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Introduction 

In what follows I will offer a reading of the law of Asylum Towns for 

Unintentional Killers in the Hebrew Bible, found in Exodus 21:12-14, Numbers 35, 

and Deuteronomy 19. I will offer a reading that is based on legal and philosophical 

studies of intention, and demonstrate how these notions operate in ancient text, long 

before they were formalized by modern philosophers and legal scholars. Following 

this reading, I will argue for a nuance in the practice of legal revision in ancient Israel, 

and will conclude by pointing to further paths of research, primarily on the relation 

between sin and impurity in the Hebrew Bible and ancient Judaism, that is informed 

by the debates on law and morality in contemporary legal theory. 

 

Exodus 21:12-14 

As in many other cases of biblical law, the earliest and least elaborate form of 

the law of unintentional homicide, appears in the Covenant Code, Ex. 21:12-14: 
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�Translation quoted from Alter, Five Books of Moses, 438. 
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Compared to the 13 verses dedicated for this law in Deuteronomy 19, or the 

expansive 25 verses in Numbers 35, the Covenant Code version seems quite succinct, 

and as such raises the plausible suggestion that this was the original formulation of the 

law, which later required elaboration and introduction of nuances. It is interesting, 

therefore, to notice some traces of editing already in this early form of the law: first of 

all, vv. 13-14 interrupt a list of four cases of capital punishment, all which conclude 

with the identical phrasing of punishment, ����� ���. I do not wish to push this 

argument too far, because likewise it can be argued that vv. 15-17 interrupt a 

discussion on the consequences of violent encounters: ��	���  + 
�� occurs with the 

result of death in v. 12, with the result of injury in vv. 18-19, and with a special law 

for smiting a slave, in vv. 21-22. Thus it may be suggested that vv. 15-17 were added 

(or at least were rearranged, standing formerly elsewhere), to stand together with 

another law requiring capital punishment, perhaps with the intent to evoke the Ten 

Commandments.2 

More importantly, however, is the shift from third person to first when referring 

to God in these laws. The Covenant Code refers to God several times in the 

designation �����,3 bringing forth traditional interpretation that "Gods" here means 

judges.4 The instances of first-person in the Code tend to be Yahweh-specific, unlike 

                                                
2
�On the relation of the structure of the Covenant Code and the Ten Commandments, see Cassuto___. 

3
�Ex. 21:6, 13; 22:7-8.  

4�See the Aramaic translations to Ex. 21:6, 22:7-8 as well as Rashi, Rashbam, Ibn Ezra on these verses, 

unusually in agreement. Cf. Maimonides, Guide for the Perplexed, 2.6. The relative prevalence of the 

term in previous Pentateuch narratives (e.g. Gen. 5:22, 6:9, 17:18, 20:6, 35:7, 41:32; Ex. 2:23, 3:11-13, 
20:20) weighs against this interpretation. See de Pury, "Wie und wann," 121-42 and cf. Baumgärtel, 

Elohim , 32-46; Segal, " El, Elohim, and YHWH," 89-115. 
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other laws which are much more reminiscent of ancient Near Eastern Laws.5 In the 

specific instance of the homicide law, v. 13 states that God (�����) caused it,6 and 

immediately switches to the almost Deuteronomic phrasing ����� �� ���
�.7 This 

change of voice seems to me an obvious evidence for a redactor's intervention, 

although I am compelled to admit that it cannot be merely a late addition, since 

without the apodosis, the opening protasis remains senseless. I therefore contend that 

a different apodosis was replaces with the one we have now. Further, the following 

verse is compatible in language and in content with this new apodosis, and I therefore 

assume that the original wording had two cases: an intentional homicide (v. 12), and 

an unintentional homicide, whose apodosis is now lost, but most probably did not 

result in capital punishment, or there would be no need for this section. However, in 

adding the third verse, the unit now is unclear whether it describes two kinds of 

homicide (intentional and unintentional), or three. 

For this argument, I turn to Robert Audi's distinction between simple intentions 

and complex ones:8 a simple intention defines a direct relationship between the plan 

and the action, whereas a complex intention denotes an intention to bring about a 

result by a certain action. Let us consider five different cases to correspond with 

                                                
5
�For the first person use in the Code, see Ex. 22:22-24, 26, 28-29; 23:7, 13-15, 18. For the relation 

between the Covenant Code and other ancient Near Eastern codes, especially the Hammurabi Code and 
the Code of Eshnuna, see ___. 
6
�Note that while ������  may seem neutral, the verb appears only in negative contexts: Ex. 21.13; 2 Ki 

5:7; Ps. 91.10; Pr. 12:21. See also Ju. 14.4; Jer. 2:24. 
7
�The phrase appears again in 2 Sam. 7:10 (= 1 Chr. 17:19), and 1 Ki 8:21. In a more general sense, the 

idea of God choosing a place which he designates and separates is Deuteronomistic. See Deut. 12:5, 

11, 18, 21, 26; 14:23-24; 16:2, 6-7, 11, 16; 17:8, 10; 18:5-6; 23:17; 26:2; 31:11 and cf. Josh. 9:27; 1 Ki. 

8:16; 11:13, 32, 34, 36; Neh. 1:9. See Weinfeld, Deuteronomic School, 191-224; von Rad, 

Deuteronomy, 87-94; Tigay, Deuteronomy, 459-64. 
8�Audi, Action, Intention, and Reason, 70-73, 109-119; Cf. Bratman, Intention, Plans, and Practical 

Reason, 139-67. 
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verses 12-14 of Ex. 21: (1a) X calls Y names, and Y, aggravated starts hitting X. In 

anger, Y delivers a decisive blow to X's chest, who subsequently dies in the hospital 

several hours later; (1b) the same as the previous case, only here Y did not deliver one 

decisive blow by mistake, but repeatedly pounded X until Y could see X was dead; 

(1c) X is a guard in an army-base, who is attacked at night from behind, and has his 

gun taken away from him. He seizes the intruder Y by the head, and pounds him 

against the wall several times, until Y is dead; (2) X throws picks up a stone and 

throws it to drive away a stray dog. Y, a young child happens to run across in the 

range of the stone, is hit in the head and dies; (3) X wants to kill Y, sets an ambush for 

Y in a dark corner one night, and then hits Y until Y is dead. 

Case (2) is clearly an example for Ex. 21:13, as case (3) is clearly an example 

for the following verse. But which case is closer to v. 12, case (1a) or (1b)? Note that 

the strike of the victim is intentional in both cases, whereas the death is intentional 

only in (1b).9 That is to say, there was a complex intention, an intention to bring about 

a result by the action that was in addition to the intended action itself. In (1c), X the 

soldier is also intending to bring about death, but the circumstances do not put him at 

fault, as stipulated in Ex. 22:1.10 If case (1a) where the striking is intentional but not 

the killing is the meaning of v. 12, we should ask ourselves whether such an 

unintentional manslaughter is indeed substantially different from case (2), or v. 13, so 

as not to allow the asylum. If case (1b) is the meaning, in other words that the killing 

itself is intentional, then we should wonder whether there is such a difference between 

an intentional killing that was cunningly premeditated (as in v. 14), or that was 
                                                
9�For the problem of �	� (strike) as intentional, see also Daube, The Deed & the Doer, 48. 
10
�Cf. the Talmudic dictum ������	
�� ����� ��� (b. Ber. 58a, 62b; b. Yoma 85b), as well as the 

specific case of this example in relation to laws of war, where certain actions are permissible in the 
course of war that are not permissible to civilians (or even to soldiers, outside the course of war).  See 

Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars. 
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necessarily premeditated (as v. 12 does not make a claim on the matter one way or the 

other). The ambiguity of the text allows for either of these interpretations to be 

plausible: v. 12 is either a general statement, after which two special cases are 

specified; or a completely different case, in which the killing was unintentional but 

the striking was, in which case the offender is culpable. In light of my previous 

assumptions regarding the evolution of this law (for now only in the early stages of 

the formation of the Covenant Code), I would even venture to say that the original law 

stipulated any lethal strike, regardless of the intention, would result in capital 

punishment, and that only a purely accidental manslaughter (i.e. with no intentional 

violence involved) would lead to a different fate. The author who added vv. 13b-14 

also caused a change in the sense of v. 12, since the explicit description of malicious 

intent in v. 14 makes the reading of v. 12 as an intentional murder problematic. The 

expansions of Deuteronomy 19 and Numbers 35 seek, among other things, to clarify 

this ambiguity. 

 

Deuteronomy 19:1-13 

The first thing that I notice when examining the version of the Towns of Asylum 

in Deut. 19 is that it is enveloped with a preoccupation with space; that is, it begins 

with a condition of the inheritance of the land, and after its conclusion, it follows with 

the proscription of pushing back boundaries (v. 14).11 Thus, the asylum law presents a 

fascinating example of spatial theories and their application or relevance to legal 

theory, along the following defining lines:  

                                                
11
�The centrality of space for this law, which almost marginalizes the issue of the purpose of these 

cities, is excellently stressed by Stackert's discussion, who not only dedicated the lion share of his 
treatment of this law to the topic, but also named the chapter "The Urbanizaiton of Asylum." See 

Stackert, Rewriting the Torah; cf. Levine, Numbers 21-36, 569-71. 
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Law requires space to be enacted and enforced, and conversely a community of 

a shared space requires law to moderate their interactions.13 While this may seem 

obvious, it is noteworthy that some laws (and especially in Deuteronomy) are tightly 

associated with the entrance or inheritance of the land, while others are not. This 

proves that this dependency is not too obvious to mention, but instead significant for 

some laws more than others.14 This distinction gave rise to the rabbinic notion of ������

����� ������, commandments that are dependent on the inhabitance of the land.15 

However, Deut. 19:1-3 shows us that law is not only dependent on space for its 

application, it also generates and construes space for it to be enacted. 

Having prescribed the dedication of the asylum towns for this purpose, the law 

explicitly shifts from the production of space to the eligibility for asylum, stating "and 

this is the case of the murderer who will flee there and live": 
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12
�Economides et al., "The Spatial Analysis of Legal Systems," 174. 

13
�Lefebvre, Production of Space, 53-65; de Certeau, Everyday Life, 21-26. 

14
�Cf. Deut. 12:20-21, 17:14, 26:1. 

15
�See Safrai, "Boundaries of Israel," 1097-1119; Shemesh, "When You Enter the Land," 151-77. 
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Unlike the phrasing of the Covenant Code, which abstractly referred to someone 

who did not plot it, Deuteronomy supplies a specific example. This example should 

not be naively understood as the only case which would be considered as 

unintentional homicide, but as an archetypical example containing the elements 

required for identification and discernment between the punishable intentional 

homicide and the unintentional one. 

The two elements that can be extricated from this law are the lack of apparent 

motivation, and lack of circumstances that could lead to murder, or could have been 

foreseen to include this danger. The example conveys the idea that in order for a 

homicide to count as unintentional, the one who mistakenly killed must have been 

engaging at the time in an action that is totally unexpected to yield such an outcome, 

and as such limits the instances where one can claim asylum. In other words, I argue 

that the specific example in Deut. 19:5 clarifies the ambiguity of Ex. 21:12-13, 

between the simple intentions and complex intentions. Thus it restores what must 

have been the original meaning of Exodus 12: if anyone strikes a person [regardless of 

his intentions], and this person dies, the aggressor will be put to death. Note that both 

elements that rise from Deut. 19 are lacking in the hypothetical case of the aggressor 

who did not intend to kill: he cannot claim that they were not foes previously, nor was 

                                                
16
�Translation quoted from Alter, Five Books of Moses, 972-3. 
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he engaging at the time in an activity that did not include the danger of bringing about 

death. 

Not the least significant are the traits of intention that these elements reveal to 

us, particularly in the intricate relationship intent bears on two other notions, that of 

wanting, and of action. Intention is usually construed as closely linked to want, for if 

we want something we intend to achieve it. However, as all the major philosophers of 

intention have noted,17 intending is quite separate from wanting. First of all, we are 

able to do something intentionally although we do not want to do it, such as in the 

case of coercion. On the other hand, we are also capable of wanting something with 

no intention of fulfilling our desires, as in the case of fantasies. Thus, it is perfectly 

possible for someone to want to kill someone else, with no intention of killing him. 

But if it so happens that he does kill him, it would be difficult to prove that his wish 

and his intention were separate. This distinction also teaches us the significant 

disparity between the philosophical sense of intention and the legal-criminal sense of 

it.18 

The other intricate relationship evident in this text, is the connection between 

intent and action. Ostensibly, there is a clear distinction between the two, and 

certainly in a legal framework this distinction is crucial, since legal systems do not 

only differentiate between a misdeed that was carried it in malice or unintentionally, 

but also between a crime that was executed, and an intent to execute a crime which 

                                                
17
� � Anscombe, Intention, 76-78; Audi, Action, Intention, and Reason, 35-55; Bratman, Faces of 

Intention, 225-49; Davidson, "Intending," 83-102; Duff, Intention, Agency and Criminal Liability, 52-

63. See also Hare, "Wanting," 44-58 and recently Holton, Willing, Wanting, Waiting, 1-19. 
18
�See Audi, "Volition, Intention, and Responsibility"; Duff, Intention, Agency and Criminal Liability, 

1-37; Naffine et al, Intention in Law and Philosophy. 
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did not come to fruition.19 While the latter is also punishable by law, we should note 

that it can only be recognized and consequently punished after some action has been 

performed towards the crime.20 Thus, if X intends to assassinate Y, but has not yet 

taken actual measures towards his crime, X will not be caught nor punished. Indeed, 

we may say that X is "intending" in a philosophical sense, but not in a legal sense. 

While I doubt that such a distinction would have made sense to ancient Hebrews, the 

law in Deuteronomy definitely reflects a close connection between intention and 

action. The intention reveals itself in the action, and although supposedly someone 

could invite a friend to hew wood in order to stage an accidental death, the action 

serves as a marker of intent, framing the circumstances quite differently from the case 

of a strike in Exodus (����
����	�). The possibility of someone staging an accident 

while engaging in an activity that is not apparently aggressive is addressed by the 

other stipulation, which reflects an assumption that had a person plotted to stage such 

an accident, his dislike for his victim would have been known previously. 

 

Numbers 35 

Numbers 35 parallels Deuteronomy 19 on several aspects. First of all, like 

Deuteronomy it begins and ends with the construction of space as a separate concern 

from that of the unintentional homicide. In Deuteronomy this law concludes with the 

law against pushing back boundaries, whereas in Numbers the law of the Asylum 

                                                
19
�For a "heretic" view of this distinction, which also serves as a good manifestation of its prominence, 

as well as the complexity of dissociating action and intent in a legal context, see Robinson, "Actus 

Reus-Mens Rea Distinction." 
20
�Whether this is the case in Jewish law remains debatable, although in a religious system there are not 

only crimes, punishable by a human legal system, but also sins, offensive to God. This fact rules out 
not only intentions, but also desires. See Jackson, "Liability for Mere Intent," and Anderson, Sin, 95-

163. 
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Towns concludes with a warning against defiling or polluting the land with blood. In 

other words, space here is construed very differently than in Deuteronomy, affected 

not only by law, but also by theological categories of purity and impurity.21 Verses 2-

5 are solely dedicated to the towns of the Levites,22 v. 6 mentions the purpose of the 

Asylum towns, but then verse 9 begins a new section as a separate law, which begins 

stipulating the terms of the unintentional homicide. 
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21
�On this issue see Douglas, Purity and Danger, 114-39; Joosten, People and Land, 137-92. 

22
�On the purpose of Levite Towns, see Tigay, Deuteronomy, 179; Milgrom, Numbers, 502-4; Stackert, 

Rewriting the Torah, 68-96. 



Amihay, Unintentional Homicide����

��� +���������
�����	
����������
����	�������������������������	
�����	��������


�����������	�������������-����������!�� ���	�������
�
������������
�����
���

������������	�����������

��� "�
���������������	�����
���
�����
���������������������������� ������

��������
�������
���
���	� ����

��� +����
������	
����������������������������
���
��	���� �������������
����

����������������������
����� ���	�����������	���� ���	�������

��� 
����������
��	�����(�� ����
�������������	
��������
����������!�� ������


��	����

��	����(�� ���
�����

 

As in the case of Deuteronomy 19, Numbers 35 lists specific examples of 

actions which help discern intent. However, it presents a completely different 

rationale from Deuteronomy, in several aspects: first of all, it seems that unlike the 

archetypical example in Deuteronomy 19:4-5, the text in Numbers is attempting to be 

exhaustive: it lists three types of material (iron, stone and wood), and then specifies 

the decree for any tool (v. 22), or any stone (v. 23). Furthermore, the circumstances of 

engaging in a specifically nonviolent activity are removed. Instead, the circumstances 

are only in cases of an actual strike, and relate to the tool used for the strike, and the 

manner in which it was performed. In other words, these are all cases expanding on 

Ex. 21:12 ����
����	� (He who strikes a man and he dies), and do not mention at all 

the case in which ������������� (God made it befall into his hand), which seems to 

be the main exegetical interest of Deut. 19:4-5.24 The fact that the understanding of 

"relevant circumstances" differs between Numbers and Deuteronomy should not 

obscure the shared notion of intent which is revealed in action. The repetition of ��
�

������� (by which one may die, vv. 17-18) is the operative phrase here: the mere usage 

of the tool proves intent, since the aggressor is taken to know that this tool can be 

                                                
23
�Translation quoted from Alter, Five Books of Moses, 861-2. 

24
� Stackert, Rewriting the Torah, 38-49. 
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lethal, and therefore using it discloses an intent to kill.25 On the contrast, if the tool 

happened to be a tool by which one may dies, but the aggressor did not notice or did 

not realize it to be as such, this causes a jurisprudential problem of contrasting  

evidence, which is turned over to the discretion of the community (vv. 23-24).26 

 

The Relation of Numbers 35 and Deuteronomy 19 

 

The relation between Numbers 35 and Deuteronomy 19 is a complex one and is 

especially entangled in light of the possibility that both sections had been redacted in 

response to the other, so as that their current situation does not aptly reflect the 

concerns each passage was addressing. Despite the fact that I consider Ex. 21:13b-14 

to be later redactions, I am not convinced that they have been added to respond to 

Num. 35 and Deut. 19,27 since the latter two clearly expand and explain the oblique 

distinction of intentional and unintentional homicide in Ex. 21. 

In addition to the dialectic redaction which took place, the matter is further 

complicated by the difficulty of discerning the relation of D and H.28 This question 

has been recently discussed by two detailed studies, of Barmash29 and Stackert,30 

including a very helpful survey of previous literature by the latter.31 I am hesitant to 

draw a conclusion based on the study of a specific law in these codes, as the evidence 
                                                
25
�Daube, The Deed & the Doer, 49-50. 

26
�Levinson, Deuteronomy, 128. 

27
�Zakovitch, "Book of the Covenant," *62. 

28
� For general comments on this problem, see Weinfeld's early study on the relation of D to P 

(Deuteronomic School, 179-232) and problems of H's relation to D as well as P in Milgrom, Leviticus 

17-22, 1319-61; Knohl, Sanctuary of Silence; Schwartz, Holiness Legislation. 
29
�Barmash, Homicide, 71-93. 

30
� Stackert, Rewriting the Torah, 31-112. See also his previous version, "Why Does Deuteronomy 

Legislate Cities of Refuge?  
31
�Stackert, Rewriting the Torah, 57-61. 
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sometimes seems contradicting in different laws (an the intricacy of the evolution of 

this law alone is a good example of that). Nevertheless, one fact stands out clearly 

from the legal and philosophical analyses of the different versions of the law, and that 

is that the priestly code and the Deuteronomist are not in contradiction, and one need 

not erase or substitute the other. Instead, Deut. 19 is expanding the case of 

happenstance (���� ���� ������ in the Covenant Code), which is a clear-cut 

unintentional homicide; Num. 35, on the other hand, is expanding the case of an 

intentional aggression which results in a disputed case of homicide (in which the 

aggressor claims the homicide was unintentional). The fact that these two sources are 

not incompatible, and together forge a more coherent view of Ex. 21, is also a 

suggestion to review some conceptions of the various schools which formed the 

Pentateuch. Since they are evidently separate schools, we tend to consider them in 

competition for supremacy. At the same time, however, we know that at some point a 

redactor, or a group of redactors, found the separate documents to be fairly 

compatible and consistent. If we know this for a fact, in light of the final product that 

rests before us, is it too surprising to find that while one source is being written in 

response to another, it is not only a polemic or an attempt to rectify and improve a 

previous author, but also a sincere attempt to harmonize a tradition which is not fully 

objectionable, and that this attempt is carried out in good faith? In other words, the 

compatibility of Deut. 19 and Num. 35 on this point, reinforced by the fact that both 

respond to ambiguities in Ex. 21, but without annulling each other, calls for a nuanced 

view of legal revision as a political activity of the biblical period.32 

 

Further implications of the Asylum Laws 
                                                
32
�For instances of Legal Revision within biblical law, see Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 91-277; 

Levinson, Deuteronomy; idem. Legal Revision. 
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Before concluding, I would like to mention several more problems that are 

raised by this group of laws, which I could not address here in full. 

In his provocatively entitled essay, "What's Wrong with Involuntary 

Manslaughter?" Stephen Garvey raises a question that is even more pertinent to the 

Hebrew Bible – or perhaps to any religious system of law – than it is to contemporary 

legal systems.33 Consider the strong words in which the law of Asylum Towns 

concludes: 
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Considering the elaborate distinction that has just been made, we must ask 

ourselves, how does this conclusion comply with the distinction between an 

intentional and unintentional killer. We may have deduced that only the malicious 

                                                
33�I had an interesting insight on the stark difference between religious and secular law systems in an 

unexpected place: looking through the index of Levinson's Legal Revision and Religious Renewal, I 

noticed an entry which caught my eye, "civil law." Rather than list page numbers, the index entry 

continues, "see under divine justice." This aptly encapsulates the context in which civil law is to be 
understood in ancient Judaism. To use rabbinic terms, even ���!�����"��
������ are still, and for all 

practical purposes, ���������"��
������ (Levinson, Legal Revision, 189). 
34
�Translation quoted from Alter, Five Books of Moses, 863. I have my doubts regarding the rendering 

of �#	� as ransoming, but I understand Alter's choice to avoid a Christian misreading of Atonement into 
the biblical context. Milgrom (Numbers, 295) and Levine (Numbers 21-36, 550) render it "expiation." 

However, see on the proscription of Ransom in Licht, Numbers, 179-81. 
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murder has the effect of defiling the land. However, regardless of context, the rhetoric 

does not seem to imply that. Furthermore, another strong statement, of Gen. 9:6, states 

that "he who sheds blood, by humans his blood shall be shed, for in the image of God 

he made Humankind." In other words, the offense of bloodshed, whether it is offense 

to the purity of the land or to the image of God, could be expected to be so strong as 

to not bring into account the intention by which it was done, or to bring it into account 

in a different way, for example, by equating negligence with murder.35 Such 

hypotheses usually prove little helpful: perhaps it would have made more sense to us 

if biblical law stated such a thing or its opposite. We cannot know why one path was 

chosen over another. But the path that was chosen is more than telling, as we try and 

extricate the presuppositions that informed and molded these laws. Here, I sense a 

link that is not always evident and not accepted by all scholars, between defilement 

and sin.36 To be sure, there are substantial examples for cases where impurity is not 

considered sinful, and this specific case is unique in that there is not only bloodshed 

involved, but also a demand to expiate for the blood by killing the murderer. Most 

importantly, there is still an open debate regarding the relations between sin and 

purity.37 This debate ties in well also with the hypothesized different stances of P and 

                                                
35
� Cf. Garvey, who does not go that far, but does claim that "An actor guilty of involuntary 

manslaughter does not defy the law. He cannot defy it because he does not see the risk he is taking, and 
if he does not see the risk he is taking, he cannot know that the risk is one the law demands he not take. 

The hardship imposed on such an actor is thus imposed, not to punish him for defiance, but rather to 

censure him for weakness, for failing to control the desire causing his blindness when he could have 

exercised such control, and when the demand for its exercise was fair to make" (p. 383). If we add to 
this the fact that the biblical legislator was aware of laws of negligence (Deut. 22:8), it raises the 

peculiarity of the significance of intention in laws of murder all the more striking. See also Licht's 

discussion of the rabbinic term, "��$����������
 (Licht, Numbers, 184). 
36
� In relation to this law, see Milgrom, Numbers, 509-11. 

37�See Klawans, "The Impurity of Immorality"; Himmelfarb, "Impurity and Sin," and previous scholars 

of H (n. 28). Cf. Barmash, Homicide, 94-115. 
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H on this matter, and can serve as another tool to distinguish priestly layers within 

Num. 35. 

In conclusion, I have tried to demonstrate how a philosophical and legal critique 

of biblical law can not only extricate legal assumptions that furnish the law, but also 

contribute to the study of the law's development and the relation between the various 

sources. My personal interests lie in the meeting point of law and morals,38 and law 

and politics. I consider the Asylum Towns to be a case that serves as a meeting point 

of several issues, primarily Intention and Space, and that elucidating such abstract 

terms as they manifest in concrete laws and statutes is essential for the understanding 

of biblical law. Following Stackert's argument of a dependency of Num. 35 on Deut. 

19, and even recognizing the differences which he notes, I contend that there is also 

enough in common to reconsider the attitude of the later author. To this, I added 

briefly a note on the relation of sin and impurity to further complicate the discussion 

and point to further paths of legal criticism of biblical law. 
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38
�Especially following the works of Joseph Raz, Kent Greenawalt and John Finnis. See Bibliography. 
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