahweh gives land to different ethnic groups including
the Edomites, Moabites, Ammonites and the Israelites (32:8-
9). The general principle one can note in Deuteronomy is that
Yahweh does not own any land himself but he takes the land
from one ethnic group and gives it to another ethnic group
for his own reasons, owning the land only in the transitional
moment, as he did in the case of giving the territory of the
Horites to the Edomites, the territory of Rephaim to the
Moabites and Ammonites, and the territory of the Amorites

(that is, the land of Sihon and Og) to the people of Israel.
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8. Our study shows that the wordT\g?'j“_is commonly used
in Deuteronomy to mean that the territory éonquered and
possessed is the legal property of the two and a half tribes
of Israel (3:20), the Edomites (2:5), the Moabites (2:9) and
the Ammonites (2:19). The word TTPI{? is used to refer to
the family land inherited from the ancestors (19:14) and

passed on to the future generations (21:15-17).
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CONCLUSIONS



CONCLUSIONS

In this thesis I have studied the different texts which
are related to the theme of land ownership, in their context
and from the perspective of their sequential unfolding. The
portrayals of the various aspects of land ownership such as
the identity and the extent of the promised land, the methods
of possessing it, the principles and means of distribution of
land to the tribes and families, the different laws of
inheritance of family land, the rights and conditions of
ownership of land, the different dimensions of Yahweh's
ownership of land and the ownership of land by other ethnic
groups, presented by the narratives are discussed in detail
in the above seven chapters. The findings are summarized at
the end of each Part. What I would like to do here is to draw
some conclusions by raising some questions and answering them

from the total perspective of our study.

1. Is Canaan the entire promised land or only part of the
promised land? It is true that the promised land is referred
to by the name 'land of Canaan' in some places in the story
(Gen. 17:8; 48:3-4; Exod. 6:2-9; Num. 13:1; 14:23). But this
does not mean that Canaan is the entire promised land. For,
the full extent of the promised land is described as being
from the brook of Egypt to the Euphrates; this embraces the

entire territory on the west of the Jordan, Lebanon in the
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north, Syria in the north-east and the territory on the east
of the Jordan (Gen. 15:17-21)., Even Deuteronomy which
presents three different portrayals of the promised land, as
we noted above, does not contradict the ideal extent promised
to the forefathers, but rather points to different parts of
the ideal extent. So in the light of the full extent of the
promised land, we can conclude that whether the land of
Canaan is only the west Jordan territory or includes also
some parts of the north east of the Jordan as described in
Num. 34: 1-4, Canaan is not the entire promised land but only
part of it. However, Canaan covers the major area of the land

promised to the patriarchs and their descendants.

2. Does the promised land belong to Yahweh? Nowhere in
the story is the promised land spoken of as Yahweh's land. On
the contrary, the accounts of land promise describe the land
as belonging to different ethnic groups such as the Kenites,
the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites, the Hittites, the Perizzites,
the Rephaim, the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites,
the Jebusites (Gen. 15:18-21), the Philistines (Gen. 26:1-5)
and the Hivites/1/. In addition, we noted that the accounts
which speak of Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth (Exod.
9:29; 19:5-6), or of the entire heaven and the earth (Dt.

10: 14) or of agricultural land (Lev. 25:23-24), do not state
that the promised land belongs to Yahweh. Yahweh's claim to
the earth in these references simply expresses the

incomparability of Yahweh to anyone else (Exod. 9:29), the
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basis on which Yahweh could elect the people of Israel to be
his own special possession, a kingdom of priests and a holy
nation (Exod. 19:5-6). Yahweh's claim to the agricultural
land is stated as the reason for prohibiting the sale of
ownership of land (Lev. 25:23-24). These references do not
explicitly speak of the promised land as Yahweh's land, and
it is only the reader of the story who can relate the notion
of Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth to the notion of the
ownership of the promised land, and draw an implication that
if Yahweh owns the whole earth, then the promised land also
belonge to him. Furthermore, the accounts of land giving (Dt.
2:24--3:11; 7:1-2, 17-24; 9:4-6), do not report that Yahweh
is giving the land which already belonge to him. Rather, they
underline the fact that Yahweh takes the land from the
inhabitants and gives it to the people of Israel. Therefore,
the conclusion is that the promised land does not belong to
Yahweh himself except at the moment of taking it from the

inhabitants and transferring it to the Israelites.

But he continues to own only a mountain sanctuary as his
dwelling place after giving the land to the Israelites (Exod.
15:13-17). However, the other notion that he uses some place
to put his name to dwell in the promised land (Dt. 12:5)
stands separate from the notion of Yahweh owning a mountain
sanctuary. These two notions are not reconciled within the
story, 1.e. that the mountain sanctuary mentioned in Exod.

16: 13-17 is the same place which is going to be used by
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Yahweh for the dwelling of his name in the promised land is

not mentioned anywhere in the story.

3. Does Yahweh give land to the people of Israel because
he elected them? What is the relationship between election
and land-giving? The election of the Israelites as Yahweh's
own people is not stated as the reason for giving the land to
them anywhere in the story. For, first, the narratives which
describe the election of the people of Israel do not make any
reference to land-giving. For example, Exod. 19:5-6 which
speaks of electing the Israelites as Yahweh's own special
possession and making them a kingdom of priests and a holy
nation, does not say anything about giving the land to them,
rather it emphasizes that the basis for electing them is
Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth. Dt. 7:6-16 which
narrates Yahweh's election of the Israelites as his own
people together with their covenantal responsibilities
necessary for their continuing as the elected people of
Yahweh, points to the land promise and not election as the
reason for giving the land to them (v. 13). Secondly, the
eternal relationship established with Abraham and his
descendants by the covenant of circumcision (Gen. 17:1-14)
only indicates that Yahweh gives the land to those to whom he
has already promised the land. Repeating the land promise in
the context of establishing the covenantal relationship
indicates that the land promise is the reason for giving the

land and not the covenant itself. However, the special status
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as Yahweh's inheritance and heritage helps them to gain a
vast area sufficlient for their population (Dt. 32:8-9).
Thirdly, that the reason for giving the land in particular to
the Israelites is the land promise is shown by Dt. 9:4-6.

This text does not speak of the election or covenant with the
people of Israel as the reason for giving the land. Fourthly,
election or covenant need not be the criterion for Yahweh
giving the land to them; rather, the land promise is the
important criterion for giving the land. This can be
illustated from the case of the Edomites sharing the promised
land. Yahweh did not elect the Edomites as his own people or
make a covenant with them. Yet, he gave land to them (Dt.
2:1-8, 12, 22) because of his land promise to Abraham that he
would give the land to him and to all his descendants. While
the election and covenant bring the people of Israel to a
special relationship with Yahweh and show that the land is
given to the people who are closely related to Yahweh, they
are not the reasons for giving the land to the Israelites but

Yahweh's promise and fulfilling it is the reason for land

giving.

4. When does Yahweh give the promised land? We have
discussed the views of some scholars that Yahweh has already
given the land to Abraham when he called him and promised it
to him and that Abraham realized this by building altars,
pitching tents, viewing it and walking through it (Gen. 12:1-

9, 13:14-17)/2/. Some others regarded the covenant-making
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with Abraham (Gen. 15:17-21) as the time when Yahweh granted
the land to him/3/. But my study has shown that Yahweh
transferred the right to possess part of the promised land,
i.e. Transjordan, into the hands of the people of Israel just
before crossing the Arnon (Dt. 2:24--3:11), and he is going
to transfer the right to the rest of the territory west of

the Jordan at the time of crossing the Jordan (Dt. 7:1-2;

9: 1-3).

5. How and when will the entire promised land be
possessed? Though Yahweh transfers the right of the land to
the people of Israel, the Israelites have to do their part if
they are to possess the entire promised land. The Israelites
have to enter the vacant regions and penetrate into other
parts of the land gradually as they increase in number and
drive the inhabitants out of the land or destroy them with
Yahweh's help (Exod. 23:23-33). Following this method, the
possession of the entire promised land will take an extended
period of time. Another method is entering the land,
conquering it either little by little (Dt. 7:1-2, 17-24) or
rapidly (Dt. 9:1-3), as they did the land of Sihon and Og in
Transjordan (Num. 21:21-35; Dt. 2:24--3:11), and thus
possessing the territory across the Jordan. But the method of
penetration and occupation over an extended period of time on
the one hand, and the rapid conquest and possession of the

land on the other are irreconcilable, and they stand as two
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different models of possessing the promised land presented by

the story.

6. What are the kinds of land ownership portrayed in the
story? Apart from purchasing a piece of land directly from
another person or appropriating a piece of land by
cultivating it as reported in the patriarchal narratives
(Gen. 23:1-20; 26:12-14; 33:18-20), the major kinds of land
ownership portrayed in the story are the tribal ownership of
the territory and the family ownership of a piece of land.
while in a certain sense families are considered to be the
owners of the land, a poilnt expressed by certain laws such as
the prohibition of the removal of border marks (Dt. 19:14),
and safeguarding the inheritance rights (Num. 27:1-11; 36:5-
9; Dt. 21:15-17), in another theological sense families are
only tenants of the land which has been granted to them by
Yahweh. This latter concept is found only in the cultic laws

of sabbath rest to the land (Lev. 25:1-7) and the jublilee

year (Lev. 25:13-28) in the story.

7. What is the relationship between Yahweh's ownership of
land and the Israelite ownership of land? According to Lev.
25:23-24, the relationship is that between the landlord and
tenants with certain conditions of tenancy. Yahweh's claim to
the agricultural land in the context of prohibiting the sale
of ownership of land (vv. 23-24), as discussed elsewhere,

shows him as the owner of the land and the people of Israel
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the tenants of his land. However, we note a different
portrayal in the other parts of the Pentateuch. Once Yahweh
has taken the land from the inhabitants and transferred it to
the people of Israel with statutes and ordinances, then
Yahweh is no longer depicted as the owner of the land; rather
it 1s the Israelites who are described as the owners of the
land. They can divide and allocate the land to different
tribes and families. Families can pass on the land to the

heirs of the property.

8. Is the land promise fulfilled partially or completely?
We have already pointed out that neither the narratives of
purchasing a plece of land by Abraham (Gen. 23:1-20) and
Jacob (Gen. 33: 18-20) nor the narratives of conquest and
possession of Transjordan (Num. 21:21-35; Dt. 2:24--3:11)
make any reference to the land promise. So this does not
suggest that in purchasing a piece of land or in conquering
part of the promised land, the land promise is fulfilled even
partially. However, the idea of conquering and possessing
Transjordan comes closer to the idea of the fulfilment of the
land promise because it speaks of possessing a territory
larger than a small piece of land and that the conquest is
suggested as one of the methods of possessing the promised
land. Only the reader of the story can relate the incident of
conquest and possession of the Transjordan territories to
theland promise, and by comparing the possessed territory

against the full extent of the promised land can conclude
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that the land promise is fulfilled partially. However, it
ghould be mentioned here in passing that Deut eronomy
envisages the fulfilment of the land promise as coming into
effect once the people of Israel cross over the Jordan and
enter the land. This is noticeable in 1:8, for example, where
the idea of going in and taking possession of the land is
linked to the notion of Yahweh's promise of the land to the

patriarchs (cf. 8:1; 11:8-9).

9. Is the promised land exclusively for the people of
Israel? My study shows that it is not exclusively for the
Israelites but other ethnic groups also share the promised
land. According to the land promise (Gen. 12:7; 13:14-18;
15:17-21, 17:8; 26:1-5), all the descendants of Abraham
whether they come from Ishmael or Isaac, and all the
descendants of Isaac in the line of Esau and Jacob will
inherit the promised land. That the Edomites, the descendants
of Esau have inherited a territory in Transjordan which is
part of the promised land, is shown by Dt. 2:1-8, 12, 22. In
addition to this, we note that the Moabites and Ammonites,
the descendants of Lot also have inherited their share of
territory in Transjordan, and the Israelites are not allowed
by Yahweh to conquer their territories, which would have

resulted in the entire promised land being exclusively in the

possession of the Israelites.
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10. It 18 not possible here to discuss how the literary
approach of studying the texts in their final form and in the
gequential unfolding of the story relate to other critical
methods such as source criticism, traditio-historical
investigation or form criticism. Comparing the literary
approach used here with other methods and finding out where
our literary study agrees and disagrees with the rest, as far
as the theme of land ownership is concerned, is a task in
itself. However, I would like to highlight some of the

distinctive contributions of the approach used here.

First, studying Gen. 12--Dt. 34 as a literary whole has
led to identifying the land promise and its fulfilment as an
important unifying factor and a central thread in the whole
work. The land promise is a unifying factor not simply
because 1t initiates the idea of land ownership at the
beginning of the story (Gen. 12:7) and stands as a note of
hope at the end of the story (Dt. 34:1-4), or 1is referred to
often elsewhere in the story, but also because it addresses
crucial theological questions such as those we pointed out
above, Does the land promise speak of Yahweh's ownership of
the promised land? Does Yahweh give the land because of his
election of and covenant with Israel, or because of the land
promise? What is the basis for other ethnic groupe such the

Edomites, Moabites and Ammonites having a share of land in

the promised land?

-213-



Secondly, while source criticism looks at the repetitions
of the accounts of giving the land promise to Abraham as
preeentations of different Pentateuchal sources such as J
(Gen. 12:7; 13:14-18; 15:17-21) and P (Gen. 17:1-8), our
literary approach regards these repetitions as the sequential
unfolding of the development of the promise in the story,
namely, giving the promise (12:7), showing and not
transferring the land (13: 14-18), confirming the promise by a
covenant (15:17-21) and bringing the promise into the legal
framework of the relationship between Yahweh and the

Abrahamic group (17:1-8).

Thirdly, while our approach recognizes that there is a
link between the land promise and land giving in the sense
that the land promise speaks of giving the land and the land
giving account speaks of the land promised to the forefathers
(Dt. 9:4-6>, it also points out that they are two different
traditions standing apart in the sense that the accounts
which speak of actual giving of the land (Dt. 2:24--3:11;
7:1-2, 17-24; 9:1-3; 32:8-9) do not confirm that it is the
land which has been promised, which is being given to the

people of Israel.
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POSTSCRIPT

Some of the models and principles of land ownership,
noticed in this study, which are particularly pertinent to my

gsituation in India are:

1. The model of Isaac who was landless, claiming a piece
of land in an uninhabited area as his own by cultivating it

(Gen. 26:12-14).

2. The ideal principle of proportionate distribution of
land according to the size or need of the tribe and family

(Num. 26:52-56; 33:54).

3. The principle of the inalienability of the land from
the families and safeguarding it by the law of jubilee year
(Lev. 25:13-28) and the prohibition of the removal of the

boundary mark (Dt. 19:14).

4. The model of penetrating and settling in vacant
regions and making use of it for dwelling or cultivation

(Exod. 23:23-33) by the landless Israelites.

Finally, this study puts forth a challenge to compare the

ldea of land ownership in the Old Testament with the Gandhian
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philosophy, the Marxist ideology of land ownership and with

the portrayals of major Indian religions.
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Anderson; London: SPCK, 1984), pp. 137-139, points out that
the idea of creation and God as the Creator lies behind the
concept of Yahweh's ownership of the whole earth, because
Yahweh uses natural elements like water, earth, hail and

thunder. But this idea is not explicitly mentioned in the
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context of liberation because the focus is more on Yahweh's

action of liberation than on creation.

6. J. Weingreen, A Practical Grammar for Classical Hebrew

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), pp. 72f. For details of the

use of the Hebrew possessive particle b in the 01d Testament:

Ges-K, 129, pp. 419f,

7. M. Noth, Exodus: A Commentary (OTL; tr. J.S. Bowden;
London: SCM Press, 1962), pp. 125f.

8. N. Lohfink, The Christian Meaning of the Old Testament
(tr. R.A. Wilson; London: Burns and Oates, 1969), p. 80.

8. R.E. Clements, 'Temple and Land: A Significant Aspect
of Israel's Worship', TGUOS (Series No. 19; ed. C.J. Mullo
Weir; Leiden: Brill, 1961/62), pp. 20-24. However, there is a
difference of opinion regarding the identity of the mountain.

R.J. Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain in Canaan and the Old

Testament (Cambridge, Massachussetts: Harvard University
Press, 1972), p. 139, identifies the mountain as being at

Gilgal and not Zion.

10. Brown, op. cit., pp. 34-37.

11. Ibid., pp. 185f.

12. J.I. Durham, Exodus (WBC; Waco: Word Books, 1987), p.

209, understands the expression, 'plant them on thy own
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mountain', as settling the people of Ierael around the

mountain.

13. A different analysis of the use
of ThT3J suggest
in Exod. 15:17 it e a o
: means the possession of the mountain and not

the land. Cf. F. Horst, 'Zwel Begriffe fir Eigentum (Besitz):15M?3

'1 h LA ] -
und 1\-“"}' Verbannung und Heimkehr: Festschift fiir W. !
Rudolf (ed. A. Kuschke; Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1961), p. 141
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 5

1. Cassuto, Exodus, p. 227. See also E.A. Martens, Plot

and Purpose in the Old Testament (Leicester: Inter-Varsity
Press, 1981), p. 104.

2, Bess, op. cit., p. 83; Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit.,
vol. 2, p. 96. Various others also regard the phrase‘3¥gffygas
referring to the whole earth, but they do not state any reason
for their view. Cf. Noth, Exodus, p. 157; Childs, Exodus, p.
367; Durham, Exodus, p. 256; G.A.F. Knight, Theology as
Narration: A Commentary on the Book of Exodus (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1976), p. 129.

3. W.J. Dumbrell, Covenant and Creation: An Old Testament

Covenantal Theology (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1984), p. 89.

4. It is not possible to list all the references here
since they are many. To mention a few from the story so far:
Gen. 18:25; 19:31; Exod. 9: 14-16. However, it must be
mentioned here that the same phrase is also used to mean the
whole land in a general sense of vast territory in certain Old
Testament contexts (e.g. Gen. 13:9, 15; 41:56). So the context
determines whether it is used in the idiomatic sense of the

whole earth or in a general sense of a vast territory.

Y Th o T -9
5. Ref: Exod. 9:29 CPIXD 11770 "9y Lev. 25:23 ¢ 577D
YOIN T pt. 10014 (XX AT
K T 1 -:-,1’ T -
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6. See Commentaries and R.B.Y. Scott, 'A Kingdom of
Priests (Exodus 19:6)', OTS 8 (1950), pp. 213-19.

7. A.R.S. Kennedy, Leviticus and Numbers: Introduction,

Revised Version with Notes, Index and Map (CB; Edinburgh: T.C.
& E.C. Jack, n.d.), p. 166; J.R. Porter, Leviticus (CBC;

Cambridge: University Press, 1976), p. 201; Ottosson, op.
cit., p. 401; N. Micklem, The Book of Leviticus (IB; ed. G.A.
Buttrick; Nashville: Abingdon-Oakesbury Press, 1953), vol. 2,
p. 123; G.J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus (NICOT; London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 1979), p. 320.

8. R, North, Sociology of the Biblical Jubilee (Anal.
Bibl. 4; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1954), p. 158;

N.H. Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers (CB; London: Nelson, 1967),
p- 164; R.K. Harrison, Leviticus: An Introduction and
Commentary (TOTC; Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1980), p.
226.

9. It is not our purpose to discuss in detail the meaning
of the terms _\) , 'sojourner' and gl L¥ ':l'ﬂ , 'stranger' or
their status and rights except to point out in general that
they do not own any land and dwell in somebody's land with the
permission and protection of the local people. For details on
'sojouners’' and 'strangers': de Vaux, Ancient Israel, pp. 74-
76; T.J. Meek, 'The Translation of Gér in the Hexateuch and
its Bearing on the Documentary Hypothesis', JBL 49 (1930), pp.
172-80; D. Kellermann, ' )1 ] gor; —\;) gér; J) TW’) gérath;
‘D‘ -\ 1) n meghtrim', TDOT (ed. G.J. Botterweck en.d H.
Ringgren, ;r. J.T. Willis; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), vol.
2, pp. 439-49; T.M. Horner, 'Changing Concepts of the Stranger
in the Old Testament', ATR 42 (1960), pp. 49-53; Wright,
'Family, Land and Property in Ancient Israel’, pp. 6l1f.
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10. H. Wildberger thinks that one particular year as a
gabbatical rest for all the fields throughout the country is a
theologization of the writer to underline that Yahweh is the
national God, in contrast to the local deities in Canaan,
where the rest for the land is observed in different years
according to the local agricultural and cultic calendar.

Yahweh as the national God and the Lord of the land, demands
one sabbatical year for all the fields in the country to
acknowledge his ownership of the land. Cf. his 'Israel und
sein Land', Ev. Th. 16 (1956), pp. 411f. C.J.H. Wright, 'What
Happened Every Seven Years in Israel? Old Testament Sabbatical
Institutions for Land, Debts and Slaves', EQ 56 (1984), P

131, regards the change from 'your land' (Exod. 23:10) to ‘'the

land' (Lev. 25:1-7)> as referring to one sabbatical year for

the whole land.

11. Von Rad, 'The Promised Land and Yahweh's Land in the
Hexateuch', pp. 85f., thinks that the law of the sabbath year
also speaks of Yahweh's ownership of land and fails to see the
distinction between the portrayal of the law of jubilee year

and the law of sabbatical rest.

12. The meaning of 'hornet' ( n E}—\§{71) is not certain.
T -
Cf. A.H. M Neile, The Book of Exodus with Introduction and

Notes (WC; London: Methuen, 1908), p. 145; G.H. Davies,
xodus; troduction d Commentary (TBC; London: SCM Press,

1867), p. 191; R.A. Cole, odus: troduction and

Commentary (TOTC; London: Tyndale Press, 1973), p. 183
considers that hornet signifies a plague. Cassuto, Exodus, p.

308, thinks that it means a dread or panic. J.P. Hyatt,

Commentary on Exodus (NCB; London: Oliphants, 1971), p. 251,

and Keil and Delitzsch, op. c¢cit., vol. 2, p. 153, suggest

that it is a wasp. It could be understood as panic because
this meaning stands in parallel to the other two words, 'fear’

and 'confusion' in the context.

~-239-



13. Childs, Exodus, p. 487; Hyatt, op. cit., pp. 251f.;

Noth, Exodus, p. 193; Durham, Exodus, p. 336. Although terms
such as T]_V) ";) -ly'\x—\ appear in the accounts of the Holy
War elsewhere in the Old Testament, it does not mean that they
are used in the same sense everywhere. According to von Rad,
the proper period of the Holy War was the period of the
judges. Other basic elements of the Holy War are consulting
the deity, blowing the trumpets and consecration of warriors.

Cf. his Studies in Deuteronomy (SBT 9; tr. D. Stalker; London:
SCM Press, 1953), pp. 46-49.

14. Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 1563.

15, When the verb ‘]Th") appears with 7 D.in military
contexts and takes the people only as its direct object, then
it functions as the military formula of surrendering the
people than legal formula of transferring the land. However,
surrendering the people can have implications for giving the
land. But in the case of Exod. 23:23-33, the legal transfer of
the land should have taken place as the Israelites enter and
settle down initially in the vacant regions. The military

surrender of the remaining inhabitants enhances the possession

of the rest of the land.

16. This is noticeable in the expressions 'each of you
shall return to his property' ( '11 T"H/\ br\' w—;,\, 'D’\j([)')
vv. 10, 13) and 'he shall return to his property ( :lLUﬂ
17 7“n,\’b, vv, 27, 28). The word WATX indicates that the

land 1s ﬁhe property of the family. It 18 interesting to note
that such a legal term for property ownership crops up in the

context which speaks of the family as tenants and not owners

of the land.
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17. Tl1>':-’1’2$}, BDB, p. 100.

18. Definition of ’'mortgage' differs from country to
country and period to period. The word 'mortgage’ is preferred
here rather than the word 'lease' because 'lease' has the
commercial connotation of the rich landlord leasing out his
land to be used by others in order to get more income, rather
than the owner mortgaging it out of a situation of poverty
North, ogp. cit., p. 173, suggests the word 'rent’ but points
out that it is not a satisfactory term, for it does not
reconcile with the idea of returning the property in the

jubillee year.

19. Besides the number of crops, other factors such as the
size of the land, quality of the soil, location and irrigation

facility are presumably taken into account in determining the

price. Cf. M. Noth, Leviticus: A Commentary (OTL; tr. J.E.
Anderson; London: SCM Press, 1981), p. 188, points out some of

these factors.

20. 1)) n\f‘b, BDB, p. 856; Rui de Menzes, 'The Pentateuchal
Theology'of Land', BB 12 (1986), p. 23. For a brief survey of
the interpretation of this word, see Wright, 'Family, Land and

Property in Ancient Israel', p. 56.

21, Noth, Leviticus, p. 189, thinks that the redeemed
property is returned to the seller after the redemption by the

kinsman. North, op. cit., pp. 165f., lists other scholars who
take a similar view and points out that it is disputed whether

the redeemer himself keeps the land till the next jubilee

year, or returns it to the seller as soon as the kinsman

redeems it from the buyer.
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22. De Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 167; Wenham, Leviticus, P
320; Herrison, op. cit., p. 226; Wright, 'Family, Land and
Property in Ancient Israel', pp. 111-16, discusses in detail
the aspect of redemption of sold property in Lev. 25. He
points out that the redeemer-kinsman buys the land before it
is sold to another person and keeps it with him t111 the next
jubilee year. He prefers to call this action 'pre-emption’
(i.e. 'buying property from a kinsman before it is put on the
open market') rather than 'redemption proper’' (i.e. 'buying
back property already sold to a third party') and supports his
view by quoting the case in Jer. 32 as pre-emption and the
case in Ruth 4 as redemption proper, arguing that Elimelech's

family has sold it before going to Moab.

23. De Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 167, emphasizes the word
)fglﬂ. 'and he comes' and understands it as conveying the
idea of going to the house of his kin in order to buy the
land.

24. Since only part of the land is allowed to be mortgaged,
the family has a chance to cultivate the rest of the land and
improve their financial situation and redeem the land.
However, the text does not say how much land can be mortgaged.

So it depends upon how much area of land he keeps for his use.

25. )71y, BDB, p. 727
-7

26. RSV translates it as 'overpayment’' which does not make

the meaning clear. So the modern commercial term °'balance of

payment' 1s preferred.
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27. Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, p. 164, points out that

there is no further payment when the land is returned in the
jubilee year but he does not explain the reason. No further
payment is necessary because the price is worked out according
to the number of years for cultivation, taking into
congideration the marginal gain of the buyer and the money
received by the seller for the number of years he could not
cultivate his land. If the whole capital or part of it has to
be returned after the completion of the sale period, then the
buyer gets a great bargain. He enjoys the produce for the full
period of mortgage as well as getting back some money. That is
why Lev. 25:13-28 does not say that money should be returned
after the completion of the sale period in order to get back
the right of use but the 'balance of payment' when the land is
redeemed by the seller in the middle of the sale period.

28. Dt. 18:1-8 states that the Levites will not be given
land and that they will be supported by the offerrings of the
people but it does not say anything about Levitical cities.

For a detailed discussion on this text, see J.G. McConville,

Law and Theology in Deuteronomy (JSOTS 33; Sheffield: JSOT

Press, 1984), pp. 135-153. Other main references outside the

Pentateuch which speak of Levitical cities are Josh. 21: 1-42;
1 Chron. 13:2; 2 Chron. 11:14, For deteils on Levitical

cities, see de Vaux, Ancient Israel, pp. 366f.; M. Haran,
'Studies in the Account of the Levitical Cities', IBL 80

(1961), pp. 45-54 and pp. 156-65, and Temples and Temple-

Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into he Character o

t P the Historic et f the P t
School (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), pp. 116-131.

29. J.R. Porter, Leviticus (CBC; Cambridge: University
Press, 1976), p. 203, uses the term *agricultural land', which
1 .
is misleading and does not make the meaning of D (L)?) N

-243-



clear and specific. But Haran points out that 7)\qj-); 1 are
not to be confused with the agricultural lands around the

city. Cf. his Temple and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel, p.

117.

30. Wenham, Leviticus, p. 321; Harrison, op. cit., pp.
226f. However, regarding the interpretation of v. 33, Noth's
opinion differs. Noth understands that it speaks of the city
house of an Israelite who is not a Levite but bought by the
Levite and the redemption of such a house by the Israelite
from the Levitical family. Cf. his Leviticus, p. 191. This
view 18 not acceptable because the outlook of Lev. 25:32-34 is
that the city is exclusively for the Levites and the
transaction is between the Levitical families. Laws relating
to the selling and buying of the houses of non-Levitical
families is stated separately in vv. 29-31. The translation of
v. 33, as RSV does, following the Vulgate, inserting 'not' and
reading the clause as 'if one of the Levites does not redeen’
makes clear that the redemption is done by the Levite from
another Levite. However, the MT as it stands 'and which he
shall redeem from the Levites and the sale of the house in the
city of their possession will return in the jubilee...the
people of Israel', also makes sense that one Levite redeems
the house from another Levite to whom he sold and if not it

reverts to the seller in the jubilee year.

31. Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, p. 342.

32. Once again 71 TN, the legal term for property
T -
ownership crops up in the text which denies any right of

ownership of land to the Levites.
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33. De Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 168; Wenham, Leviticus, p.

340, points out that the same word Y\ is uced in the sense
of yields in v. 30; Bess, op. cit., pP. i21.

34. Kennedy, op. cit., p. 179; Harrison, op. cit., p. 237;
Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 482.

35. The quantity of the seed required for sowing a
particular area of land remains the same for any cultivation,
whereas the ylield could vary from one cultivation to another
depending upon the weather, irrigation facility and care.
Moreover, in valuing according to the amount of seed needed
for sowing, the person who dedicated the land would be able to
have a surplus and he could use part of the surplus for the
next cultivation. He can sell another part to pay the value
and redeem the land. But in valuing according to the ylelds,
the person will not be left with a surplus to redeem the land.
Whatever he gets from the land equals the value which has to
be paid 1f he wants to redeem the land and he will not be left
with anything to spend for the next cultivation. While the
former valuing encourages the person to redeem the land, the

latter one discourages its redemption.

36. Harrison, gp. cit., p. 237, thinks that the full period
of dedication is forty nine years. But v. 17 clearly states
that the period begins from the jubilee year. It extends up to
the next jubilee year. Moreover, the value of fifty shekels

indicates that the full period is fifty years.

37. Scholarly explanation about the value of a 'shekel' and

the measure of a 'homer' varies. See Commentaries. De Vaux,
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Ancient Israel, p. 168, points out that these terms glve us a

certain order of values, but nothing exact.

38. Kennedy, op. cit., p. 180.

39. Harrison, op. cit., p. 237, thinks that the land
becomes the property of the priest at the next jubilee year.
The use of the term 7] ?‘jlziin v. 21 leads us to think that
it is the property of the priest. On the other hand, Noth
points out that it is the property of the sanctuary. Cf. his

Leviticus, p. 206.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 6

1. Scholarly opinions differ concerning the presence of
the conquest theme in Numbers. M. Noth, Numbers: A Commentary
(OTL; tr. J.D. Martin; London: SCM Press, 1980), p. 101,
points out that the conquest theme begins with the account of
spying out the land in Num. 13. But G. Coats questions Noth's
view and points out that the conquest is not presented as the
primary theological theme in Numbers. Cf. his 'Conquest
Tradition in the Wilderness Theme', JBL 95 (1976), pp. 178-90.

2, Clark, op. cit., pp. 206-12, regards the narrative as
a military spy story for conquest because he notices elements
such as an initial report in the cohortative urging the people
to attack or not to attack (Num. 13:30, 31), a report on the
desirability of the land (13:27; 14:7), an exhortation to the
people in the second person urging them to attack (14:9), a
tactical report on their enemies' strength (13:28, 30, 31;
14:9) and a reference to a war oracle (14:8). He questions the
presence of two kinds of report in the narrative and points
out the report of Caleb in 13:30 interrupts the report of the

other spies and could have been placed at a later stage.
3. YD, BDB p. 1064.

4. Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 3, pp. 90f.; G.B.

Gray, Critical and Exegetical ent (ICC;
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1903), p. 150; P.J. Budd, Numbers

(WBC; Waco: Word Books, 1984), p. 141, translates the phrase
0213 b;l:)‘ as 'we are able to conquer 1it'.
- T
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7. Budd, op. cit., p. 141,

8. Gray, op. cit., pp. 153f., believes that the word DY,
'shadow' is used in a figurative sense to refer to the god or
gods of the Canaanites, and the phrase 'their shadow has
departed from them' is an idiom to mean that their protection

given by their deities 1s removed and now they are

defenceless.

9. The phrase, 'they are bread for us' is another
figurative use to mean that Israelites shall conquer the
inhabitants as easily as they eat bread. Cf. Gray, op.cit., p.
153; Budd, op. cit., p. 156.

10. Celeb is appreciated because he has a different
spirit. The phrase 'different spirit’ (]\—.\T]C\_/ T here
is to be understood as the spirit of trusti.ng. and obeying
Yahweh., Cf. Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 94.

11. The word ‘P'Y is used in v. 24 by the MT whereas Iagnp
is used by LXX. Cf. !-t-ahlfs. op._cit., vol. 1, p. 253. Gray,
op. _cit., p. 297, prefers the LXX version of Iafnp (N \7‘ y':)
because ‘1Y is not suitable linguistically; Jazer is mentioned
elsewhere in the Old Testament and 'T'Y 1s a textual
corruption of ‘\‘T‘y‘_ This view is que;tionable. The 1link

between the clause. '*...and took posssession of his land from
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the Arnon to the Jabbok, as far as to the Ammonites' and the
clause 'for Jazer was the boundary of the Ammonites' is not
clear. To say that the Israelites came as far as the border of
the Ammonites because Jazer was the boundary of the Ammonites
does not make sense. Moreover, the location of Jazer whether
it was in the Ammonite territory or somewhere else is not
clear and scholarly opinions differ about its location (see
commentaries). The MT makes sense because it indicates that
the reason why the Israelites did not capture any Ammonite
land is because the Ammonite border was too strong for them to

penetrate. However, another reason is stated in Dt. 2:16-23

12, Noth, Numbers, p. 166; J.R. Bartlett, 'Sihon and Og,
Kings of the Amorites', VT 20 (1970)>, pp. 265f.; Aharoni, op.
¢it., p. 37. Dt. 3:8 informs us that the inhabitants of the

land of Og were the Amorites.

13. Gray, op. cit., p. 427, thinks that the combination of

sources explains the different expressions.

] -
14. The expressions 'sons of Reuben' ( 73. IN T I
and 'sons of Gad' ( -]Q -1 ':)f__), ) here are used in the sense of
T

ae

the tribe of Reuben and Gad as a whole.

15. Scholarly opinions differ concerning the identity and
relationship of Machir, Jair and Nobah with Manasseh. Gray,
Qp. cit., p. 439, thinks that Machir, Jair and Nobah are the
sons of Manasseh but he also points out that Jair is described
as the great grandson of Machir in 1 Chron. 2:23f.; Keil and
Delitzsch, gp. cit. vol. 3, pp. 240f., suggesti that Jair and
Nobah are the sons of Machir; Aharoni, gp. cit., p. 209,

believes that Jair could have been a separate tribe but later
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included as a son of Machir. It is difficult to trace the
relationship between these names. Since they appear in the
context of giving the land to the half tribe of Manasseh, we
can only presume that Machir, Jair and Nobah are clans

belonging to the tribe of Manasseh.

16. The half tribe of Manasseh is included by Moses to
receive land because the families of Machir, Jair and Nobah
played a leading role in conquering the region of Gilead and
Kenath. This is indicated by the special note in vv. 39-42.

17. Noth, Numbers, p. 240.

19. Noth, Numbers, pp. 208f.; G.J. Wenham, Numbers: An

Introduction and Commentary (TOTC; Leicester: Inter-Varsity
Press, 1981), p. 191; Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, p. 307.

20. Bess, op. cit., p. 56.

21. Noth, Numbers, p. 202, believes that vv. 52-56 is
attached to the census list of vv. 1-51 and relates the census
results for dividing the land; J. Marsh, The Book of Numbers,
(IB; ed. G.A. Buttrick; Nashville: Abingdon-Oakesbury Press,
1953), vol. 2, p. 269; Auld, op. ¢it., pp. 72f., points out

that vv. 52-56 is closely connected to the census list, and

states that such a link is to provide a factual basis for the

distribution of the promised land to Israel.
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22, J. Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture (tr. not

mentioned, London: Oxford University Press, 1926), vol. 1-2,
pp. 46-50, points out the fluidity of the term 1171 DWN,
its function of connecting the families with the fg;eZaéhérs
and its various meanings in the Old Testament; C.U. Wolf,
'Terminology of Israel's Tribal Organization', JBL 65 (1946),
pp. 47f., lists the different uses of the word 71T DWN in
the 0ld Testament; C.S. Rodd, 'The Family in the 01d
Testament', BT 18 (1967), p. 25, notices that the word 71T1DWW
is used not only to mean a family and clan but also tribe: T
F.I. Andersen, 'Israelite Kinship Terminology and Social
Structure', BT 20 (1969), pp. 31-36, analyses the census
account in Num. 26 and pointe out that the Israelite society
was basically divided into tribe W 2(’)). sub-tribe or
phratry ¢ 11 T;IQUJV) > and father's house ¢ D.r;< D2
and gives a chart of this structure. He observes that the sons
of Jacob are consistently designated ancestors of tribes and
his grandsons are ancestors of clans. He suggests that a clan

might have had at least ten thousand members.

23. Gray, op, cit., pp. 394f., considers that the
expression 'according to the number of names' refers to the
persons in the several tribes on the basis that a similar
expression is used in Num. 1:2. It is true that in the context
of Num. 1, such an expression refers to the male members in
Israel, but that does not mean that it is used in the same
sense in Num. 26:52-56. When Gray comes to interpret a similar
expression in 26:55, he contradicts himself and agrees with

Dillmann's interpretation that it refers to the names of the

twelve forefathers.

24. Von Rad, 'The Promised Land and Yahweh's Land in the

Hexateuch', pp. 80f., points out that the word ﬂfj'—]_']'l is used
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to refer to the inheritance of the tribe in 26:52-56 and
thinks that it means tribal ownership.

25. The phrase'D ?}’-11319, ‘their numbers' does not refer
to the clans but to the meﬁbérs of the tribe as a whole. For
example, the first part of v. 7, 'these are the collection of
clans', refers to the clans of Hanoch, Pallu, Hezron and
Carmi, and the second part of v. 7, 'their number was forty
three thousand seven hundred and thirty' refers to all the

members in the above four collection of clans.

26. Brown, op. cit., pp. 160-64, observes that the two
principles of dividing the land according to the size of the
tribe and by casting lots were practised in the ancient Near
East when different types of land were involved, such as
orchards with wells, cultivated fields, family inheritances;
and he points out that this is not the case in 26:52-56, which
deals only with the vast promised land. So casting lots has to
be interpreted as deciding the location of the tribal

territory.

27. Gray, op. cit., p. 394; Budd, op. cit., p. 292
Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, p. 307; Brown, op. c¢it., Ppp.
160-64.

28. Gray, op. cit., p. 395, cites Dillmann's understanding
that v. 55 divides the land into twelve territories, and
individuals gain their portion of land through their tribe and
in the territory allotted to their tribe.
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29. Wright, 'Family, Land and Property in Ancient Israel’,
PP 63-67, discusses in detail the theory of communal
ownership of land by the tribes and periodic re-allotment of
the tribal land to families suggested by some scholars such as
K.H. Henry, M.J. Lauré, Schaeffer and the counter arguments
put forth by Fustel de Coulanges and Veblen, and concludes
with his own arguments that there is no evidence for such a
theory in the Old Testament. His reasons for rejecting the
theory are namely, the theory is partly based on the
postulation of nomadic origins of the Israelite tribes; there
was the fundamental principle of inalienability of the
territory from the tribe and individual plots of land from the
families; there was a strong attachment to the land
particularly with ancestral burial place, and some of the
earliest laws (Exod. 22:4f., 23:10) already presuppose a
settled individual possession of land. He points out that a
combination of private ownerhip of land by families and common
use of the pasture lands existed in ancient Israel but there
was no communal ownership or a development from communal

ownership to private ownership.

30. Budd, op. cit., p. 360.

. 31, RSV's translation, 'wherever the lot falls to any man
(15 that shall be his ¢(15)' is misleading and gives the
idea that casting lots is to decide the location of the land
of individual families rather than the territories of the
tribes.

32. Noth, Numbers, p. 258.
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33. Gray, op. cit., p. 478; J. Weingreen, 'The Case of the
Daughters of Zelophehad', VT 16 (1966), p. 519.

34. Weingreen, 'The Case of the Daughters of Zelophehad',
pp- 518-22, discussess not only the growth of some special
legislation regarding landed property, but also points out
that land is given to families if the head of the family is
not involved in a sinful act, as in the case of Zelophehad who
dies a natural death and not because of the sin of joining the
rebellion of Korah against the authority of Moses and Aaron.
Land is also confiscated from the convicted person in the
later period as in the case of Naboth who was accused by two

false witnesses of cursing God and the King (1 Kings 21: 1-16).

35. N.H. Snaith, 'The Daughters of Zelophehad',K VT 16
(1966), pp. 124-27, takes a different view and suggests that
the accounts of Num. 27:1-11 and 36: 1-13 have nothing to do
with the law of inheritance of property, but that they are
primarily concerned with noting that the tribe of Manasseh
held land on the west side of the Jordan apart from their

earlier settlement on the east of the Jordan.

36. Aharoni, op. cit., pp. 69-77, has identified the
location of the places mentioned in the border descriptions
and drawn a map to show the extent of the territory covered by
these borders. He regards the name ‘'Canaan’' given to the
described territory as the official title of the region under
Egyptian authority in the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries
B.C.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1. Different opinions are expressed about the number of
addresses given by Moses and the extent of each address. For
details refer to E.W. Nicholson, Deuteronomy and Tradition
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1967), pp. 18f.; R. Polzin, Moses
and the Deuteronomist: A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic
History, Part I (New York: Seabury Press, 1980), pp. 36-72;

Dumbrell, op. cit., p. 114, While these scholars discuss and
identify the accounts of Moses' address, Yahweh's speech and
the narrator's report, von Rad and Weinfeld speak of the style
of Moses' address as exhortatory. Cf. von Rad, Deuteronomy: A
Commentary (OTL; tr. D. Barton; London: SCM Press, 1984), pp.
15-23 and his article, 'Ancient Word and Living Word: The
Preaching of Deuteronomy and Our Preaching', Interp. 15

(1961), pp. 3-7; M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic
School (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), p. 10.

2. For details of these topographical terms see Aharoni,

op. cit., p. 41.

3. It has been pointed out in our discussion on Gen.
15: 17-21 that the description of the promised land includes
Transjordan because there is no topographical description
except the mention of the brook of Egypt as the southern
border and the Euphrates as the northern border. So all the
land between these two rivers is considered as promised
territory. But in Dt.1:6-8, the extent of the promised land is
clarified by topographical descriptions and no reference is
made to Transjordan by use of a topographical term. 5o

Transjordan is not included.
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4, J.N.M. Wijngaards, The Dramatization of Salvific

gtory in the Deuteronomic Schools (OTS 16; Leiden: Brill,
1969), pp. 94f., thinks that the material in Deuteronomy has

come from two main traditions, namely, the Shechemite and
Gilgalite traditions. According to him the reason for
portraying the west Jordan territory alone as the promised

land is that this is the view of the Shechemite tradition.

5. P.D, Miller, 'The Gift of God: The Deuteronomic
Theology of the Land', Interp. 23 (1969), p. 455, discusses
the use of 77N J with 1”7) as a legal formula of transfer of

-7 = .
land.

6. M. Weinfeld, ‘'The Extent of the Promised Land - The
Status of Transjordan', Das Land Israel in biblischer Zeit:

Jerusalem Symposium 1981 (G8ttinger Theologische Arbeiten 25;
ed. G. Strecker; GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983), p.

67,
7. Aharoni, op. cit., pp. 38f.

8. Weinfeld, 'The Extent of the Promised Land - The Status
of Transjordan', pp. 68f., points out that the reason for
allocation is that Transjordan is part of the promised land to
be shared between the Israelite tribes. I agree that
Deuteronomy speaks elsewhere (34:1-6) of Transjordan as being
part of the promised land. However, nowhere in the text of Dt.
3:12-17, is Transjordan mentioned as being part of the
promised land. So we cannot assume here that Moses distributes

the land because it has been promised earlier.
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9. Aharoni, op. cit., pp. 37-39.

10. P.C. Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy (NICOT; London:

Hodder and Stoughton, 1976), p. 123, quotes Ges-K 119 w, to
take 7V3 in the sense of partitive,

11, Craigie, ibid., p. 123, points out that the Hebrew
consonants 1 and ) were easily confused in early Hebrew
script because both were characterized by a strong vertical

stroke. He notices a similar occurrence in v. 17.

12. S.R. Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Deuteronomy (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1908, p. 57.

13. O, BDB, p. 636.
14, Miller, op. cit., p. 455, n. 9.

15. Ges-K, 114 f, p. 348, points out that infinitives with
express the idea of purpose or aim and are used to introduce

the object of an action.

16. Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 1lxxix n. 10.

17. Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 335

18. Ges-K, 119 ¢, p. 377.
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19. Another reference is Dt. 19:8-10. This also repeats the
idea that possessing more and more of the promised territory
is conditional. The condition in this case is that the
Israelites should create cities of refuge as a provision for

the man-slayer.

20. Since the conditions for perpetual possession of the
land are spoken of in the context of crossing over the Jordan
and possessing the territory on the west side, it may appear
as if they are applicable only to the west Jordan territory.
However, since the conditions are addressed to all of Israel,
they are to be observed by the whole of Israel, including the

two and a half tribes who possessed Transjordan territory.

21. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, p.
315,

22. For example, in Exod. 20:12; Dt. 22:7; 1 Kings 3: 14,
the verb qﬁ'\ N 71 is used to mean lengthening one’s span of
life.

23. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, p.
315.

24. Von Rad, ‘'There Remains still a Rest for the People of
God: An Investigation of a Biblical Conception’, The Problem

teuc nd Other Essays (tr. E.W.T. Dicken; London:

SCM Press, 1984), pp. 94f.
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25. J. A, Thompson, Deuteronomy: An Introduction and

Ccommentary (TOTC; Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1976), p.
216, points out that in many societies still a heap of stones
or a long piece of stone is placed at the corners of the land
as a boundary mark. A. Phillips, Deuteronomy (CBC; Cambridge:
University Press, 1973)>, p. 131, notes that boundary stones

acted as witnesses to the ownership of land.

26. Driver and Thompson seem to understand ):]?3, ‘to move
back a boundary mark' <(cf. BDB, p. 691) in the literal sense
of the removal of a landmark by pushing back the boundary of

some one's land without the knowledge of its owner. Cf.

Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 235; Thompson, op. cit., p. 217.

27. Craigie and Phillips understand the removal of a
boundary mark in the sense of putting pressure on the poor

neighbour and acquiring the land from him. Cf. Craigie, op.
cit., p. 268; Phillip, op. cit., p. 131.

28. Brown, op. cit., p. 104, notices that the use of the
Hiphil form 'lbq'n]"ﬂindicates that a father exercised some
kind of 'testamentéry power', and thinks that the transfer of

property is by verbal conveyance.

29. In the case of having only one son, the question of the
right of the first born and giving a double share does not
arige. The whole property could be passed on to that son and
the land need not be divided. But in the case of having more
than one son, the text does not say whether the family land is
passed on to all the sons so that they hold it jointly and
share the produce of the land, giving a double share of the
yields to the first born, or whether the family land is
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actvally divided into several portions of land and given to

the sons.

30. Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 246. Cf. 2 Kings 2:9.

31. Mendelsohn, op. cit., pp. 38-40, points out that the
practice of giving a double share to the first born by the
father was common in many partse of the ancient Near East, but
any son in the family could be chosen by the father to have
the status of the first born. He makes a note that Dt. 21:15-
17 differs from the practice of choosing the favourite son as
first born and safeguards the right of the one who is born

first to the father.

32. For discussion on the phrase 1;’ -:9— DY see: A.D.H.
Mayes, Deuteronomy (NCB; London: Oliphants, 1979), pp. 166,
304; Thompson, op. cit., p. 229.

33. It has been pointed out by some commentators that the
law in Dt. 21:15-17 is not intended to initiate the rights of
the first born but to safeguard the rights already belonging
to him. The fact that the first born enjoyed certain rights
and privileges is already reflected in Gen. 25:31, 34; 27: 36;
48: 14. Cf. Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 247; Craigie, op. cjt., p.

283; Brown, op. c¢it., p. 285.

34. T.H. Gaster, 'Heaven', IDB (ed. G.A. Buttrick;
Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962), vol. 2, p. 551
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35. W. Eichrodt, Theology of the 0Old Testament (tr. J.A.

Baker; London: SCM Press, 1967), vol. 2, p. 94.

36. Craigie, op. cit., p. 204.

37. J. Gray, 1 & 2 Kings: A Commentary (OTL; London: SCM

Press, 1964), p. 205, studies the occurrence of the phrase
'the heaven of heavens' in 1 Kings 8:27, and points out that
it signifies 'heaven itself' and does not reflect the
Mesopotamian cosmology of successive strata; cf. also A.A.
Anderson, The Book of Psalms (73-150) (NCB; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1972), vol. 2, pp. 949f.

38. Mayes, op. cit., p. 209. Also Thompson, op. cit., p.
148.

39. I prefer to read the MT noun form ;\3 ?U.).'?as Piel
infinitive construct with suffix")'] D‘Ub to m.ake .the meaning
clearer. On the other hand RSV, following the MT, translates
the phrase']nawb DUI /]VJU) :l)\' D'](Ubas 'to put his name
and makes his habitation there‘ which is a bit awkwahd and
questionable. First, the suffix q in the noun form q']i)ﬂjﬁ
needs to be understood as referring to the name of Yahweh in
accordance with the preceding direct object qukj rather than
Yahweh himself as RSV translates. It is an antithesis to say
that Yahweh will choose the place to put his name to dwell
there and make it for his dwelling. On the other hand, a
different meaning is conveyed by saying that Yahweh will
choose the place to put his name for ite dwelling. Here, only
his name dwells in that place as a symbolic representation and
not Yahweh himself. So RSV is not clear at this point. Rather
it tries to justify the notion that both his name and he
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himself dwells in the place. Second, the Piel infinitive
construct form 7 ;)gjﬁ?is prefgréble because it appears in
other parts of Deuteronbmy (ﬂLTU ’)VJ(U "]j(i/b, ‘to make dwell
his name there', 12:11; 14:23; 16:2, 6. 11; 26:2) rather than
the noun form ']UDL?b which appears only in 12:5. Third,
some commentators brefér the Piel form because it is attested
by other manuscripts and it is used as an idiomatic expression
in other parts of Deuteronomy as shown above. Cf. Craigie, op.

cit., p. 217; Mayes, op. cit., p. 225; Thompson, op. cit., p.
166.

40. I was made aware of this view of de Vaux from the
articles of Wenham and Weinfeld, who deal in detail with the
issue of 'to put his name to make it dwell there'. Cf. G.J.
Wenham, °’'Deuteronomy and the Central Sanctuary', TB 22 (1971),

pp. 112-14; Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School,
pp. 194-96.

41. Von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, pp. 37-44.

42. Wenham, 'Deuteronomy and the Central Sanctuary', pp.

112-14.

43. Mayes, op. cit., p. 224.

44. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, pp.
194f,
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45. Ibid., pp. 194-96. Not only Weinfeld, but some other

scholars also take the same view. Cf. R.E. Clements,

'Deuteronomy and the Jerusalem Cult Tradition', VT 15 (1965),
pp. 302-305; Nicholson, op. cit., pp. 55f.

46. J.R. Bartlett, 'The Land of Seir and the Brotherhood of
Edom', JTS 20 (1969)>, pp. 1-20, studies the relationship of

Seir, Edom and Esau to one another.

47. W.A. Sumner, 'Israel’'s Encounters with Edom, Moab,
Ammon, Sihon and Og according to the Deuteronomist', VT 18

(1968), p. 219.

48. Mayes, op. cit., p. 137.

49. E.J. Hamlin discusses the meaning of the terms
'nations' ¢ B.71) and 'people' (D’ NY)> in his article
"Nations", IDB (ed. G.A. Buttrick; Nashviile: Abingdon Press,
1962), vol. 3, pp. 513-23, and points out that T’H Y in the
Plural could mean groups of people based on kinship ;hereas

D’ ']) stresses the political aspect. Whether this
distinction is strictly applied in Dt. 32:8-9 is doubtful.
These terms used in 32:8-9 could simply mean groups of people
organized or united either on the basis of kinship, politics

or territory. For further details on the terms ®'people’ or

‘'nation', see E.A. Speiser, ' People and Nation of Israel', JBL
79 (1960), pp. 157-163; G.W. Anderson, 'Israel: Amphictyony:

"AM; KAHAL; 'EDAH.' in Translating and Understanding the Qld
Testament: Essays in Honor of H.G. Mgy (eds. H.T. Frank and

W.L. Reed; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1970), p. 150; R.E.
Clements, ' wlja goy', TDOT (ed. G.J. Botterweck and H.
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Ringgren, tr. J.T. Willis; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), vol.
2, pp- 426-33.

50. Since the verb ——)_'D , which appears in Gen. 10:32 in
connection with the spreadigg of the people all over the
earth, 1s used in Dt. 32:8, Driver thinks that the period
after the Flood is the time Yahweh separated the people and
allocated land. Other commentators such as Thompson and von

Rad also take a similar view. Cf. Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 355;

Thompson, op. cit., p. 299; von Rad, Deuteronomy, p. 196. But
Keil and Delitzsch, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 470, consider the

Babel incident in Gen. 11:9 as the period for separating the
people.

51. Rahlfs, op. cit., p. 347; Craigie notices that the
earlier Hebrew text could be 'sons of God' or 'sons of gods'
based on the reading of the LXX, 'angels of God' and such a
text could have been altered to read 'sons of Israel’'. Cf. his

uteronomy, p. 378.

62. Von Rad, Deuteronomy, pp. 196t., Craigie, op. cit., p.
379; Mayes, op. cit., pp. 384f.

53. Driver, Deuteronomy, pp. 355f., Keil and Delitzsch, op.
cit., vol. 3, p. 470.

54. Phillips, op. cit., p. 217; Thompson, 0p. cit., p. 299.
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55. To quote a few occurrences of 5N .LP-’ 7772 1in the
RN S et
Pentateuch, used in the sense of 'people of Israel': Exod.
2:25; 3:9-11; 6:11; Lev. 10:11; 15:31; Num 5:2; Dt. 31:19,
22.

56. Num, 23:7; 24:5, 17; Dt. 33:10; Isa. 14:1; Ps. 14:7;
44: 4; etc. Note that Ps. 14:7 uses all the three words

‘Israel', 'Jacob' and 'his people' interchangeably.

57. Driver, op._cit., p. 355.
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NOTES TO CONCLUSION

1. Exod. 3:8, 17; 13:5; 23:23; Dt. 7:1-2 which do not
quote the land promise but assume and speak of bringing the
people of Israel into the land which has been promised
earlier, mention the name of the Hivites, a sub-group, in

addition to the names of some of the major ethnic groups.

2. Cassuto, Genesis, pp. 294, 328f.; Wiseman, op. cit., p.
196; Daube, op. cit., pp. 33f.; Clark, op. cit., pp. 88-90.

3. Weinfeld, 'The Covenant of Grant in the 0ld Testament
and in the Ancient Near East', pp. 184-94; Clark, op. cit.,
pp. 63-67; Sarna, op. cit., p. 124,
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