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LITERARY AND HISTORICAL PROBLIMS IN THE

BOOK OF DEUTERONOMY

by

L, v.Nicholson

The main problem dealt with in this thesis is the twofold problem of
the provenance of Deuteronomy and the date of its composition. But any attempt
to decide the answer to this guestion of necessity involves the study of
several problems of both a literary and historical nature. Ue have first of
all to decide what we mean by Deuteronomy for it is almost unanimously agreed
by 01d Testament scholars that the present book is the final product of a long

groyth beginning with the so-called Urdeuteronomium and developing into the

book in its present dimensions. Our first chapter is therefore concerned with
the problem of determining what sections of the present book belonged to the
original book, Ur-Douteronomy, and which parts are later additions. We conclude
that the book of Deuteronomy in its original form consisted of substantially
chapters v-xxvi and xxviii of the present book. In the second chapter we
proceed to examine the relationship between Ur-Deuteronomy and the law book
vhich, according to 2 Kings xxii, was discovered in the Jerusalem Temple in the
eighteenth year of Josiah (621 B.C,}. In this chapter we survey the scholarly
debate to which this problem has given rise during the past generation or so

and we conclude that in spite of the vigorous opposition of such scholars as
Holscher, Kennett, Horst and Pedersen, the conventional theory, first formulated
by W.M.L.DelWlette in 1805, which equates Ur-Deuteronomy with Josiah's law book is

the most reasonable solution to this problem. This conclusion is of great

significance in dating the composition of Ur-Deuteronomy since it fixes the
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the terminus ad guem for this in the year 621 B.C. when the book was discovered

in Jerusalem., The third chapter attempis to fix the terminus a gquo for the

composition of the book., Here we conclude that the legislation in Deuteronomy
belongs to a more advanced period in Israel's history than that in the Book of

the Covenant {ca. 800 B.C.). In particular we argue that the doctrine of the
centralisation of the cult has its origin in the reign of Hegzekiah and that it

is therefore reasonable to infer that the Deuteronomic demand for centralisation
is later than the reign of that king, that is, after about 700 B.C. On the basis
of our investigation thus far we conclude that Ur~Deuteronomy was written sometime
between 700 B.C. and 621 B.C. and we suggest, following the opinion%f many Qld
Testament scholars, that the reign of Manasseh is the likely period of its
composition,

The second part of the thesis, chapters IV-VI, is concerned with the
problem of the authorship and origin of Deuteronomy. In chapter IV we outline
the nature of Deuteronomy and the traditions upon which it is based. Following
the work of many recent scholars, we decide that Deuteronomy is based upon the
old amphictyonic sacral traditions of early Israel. In chapter V we survey the
currently favoured theory which holds that Deuteronomy originated in Northern
Israel where, it is maintained, these old traditions were preserved and transmitted
down through the centuries. We agree with the advocates of this theory that there
are strong comnections between Deuteronomy and north Israelite traditims,
particularly the E document of the Pentateuch and Hosea. But we argue that the
old traditions underlying Deuteronomy were also preserved in Judah and in chapter
VI we attempt to show that Deuteronomy originated in a circle composed of both

northern and southern propheis who combined and worked in Judah in the Tth



century B.C. and who composed Deuteronomy as a programme of reform and revival
during the dark days of Manasseh's reign when the pure Yahwistic faith was all
but eclipsed by the paganism so widespread in those days.

In the course of our investigation several other problems are raised
which are of incidental importance in the discussion of the problems on hand.
With these I have dealt in additional notes. The first, after chapter II, deals
briefly with the problem of the Deuteronomistic sections in Jeremiah., The second,
appended to chapter III, deals with the problem of Sennacherib's invasion of
Judah in 701 B.C. This is of some importance in our discussion of the origin of
the centralisation of the cult, The third additional note, after chapter IV, is
concerned with the important question of the relationship between the Exodus-conques
traditions of the Hexateuch and the Sinai traditions and their cultic Sitz im
Leben in early Israel. The fourth nobe, after chapter V, deals with the recent
trend in 01d Testament studies which seeks to find the origin of so much of the
literature of the 0ld Testament in cultic liturgies. Finally, we have appended
to chapter VI a long additional note on the problem of the Yj& ” Dy which
is of importance in Gerhard von Rad's currently popular theory of the origin of

Deuteronomy.
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(1)
INTRODUCTTON

No book in the 0ld Testament has given rise to more debate than
the book of Deuteronomy. The problems involved are many and could be the
basis of countless theses. In this work I have limited myself to only a
few of the more important questions which arise in the study of the book.

Te main problem tackled is the twofold problem of the provenance
of Deuteronony and the date of its composition. DBulb any attempt to decide
the answer to this question of necessity involves the study of seversl
problems of both a literary and historical nature, Ve have first of all %o
decide vwhat we mean by Deuteronomy for it is almost unanimously agreed by
014 Testament scholars that the preseant book is the final wesult of a

long growth beginning with the so-called Urdeuteronomium and developing

into the book in itas present dimensions. Our firgt chapber and study is
therefore concerncd with the problem of determining what sections of the
present book belonged to the original book, Ur=Deuteronomy. Having attempted
to determine the extent of the original book, we proceed in the second

study to a discussion of the relationship bhetween it and Josiah's reformation
and law book. In this chapter we conclude that theconventional equation

of Ur~Deuteronomy with Josish's law book is still the most reasonable
solution to this problem. This conclusion is of great significance in
dating the composition of Ur=Deuteronomy since it fixes the terminus ad

quen for this in the year 62L B.C. when the book was discovered in the Temple
in Jerusalem, The third chapter attempts to fix the texminus a quo for

the composition of the book. Ilere we conclude that the legislation in

Deuteronony belongs to a more advanced period in Israel's history than

that in the Book of the Covenant (¢a.800 B.C.). Of more significance, however,
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ig our argument that the doctrine of the centralisation of the cult has

its origine in the reign of Hezekiah and that it is therefore reasonable

to infer that the Neuteronomic denand for centralisation is later than

the reign of that king, that is, after about 700 B.C. On the basis of our
argunents thus far we conclude that Ur=Desuteronomy was written sometime
between 700 B.C. and 621 B.C. and we suggest that the reign of Manassch

is the likely poriod of its composition.

The second three chaptors in the thesis are comncerned mainly with
the authorship snd provenance of Deuteronomy. In the firast study in this
sacond part of the work, chaptor four, we set the sitage by outiining tho
nature of Deuteronomy and the traditions upon which it is based. Following
the werk of many recent scholars, we decide that Deuteronomy is based upon
the old amphictyonic sacral traditions of early Israel, 'the problem of
the provenance and authorship of Deuteronomy then becomes largely that of
determining vho preserved these old sacral traditions down through the
centuries until they were formulated as a book in the 7th century B.C, In
the fifth and sixth chapters we deal with this problem, In the {ifth chapter
ve survey the currently favoured theory of the north Israglite origin of
Deuteronomy and we c¢onclude that there are definite connections between
Deuteronomy and north Israelite traditions, particularly the B document
of the Pentateuch and Hosea. But we argue that any theoxy of a purely
northern origin of the book raises several difficult probilaws for we helieve
that there are strong Judaean as well as northern elements in Deuteronomy.
In the sixth chapter we take up thig suggestion and attempt to show that
Denteronomy originated ind circle composed of both northern and southern

prophets who combined and worked in Judah in the Tth century B.C., and who

composed Deuteronomy as a programme of reform and revival during the dark

days of Manasseh's reign vhen the pure Yshwistic faith was all but eclipsed
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by the paganism so widespread and deep-rooted in those days.

In the course of our investigation several other problems are
raiged which are of incidentel importance and interest in the discussion
of the problems on hand., With these I have dealt in additional notes.
The firet, after chapitor II, deals briefly with the problem of fhe Deutoro=-
nomistic sections in Jeremiah. The second note; apponded to chepter 1II,
deals with the problem of HSpunacherib's invesion of Judah in 70l B.C. This
is of some importancce in our discussion of the origin of the centralisation
of the cult, The third additional note is concerned with the important
question of the relationship between the Exodus-conquest traditions of the

Hexateuch and the Sinal traditions and their cultic Sitz im Leben in early

Tarael. The fourth note, after chapter V, deals with the recent trond in
014 Testament studies which seeks to find the origin of so much of the
literature of the 01d Testament in cultic liturgles., And finally we have
appended to chapter VI a long additional note on the problem of tho ‘{‘IRTT ay
which is of importance in von Rad's currently popular theory of the origin
of Deuteronomy.

It is not easy to be originel in dealing with problems such as
those involved in the study of Deuteronomy about which so much has heen
uritten down through the years. ‘'lhere are, however, parts of this thesis
vhere I have arrived at some independent conclusions which I am putting
forward for consideration. Chapter II will be seen to contain sowme original
thoughts on the problem of Joslah's reformation and Deuteronomy. In particular
there is in this chapter a swall but, I believe, important texBual emendation

on 2 Kings xxii 18.1 The substance of this chapter was read as a paper before

1. Published as a short article under the title “II Kings xxii 18 == A

Simple Restoration” in Hemmathena vol.xcvii (1963) pp.96-98,
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the Glasgow University Orientsl Society in Sgptember 1963.2 Chapter ILX

formed the basis of an srticle published recently in Velug Testamentun’ in

which I offered for consideration a new suggestion ag $o the motives behind
Hezekioh's centralisation of public worship to Jerusalem. Chapter VI

contains some of my own thoughts on the problem of the provenance and

authorship of Deuteronomy in the light of recent study. In it I bhave attempted
to modify the currently favouved theory of shorthern Israelite origin of
Deuteronomy by argwing that the bool: also contains strong Judacan elements

and that it oviginated in a circle gomposed of both noxthern and southern
prophote. As to authorship, I have contended that Douteronomy was composed
by prophetic cireles. I have maintained this view in opposition o G.von

Rad's theory, recently accepted by many critics, of a priestly origin of the

book.4

The additional note to chapter III appeared as part of the article
in Vetug Tegtamentum referred to above and the additional note to chapter LV
on the problem of the ngf%TT‘ oy is to be published in the Journal

of Semitlic Studies in 1.965.

In preparing this dissertation I have, to the best of my knowledge,
consulted almost everything of importance wvhich has been written on the
problem of Deuteronomy during the past half century or so., In doing so
I have come to appreciate déepiy the great gifts of scholarghip vhich
former generations of 0ld Yestament scholars have left us. T have drunk
deeply from the well of their labours and researches and although at times
I have dared challenge what they thought and wrote it is always, I trust,

in & humble aad reverant manner.

2. To be published in the Society's Transactions in 1965.
3¢ "The Centraligation of the Cult in Deuteronomy"™ VI xidi (1963) 380=389.
4. Cf. G.von Red Studies in Deuberonomy (London 1953).
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CHAPTI T

THe STHUCTURL AND UNITY OF DRUTERONOMY

Deuteronomy purports to be a series of sermons delivered by
Moses to the Israelites on the eve of their entrance into the promised
land. The book falls naturally into the following divisions:
After a brief introduction (i 1-5) specifying the place and time at which
the sermons were delivered we haves
A Chs, i 6-iv 40 poses' first discourse which comprises two parts: (a) a
higtorical retrospect of the journey from Horeb to the present location
(i 6-iii 29) and (b) a hortatory section appealing to the nation to be
loyal to the God who has brought them thus far (iv 1-40).

There follows a short passage which narrates in the 3rd person
Moses' legislation concerning Asylum cities on the other side of Jordan
(iv 41~43).
B Hoses' second discourse follows in chapters v-xi with s short introduction
in iv 44-49. This second address iacludes the decalogue (v l~2l) and the
Shemal (vi 4-5) as swmaries of the Law, with {urther hortatory material and
a short historical section (ix Tb-x 11).
£ These two introductory discourses are followed by the code of laws
(xii-xxvi) vhich contains laws and legal material of very varied age and
origin interspersed for the most part with parenetic or sermon~like material.
This code of laws finds its epilogue in chapter xxviii which is connected
closely with chapter xxvi 19 and which proclaims the blessings and curses
vhich will befall Isyael according as it observes, or neglects; the lavs

which have just been laid down in the code. DBDetuecn the code and the epilogue
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stands chapter xxvii which interruptls loses' discourse and is composed in
the 3rd person. It makes provision for a ceremony to take place at Shechem
between Nts. bkbal and Gerizim when the Jordsn is crossed. This ceremony is
carried out in Joshua viii 30-3%5,
D Moses' third addrsse in chaplers xxix-xxx insists afresh upon faithfulness
to Yahweh and comprises: (a) an sppeal to Israel to accept the terms of the
covenant, with a further warning of the disastrous consequences of apostasy
(xxix 1-28)3 (b) a promise that even after the punishment threatened in
xxviii the nation could be saved if it repented and turned to God; and (c)
the well known statement about the nature of the choice before Israel as
being one of 1life or death (xxx 11-20).
B This last section (xxi-xxiv) contains a number of appendixes to the book
as follows:
(a) Moses' last words of encouragement (xxxi 1-8);
(b) the dolivery of the law book to the Levites with instructions for a
cercmony of renewal of the covenant every seven years (xxi 9~13 )3
(¢) the commissioning of Joshua ss hoses' successor (xxi 14-15523);
(d) the song of Noses (xxxii 1-47) with reasons for it (xxxi 16~22,24-30);
(e) final commendation of the whole book to Israel (xxxii 45-47);
(£) conclusion of the book containing the blessing of Moses (xxxiii) and
narrating the death of Noses (xxxiv).

Scholars have generally agreed that the book of Deuteronomy is
the final product of a long growth begianing with the so-called Ur-Deuteronomy
and developing into the book as we now have it. But on the gquestion of what
parts of the present book constituted this Ur-Deuteronomy and of how it

agsuned its present form there has been no unanimity of opinion.
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The attempt to sift Ur-Deuteronomy [rom the present book has been,
broadly speaking; carried out along two main lines of research.

1. Maay scholars, sspecially in the earlier stages of the discussion, viewed
the problem as one of deciding which of the main sections outlined above
belonged to the original book. The debate revolved around the problem of
the plurality of introductory and concluding speeches: vhich of them, together
with the central law code in chapters xii-xxvi, constituited Ur-veuteronomy ?
2. thilst many scholars see the problem as belag the same to-day, there has
neveytheless been another attempt at the literary analysis of Deuteronomy
along quite different lines. It seeks to find Ur-uveuteronomy not in a
combination of one of the introductory and concluding speeches with the law
code but scattered throughout the book. In other words the advocates of this
theory deal not with the main divisions of the book as outlined above but
with divisions which they believe to run through the whole book - “cross
divisiona",l They question the unity of the main sections.

1.

Of the main divisions, A and B raise a difficult problem., They
both seem to be independent introductions to the code in xii-xxviy neither one
seemg Lo require the other. Why two introductions ? The problem is made
more acute by the fact that both sections are writien in the same style and
ave pervaded with the same spirit.2 in the earlier stage ol the discussion
on these sections several soluiions to this problem were offered. A number
of scholars detected differences in style and standpoint between the two

digcourses,and, emphasising these, argued that the first section was a later

1. G.A.Smith Deuteronomy (CBSC, Cambridge 1918) p.lxii f.

2. For an excellent treatment of this see G.A.5wmith op.cit. ppelii-lviii.
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addition to the originol book to which bthe aecond discourse (v-xi) was the
. . 3
introduction proper.” On the other hand an equal nusber of scholars arsued
that tho styllistic and other differences between the two discoursce are
M * Ly . . > ond . . 2 o o 4
theignificant and not suffilclent to worrant belief in different suthorship.
Other commontabtors faced with the striking wnifomnity in languoage and spirii
in the discourses suggested thait toey were originolly separate introductions
. . .. ) .
to tuo geparate edltions to the code in xii-xxvi.” hRecontly, houwever, {rosh
rogearch into this problew hos yielded a move zatisfactory solution., In his
. R 6 _—
wonumental wvork on the Pentateuch and Former Prophets,  Hartin doth has
argued that the {irst discourse, chapters i-iv, in peuieronomy is not an
introduction to that book butl rather to the Leuteronowlstic history of Isracl

from koses to the bxile which beglng in veuteronomy chapter i and runs through

to E.Kingacl Hoth's suggestion is cortainly the most attractive solution to

the problem po for oifered and has been entauslasticslly roceived by mujority

of scholars.

3 50, for example, W.B.addis The Docucents of the Hexateuch 1 (London 1592)

Delxvy JoiioCarpenteor znd G.Rarford Jfhe Composition of the Hexateuch (London 1502 )

in a long footnote on pp.luH-158. sec further Ges.oodith epe.cite. pelix footnoie 2.
4. So uotably SeloDriver geuteronomy (1Iil, %rd edit., odinburgh 1902) pelxxii,
5. S0, for example, J.Wellhausen Die Compogition deo Hexuteuchs (Berlin 1899)
PelO2; Uofievmlth  oOpecite. pexci; O.bigsfeldt pinleitung in das slte Testuaent
(ibingen 19%4) p.266.

6. M.ioth Ubsrlieforunssgeschichtliche~studien I (2nd edit., tlbingen 19%7).

7. Llbid, p.ld.

8. To quote but & fewr Acbentzen lntroduction to the Old segtoment (4th edit.

Copeuhagon 1958) voll.ll pp.23740s C.d.vanell  ptudies in the Hame Tersel in
the vld Testament (Upsala 1946) po5li Gesedraght Deuberonomy (IB vollll

195%) D516 Bovo.snderson The Living dorld of the 01d Testament (London
1958) p.310f.3 G.¥.Anderson j Critical Introduction io ths Qld Testzmont
(London 1959) pp.4d,53.
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With regard to the central section, the so-called law code,
virtually all scholars agree that it or pari of it belonged to UIhDeuteronomy.g
We shall return to this when we deal with the unity of the individual sections
below,

It is very widely agreed that chapter xxvii is a later insertion into
the original book. The chapter is composed in the 3rd person, interrupts the
speech of Moses, and breaks the connection that seems to exist between xxvi 19
and xxviii 1. It is possible, however, that xxvii 9-10 was the original link
betveen xxvi and xxviii.lo

Section D (xxix~xxx) is of the nature of a supplement to the central
section of the book. It has generally been regarded as a later addition to
the original book. There has been much debate as to vhether xxviii 69 (LXX
and EVV xxix 1) is a superscription to the discourse in xxix-xxx or a sub-
scription to the preceding discourse in xii-xxvi,xxviii. Those who argue in
favour of the latter do so on the grounds that "words of the covenant" referg
to the lavs and exposition of the covenant in the main (preceding) section

of the book rather than to the general exhortations in xxixwxxx.ll Those

9, J.Cullen The Book of the Covenant in Moab (Glasgow 190%) in contrast to

the majority of scholars finds Ur-Deuteronomy not in the law code but in the
discourges and takes the law code to be the deposii of Jogiah's reformation.
For a treatment of this view see G.A.Smith op.cit. pp.xevi-xeviii,

10, Cf, S.R.Driver op.cit. pp.297-298; W.B.Addis op.cit. p.lxxv; A.Bertholet
Deuteronomium (Leipzig 1899) p.84; recently G.Henton Davies in Peake's
Commentary (London 1962) p.28l.

11, So, for example, S.R.Driver op.cilt. p.319; R.H.Pfeiffer Introduction to

the 01d Tegtament (revised edit. New York 1948) p.1B87; O.Eissfeldt op.cit.

p.265; A.Bontzen op.cit p.4l; H.Cazelles Le Deutdromome (Paris 1958) p.117;
ReDe Vaux ancient Isracl (London 1961) p.l47.
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who regard the verse as a superscripiion to xxix-xxx argue that there are no
other subscriptions in pDeuleronomy and that the verse is the introduction to
the notion of the covenant in Mosb which is dominant in the ensuing discou.rse.l2
That ig to say, the relationship between xxviii 69 and xxix 1 is the same as
that between iv 45 and v l.l3 Bither view would seem to be possible although
the latter has been recently preferred; the verse is now regarded by some as
an editorial notle identifying the beginning of Moses' third address.l4

In the earlier stage of the discussion of chapters xxix=xxx they
were regarded as composite and no part of the original beutleronomy, though
there was a willingness to allot at leust xxx 15-—2015 sud/or perhaps one or
two other passages to Ur«Deuteronomy.16 Recently, however, this third dis-
course of iloses has been viewed in another light. 11 is now sugzgested that
these chapters on account of their marked liturgical interest and form -~ the
recitation of the suving acts of God (xxix 1-7), the solemn charge to accept
the terms of the covenant (8-14), the stern warning of the consequences of
apostasy and breach of covenant (15=28), and the promise of God's Ffavour and
mercy upon the nation if it truly repents and returns to him when it breaks
the covenant (xxx 1-~10), and finally the solemn appeal to the people to choose
the way of life by entering into covenant with the God who has so revealed hin~

self to them (xxx 11-14, 15-20) ~- may be bused upon an actual covenant ceremony

12, Cf. KeSteuernagel Dpie Imistehung des Deuteronomische Geselsz (Leipzig

1895); J.Cullen op.git. p &«Bertholet op.ciit. pp.S8-89.

1%, Cf. A.Bertholet op.cit. p 89,

14, Cf, GeB.uright op.cite. p.502; G.Henton Davies JDeuteronomy (Peske's
Commentary on the Bible, London 1962) p.201L in logc.

15, 50 Soli.Driver op.cit. p.lxxvi (xxx 1L=-20); a.Bertholet op.cit. p.9l
(xxx 15-20)5 GeAoSumith op.cite p.329 (xxx 1520 but with reservations};
#.5ellin  RBinleitung in das Alte Testament (8th edit. by L.lost, Heidelberg 1950)

p.62 (xxx 15-20).
16+ 3.ReDriver further allous xxix 1«3 and Carpenter and Harford xxx 1L-10.
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(ofs xxx 9~13) which perhaps employed the original veuteronomy as containing
the covenant "words" or divine stipulations.l7 The liturgical pattern of
these two chapters is demonsitrable in other parts of the Pentateuch including
Deuteronomy itgelf and in the light of this the more recent suggestion noted
. RS

above is to be preferred.

fhat section I (xxxi-xxxiv) was not part of the original boolk but
contains rather a series of appendixes to it has been widely accepted among

19

0ld Testement scholarvg. ~ These chapters have been considered as belonging
less to the book of Deuteronomy proper than to the Pentateuch as a wholeezo
Parts of them have been viewed as forming the link between the Pentateuch and
the book of Joshua.zl ‘This latter view has been strongly advocated recently
by H.dobh who sees in parts of these chapters (ch. xxxi 113, 24-26a; xxxiv)
as in chapters i-1iil the work of the Deutercnomistic historiamaz

Thus we may conclude that a considefable number of scholarxs confine
Ur-Deuteronomy to chapters vexxvi and xxviii of the present book of Dewteronomy.
This leads us immediately to a second question; are there any passages within

these chapters which are secondary?

17« Cf. GeBewright op.cit. pp.317,502; Ge.lenton Davies op.cit. pp.281-262,

18. Cf. Ce.von Rad Das formgeschichtliche Problem des Hexateuchs (Gesammelte

Studien, Munich 1958)@ idem JStudies in Deuteronomy (4T London 1953 by D.ii.G.
Stalker) p.l4f.

19, Barlier scholars were, however, willing to allot some fragments of these
chapters to Ur-Deuteronomy. S.R.Driver allowed xxxi 1-13, 24~-27 and xxxii 45-47
to the original book, Part of the difficulty for earlier scholars lay in the
close similarity in style and standpoint between parts of these chapters and
chapters i-iii (cf.Driver op.cit. p.333:, G.A.Smith opecit. pp.332-333). woth!

]

theory noted below offers an attractive solution to this problem,
20. Cfe GeAoSmith ogp.cife pexid; WolisAddis op.cit. pedxv
2. Cfe GoAeSmith op.cit. p 33%2. 22, MJHoth gop.cit. pp.39-40
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2s

The question of the unity of the individual sectioas noted above
leads us immediately to a discussion of thé second approach to the problem of
deternining Ur-Deutercnomy — that which seeks to find the original book scat-
tered throughout the present book rather than in a combination of one of the
iatroductory and concluding speeches with the central iaw code in chapiters xkie-
xxvi, The wmain criterion used by the advocates. of thig theory for isolating
Ur-Deuteronomy is the frequent transition from the singular to the plural form
of address in Deuteronomy. 1%t is alleged that-this transition is accompanied
by other changes in the narrative.

It wagnot until the last decade of the 19th ceatury that this dis~
tinction in the form of address in Deuteronony was carefully scrutinized., In
1391 C.llxCornill regarded some laws as secondary on account of their use of
the plura1323 A few yearg later, in 13984, woat&rke4 and K,Steuernagelzs working
independently published detailed znolyses of Jeuteronomy based on the changing
forms of address. Since then this criterion has been adopted by a lurge number

of scholars and is currently favoured by manyogﬁ

23, UolsCornill [inleitung in das alte Testament (Tibingen 1891).
240 Westirk Das Deutercnomium: sein Inhualt und seine literarische Formm

(Leipzig 1894).

25. KeSteuernagel QPer Raimen des Deuteronomivmg (1894). Cf. further his

Di.e mntstehung des deuteronomische Gesetz (1896) and peuberonowium und

Josua, (lst edit. 1898),
26, To notea fews H.Genitchell "The Use of the wecond Person in Jeuteronomy"

JHL xviii (1899) pp.61-109; J.dempel Die gchichten des veuteronomiums (Leipzig

1914)3 Gedesmith opeit. pp.lxxiiiff.; G.HOlscher "Komposition und Ursprung des
Deuteronomiuwms® iy xi (1922) pp.l61-255; O.missfeldt op.cite pp.188-195, 251-

2685 Movoth gp.cit. p.l6f.s J.H.Hospers De numeruswigselins in het beek

Jeuteronomiwn (1947)(not consulbed); G.von Rad Studies in Deuberonomy p.ll;

and very recently G.linette de Tillesse "Jections 'tu' et seciions 'vous' daus le

Deutéronome” U1 xii (1962) pp.29-87.
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wWithin the ra.ks of those who chamption the use ol this linguistic
criterion tnere have been, brosdly speuking, Two theories concerning the liter
ary growth of Deuteronomy. ‘Jhe first one, which was more characteristic of the
earlier stages of the debate, sees in the present book of Deuteronomy the result

of a combination of two or more originally sepurate editions (Sonderauszaben)

of UrbDeuteronomy,27 The second theory explaing the development of Deuteronomy
by way of a supplementary hypothesis whereby the original book was amplified by
additions and expansions which attached themselves to Ur-Deuteronomy

(Brganzunzen hypothesis).

Of these two theories the first, the Jonderausgaben theory, would find

few supporters to-day. In the first place the attempts to isolate the separate
editions of Ur-Deuteronomy within the present book were unsuccessiul. 29 Furthers-
more the problem of the plurality of introductory snd concluding addresses Lrom
which this theory took its starting point is now more satisfactorily accomodated
by ioth's Ttheory noted above,

aore popular to~day is the firganzungen theory. The most recent de~
tailed study olong these lines comes from Gendnette de Tillesse.BO Before con-

sidering his sugzestions we must note some general objections which have been

raised agailnst the use of this linguistic oriterion in the study of seuteronomy.

27, 30 for example K.Steuernagel in the works cited in note 25 abovej wW.otirk
op.cit.; Jo.l@mpel op.cite.s O.dissfeldt op.cit.
28, Cf. G.Hdlscher op.cit.; G.uinette de Tillesse gp.cit.

29, Cf, Se.howinckel Le Décalogue (Paris 1927) p.ll; al.Weiser Introduction io

the 01d Tegtament (T London 1961 by D.M.Barton from 4th German edit.) Pe130,

30, Gosmiinette de Tillesse ope.cit.

%1, Cf. WoH.fiddis The Documents of the Hexoteuch vol.ii (London 1898) pp.l0-19;

As.Bertholet op.cit. pe.xxi; JoM.Carpenter and G.Harford op.cit. p.165f, J.Cullen
OpeCit. DD.2~43 B.Konig Dsg Deuteronomimm (1917); J.Sperber "Der Personen-
wechgel in der bibel" Aa xxwii (1913) ppe.23-33; BoD.icrdmuns "Deuteronomy" in

01d Testament fisgays (edit. v.C.simpson, London 1927) pp. 77-34.
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Right from the beginning it has met with strong opposition from a
large number-of OLd Testament sc:ho].a.rs‘,:51 Broadly spealking three main object-
iong have been levelled against it.

(1) fThe divergencies between the readings in the MT and the other versions,
particularly the Samariten version and the LAX, render the criterion hazardous.
Thug in chapter i 21 the MT has the singular in an otheruise plural passage
whilst the LAX has the plural throughout. In iv 3 the sl ie in the plursl
except for the last two words. The LAX and Peshitbo have the plural throughout,
Similarly in verse 10 of the same chspter the LAX is in the plural whilst the
AT is a mixture of both singular and plural. Similarly in iv 29 the LAR has
singular throughout vhilst the HT has the first word in the plural. 1In vi 3

the HT, followed by the LXK, bas one word in the plural in an otherwise singular
text but the Samaritan, Vulgate and Peshitto have the singular throughovut. 1In
vi 17 the MT is mostly plural with only the last word in the singular., The LAX
has the singular throughout. In viii L the LXX has plural vhilst the KT has one
word in the singular. In x 15 the LiX is plural but the ul is in the singular
except foxr one words In xi 10 the il is predoninantly singular with only one
word in the plural, 4Yhe LiI& however has plural in the first half of the verse
and the singular in the second half. .oome versions, however, have the singular
throughout. 1In xi 13 the MU is in the plural whilst the LXK is singular except
for one word 1Y n U)D o In verse 14 of the same chapter the MY has the first
half in the plural and the second in the singular. The LXX is singular through-
out. Verse 20 in the MT is singular but the LAX is plural.

If this comparison is carried further the results are the same., It

(eontld)
3l. S.Mowinckel op.cite p.l4; H.d.Wiener "Zur Deuteronomiumsfrage" in iwonatschrift

fir Ceschichte und wissenschuft des Judentums® n.f. xxxvi (1928) pp.24-48; H,

iveit Die Prediet des Deutevonomisten (Huaich 1933); A.lentzen o0p.cit. p.4l;

GolloWright omecit. pp.362,393f.
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has been argeed against this objecticn that the differences between the Lad snd
w1 readings may be due to a "harmonizing" process carried out by Lax ‘t:rLms].ad;o:c's..32
But the evidence does not seen to point to this. There are many instances where
the LAX follows the WU where one would expect harmonizing., Thus for example in
chapter i 3L the MY has the first helf of the verse in the singular and tae
second half in the plural: "ind in the wilderness, where thou hast seen (,ﬂ\ f'%;l )
how that the Lord thy God ( 7"—’{’ % g;, ) bare thee (“%"d W] ), as a man doth
bear his son, in sll the way that ye went ( mfﬁt?'% 1] ) until ye came
( U;)S:l ) unto this place". The Lix, far from ﬁarmon:i.zing, has H,Jj)“(\),“\
for @7 ﬁ";]; and otherwise follows the wl, Similaxly in chapter ii 24 the ‘
LZX followe the uT which begins in the plural and changes to the singuler. In
vi % the MT and LXX have the singular throughout except for one word ( P 2175’))
in the plural. In vii 4 a very mixed mT is followed by the LAX. In verse 25‘
of the game chapter the #71 is followed by the LAA in having one plural word

]') Dj L'UJ:) ) in an otherwise entirely singular passage. and there are
many mere ;ex:;.mples of this throughout the book,

In addition to this there are copious examples of where the LiX has
preserved a passage with both singular and plural in it as against a wl reading
vhich is consistently either singular or plural. For example, in chapter vi 18
the KT has the singular throughout: "and thou shalt do (37 *wJN'1) that which
is rmight and good in the sight of the Loxrd; that it may be well t;rl th thee ( ’ % )
and that thouw mayest go in ( ﬂ Q%:l) and possess ( ﬂ M)“Y') )} the good land
which the Lord epare unto thy fathers ( ‘{ :ﬂl H% )",  The LXX, however, adds
the plural "your God" after "the Lord" and reads “you.r fathers" ( O Djeﬂ]ng’}) |

for the nT ;reﬁ a:‘@ Similarly in ix 1 the HT is singular throughout whilst

%2, S0, for example, iA.F.Puukko Das Deuteronomium (Leipzig 1910) p.105f;

Jollempel ope.cit. pp. T-15.
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the LAa rhas one word in the plural -— reading D::)D for nl :[V) VS
In chapier xvi 3 the LiX and the Samaritan between them preserve a plural
reading in a passage which is otherwise in the singular both in these versions
and in the WT. and there ure magy more similar occurrances throughout the
book,

ihe mogt reasonable explanation of all this is that the LKA has behind
it a different textual tradition from the Mi. ‘his is further supported by the
fact that in for example chapters v-vii there are more than thirty variations
in pergon and number between the ml and the LiX, accordingly the divergencies
between the W1 snd the other versions at once raise serious difficulties and
obstacles for those who would use this linguistic criterion for the literary
analysis of Deuteronomy,
(2) another objection to this theory is the fact that such varistions in form
of address occur in other parts of the Uld Yestament where there can be no quest-
ion of a plurality of authers., Yor example, LIxodus xxii 2L-23 readss

"(21) Ye shall not afflict ( iw:‘NJW) any widow or orphan.
(22) If thou dost afilict ( MT]NJ\) them”” and they cry”3

e

unto me, I will surely hear the:rﬁj erys (23) and my wrath
will buwm, snd I will 1::1.3_1 you (DDI)H )} with the svord,
and your wives ( DD’ LJ] ) will become widows and your
children ([JEDyg;l) fabhuxlessa"

The unity of these three verses can hardly be denied, Similarly wsxodus xxiii
13,25,31 ave mixed,

There are several examples of varistions in form of address in the
book of Jeremiah. IJn chapter iii verses 12 and 13 contain both singular and
plural. In chapter iv verses 5-8 are in the plural with the exception of verse

7 which is singular. 4 similar mixture of singular snd plural (1§ to be found

3%, Reading plural with the LXX against the BT singular,
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in such passages as chapter v 15, xi 13, xv 14 (ef. xvii 3-4), xxi 1%.14,

Careful examination would probably reveal many more examples of such
changes in address not only from 2nd person singular to 2nd person plural but
of other changes in person and number within a passage.” These few examples
will suffice to demonsirate that such changes do not necessarily indicate
diversity of authership.
(%) That the criterion of the varintion in form of address is an unsatisfactory
method in the literary analysis of Deuteronomy is further demonstrated by the
great diversity of results among those vho have applied this common criterion.
an examination of the work of Steuernagel, Stérk, Mitchell, Hempel, Puuklo,
iiBlacher, etc. along these lines will roeveal that no two of them agree in their
results. This proves that the change in address cannot in itself be an adequate
criterion, The argments based on the chsnge of aduress musl be accompanied
by other evidence from the texi. GCe.rimnette de fillesse has lately attempted

. s

sn analysis of bDeuteronomy from this standpoint.)4 ¢ must now turn to an ex-
apination of his views.

De Tillesse takes his stariing point from #.lvoth's theory noted
above that the corpus Deuteronomy-2 Kings represents the work of a leuteron-
onigtic author who wrote the history of lsrael from Moses down to the relsase
of Jehoﬁiachin in exile about 562 B.C. noth, ag we have already noted, reganls
beuteronomy i-iv as the prologue not to the book of veuteronomy itself but to
this great history work, similarly parts of the last four chapters of veuteron=-
omy (xxxi=xxxiv) arve taken by him to be the link between Jeuteronomy and Joshua.
For the rest woth believes that Deuteronomy iv 40~xxx lay before the Deuteron-

omiptic historian more or ipss as we now have it. But he believes that the

%4, G.linette de Tilleasse ".sections 'tu?! et sections 'vous' dans le Deutéronome"

¥9 xii (1962) ppe29-87,
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original book congisted of the singular portions of this block and that this
original book was surcharged with the plural passages now in iv 40-xxx 20.35
De Tillesse now goes further than fdoth and attempls to demonstrate that in
fact the "vous" sections within this block are also the work of the veuteron~
onistic historian, But the reasons adduced by him for regarding the plural
passages in Deuteronomy as secondary are unconvincing as caveful examination
will show.

De Tillesse begins with chapler v l-vi 1 of which verses 1-5 and
22-vi 1 are in the plural whilst v 6-2L containing the decalogue are in the
singular, According to De Tillesse this section forms a historical vnity and
nafrates on event vwhich ig ignored completely in the singular passages through-—
out the book536 L find it difficult to see how this section can possibly be
regarded as secondary. In the first place the plural passage forms an indis-
pensable introduction and framework to the decalogue und the decalopue cannot
reasonably be regarded as secondary. I it is regarded as secondary then the
remainder of chapters vi-xzi lose their significance since they are cssentially

4
a development of the first commandment,)v pe Tillesse suggests that an original

33
singular context of the decanlogue has been lost.”~ But such a suggestion does
not carry conviclion. In the second place there is, in spite of se Tillesse's

argument, a clear reference in a later singular section (xviii 15f.) to the

narative in chaptor vi=

e

35e liolioth ﬂberlieferungsgeschichtlichq:gﬁgﬁ&ggﬁé& (énd edition, [Ubingen
19%7) p. L6f.

%36. De Tillesse op.cit. p. 35

e Cfo SeR.Driver Dewteronomy p.823 GeB.Wright op.cit. pp. 314-315.,

28, Opocite. 0%5
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veut.v 5

"L stood betwecn the Lord and you
at that time, to declare to you
the word of the Loxdi for you
were afraid because of the fire,

and you did not go up into the

mouwntain®,

Deut, xviii 15f%,

"The Lord thy God will raise up

for thee a prophet like me from

the nidst of thee, of thy brethwen:
unto him ghall you bearken according
to all that thou didst desire of the
Lord thy God in Horeb in the day of
the assembly saying: let me not hear
again the voice of the Lord my God,
neither let me see this great fire

any more, that I die not".

vie may add that De Tillesse's argument rung into further difficulty since in

chapter vi verse 2, in the singular, is clearly the continuation of verse 1

(plural) and cannot be dispensed with.

it has been argued that vi 2 is a secondary development of verse 1.7

In an attempt to circumvent this problem

%9 Tnig

gseems to me to be yet another attempt to smooth out the difficulties which

inevitably arise in the application of this linguistic criterion to the siudy

of the composition of Deuteronomy.

In chapter vi verses 14,16,-17a are plural in an otherwise singular

context.

13 and 153 he argues that 15 follows logically after verse 13 and explains why

Israel is to "fearh Yahweh.40

entirely in context in this passage.

According to De Tillesse verse 14 interrupts the connection between

It seems to me, howsver, that verse 14 is

In this passage, vv,10-15; the preacher

is warning Israel of the temptations she will face when she has entered the

promised land with all that it will offer and exhorits them not to let this

material well=being lead them to forget their God and to go after

other gods.

9. So J.H.Hospers De mumerusyisseling in het Boek Deuteronomium

in De Tillesse op.cit. p.35

40 - Q,R.Q_i_’g. D 36

P.19 cited
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furthermore, verse 1% with its threat of the destruction vhich will come from

Isrsel's "jealous" God follows better after verge 14 with its talk of other
sods. 'The theme thatl increasing prosperity can lead to idolatry is further
developed in chapter viii vhere in verse 19 there is a similar warning against
"eoing after other gods",.

1t may be that verse 16 with its reference to dMassah is an intrusion.
Verse 17 is an appropriate continustion of verse 15; it is not to be mejected
on account ot its use of the plural which in any case gives way to the singular
in the last part of the verae.4l

In chapter vii verses 4,%,7-8a, l2a, 25a are plural in an otherwise
singular passage. Verse 4 is actually malinly singular with only the plural
"against you" (confimmed by the versions) in the second half of the verse. De

42 But

Tillesse maintaing that it can be removed without damage to the text.

once more there is no need to excise ity the verse makes good sense as it

stands. De Tillesse considers verse 5 as secondary on the grounds that verses
=

le4 deal with matiers military and matrimonial whilst il deals with the cult.4)

This is not a very strong argument. Wore convincing is the argument which

41e It has been guggested that the singular at the end of the verse iz due to
"attraction" of the singular in verse 18. (s0 CeduSmith Opecit. pe102.) But
if we were to use the argument of "attraction" it would surely be in cases where
a passage begping in, say, a singular because it is immediately preceded by a
gingular pussage. That is, we can understand a copyist accidentally continuing
to use the singular at the beginning of a plural passage which is lmwediately
preceded hy the singular. 1t is difficult to see however how a copyist could
accidentally anticipate the use of the singular or plural. In other words the
argunent of "attraction" can only work one way ~- in cases vhere the beginning
of a section has been accidentally influenced by the preceding passage.

42. De 'Fillesse 0p.cit. p.36

4%. Ibid. p. 36,
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would excise the verse on the grounds that it doew not direct the destruction
of the persons of the heathen, which would have been relevant Lo toe preceding

44

vergeg, but only of their altars, etc. On the other hand the verse doew deal

with the danger of ideolatry and as such fits in well with the preceding verses.
De Tillesse congiders verses T-8a as a secondary explanatory gless

simed at elaborating on the theme of verse 6. Ille suggesis that the originsl

reuding wass

Meoeeea the Lord thy God hath chosen thee to be a special
people unto himselfl, above all people that are upon the

face of the earth and hath redeemed thee from the house
45
L

of bondmen ...."
It hos been argued by others oo that verses 7-8Ba are a gloss occasioned by the
mention of election in verse 6.46 iut on the other hand the notion that Israel's
election was due solely to God's grace is common in Deuteronomy. Chapter vii
deals largely with God!'s election of Israel and the response which that electiion
demands from lsrseel. It is noteworthy too thalt much of the chapter is based on
the notions of the Holy VWar in which it is Yahweh and not Iarsel's might that
conquers her enemies (ef. verses 1-2,16ff.) Verses T-8a which emphasise lsrael's
numerical insignificance must be seen against the background of Yahweh's eleftion
love and bis might to carry through his purposes of election.

Chapter vii 12 has the plural in the first half of the verse and the
singular in the second half. a4ccording to Iillesse 12a interruptls the flow

between 11 and l?.b‘,d'7

To eliminate 12a on the grounds that it repeats 11 is
surely hypercritical., We must see verse 1) as the conclusion of one section and

12 as thé beginning of another in which the benefits of loyalty and obedience

44, Cf, G.d.vmith op.cite. p.1U73 a.C.Welch Deutberonomys the Framework to the
Gode (1932) p.70.

45. De Tillesse Op.gite. p.36. Cf, Gedo Smith op.cit. p.lll.

46, A.C.Welch Deuteronomys the Mramework p.7l. 47. ve Tillesse op.clb. p36
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to the covenant are set forth. 1If 1lZa is a gloss we may well ask what purpose
it serves ? \VWhat reason could an editor have had for inserting it ?

De Tillesse would eliminate verse 25a because of iis use of the plural
and because he considers 25b to be a suitable continuation of 24,48 It scens
to me however that verse 25 ig a unitys the second half forbids the taking of
the gold er silver plate which overlaid the heathen idols mentioned in the first
half, Purthermore verse 26 is a continuation of the prohibition mentioned in 25,

Chapter viii 1 is considered as interrupting the connection between
vii 26 and viii 2‘.49 Against this; however, il may be argued thuat the appeall
to obey the commandments etc. in this verse is but one example of the same of{-
recurring appeal. It occurs again in verses 6 and 11 and is nothing more than
a rhetorical device aimed, like similar examples throughout the book, at incule
cating the lessons upon the hearts of the people addressedoso

Chapter viii 19b-20 with its use of the plural raises a formidable
difficulty for the advocates of the criterion of the changing forms of address

for it is clear that without 19b-20 19a would be meaningless:
"And it shall be, if thou do at all forget the Lord thy
God, and walk after other gdds, and sexrve them, and worship
them, I testify against you this-day that ye shall surely perishg
"As the nationsg which the Lord destroyed before your face, so
shall ye perish: because ye would not obey the voice of the
Lord your God",.

he arguaent that these verses with their threat of destruction are a late
gloss reflecting the eveats of H86 B, carries no welght for two reasons.

First of all the verses could well reflect the catastrophe of the fall of the

northern kingdom in 721 B.{. secoundly the threat in these verses is substane

43, 1bid. pe36 49, Cfs De Tillesse Qp.cite p.36
50, It may be noted that in tuls instance the LIA has the plural throughout

the verse.
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tially the same as what the prophets had been uttering since the eighth
centuryisl
In chapters ix-x we have yet another plural section, ix Tb-x 1l.
This section has been taken by mony as an editorial expansion by the author of
chapters i-iii occagioned by 7as "Remember and forget not how thou provokedsi

the Lord thy God to wrath in the wilderness".B2

The fact is that chapters ix—x
form a wnity of which this plural section is an integral part. Following the
words "for thou art a stiffnecked people! (v.6) the author proceeds to demone
strate lsrael's rebellion against Yahweh even gince the day he led them forth
from Egypt, since he first kney them.53 The historical retrospect recalls the
incident of the making of the golden calf znd one or two other ascts of rebellion
during the wilderness period. The eplsode of the golden calf has beenccarefully
chosen in this rospect: even at Hoveb (od's grace in granting Israel the coven-
ant was the scenc of Israel's greatest failure., Similarly the allusion to the
disobedience of Kadesh is very pointed: the divine goodness in giving the
promised land was met by lack of faith and disobedience on Israel's part.

Except for lMoses' intercession and God's forbearance Israel would have been
destroyed and rejected by God there and then.54 These incidents rigorously
drive home the lesson of how rebellious [srael has been. Chapter x 1-11
gompletes the historical narrative begun in ix 8 and emphasises further God's
guidence of Israel in the wilderness. Finally in x 12£f, we have the preacher's

conclugions which he drauvs from the events just quoted.LnVerses 12-13%, in lan-

guage reminiscent of Hicah vi 8, the total demand of God from his people is

5l. Cf. the remarks in this respect in G.E.Wright op.cit. p.351
g2, Cf., G.Mimnette de Tillesse op.cit. 9;370 GeAoSmith op.cit. pp. 186=127.
53, Reading |JYY T with LXX for the MT iqudfT' in verse 24.

T — T 1] ——t

[} {
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summed ups Israel nust walk AR his ways, love him and serve him with their

viiole being for he is the God of gods, and Lord of lords bo whom belongs the

heaven of heavens, the earth and all therein. Here in thig section the first

and second commandments and the demands of the phema’ are pressed home upon the
ears of the readers,

Viewed from this point of view these two chapters form a literary
and theological unity. ‘he reason for the change in address may be that ion

. . . .55

thig section the author moves away from exibortation to historical narrative,
: : b - 56 .
It may be too that the author is guoting freely iTom another gource”  bub thexre
are strong reasona for believing thatlt chaplers ix-x are the work of the author
of Ur-beuteronomy. The plural secbion ix Tb~x 1) serves such a necessary
purpose here that there are no reasonable grounds for claluwing that 1t is a

s i e A 57
later addition to the remainder of chapters ixX-x.

Linplicit in what we have eaid is the rejection of the view which
would further eliminate verses 15¢-1l9 of chapier x on the grounds that they too
are plural wud interrupt the comnnection betuween 15ab and 20. To attempt to
disasuociate 15ab from 1%¢ is agein belng hypercritical. Iurther, verse 16

follows naturally after 15
15 "Only the Lord thy God had a delight in thy fathers
to love them, and he chose their seed after them,
even you above all peoples as at this day.
16 "Circumcise therelore the foreskin of your heurt and
be no more stiffnecked",58

Similarly verses 17f. follow logically upon verse 16.
Chapter xi is largely in the plural but contains singular sections:

verse 1,12,15,20,29 are singular whilst verses 8,10,11,14,26 are mixed in their

55« Cfs GelleWright op.cit. pe 394,

56. Cf, vright op.cit. p. 9%. G.Henton Davies op.cit. p.Z75

L R el e TS

574 GelleUriver, C.l.Wright, G.Henton vavies and others accepied the unity and
authenticity of these two chapters. 58, Cf, verse 6 in chapler ix.



(25)

ugsage, [Furthermore in this chapter the LXX in various places used the
plural where the MT has singular and vice versa. In view of the un-
certainty in the text it seems hazardous to attempt to anslyse this chapter
on the basis of the varying fomms of address. Furthermore in both MT
and LAX the occurrences of the singular are so sparse that it is difiicult
to see how a coherent unity can be made out of attempiing to link them wup.
In chapter xi we hye another homily which re-emphasizes in é
different way what has already been dealt with in vi-x. In view of thig
the chapter may be in the nature of a peroration to chapters vi-x.
Go Ee Wright suggests that the suthor has arranged the material into the
follovwing sections: ani introduction in chapter v: chapters vi-vii the main
point of the discussion: chapters vii;ﬁx mainly historical illustration
with concluding exhortation in x 12-22¢ and then chapter xi peroration.B9
The veasons adduced for excising the plural sections frowm chapters
viexi do not therefore carry conviction. The complete section with only
the poscible exception of chapter xi can reasonably be accepted as forming
a unity and as having been part of the original book of Deuteronomy.6U
The qguestion of the unity of the central section xii-xxvi, the
so-called law code, raises serious difficulties. 'The most serious

difficulty is the fact that the material does not seem to follow any

orderly arrangement, This is particularly true of chapters xxi-xxv which

contain o miscellany of legal matters

59. Cfo G K. E‘Jl‘igh't _9_‘(}.0]‘..___9.. 4020
60. S.R. Driver Deuteronomy accepted vi-xi as a unitys s0 too G.Ji. wright

opscite and G. Henton Davies op.cit.
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Ch.xxi 1-9 the case of an unsolved murder,
10=14 the treatment of captive women.,
15-17 the rights of inheritance.
18-21 the case of a rebellious son.
22-23% lavy governing the body of a hanged criminal.
Ch.xxii 1~4 laws governing the return of lost property.
5 an old law forbidding women to wear men's clothing and vice versa.
6=7 law concerning a bird's nest which has been found.
8 command o build balustrades onihouse tops.
S=10 old cultic laws forbidding "mixtures"™ of seed in vineyard,
animals for ploughing, or material for garments,
12 law commanding fringes to be made on every garment.
13=30 laws dealing with sexual purify.
Ch.xxiii 1-8 laws governing admission to the Qahal,
9-14 old Holy War laus concerning cleanliness in the camp.

xxiii L5=xxv 19 a conglomeration of widely differing laws,.
Chapters xii-xvi 17 and xvi 18=xviii 22 are less mixed mixed. The
first section, xii-xvi 17, deals lurgely with laws pertaining to correct worship
and idolatry and the gecond section, xvi 18-xviii 22, with laws concerning
various officials. It has been held by some that chupters xiiexviii constitute
the original code and that xix-xxvi are later miscellansous additions to it,
Againgt this,however,it may be argued ihal gven'chqgters xili=xviii are not
entirely free from incongruities in content, Thus for example in chapter xiv 3=zl
we have food lists and in xv 1«18 laws concerning the release, In the secction
Xyl [R-2.0, X Vit &f ‘
on officials(bhapter xvi 2l-xvii T introduces once more the subject of the cult

and idolatrye
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This lack of ovder in Deuteronomy xiiexxvi has so far defied solution.
It may>be true that some "doublets" are later additions. It has been suggested
xii 1-12 is a secondary addition to zii 13—2861 or that several hands have
been at work in chapter xii.62 Two tests of false prophets are offered in
xiii 1~5 and xviii 21-22, But the criterion which is disallowed in xiii 2 (the
actual verification.6f a prediction) is made the basis of discrimination in
xviii 22. It hos also been noted that from chapier xx onwards the amount of
parenesis decrsases and it has been suggested that purts ai least of thése
chapters may on:this account be later additions.63 But against the elimination
of chapters xxexxv iﬁ may be pointed out that they contain many laws concerning
war which have at their basis old norms concerning the Holy War. Von Rad hus
demonstrated how largely the ideology of the Holy War figures in Deuteronomy,6
and in view of this these lawys must be considered as original. On the other humd
perhaps parts of chapters xx-xxv are later additions. It may be that as in the
case of for example chapters xxix-xxx the central law code too received additions
at tho periodic ceremony of the renewal of the covenant.

The truth is, however, that the literary analysis of this sectionfis

highly precarious if not impossible. The book of Deuteronomy as we have it is

6l. Cf, J.B.Carpenter and G.Harford op.cite. p.159f.
62. Cf, I.Horst Das Privilegrecht Jahwesg ( FRLANT  NeP, xzxviil (193%0) now in
his Gesammelte Studien  (Munich 1961) p.2lff.

6%, Seo G.von Rud Studies in Deuteronomy p.22.
64. Ibid. pp.45=59. Cf. his Der Heilige Krieg im Alten Israel (G8ttingen 1958)
Pp.68£fL.
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certainly the final product of a long literary history but few to=day would
attempt to trace that history in all its details. (Modern scholurship in
contradistinction to that of former generations has abundoned the quest for
exactitude in dobum@ntary investigation.) Attompts to reconstruct Ur=Deutero~
nomy dowun to verse and half verse is now a thing of the past.
vYhat then can we safely say of the original book of Deuteronomy ? In
the first place Noth has shown us that chapters i~iv 43 together with parts
of xxxie=xxxiv are the work of the Deuteronomistic historian. Secondly, the
reat of chapters xxxi=-xxgxiv can reasonably be taken as belonging not so much
to the book of Deuteronomy as to the Pentateuch, é@ have seon too that
chapters xxizxwxxx are now generally accepted as later additions and that
xxvil too is a late insertion. And this is as far as most modern scholars wilk
20, That is, the original book of Deouteronomy can reasonably be said to have
congisted of substantially chapters vexxvi and xxviii of the pregent book.65
It is with this Ur=Deuteronomy that we are concerned ip this dissertation
and we propose investigating two problems involved in ivs giudys

1. When wvas it written 7

2+ Vho wrote it and where did it originate 7

65, Cf, for example G.E.Wright op.cit. p.317; B.W.Anderson [The Living Yorld

of the 0ld Testament p.310; G.W.Anderson A Critical Introduction to the 0ld
Tegtomont p.44; H.H.Rowley The Growth of the 01d Testament (London 1950);

and many others.
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CHAFIER IX

DEULERONOMY AND JOSTAH'S REFORMALION (2 Kines xxii=xxiiis 2 Chron. XXXiv=Xxxxv).

Beginning with Athanasius,; Chrysostom and Jerome in the 4th century
A.D, the law book which, according to 2 Kings xxiiexxiii, was found in the
Temple in Jerusalem in the eighteenth year of Josish (621 B.C.) angd hecame
the basis of a reformation carried out by him, bhas been identified with the
whole or part of the book of Deuteronomy. Since W.M.L.DeVWette's Disseriatio
gggggﬁgf'in 1805 this equation of Deuteronomy with Josiah's law boolk has

become virtually the cornerx—-atone of Pentateuchal criticism,2 In gpite of

the dissent of a number of scholars,5 the majority of critics accepted the

1. His doctorate thesis published in his QOpuscula (Berlin 1833). See further

his A Critical Introduction to the Canonical Seriptures of the 0.T. (Eng.

trans. by T.Parker, Boston 1843).

2. The majority of scholars argued that Ur-Deuteronomy and not all of the
present book was Josiah's law book. TFor this see Chapter I.

3. Quite a number of scholars argued in favour of the traditionzl losaic
authorship. Not a few 19th century scholars favoured an exilic or post-
exilic origin of Deuteronomy: C.P.W.Gramberg Xritigch Geschichte der
Religionsideen des A.T. (1829-30) vol.X p.153f, and 305f.; L.Seinecke
Geschichte des Volkes Israel (1876=84) vol.I p.386, vol.lI pp.1-~20; E.Havet

Le Christianieme et ses Origines (1878) vol.IIl p.B; G.d'Bichthal Critique

Biblique (1886) p.67f.; M.Vernes Une Nouvelle Hypothdse suv la Composition

du Deutéégnome (1887); L.Horst "Htudes sur le Deutéronome® in Revue do
1'Histoive des Religions vol.xvii (1888) and vol.xxvii (1893); and at the
beginning of this century E.Day "The Promulgation of Deuteronouy" JBI, xxi

(1902). Other scholars dated Deuteronomy much earlier than the 7th century

B.Coz Nauwmenn Das Deuteronomium (1897); Hummelawner Commentarius in

Deuteronomiun (1901); Sternberg Dig Ethik des Deuteronomiwng (1908) (none

of these consulted); and A.Klostermann Der Pentateuch (N.F. 1907) p.lS4ff.
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theory that Deuteronomy was written during the Tth century B.C., whether under
Hezekiah or lManasseh orx Josiah they were not agreed, and that it was placed in
the Temple in Jerusalem by its authors until a favourable moment would arise
in which to promulgate it,4 This conventional theory is so well known that
it need not be repeated in detail. Here we offer only a short rdsumd of it.S

In 2 Kings xxii—xxiii6 ve are told that in the eighteenth year of
king Josisah (621 B.C.) some repairs were being carried out in the Temple
(xxii 3f.) and the king sent the scribe Shaphan to Hillkiah, the high priest,
with directions concerning the financing of the repair work. Hilkish gave
Shaphan a law book which he had found in the Temple. The scribe read it and
in his turm delivered it to the king (xxii 8f.). On hearing its contents,
the king was alarmed and sent a deputation to the prophetess luldah to enquire
the will of Yshweh concerning it (xxii 10f.). Huldah replies pronouncing doom
upon the nation and land (xxii 15«17) but promising Josiah himself a peaceful
death on account of his personal piety (xxii 18=20). The king iumediately
convokes an assembly of the people before whom the book is read (xxiii 1-2).
A formal covenant to observe the commands of the book is made (xxiii 3) and
thercafter a sweeping reformetion is insugurated to implement them in the
Temple "as it is written in this book of the covensnt" (xxiii 21=23).

Vhen the reform measures carried through by Josiah on the basis of

the newly discovered hook are examined, it will be observed that there are

4. Yor a complete bibliography see A.R.Siebens L'Origine du Code_Qggjé%onOn
mique (Paris 1929) pp.23-24. ‘

5. The classical statement of this theory can be found in such works as
S.R.Driver's Jntroduction to the Literature of the 0.T. (9th edit. Edinburgh
1913); A.R.Siebens op.cit.; R.H.Pfoiffer Introduction to the 0.7. (Revized
edit. New York 1948).




(31)

gtriking parallels between them and the laws in Deuteronomy. The king's

enactments can be explained for the most part by Deuteronomy and some of

them only by it. This can readily be appreciated from the follouing table:

2 Kings xxiii

Abolition of Asheroh/Asherim vv.4,6,7,14
The host of heaven vv.4,5

Heathen high places v.l1l3

Sun and moon worship vv.5,11

Sacred prostitution v.7

Abolition of Yahweh high places (with
consequent centralisation of worship) v.8
Child sacrifice wv.l0

TForeign gods etc. v.13

Passover celebrated in Jerusalem, i.e.
centralised Passover vv,21-23

Wizards ete. v.24

Deuteronony
xii 3; xvi 2},
xvii 3.

xii.

xvii 3.

xxiii 18.

xii, ete.
xii 31; xviii 10.

xii; xiid.

XVi 1-8'
xviid 1L,

These striking parallels betueon Josiah's enactments and Deuteronomy,

especially the abolition of the Yahweh high places and the centralisation of

worship, have been intovpreted by the majority of scholars as indicating

that Joslah's law book was in fact Ur-Deuteronomy.

theory in nuce.

This is the conventional

This theory is obviously of cardinal importance since, if it can

be upheld, then the torminug ad gquem for the composition of UreDeuteronomy

will be the year 621 B.C. During the past forty years or so, however, this

theory has encountered heavy weather. "This has come chiefly from a group

of scholars who date the composition of Deuteronomy in the exilic or post-exilic

6. The Chronicler's account (2 Chron. xmxiv—xxxv) is quite different from

that in Kings and will be dealt with below pp. 41f.,46ff.
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period and in so doing deny that it could have been Josiash's lauw bcok.7 On
the other hand, more recent research hag endorsed the main conclusion of this
conventionnl theory, viz. that Josiah's law book was Deuteronomy, hut has
considerably modified it in other respects.B In vhat follows therefore we
propose exawining this ftheory in the light of recent research with a view to
determining anew whether it is acceptable or not. This can best be done under
two headingss
1, YThe views of those who challenge the theory.
2. The currently accepted theory of the relationship between Josiah's lsw

book and Deuteronomy.

7. G.Holscher "Komposition und Ursprung des Deuteronomiums" ZAW x1 (1922)

pp.161=255; idem Geschichte der jlidischen und israelitischen Relisions (1922)

Pp.130-134; idem "Das Buch der Konige: soine Quellen und seine Redaktion" in
the Gunkel Eucharisterion in Forschungen zur Relision und Literatur xviii (1923)
pp.155=213; R.H.Kennett Deuteronomy and the Decalogue (Cambrima .1920) preceded
by "The Origin of the Aaronite Priesthood" JU8 vi (1905) pp.l6L-186 and "The
Date of Deuteronomy" JUS vii (1906) pp.481=500; F.Horst "Die Anfinge des
Propheten Jeremias" ZAW (1923) pp.94-153; idem "Die Kultusreform des Konigs
Josia" ZDMG lxxvii (1923) pp.220-238; W.Spiegelborg "Zur Datierung des Deuterc-
nomiuwms" QL7 xxvi (1923) Pp.481-482; P.C.Burkitt, in a review of Kennett's work,
in JUS xxii (1921) pp.6l=65; jdem note in JBL x1 (192L) p.l67; S.A.Cook "Some
recoat tendencies in 0.T. criticism® JIS xxvi (1925) pp.156ff.; idem G.A.H.
vol.iiil (1925) p.406f. and 481=486; Johs.Pedorsen Igraels Ita Life snd Culture
LIT-IV (1940) pp.569=592: J.N.Schofield "The Significance of the Prcephets for
the dating of Deutercnomy" in Studies in History and Relision (ed. A.E.Payne,
1942); G.R.Berry "The Date of Deuteronomy™ JBL 1ix (1940) pp.l33-139 preceded
by "The Code found in the Temple" JBIL xxxix (1920) pp.44=51.

8. See belou pp.46ff,
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L.

We noted above that the main challenge to the view that Josiah's
~law book was Deuteronomy has come from the advocates of the exilic or post-
exilic ovigin of the latter. These scholars freely acknowledge that the

narrative in 2 Kings xxii-xxiii does suggest that Josiah's lav book was

9

Deuteronomy but arvgue that this is due to the work of a Deuteronomistic

redactor who edited the original account of Josiah's reign in oxrder to create
this impression.l
R.H.Kennett defined his point of view in the following passage:

"Arguing from the account contained in IT Kings xxii and xxiii many
people have concluded that it was the book of Deuteronomy itself
which was »esd hefore Josiah. It may indeed be conceded that the
writer (or writers) of these chapters was acquainted with Deuterow
nomy and that he supposed Josich to have heen fawmiliazr with it also;
but even the most trustworthy chapters of the book of Kings are not
to be treated as though they were taken from a file of some Jerusalem
nawvspaper. It.is quite evident that the account wvhich ue possess was
not writsten when all Judabh was seething with excitenent over Josiah's
enactments and the historian himself looked back (xxiii 25) not only
to Josiah's successors on the throne, but also to the captivity., If

therefore his statements are not those of an eyc-witness, but of one

9. We employ the term Deuteronomistic when veferving to the work of the writer

of the history of Israel contained in the corpus Deutercnomy-2 Kings (ef.

M.Woth Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien I). When referring specifically

to the book of Deuteronomy ve employ the term Deuteronomic.

10. Thus Holscher Qggg xl 1922, p.231) says: "I'rom the point of view of the 0ld
Testanent science of the 19th century the proof of this theory seemed quite
obvious. The reforms of Josiah can be explained for the most part by the laws

of Deuteronomy; and part of them can be explained only by Deuteronomy, particularly
the laws commanding the destruction of the high places (Dt.xii; 2 Kings xxiii

8,16)", Similarly F.Horst in ZDNG lxxvii (1923) p.221.
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who lived at least thirty-five years after 621 B.C. and quite possibly
congiderably later, there is no difficulty in supposing that this
accoumt of Josiah's reign, although based on a sound tradition, has
been coloured by the belief that Josiah as a pious king must have

acted in accordance with the Deuteronomic law".ll

Kennett proceeds to argue that Josiah had jurvisdiction over Judah only; tho
gtory that Josiah desecrated Bethel (2 Kings xxiii 4,15=20) is "clearly a
late intevpolation, for it is at variance with the rest of the account (sse
e9p. verses 5«8) in which it is clearly stated that Josiah's reformation was
limited bo Judah, 'Geba to Beersheba'". 2

The most obvious weakness in Kennott's argument is the lack of
internal evidence advanced by him in support of his thesis. We are told that
the writer of the narrative concerning Josiah's reign was too far removed in
time from the evenits which he described to be a reliable witness; he was
dependent only on "a sound tradition”. But if we are to accept Kemneti's
enalysils of what occurred during Josiah's reign then this "sound tradition™
amounts to very little for, according to him, the real motive behind Josiah's
reformation vas antagonism towards the religious prostitution so vehemently

15

denounced by Hosea and Jeremiah and not the discovery of a law book. ” . As

for the book found in the Teuple, Keunott suggests that it may have been a
collection of prophetic sayings containing a denunciation of sacrifice such

14

ag we find in either Amos, Hosea, Isaiah or lMicah. But if all this be 80

then it is a far cry from legislation, albeilt drastic legislation, against

1l. Deuteronomy and the Dacalogue ppe«2=3.

12, Jbid. p.4. Cf. also W.0.E.Qesterley and T.ll.Robinson History of Israscl

(Oxford 1932) vol.X p.42L footnote 3; R.I.Pfeiffer op.cilt. p.402 regards the
narrative in 2 Kings xxiii 15=20 as "historically absurd".
13. Kennett Deuteronomy end the Dscalogue p.l0.

14. Cf. R.H.Kennett "Israel" in The Church of Israel (ed.S.A.Cook, Cambridge 1933)
pp.35=36.




(35)

religious prostitution on the basis of some prophetic oracles to the narra-
tive of the law book and the far reaching cultic reformation carried out by
Josiah., If tho "sound tradition" which the writer of these chapters in

2 Kings had before him was vhat Kennett believed it to have beon, then far
from being “"coloured (g;g) by the belief that Josiah,.....must bave acted in
accordance with the Deuteronomic law" this "sound tradition" has been altercd
to the extent of being no longer history at all, since the only thing in
common between it and the present narrative in Kings is a king called Josiah,
a book of some sort and a reformation of some sort! All the rest is the
addition of the author of the narrative.

Of his rejection of the narrative of Josiah's desecration of Bethel
ag being wnhistorical only this need be gaid. It is now being generally
accepted that Josiah did indeed aspire to gain control of the Northera provinces
in an attempt to re-unite all Isgrael as it had been before the disruption.15
Yith this we shall be dealing more fully later in our investigation.

G.Holscher offers a much more detailed treatment of the narrative
concerning Josiah's refommation than does Kennett.l6 According to HOlscher
the sources used in the compilation of the book of Kings were J and B up to
the disryuption of the monarchy and thoreafter, up to the fall of Jerusalem,

exclusively BE. DBoth sources have however, continues Hdlscher, been worked

15. See for example G.von Rad 0ld Pegtoment Theology vol.l (Eng.%rans. by
D.M.G.Stalker, London 1962) pp.75«77; J.Bright A History of Israel (#irst
British edition, Loandon 1960) pp.295-298; I.Noth The History of Israel (Pirst
British edition, London 1958) pp.272=-273; H.G.May "History of Isracl" in
Peake's Comnentary on the Bible (London 1962) pp.124=125.

16. G.HOlscher "Das Buch dey Konige, seine Quellen und selne Redaktion" in

Bucharvisterion fir Guokel in FRLANE xviii (1923) pp.206=213.
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over by a Deuteronomistic redactor., Whilst acknowledging the diificulty of

determining the Deuteronomistic material, HOlscher believes that the key to

it, as far as the account of Josiah's yveign is concerned, lies in verses 8a

and 9 of chapter xxiii. These verses, he argues, interrupt an otherwise
coherent account of the purification of the Temple in Jerusalem contained in
verses 6=11; they deal not with Jerusalem and its immediate vicinity bub go

far beyond it. Moreover, in these two verses, continues HSlscher, the use of
way with the perfect as against the imperfect in the rest of the narrative is
further proof that they are interpolations. He concluded that these two versos
are without historical value, ingerted by a redactor and no part of the
original E narrative. This belng so, the real reason for equating the law

book of Josiah with Deuteronony falls away. The owriginal B account, concludes
Holacher, kneu nothing of the removal of the high places in all Judah by Josiah;
the statenents which portray him as having done so are the work of a Deutero-
nomistic redsctor of Kings; the resal reformation was limited to the purification
of the Temple.

Holscher's argunents based upon chapter xxiii 8a, 9 are not at all
convincing. It is true that 8a is in an awkward position but this, as
H.8chmidt has suggestad,l7 may be due to nothing more tham a copyist's error
which caused 8a to be written immediately after 7 on account of the similar
beginning of 7 and 8b; 8z perhaps owviginally stood after 8b. As to the

argument based on the use of the way with the perfeet as indicative of later

17. H.Schoidt in a review of Holscher's theory, in ILZ xlviii (1923) col.290.
Followed by W.Nowack "Deuteronomium und Regum" in Festschrift fur Marti in
BZAY x1i (1925) p.223; L.B.Paton "Fhe Case for the Posteexilic Dating of
Deuteronomy" JBI, xivii (1928) P.530; H.Gressmonn “Josia und das Deuteronomium®
ZA x1ii (1924) p.528; and others.
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interpolation, it has been correctly pointed out that in fact the use of way
with the perfect aciually stands in 8b and not in 83,18 Quite apart from
this however, the use of this grammetical construction as a criterion for
isolating possible sources within a Biblical passage is extremely hazardous,
and certainly no basis on which to build a theory of the sources, if any, used
by the author of such a passag .19

P.Horst adopts a different analysis of the narrative in 2 Kings
xxii—xxiii.ga According to him there are two sources present in this narra-
tive and he jdentifies them with two sources, A and B, which he believes to
have been uged in the compilation of the book of Jer@miah.el In both Jeremiah
and Kings source A is the original material whilst source B is the work of a
later Deuteronomistic edltor and is historically untrustworthy.

Horst isolates source A on the basis of a number of doublets

present in the narvativeo. Thus in chapter xxii, verse 5a is repeated in Sb;

18, Cf. A.R.Sicbens gp.cit. p.52.

19. It seems evident that HSlscher has baeen inconsistent in this vhole matter.
fAccording to hisc amalysis of 2 Kings xxidexxili ("Das Buch der Kanige") Verses
Ba and 9 are the work of a Deuteronomisitic redactor and are of no historical
value. Dut in his article on Deuteronomy itself (ZAY x1 1922 pp.202f.) he
seems to regard these two verses as historical ovidence that Josiah's law hook
was not Deuteronomy for, he argues, whereas the latter does noit demand that the
levites are to be brought up to Jerusalem, we are told that Josiah, acting
upon the basis of the newly found law boole, did bring them up. The obvious
question is that if 8a and 9 are the work of a Deuteronomistic redactor then
vhy did he not report exact obedience to Deuteronomy in this matier 7 Ildlscher

ia clearly arguing in a circle.
20. F.Horst ¥Die Kultusreform dos Konigs Josia" ZDMG dxxvii (1923) pp.220=-238.

2l. Idem "Die Anfénge des Propheten Jeromia' ZAW x1i (1923) pp.94=153.
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Hillkiah is referved to simply as "the priest" in vorses 10,12,14 vhilst in
verses 4,82 (ef.xxiii 4) he is roferred to as "the high priest"; the book
found in the Temple is referred to as "the book" in verses 8b,10,13,16 and
as '"the book of the law" in verses 8a,ll; in verses 10f. the book is read to
the king by Shaphan, whilst in verse 16 he is said to have read it himaelf.22

According to Horst, source A narrated that in the days of Josiah,
Hilkiah the pyiest and Shaphan were in the Temple when repairs vere being wade
to the building., On this occasion Hilkiah gave Shaphan a book which he had
found. Shaphan brought the book to the king who, when he read it, was so
moved by its conbtents that he sent to Huldah the prophetess to consult the
oracle of Yahweh. The propheteoss warned the king of impending deom for the
land and people but promised him personal deliverance from this disaster if
he obsyed the words of the newly found book. Horst concludes:

"From this wvecension no one can hit upon the idea that the book
found was a law code....sIn accordance with the entire character
of the prophetic writer A, one can think of nothing else than a
prophetic book that came iato the hands of the king, and mede a
tremendous impression upon him.....The king then went with the
inhabitants of Jerusalem invo the Temple. There he made a
covenant before Yahweh, to walk after Yahweh and to keep his
commandnentse. .« oo o This covenant is certainly never regoxrded by
this source asg a code of legally fixed enaciments. The content
of the covenant mado by Josiah is described as 'to walk after
Yahueh and to keep his commandments’. If that was the content
of Joslah's covenant, then we are not at all surprised to find
that in the account of the king's reformstion of the cult that

follows immediately in the text nothing more can be claimed with

22, "Die Xultusreform" p.231.



(39)
certainty linguistically for A. Only a primitive construction of

verse 4 {ch.xxiii) may be assigned to it: 'the king commanded the
priest (gic) Hilkiah and the second (!) priest to bring forth out
of the Temple the objects that were made for Baal aud the Asherah,
and to bura them in the valley of Kidron'. If anyone wishes to call

that a cult refoummation of Josiah, he is welcome o do mo. In my

23

opinion this older source tells us nothing more about it."”
The evidence adduced by Horst in favour of his theory is completely

unconvincing.24 The linguistic cevidence advanced in support of the view that
two sources, A and B, underlie both Jerewish and 2 Kings zyii-xxili consists
for the most part of such "neutral® words as ) "because", ]}q/f_)% "in
order to", —7|§)]> *$0 burn incense'y I]1ﬁr)[§ "place".25 His criterion
for separating the supposed two sources in the narvative in Kings is untenabloe,
Gressmamm illustrated this aptly by pointing out that if ve are to use the
different eoxpressions used to describe the book found in the Temple as such a
critexion, then we must conclude that there ave three sources present in the
narrative, for as well as being called "the book" and "the book of the Torsh"

it is also referred to as "the book of the covanant“!26'27

23. "Die Kultusreform" pp.235=230.

24.. For the problem of the Deuteronomistic sections in Jeremiah sece additional
note at the end of this section.

25. Cf. H.Gressmenn "Josia wnd das Deuteronomivm® ZAW x1ii (1924) p.317.

26, Cf, H.Gressmanm op.cit. p.320.

-

27. A.Bentzen (Die josianieche Reform und ihroe Vorvoussetzuncen Copenhagen 1926),

though he dates Deuteronomy in the prs=ozillic peyiod, yet presents an analysis
of the narrative of Josiah's reigu somevhat similar to Horst's noted above in
the text. Bentzen (p.l9) belioved that Horst was avguing in the wight direction.
He too finds two sources, A and B, but, unlike Horet, he liwils his division to
chapter xxiii (pp.20-23) arguing that the separation of A from B in chapier xxii
is too difficult. DBentzen (p.23) further contends (against Horst) that both
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Kennett, Holscher and Horst wore followed and supported in their
views by S.A.Cook who argued that the narrative of Josiah's reign in ita
present form is the work of an exilic or post-exilic editor whe wished to
describe the promulgation of the teaching under which his goneration lived.28
Similarly, Johs.Pedersen contended that a Deuteronomistic vedactor of Kings
enlarged the original account of Josiah's reformation and gave it wider scope
that it originally hada29 lMore recently this view has been ro-asserted though,
as far as 1 am aware, not argued in detail by some Scandinavian scholars.,

30

I, Nielsen, for oxample, has cxprossed the opinion, noted abovg, that the

narrative was written by a Deuteronomistic historian who deliberately intended

2

to create the impression that the law book of Josiah was Deuteronomy.)l
These attempts Lo dissociate Douteronomy from Josioh's reformetion
cannot be consideved successful. They entall, as we have peen, far too drastic
a handling of the narrative of Josiah's wveigi in 2 Kinge and the evidence
advanced is for the most part very weak. DBut they do raise one erucial problems
to what extent has the Deuteronomistic historian of 2 Kings altored, schematised

or added to the original account of Jogieh's reign? It may be conceded at the

sources ave historically trustworthy. Bentzen takes the use of [J°7) N in
wxiii 5 and of L1 JTTD in xxiii 8 as indicative of two sources in the
narrative on the groundé that both these words refer to the same class of poeople
(p.20). But this is not probable; nowhere in the 0.7, is IND(which occurs only
three times: 2 Kings xxiiiIS, Hosea x 5, Zeph.i 4) synonymoﬁs with 'yf]:). TFor
this cf. R.deVaux Ancient Isyael p.345; W.F.Albright From Stone Aze 1o
Christionity (2nd edit.Baltimore 1946) p.178 and notes.

28, S.A.Cook C.AH. vol.iii (1925) p.472.

29, Johs.Pedorsen JIsraels Its Dife and Culture (L940) p.587.

50. See above p.33f.
%1, B.ielsen Oral Tradition (London 1954) p.79.



(41)

outaset that it is antecedently possible that the Deuteronomist has "doctored"
the facts to somo extent at least. But the demonstration of this is more

than difficult. Tn this respect it is hazardous to attempt to isolate the
Deuteronomist's contribution to the narrative on internal grounds alone; it
was on this rock that Holscher and Horst perished. Sounder methodeology
demands gome external data; that is to say, data from sources other then the
norrative in 2 Kings. It is here thet vecent study in this problem has done
right in drawing attention to the Chronicler's account of Josiah's reign

(2 Chron. Xxxxiv-xxxv). The scholars whose work we discussed above failed
totally %o desl adequately with the Chroniclexr's account vig-b-vis the account
in Kings. Like the majority of scholars during the earlier decades of this
century, they assumed that the Chroniclex was in no way to be trusted. Recently,
however, he has been treated with more respect and it is now widely accepted

22 In

that he may often preserve records derived from otherwise lost sources.
wvhat follows we shall see how this new respect for the Chropicler has been very
fruitful in dealing with the problem on hand.

The currently accepted view of the relationship between Deuteronouy
and Josiah's refoxrmation has its roots in the work on this subject by Theodor
33

Qestroicher during the 1920's. Accordingly we shall begin this aaspect of

our investigation with an examination of his thosis.

52, Cf. E.8ellin REinleitung in das Alte Testament (8th edition, revieod by

L.Rost, Heidelberg 1950) p.l177; A.Bentzen Introduction to the 0.1. (%rad edition,
Copenhagen 1957) vol.ii p.2l4; H.H.Rowley “Hezeltlah's Reform and Rebellion"
BIRL  vol.44, 1n0.2,(1962) p.404; A.S.Herbert Peske's Commentary (1962) p.3557.

33, Th.Qestreicher Das Deubervonomische Grundgesetz (Guiersloh 1923).



(42)
Qestraeicher, like the acholars deali{ with above, proposes yetb

another analysis of 2 Kings xxiiexxiii. Apart from the introductory and
concluding verses vhich form the framework of the account of Josiah's roign
(xxii 1-2 and xxiii 25-3%0), the narrvative can, according to Oestreicher, be
divided into three sections: (a) mxii J-~zxiii 3 vhich is different in style
from (b) xxiii 4-14. Section (¢) xxiii 15-24 is & mixture of both. Section

(a) is uritten in a broad narrative style (breite Erzéhlunssweisc)s all the

details of the events are carsfully set dowm in a series of vivid pictures.34

In marked contrast, he continues, is the style of section (b) which consists
of short terse sentences. Here thers is not that painting of individual scenus
characteristic of chapter xxii, but instead only & summary enwneration {Auf-

zahlung) of the events.?

"Evidently we have here", concludes Oestreicher,

"an account of the purification of worship in Judah which has besen subsequently
added by the author of Kings to the quite different passage concerning the
finding of the hook of the law.“36

Qegtreicher proceeds to argue that the account of Josiah's weign

in 2 Kings has been schematised so as to make it appear that the motive bohind
the refommation wag the digcovery of the law book and the necessity of carrying
out 1ts demands. In actual fact the reformation, he argues, began some six
years before the finding of the law book and was motivated by political reasons.
In this respect the accovnt of Josiah's reiga in 2 Chronicles xxxivexxxv is

more reliable and historically trustworthy than that in 2 Kings, he contends,

for the former states that Josiah began to refoxm in his twelfth year on the

34. Ibid. p.ld.
%5, Ibld. p.ld.
36. Ibid. p.ld.
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throne = six years before the discovery of the law book. The motive given
by the Chronicler for the reformation was the young king's personal piety.
Oestreicher contends, however, that it was political and was occasioned by
Josiah's desire to gain independence within his own land whilst remaining

31 That Josiah in

in closest co~operation with Assyria in foreign affairs.
gpite of his anti-Assyrian policy alt home nevertheless supported Assyria in
oxtexmal affairs is ovidenced, argues Qestrcoicher, by Josiah's ill=fated
attempt to intercept the advance of Necho's troops on Assyria in 609 B.G.38
Josiah's first opportunity to regain independence came, continues
Oealreicher, in his twelfth year (following Chronicles) and was occagioned

by Assur~-ban-apal's death which he dates in 627 B.C.39

in this year the
young king rejected the Assyrian cult, which had been instituted in the
Temple in Jerusalem by the suzerain power, and by wrejecting it rejected also
Assyrian rule in Judah. Six years later further disturbances in Nineveh gave
Josiah the opportunity to continue his reformation.40 It was during this
year (Josiah's eighteenth) that the law book was found and this, continues
Oestreicher, supplied further incentive to the king to complete the abolition
of the Assyrian culto41 Thus, according to this hypothesis, the reformation

vas progressive and its two most inportent phases were separated by a space

of six years; the real motive behind the reformation was political; the law

book found in the Temple was of only incidental significanca.42
37. w;'p‘.j.-g.‘l P. 39 1] 38. 1bid0 I) '39 °
390 Ibidl p.ﬁq‘o 40- ;BH‘-@-. p'69u

41, Ihid. p.65.
42, Ibid. p.40: "Die Auffindung des Thorahbuches.......hotte in Wirklichkeit

gar nicht{ die entscheidende Bedeutung, die ihy heute zugeschrieben wird."
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As Tar as the law book itself is concerned, Oeatreicher held
that it was wider in content than either the so-called Ur-Deuteronomy or
Deuteronomy. He agrsed that part at least of Deuteronomy was present in
the book but "it would be a gross error", he says, "to conclude that only
the Deuteronomic code (ggundgesetz) or Ur-~Deuteronomy lay before Josiah.
The expression 'Torah book! is as general as possible and is of much wider

43

extent than the Deuteroncmic Code". He further argues that the book is

also known as "the book of the Covenant" and that nowhere does Deuteronomy

claim to be such.44 As further proof that the newly found book contained

more than Deuteronomy, Oestreicher drew attention to 2 Kings xxiil 8b where
Josiah is reported as having reumoved thteﬁqjxs/Qg-cult.45 Such a cult, he
points out, is nowhere forbidden explicitly in Deuteronomy but is forbidden
in Levitieus xvii 7. Consequently, he argues, the law book must have con=—
tainea all or part of the Holiness Code of Leviticus xviiwxxvi.46 He con-
cludes therefore that Joslah's law book was not liﬁited to Deuteronomy but
contained also & "book of the covenant” in which or besides which stood the
loliness Code.47

Most of what Oestreicher has proposed is quite unacceptable. lis

analysig of 2 Kings xxii-xxiii is not at all coavincing. There is to be sure

43, Ibid. p.22.

44. Ibid. pp.22=23.

45, In actual fact the NI reads 1:11‘)§¥ k¥j "gates". But the suggestion
that we should read TJ’-}EJ(4J "satyrs" in place of "gates" with a chango of
two pointings in the MY has ﬁéen very widely accepted. CF. Montgomery and
Gebman Kings in ICC (Edinburgh 1951) p.532.

46. Oestreicher op.cit. pp.22-23.

47. Ibid. p.24.



(45)

a difference in style between chapter xxii 3-xxiii 3 (Oestreicher's section (a))
and chapter xxiii 4-14 (his (b)), but this is readily explained. Chapter

xxii 3~xxiii 3 is describing the events which led to the finding of the law
book, its effect wpon the king, the consultation of the prophetess, and the
making of the covenant. Chapter xxiii 4-14, on the other hond, enumerates

the reforms which were carried oul as a resuli of the discovery of the book.

As such this section is of a very different nature than chapter xxii 3=-xxiii 3;
a comparison of their respective styles is pointless.

With regard to the TJ"} pr-cul-t, it is true that Leviticus
alone forbids it, but it must be ho:me.:i.n mind that Josiah aimed at the
destruction of all high places (in accordance with the demends of the law boolc)
and the high places of the MYV (!Jwe:co naturally included in this whether
there was a specific law dealing with them oxr not in his law book.

In the matter of the namnes given to the law book one cannot avoid
the feeling that Oestreicher is being hypercritical. Both expressions are
used interchangeably of the same book. To say that the "Torah book" contained
the "book of the covenant" is to diasregard the plain fact that the "Torah book"
1g "the book of the covenant". Turthermore, as Oestreicher himself agrees,48
Deuteronomy claims to be a "Torah book". If this is so, then to say that the
expression "Torah book™ is of wider interpretation than a book such as
Deuteronomy is hardly in keeping with the facts!

But in spite of these weaknesses Oestreicher has made a major

contribution to the study of this problem. His insistence that the chronology

48, Ibid. pp.21=22.
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of the events of Josiah's reign as recorded by the Chronicler is of cardinal
importance in the discussion of this problem has been taken up and advocated
anew by scholars in recent years and the view that Josiah carried out reforms
before the finding of the law book is being increasingly accepted by scholars

to-day. It is to this later stage of the discussion that we now move.

the beginnings of Jogiah's reformation.

According to the bhook of Kings, Josiah in his eighteenth year on
the throne carried out a reformation based on the demands of a law book which
Hilkiah the high priest had found in the Temple during that same year (621 B.C.).
The narrative in Kings implies that the reformation was due solely to this
nevly discovered book and begen only afier its discovery. The motive behind
the reformation was the king's desire to implement the demands of the law boolc;
no movements towards reform yere carried out prior to Josiah's eighteenth
year as king.

Contrary to this sequence of events, the account in 2 Chronicles
xxxiv-xxxv records that Josiab had been carrying out reform measures in his
twelfth year, that is, six years before the discovery of the law book. In
this year the king, according to the Chronicler;, "began ito purge Judah and
Jerusalem from the high places, and the Asherim, and the carved images and
the molten images" (xxxiv 3). We are further told in this narrative that
Joglah carried this purge "to the cities of Manasseh and ikphraim and Simeon
even unto Naphtali® (xxxiv 6). The account in Chronicles goes on to corro-
borate the narrative in Kings telling of the discovery of the law book in

the eighteenth year of Josish's reign, the king's dismay vwhen he read it,
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and the subsequent consulting ot the oracle of Yahweh through Huldah the
prophetess (xxxiv 8ff.). But in the matter of the ensuing reformation recorded
in Kings the Chronicler differs. Whereas Kings records Josish as having
carried out a reformation which abolished the high places in Judah and Samaria
and degtroyed the shrine at Bethel, Chronicles, having dated these enaciments
of the king in the twelith year of his reiga, narrates that only the making of
a covenant (2 Chron.xxxiv 29-32; cf.2 Kings xxiii 1-3) and the celebration of
the Passover (2 Chron.xxxv 1-19; cf. 2 Kings xxiii 21-23) followed the dis-
covery of the bookj there is no mention of reforms after the finding of the

49

book. The differences between the tyo can be seen more clearly [rom the

following table:

Chronicles Kings
8th years Josiah "began to seek after the S

God of his father David."

12th year: cleansing of Judah and Jerusalem; R
destruction of high places, asherim, images,

molten images, altars of Bsalism and their

images., This purge extended to lfianasseh,

tphraim, Simeon,

18th year: law book found; Huldah Law book found; Huldah consulted;
congulted; covenant made; Passover. covenant made. Leformation:

purification of Yemple; cultic cmblems
of Baal and the worship ol the host of
heaven destroyed; idolatrous priest (U"TQD}
put down; asherim destroyed; priests in

Judah brought up to Jerusalem; high places

49, Having already recorded a widespread reformation at an earlier date the
Chronicler can now only record the extension of the reformation to the northern

provinces. Apparently nothing more needed to be done at home!
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from.Gaba to Beersheba abolished; sun
worship abolished; altar at Bethel des-
troyed and high places in sSamaria defiled,
their priests killed; Passover; wizards etc.
destroyed.

These two accounts are obviously at variance with one another. 1n
the first place, as we huve already noted, the chronology of events is different
in the two sccounts. In the second place, the law book is of much more
gignificance in the Kings account than in Chronicles. Indeed, if only the
account in Chronicles were exitant then the evidence for equating Josiah's law
book with Deuteronomy would be very slight.

We have already seen that Oegstreicher believed that as far as the
beginning of the reformation is concerned the account in Chronicles is histori-
cally trustworthy. This view has been supported in recent years by the
majority of scholar$.5o Their argument is briefly as followus.

The years after the death of Assur-ban~apal's death witnessed the
increasing weakening of the Assyrian empire until its collapse in about 61.2 B.C.
The date of Assur-ban-apal's death can now be {ixed within narrow limits. He

reigned for not less than thirty-six years (669-6%3 B.C.). The majority of

50. See F.M.Cross and D.N.Freedman %$Josiah's revolt agsinst Assyria" JNES

xii (1953) pp.56-58; J.Bright A History of Israel p.293f.; M.doth The

History of Isvael p.272f.; B.wW.Anderson Living World of the 0.l. p.305;

ReDeVaux Ancient Israel p.337; Ge.vonr Rad 0ld Yestament Theology p.75f.;

H.H.Rowley "The Prophet Jeremiah and the Book of Deuteronomy" in Studies in

0.T. Prophecy (edit.H.H.Rowley, New York 1950) p.164.
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scholare fix the absolute limit for his death as the year 631 B.Co51 The

commonly accepted chronology of the kings of assyria during the last half of

the 7th cenbury is now:bd
&Sﬁulhbaﬂ“apalo.nnenaeooo.c669“633 BlCo
Assur-etel-ilaniciecscesees 033629 B.C,
ﬁiﬂﬂ-ﬂuﬂlﬁlisil'....o..e;...¢.629 B.C.
Sin‘"s:'lr‘”iSkuno snecoabedeon n629"’612 Buco
On the basis of this chronology it is argued that the account of Josish's
reform movements ag related in the second book of Chronicles is supported by
external evidence, Thus it is suggested that the annexation of the Assyrian
provinces in northern Israel (2 Chron. xxiv 6) may have been occasioned by the
death of Assur-etel-ilanil in 629 B.C. and the subsequent disorders in assyria
l:r
and Babylon.)j It is also suggested that the note in 2 Chronicles xxxiv 3 which
states that in the eighth year of his reign (632 B.C.) Josish "began to seek
alfter the God of David his father" may indicate that he had repudiated the
gods of the Assyrian suzerain imunediately following the death of Assur-ban-apal

in 633 B.C.54

Finally, the events following the discovery of the law book in
621 B.C. are gaild to “coiacide precisely with the end of the last vestige of
Assyrien control in Babylonia.....By 62% B.C. recognition of Sin~sar-iskun

had ceased even in Nippur, probably the last foothold of Assyria in Babylonia.55

At this time Nabopolassar had thoroughly consolidated his power in the south and

51l. W.H.Dubberstein "Assyrian-Babylonian Chronology” JUES iii (1944) pp.38-42;
Cross and I'reedman Op.cit.; J.Bright op.cit. p.296 follows the latter; Noth
0p.cit. pe269; D.J.VWiseman in Documenits from O,T. Timeg (edite.D.vinton Thomas,
London 1958) p.75.

52. See Cross and Freedman gp.cii. p.58. 53%. Ibid. p.57T.

54, Ibid. p.57. 55. Cf, Dubberstein gp.cit. pp.4l-42.
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vas poised to invade Assyrvia itself,“56 It is therefore concluded that the
dates given by the Chronicler -~ 632, 628, 622 B.C. -~ "admirably correlate
with the major shifts in the Assyro-Babylonian political situationg"57

The present writer finds himself in agreement with the main feature
of the argument outlined above, viz. that conditions lent themselves to revolt
by Josiash some years before 621 B.C. and that the Chronicler's record of
revolt before this year is historically trustworthy. But it is not necessury,
nor is it wise, to attempt to correlate the dates given by the Chronicler
with the "major shifts" in the fortunes of the Assyrian empire. Such a
correlation demands a precision in our dating of the Assyrian monarchs which
we do not possess. For example, we cannot be sure at all that Assur~ban-apal
died in 6%3 B.C. In very recent work on the problem a date of 629 B.C. and
6271/26 B.C. hus been given by A.L.Oppenheim and H.W.F.seggs respectively.58
The fact that such experts disagree illustrates the uncertainty with which
we are faced in this matter. Accordingly it is wiser to avoid basing con-
clusions upon precise but hazardous dates and to limit ourselves to more
general and trustworthy statements concerning the events in the years before
621 B.Co In doing so we are on very safe grounds. We can be fairly certain

that the last years of Assur~ban-apal's reign and the years immediately

following his death were very troublesome for the Assyrian559 and this would

56, Cross and lIreedman op.cit. p.57. They further suggest that Josiah may

have made common cause with the Babylonian rebel on the analogy of what liezekiah
did one hundred years before in allying himself with lMerodach~Baladan.

57. Cross and Freedman o0p.cite. p.58.

58. Aoh.Oppenheim in The Interproter's Dictionary of the Bible (New York 1962)

Pe257. HeW.F.Saggs 'The Greatness that was Babylon (London 1962) p,126ff.
59. Cf. HeWoFeSaggs ope.cit. p.127L., 1341,
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have been conducive to revolt in the subject countries. ‘his weighs heavily
in favour of the suggestion that Josiah began his religious reform well before
his eighteenth year (621 B.C.); as the Chronicler testifies, and that this
reform was an aspect of his assertion of sovereignty againgt the decaying
Assyrian hegemony. Thus whilst not being tied by the Chronicler's exact
dating of the evenis we can accept with confidence his chronology in so far
ag it places reforms before the finding of the law book.

It may be noted that there is some evidence in the narrative in 2 Kings
in support of all this., It has been pointed out that the fact that repairs
vere being carried out in the Temple before the law book was found may be an
indication that the Jerusalem authorities were removing Assyrian cult cemblems
from it,60 Ang there is yet another importan® comsideration to which ve musi
dray attention. The account in Kings implies that if Hilkiah had not found
the law book there would have been ne reformation. Tais is difficult to
believe however. It is very probable that Amon's assassination (2 Kings xxi
19-26) was the work of an extreme anti-Assyrian party in Jerusalem, for
according to both Chronicles and Kings Amon was as pro-assyrian as his father
Hanasseh had beeno6l 1% is reasonable to infer therefore that there was a
revolutionary party in the state which awvaited a favourable opportunity to
throw off the Assyrian yoke. such an opportunity presented itselfl; as we have

noted, in the years immediately before and after Assur-~ban-apal's death and

60, Cf, H.H.Rowley "The Prophet Jeremiah and the book of Deuteronomy"™ p.l64;
JoBright op.cit. p.296.

6l. See A.Malamat “The Historical Background to the Assassination of Amon,

King of Judsh" IBJ iii (1953) pp.26~29. This position is followed by J.Bright
OpeCit. PP.294-295 and H.Noth op.cit. pp.271-272 (with reservations). Cf.

Bo.dsAnderson The Living World of the 0.T. p.298; J.Mauchline "I and I1 Kings"

in Peake's Commentary (1962) p.355.
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we can be sure that the anti-Assyrian elements in Judah would not have let it
pass by unexplaited.62

If then Josiah began to reform before the finding of the law book
gseveral problems immediately arise. On the one hand the Chronicler records
the reformation measures as having been carried out prior to the finding of
the law booﬁ. On the other hand the writer of Kings narrates that they were
carvied out after the discovery of the law book and as a consequence of it,63
The question therefore is: what did the law book actually contribute to the
reform movement of Josiah ¥ Or, to putl it another ways which reforms took
place before the discovery of the law hook and therefore independent of i%,

and which reforms, if any, followed it and were a direct resullb of it %

The progress ol the reformation.

A.Jepsen has propeosed the following solution to this problem,G4

He accords higtorvicity to the account of Josiah's reign in Chronicles in g0

far as it suggests that the king carried out reform measures before the

62, Those responsible for Amon's death were themselves executed (2 Kings xxi
24}, 1t has been suggested that this was becuuse their policy was too hazardous
at that particular time (€.640 B.C.) and that wiser elements in the country
were anxious 1o pursue a more prudent policy until a more favourable oppor—
tunity arose. (iMalamat op.cit. p.27; Bright gp.cit. p.295.)

6%, J.Pedersen lgrael: lts Life and Culture IJI-IV p.579 notes that "it is

not expressly stated that the law book caused the reform". But it was surely
intended by the author of Kings that this was the case. See the remarks of
Hlscher noted above on page 33,

64. A.Jepsen "Die Reform des Josias" in Buumedrtel Festschrifi (edit.

J JHerrmamm 1959) pp.97-=109.
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discovery of the law book. DBut he believes that the Chronicler is guilty of an
ineonsistency.65 2 Chronicles xxxiv 22-28 narrates liuldah's oracle in which
the prophetess pronounces doom on the nation because of its apostasy; only
the king is to be spared. The obvious question, states Jepsen, iss if Josiah
had been carrying out reform measures prior to the discovery of the law book
and the consultation of Huldah, then how could the prophetess have condemned
the nation ? The prophetess could only have uttered such words, continues
Jepsen, if the reforms already carvied out were not radical enough and if the
newly found lawv book demanded more thorough-going enactments. Jepsen
accordingly sugzests that the Chronicler too, like the uriter of Kings, has
telescoped the account of the reformation. He suggesits that the reformation
wvas carried through in three stages thus:
L. The removal of Canaanite and Assyrian heathenism,
2o The abolition of the Yahweh high places.
5. The destruction of the high place of Jeroboam in Bethel.
Jepgen dates the {first stage in the twellth year of Josiah's reign and the
gecond and third after the discovery of the law book.66

Such a reconstruction of the events as this one proposed by Jepsen
certainly offers an attractive solution to the problem. It satisfies the
requirement of dating some veform measures before the discovery of the law
book whilst at the same time placing significant measures after itas discovery
thus according more significance to the law book than the writer of Chronicles
does, Whilst however accepting his conclusions in their broad ocutline, it

has to be asked if the inconsisbency which Jepsen believes the Chronicler fo

Gr e _Ibid C pp @ 105"‘1 06 o
66 [ I}s}i@‘o ppl 107“1.0‘80
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be guilty of is really such., It seems to the present writer that the prophetess
could well have spoken such an oracle of doom even if, with Chronicles, ve
believe that there was a sweeping reform before the finding of the law book for
it must be borne in mind (against Jepsen) that the fact that a reformation was
carried through does not mean that with it the people suddenly (or even
gradually!) became loyal Yahwists and thereafier walked unswervingly after
their God, On the contrary, there is an abundance of evidence in the 0ld
Testament to prove that in spite of Josiah's reformation idolatry and apostasy
persisted.67 In the light of such evidence luldah's oracle against the people
of Judah was only to be expected. There is however something striking about
Huldah's oracle to which we must draw attention. Before doing so we uwust
examine the oracle.

luldah's oracle is composed of two addresses.68 The first (2 Kings
xxii 15-17) is addressed to “the man who hath sent you" and condemns both land
and people because of their idolatry and apostasy. The second is addressed to
"the king of Judah" and whilst endorsing what the first address has already
atated concerning imminent doom, promises the king that he shall be buried in

peace and shall not see the coming destruction of his land and subjects.

Now it is commonly considered that the first of these two addresses

67. Log. Zeph.i 4=63 Jer,i 16, ii 28, iii 8, v 1l-2, etc. Note the striking
similarity between Jer.i 16 and luldah's words in 2 Kings xxii 17. Jeremish
reads: "....e..wh0 have forsaken me, and have burned incense to other gods,
and worshipped the works of their hands". Kings reads: "because they have
forsaken me, and have burned incense unto other gods, that they may provoke
me to anger with all the works of theirxr hands".

68, as the sccount in Chronicles is substantially the ssme as that in Kings

references here are to the Kings account only.
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(vv.15-17) is a vabicinium post eventum written after the catastrophe of

69

536 B.C. The reason given for this is that if Huldah had pronounced such
doom then Josiah would have had no incentive to carry cut the refomation since
it would have been to no avail. C Accordingly it is argued that only the
gsecond address (o the king) is the orlginal oracle. Against this however it
has been pointed out that the second address (vv.l8-20) also predicts doom upon
land and people and is thus no improvement upon the firsto71 Several attempta
to circumvent this difficulty have been made. Thus, for example, Horst sought
to find the original words of the prophetess not in either one of the two
addresses but scattered through both of them. According to him, the original

oracle (his source A) mugst have read as follows:

15. And she (Huldah) spake unto them.....Tell the man who sent you to me:

16, Thus saith Yshweh: Behold I bring evil upon this land and its inhabitants,
even all the words of the book which the king of Judah has read, 17b. for
mine anger is kindled unquenchably against this land. 19a  But it shell

come to pass, if you listen to that which has been spoken agaianst this land
and its innabitants, that they should become a desolation and a curse, 20a
then thine eyes shall not see all the evil which I shall bring upon this land,
The rest of the material in verses 15-20 is assigned by Horst o his later
and unhistorical source B.72

On the other hand, Gressmann, for example, attempts to overcome the

difficul by by re-~arranging and adding to the second address; the first address

69, Cf. for example R.H.Pfeiffer Introduction to the O.T. (Revised edit,

New York 1948) p.402; Al Puukko Das Deuteronomium (Leipzig 1910) p.d.

70, Puuiklko op.cit. p.4; H.Gressmanu "Josiu und das veuteronomium" gal x1ii
(1924) pp.318-319,
T1l. Cf. F.Horst "Die Kultusreform des Konigs Josia" ZDNG lxxvii (1923) p.229.

T2, Horst op.cit. p.23L.
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is considered secondary. He maintaing that something which a later editor
found objectionable or anachronistic has been excised from the original oracle
of Huldsh. He argues that the original words of the prophetess musl have
promiged the people safety too; since, in the first place, they would naturally
have had their part in the reformation; and, in the second place, the difference
between the fate of the king and the people in the oracle as it nov siands

would have buen impossible to the ancient Hebrew concept of the collective

community conggciousness {(primitiv-iollektivischen Gemeinschaftsgefuhl).74

Gressmann suggests that something originally stood immediately after verse 18.
His reconstruction of the oracle is as followss

"fhe words which thou has heard (concerning this place and

its inhabitants, that they should become a desolation and a
curse), (do I revoke), because thy heart was tender and because
thov. hast humbled thyself before me, ﬁacause thou hagt
hearkened to that which 1 commanded and hast rent thy clothes
and hast wept before me, therefore will 1 hear thee, suith

Yahweh. Therefore behold I will gatier thee to thy fathers
15
"

in peace.

These arguments against the unity and authenticity of Huldah's
oracle are singularly uncorvineing. First of all, the argument which states
that the first address of Huldah (15-17) cannot have been the original utter-
ance of the propheiess since, if they were, then Josiah would have had no
incentive to reform is based upon a complelely mistaken concept of the nature
of 0ld Testament prophecy. Such an argument sssumes that if Huldah did utter

such words then the only reaction expected of the king would have been one of

73, Gressmann op.cit. p.3L9f.
74, Ibid. p.319.
75, Ibid. p.319.
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total resignation to the unavoidable disaster predicted. Vhy would he have
bothered reforming ¢ After all, the prophetess had promised him personally

a peaceful end and, besides, nothing that he could do could averit the oncoming
disaster! But such an assumption is simply nonsenseq76 It is implied that

the nation had no longer any choice in its future, sBut this is not so. It
belongs to the very essence of 0ld Testament prophecy that even though disaster
is predicted as judgement upon men's sins, nevertheless repentance can still
make possible an escape from that disaster, The icdea implicit in such an
argument as this is of a fixed scheme of prediction and fulfilment and, to
quote a recent writer, "such a fixed scheme of prediction and fulfilment belongs
together with a static conception of history in which from the beginning God
nag determined all events, a cgnception totally alien to the dynamic character
of the prophetic faith in which history consists of a succession of situationsg
in wbich the nation is called upon to choose between the way of life and the
way of death."77 Accordingly, Huldah's words of doom, far from destroying all
incentive to reform, would actually have accentuated the need for vefoxm.

There is no sound reason for regarding them as post eventum,

Ag to the second address, verses 18-20, we have noted that Gressmann
and others regard it as original. 1t has to be said however that reconstructions
such as those offered by Horst and Gressmann are bhound to be too subjective.

It is just too easy for a scholar to rearrange texts in this arbitrary fashion

76, 'Ihe corollary of such an argument is that Josish, having heard Huldah‘'s
wvords, was free to do what he wished, even if it meant disobedience to the law
book; since vhalever he did he was assured of a peaceful death!

77+ Cf. James D, Smart The Interpretation of Scripture (First Brit. edition,

London 1961) p.l04. Cf. J.lLindblom Prophecy in ancient Israel (Oxford 1962)

Ppe199-200 and 300f.



(59)

to suit his own preconceived notion of events. To be sure it may be admitted
that Gressmann is probably correct inm his contention that something is missing
from verse 18,78 But this difficuliy can be removed in a much simpier manner
than that proposed by him, There is no need to assume that something has been
omitted after "the words which thou hast heard" in this verse. The difficulty
is removed by the addition of %8 or 22.\/ immediately before [] q]:]:T—T The 38
or 33/ could easily have been omitted due o haplography af ter%&ﬁ(})’- that
is, the copyist's eye mistook it for the last syliable of ‘%f§‘7U)’ and passed
over it to write I]jk);;?T[I. If this simple restoration is accepted then the
text will read: “Thus saith Yahweh God of lsrael goncerning the words which
thou hast heard".

It is difficult to see how this second address of Huldsh's oracle
could possibly be the vork of a later editor. The fact that Josiah's deuth
was by no means peaceful is surely evidence that this address is not ex eventu.79

It will be recalled that Jepsen believes the Chronicler to be guilty

of an inconsistency in recording the bulk ol Josiah's reformation before the

78. Hote however that montgomery and Gehman Kings (ICC, kdinburgh 1951)

in loc may well be correct in regarding the text as being ull right as it
gtaads. ‘They point to chapter xxiii 17 for a similar break after the WOﬁ;-7;¥RE]
1t may be sdded that we do not know all the ramifications of the word 'Wg!f’@_.' |
U again, have we here in xxii 18 nothing more than dialectic usage 7 ‘
79, In this respect Horst is surely wrong in atiributing verse 20a to his

later source B vhich he dates ca., 500 B.C. The obvious objection to this is
that in the late 6th century everyone knew that Josiah did not have a peaceful
death (cf, 2 Chron. xxxv 25), Cf. A.R.Siebens gp.eit. p.56. w.H.Pfeiffer
regards the oracle as it now stands as having been heavily worked over by an
editor. le holds that the words which promise Josiah a peaceful death are

due to a “strange slip" of an editor's pen!
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finding of the law book and then narrating Huldah's words of doom which, he
argues, presuppose that the nation had not reformed. It will further be
recalled that we rejected this argument whilat at the same time acknowledging
that there is something striking about the oracle., Ve may put this in the
form of a question: if Josiah had been carrying out reforms, such as we read
of in Chronicles, before the finding of the law book, then wny did Huldah not
stipulate these actions as those which guarantec Josiah safety from the coming
doom instead of promising him deliverance simply because he had humbled himself

and vent his garmenls when he read the book of the lay 7 Here we must answer,

with Jepsen, that although Jogiah did indeed implement reforms before the
discovery of the law book these reforms were inadequate when compared with

the Hemands of the newly found law book. It is in this respect that the
Chronicler has been inconsistent since in his account the law book contributes
very little to the reform work of Josiah.

The fact probubly is that the account of Josiah's reformation in
both Kings and Chronicles has been telescoped. It seems that the veuteronomisiic
author of Kings has (nol unnaturally) placed allthe reforms of Josiah's reign
after the findiag of the lawy book so as to augment the significance of the
book for his generation. lIn thig respect those scholars, like Kennett,ao :
Cook81 and Nielsen,82 who emphasige the Deuteronomist's contribution to the
narrative are correct. On the other hand the Chronicler in placing them for
the most part before the discovery of the book is laying more stress on the
young king's piety. It must also be borme in mind that by the Chroniclex's

day the law book ~ which was no doubt interpreted as being the whole Pentateuch -

80, See above p.33f,
8l., Bee above p. 40. 82. See above p.gg,
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wus caponical and there was consequently not the same necessity to stress
the importance of the law booik in the reformation.

This now leads us back to the question of the progress of the refomm
measures carried out by Josiah. Ve have already concluded that some measures
were implemented before 621 B.Co In this respect we have further noted that
during Josiush's reiga there was a strong wovement towards national liberation
from Agsyrian dominion and that the opportunity for such liberation came in
the years immediately before and following Assurebun-apal's death.83 \ie now
suggest that the early (i.e. pre-law book) reforms of Josiah were derived from
his desire to throw off the Assyrian yoke. They would therefore have been
predominantly a repudiation of the aAssyrian cults in Jerusalem and throughout
Judah (2 Kings xxiii 4-5,11-12). 1t is also possible that other foreign cults
vere degtroyed during this wave of resurgent nationalism (2 Kings xxiii 13).

Part of Josiah's political amblitions seems to have been the conquest
of North Israel now deprived of itas king and organised into provinces by
Asayria, Indeed it is not unlikely that Josiah had the "master picture of
David's enpire" before his eyes.84 As to vhen he moved to take possegsion of
the northern provinces we cannot be sure. It is possible that the opportunity

85 But much of Josiah's time before 621 B.C.

for doing so came before 621 B.C.
must have been spent in consolidating his own country and if he did essay to

expand northwards it can only have bsen very shortly before that year., Very

probably, however, it was after this year when his position in Judah was secure

83. See above p. 46f.
84, See G.von Rad Theology of the 0.T. (London 1962) vol.Il p.76.

85. S0, for example, J.Bright op.cit. p.295; Cross a.d freedman Qop.cit.

P.573 BJW.Anderson op.cit. p.305.
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. . .8
and the Assyrian empire was already crumbling. 6

The second stage of the reformation followed the discovery of and
vas based upon the demands of the law book, Josiah now abolished the Yahweh
high places throughout Judash and brought their priests up to Jerusalem (2 Kings
xxiii 8a). 1t was probably also after the discovery of the book that measures

were taken to abolish the practice of humen sacrifice (xxiii 10). The des=

truction of the Bethel high place must also have occurred at this time (xxiii

15)s It is also to this second phase of the reformution that ve must trace

the measures taken against wizards etc. (xxiii 24).

Finally the celebration

oi the new-siyle Passover was also due to the law book (2 Kings xxiii 21~23)

as also was the msking of the solemn covenant “to confirm the words that were

written in this book" (xxiii 1-3).

On the basis of our conclusions we offer the following schema of

the events of Josiah's reign:

2 Xings 2. Chron,
639 B.C., Josiah's first year on the throne,
ca,67%0~621 B.C. Hemoval of Agsyrian and xxiiil 4~H, XXxivV 4.
other foreign culta, 11-12,13,
621 B.C. onwards: Discovery of law book and b I XXXLV 828,
consul.tation of Huldah,
Abolition of Yahweh high places. xxiii 8. XXXLV 3.
¢ural priests brought to Jerusalem. xxiii 8. S
Legislation against wizards etc. xxiii 24. —
Making of Covenant. xxiili 1-3. xiv 29--32.

Pagsover celebrated in Jerusalenm,
bxtension of territory into northern Israsl;

destruetion of Bethel high place.

xxiii 21-23%

xxiidl 15f%,

XXXV 1.“"1-95

cf.xxxiv 6.

86, [or this period see Saggs 0p.cits pel34ff., p.140f.
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(2.Kdngs) (2.Chron)
(brawing up of boundary list of Judah under
Josziah, Joshua xv (?))87
609 B,C. Josiah killed at Megiddo. xxiii 29 Xxv 2%=24.

We must now attewpt to sum up our conclusionsg. 1In the first place
we have found the attempts to dissociate Deuteronomy from Josiah's reformation
unconvineing. At the same time we have attempled to demonsitrate that Josiahts
reformation was not due solely to the discovery of a law book (Kings) but
that part of it was carried out before the finding of the book and independent
of it (Chronicles). In this respect we are modifying the conventional theory
which based its arguments on a detailed comparigon of gll Joziah's reform
measures, as recovded in Kings, with the laws of DeutaronomyeS and rejected the
Chronicler's account in so far as it places reform measures before Josish's
eighteenth year on the throne (62L B.(.). On the other hand we cen confidently
endorse the conventional identification of Josiah's law book with the original
Deuteronomy (Ur~Deuteronomy).

If these conclusions are accepted then the terminus ad guem for the

composition of Deuteronowmy will be the year 621 B.C. We must now attempt to

determine hoy long before this year the book was drawn up - the terminus s guo.

87. S0 Jepsen Qp.cit. p.108; M.Noth op.cit. pp.272-273; both scholars following

A.Alt "Judas Gaue wnter Josia" Kleine Schriften 1T pp.276-288. JFor a different

view hoyever see P.M.Cross and G.B.Wright "The B oundary Liste of the Kingdom
of Judsh" JBL lxxv (1956) pp.202-226. Cross and Wright prefer a 9th century
date for these lists. So too now R. de Vaux 9p.cit. pp.l36-137.

88, ¢f. for example, L.B.Paton "The Case for the Post-ixilic Origin of

Deuteronomy" JBL xlvii (1928) pp.325-326,
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Additional Note to Chapter II

The Deuwteronomistic sections of Jeremish

1t has long been recognised that there are marked similarities in
style and vocabulary between Deuteronomy and parts of Jeremiash., Opinions
have varied greatly as to how this phenomenon came about. 0ld critics held
that Jeremiah was influenced by Deuteronomy. Thus S.R.Driver wrote:s "Jereuiah
is the earliest prophet who can be demonstrated to have been acquuinted with
Deut@ronomy“.l On the other hand, those scholars who argued that Jewteroncmy
originated in the exilic or post-exilic period contended that the great prophet
influenced the compilers of Deuteronomy. R.H.Kennett, for example, attempted
to show that the author of Deuteronomy drew many phrases from Jeremiahoa
ilolscher and Horst who, as we have sgeen, avrgued that Deuteronomy was drawn
up after Jeremiah's life, believed that the prophet's original oracles were
edited by a Deuteronomist who yished to create the impression that the great
prophet supported and endorsed the claims of Deuteronomy.3 More recently
L.Hielsen has also expressed the opinion that the original book of Jersmiah
has been consciously revised by a Deuteronomisto4 A.Bentzen argued along
similar lines claiming that Jeremiah's book fell into the hands of "Deuterono-

migtic zealots" who "used him in their propaganda".5 R Pfeiffer suggesbed

1. S.R.Driver Deuteronomy (ICC, Edinburgh, 2nd edit. 1902) p.lxiii.
2. R.H.Kennett "The Date of Deuteronomy" Jis vii (1906) pp.481--486, Cf.

Je.teSchofield YThe Significance of the Prophets for the Dating of Deutero-

nomy" in Studies in History and Religion (ed. a.E.Fayne, 1942) pp.44-60;

(GoRe Berry "The Code found in the Temple" JBIL, xxxix (1920) pp.46-48.

3, Of, G.Hblscher "Komposition und Urgprung des Deuteronomiums” pp.253-239;
I, Horst "Die Anfinge des Propheten Jeremia® ZAW x1i (1923) pp.94-153.
4, B.Nielsen Oral Tradition (London 1954) pp.78,79.

5« Ao.Bentzen Introduction to the 01d Pegtament voll.Il p.ll8.




(65)

that Baruch revised many of the prophet's sayings in his own veulberonomistic
sﬁyle.6 Oesterley and Robinson argued that parts of Jeremiahb savour of
Deuteronomy simply because both books were writiten in the game rhetorical
prose style of the period to which they both belong.7 Y. Kaufmann takes the
view that Deuteronomy must have been an element in Jeremiash's educaﬁion.s

More recent trends in 0ld Testament studies would reject any suggestion
that the so-called Deuteronomistic sections in Jeremiah are the work of a
Deuteronomistic "redactor! of Jercemish or are due to the use of a Deuteronomistic
source by the compiler of the prophet's coracles. Howinckel suggested that
these sections in Jeremiah ave the work of a cipele of the prophet's disciples
by vhom some of the prophet's sayings were preserved and transformed according
to Deuteronomistic ideas and forms of style which prevailed in that circleo9
Recently J.lLindblom has supported this view.lo Another recent view comes
from J.W.Miller vho argues that the Deuteronomistic language in some sections
of Jervemiah is explained vhen it is remembered that Jeremiah himselfl was
influenced by the terminology of the cultic teaching of the Temple on which,

- . . . 11 - . . -
he claims, Dewberonomy itself is based. A.Veiper nags offered o similar

6. R Pfeiffer Introduction to the 0ld Testament p.505.

Te WeOolloOesterley and T.l.Robinson Introduction to the Books of the 0.T.
(London 19%4) p.304.

8. ¥.Kaufmann The Reliuion of Israel (Pranslated and abridged by M.Greenberg
London 1961) pp.4l6-417.

9. 5, Howinckel Prophecy and Pradition (Oslo 1946) p.62f.

10, J.Lindblom Prophecy in Ancient Israel (Oxford 1962) pp.257-238,425-426.,

11. JuWeMiller Das Verh8linis Jevemias und Hesekiels sprachiich ung

theologiach untersucht mit besonderer Berucksichtigune der Prosarcden

Jeremias (Assen 1955).
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suggestion.lz

Recent investigation into the manner in which the prophetic books
came to us lends weight to Mowinckel's suggestion.13 On the other hand it
is very posgible that after its discovery in the Temple in 621 B.C. Deutero-

nomy was used in ceremonies of covenant renewal and i this is allowed then

the views of either Miller or Oesterley and Robinson would carry weight.

12. A.Veiser JIntroduction to the 0ld Testament pp.2l7--218.

1%, Yfor this see O.lissfeldt "The Prophetic Literature" in CTis (edit.

I, H.Rowley, Oxford 1951) p.l26-134.
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CHAPTER ITT

THIE DATE OF COMPOSTITION OF DEUTERONOMY = Teiminus & quo

In the previous chapter we arrived at the conclusion thati

the texminus ad quem for the composition of Deuteronomy is the year

621 B.Ce In this chapber we shall attempt to fix the terminus a quo.

Ve may divide ouy treatment of this problem into two sectionss

1. A compavison of the legal material in Deuteroncmy with that in the
Book of the Covenant will reveal that Deuteronomy belongs to a more
advanced age than it.

2+ The dogma of the centralisation of public worship to one sanctuary

supplies a vital clue to the ferminus a quo since, in our opinion, ite

avolution can be dated within navrow linits.

1.

A comparison of some of the laws in the Book of the Covenant
in fxodus xx 22=xxiil 33 with similar lawvs in Deuteronomy suggests that
the legislation in the latter is more developed and belongs to a later
age than the Exodus law&.l

The law of ’che‘-_\;)’ —T:l)/ is found in both Exodus (xxi 2-11)
and Deuteroﬁomy (zv 12=18)., There ave hovever seversl significant

difforences botween the two lavws. Tn Exodus the lav of release is

le Cf M.Noth Fxodus (London 1962, trans. by J.9.Bowden from Das zyeite
Buch lMose (ATD series) GBttingen 1959); MH.Cazelles Ejudes sur le Code
de L'Allience (Paris 1946) pp.lO4ff.
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applied to male slaves only (verse 2); female slaves are not to go
free as the males do (vevse 7). Furthermore, in Bxodus the slave is
to go free with vhatever possessions he entered his muster's serxvice;
his master is not obliged to give him any aid to rehabilitation. In
Deuteronomy on the other hand the lav is more humane., The release
is extended to the female slave (verse 12). Moreover, Deuteronomy's
interpretation of "LLjE?[J is much moxe libersl than thai in Exodus.
According to Deuteronomy a slave of either sex on leaving his master's
sorvice ia to be provided for by his magter from the flock, the
threshing floor and the winepress (xv 13-14). The \933 of Exodus

3

(xxi 3,4) has disappearcd. The Deuteronomic law vepresents a
gsociological and moral advancement upon the lxodus law.

Another example of where the Deuteronomic laws exhibit an
advancement on the Exodus lavs is to be found in the matter of pledges
(lxod.xxii 25=27; Deut. xxiv 10-13). The legislation in Exodus demends
that if a man's garment is taken in pledge then it is to be veturned
to him before night (vv.26-27). Deuteronomy eadorgses this law {v.13)
and adds a prohibition against taking the mill or upper millstone to
pledge (v.6). ‘There is however yet another stipulation in Deuteronomys

verses 10-11 legislate that a creditor is not permitted ¥o enter a

borrower's house Lo veceive the pledge; he is to wait outside. This

law is evidently almed at preventing the arbitrary choice of pledg A

30 Cf. Cazellos opecit. p.104,
4. Cf. G.enton Davies Peake's Commentary (London 19620)p.879-;

¢f.9.R.Dpiver Jouteronomy ppel75=270.
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A further indication that Deuteronomy is later than the
book of the Covenant is to be found in the law of the sabbatical
year for the land (Exod.xxiii 10=-11; Deut. xv 1£f.) The old nora
wvhich lies behind the law of release is the demand for a fallow year
(ef. the Lxodus law). In Deutevonomy however the lav is extended to
include the spheve of debi. Here too we have a sociological. advance-
ment upon the Lxodus law which preserves the law in ils more ancient

form which applied to theland conl;;r.5

Ve may algo note that the
Exodus law uses the verb \—[_"]_ DV}LUJ]._ "thou shalt meke a rolease",
vhereas Dguteronomy uses the noun il Q V) UJ-- rolease", Lt is

posgible that by the time of Deutevonomy this word had aslready become

. 6
a ‘temalnug technicug,

5. See Gevon Rad Studies in Deutcronomy  pp.l5-l6; cf.Henton Davies

onecite pa277.
6. See Cazelles ope.gite. p.106. Cazelles points to what he believes

t0 be another indication of Deuteronomy’s later dating. He vefers to
Pxodus xxi 14 and the use there of 1—”1}'7¥ ;1"1711:11 guile". Ie poinis

to the similar law in Deut. xix 11 where the word :]:)_N is used and suggests
that by the time of Deuteronomy the word TT_!"_\'\ ¥ vas already acquiring

the meaning which it had in the later writings In the 0ld Testamont,

that is, "prudence” in a good sense «= ¢f. Prov. i 4; vilk 5,12; Job v 13,
The suggestion is worth noting but since in fact Deuteronomy does not
anyvhere agtually employ the word [ T)W Sf 1t is not wise to place too

much significence on the use of ) ﬁ as agains.. _YQ-\ ¥
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These fow exomples suffice to demonstrate that the book of
Deuteronomy belongs to a later period than the Elohist strand in which
the Book of the Covenant now &ﬁands.7 The B strand is generally dated
about 800 B.C.8 Denteronony must therefore come from a period subsequent
o this year. In the following section we ghall give reasons for coming

down to yet a lower date than this.

2¢

It has long beoen recognised that one of the fundanmental
demands made by the book of Dguteronony is that all acts of a
religious nature are to be carried out "at the place which Yahweh
shell choose", Sacrifices and tithes are to be offercd there (xii 4,
11,14,18; xiv 22f.; xv 19f,); the Passover is to be observed only
at"the place" (xvi 2,5=6); this also applies to the feast of Weoks
(xvi 11) and Tebernacles (xvi 15); all vous must be offered there
(xzvi 23 xv 19=23); the judicial system is to have its “arbitration®
centre at the centrsl shrine (xvii 8). The book demands the destruetion
of all places of worship other then this place (xii 8-14). Scholars
have generally agreed that "the place which Yahwsigh shall chooge" is to

be interproted as referring to Jerusalem.

7. See AJdeiser Introduction %o the Q.F. (London 1961) p.l2Lff.;

G.¥.Andorson A Critiecal Introduction to tho 0.T. (London 1959) pp.37=8

(following Weisox).

8. Cfe Woiser op.cite p.124; Anderson op.ciie. p.38.
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Recently however both these interpretations have been

challenged on several counts, On the one hend some scholars have
9

argued that Deuteronomy does not in fact demand centralisation, On
the other hand there has been an attempt to remove by litewary critical
means the demand for centralisation from the book.lo Again a nunber
of scholars havecontended that "the place vhich Yahweh shall choose"

refers not to Jerusalem but to Shechemll o perhaps B@thel.lg

9. Th.Oestreicher Dag Deuteronomische Grundgesetz (Gubersloh 1923);
idem "Dtn.xii d%f. im Licht von Din.xxiii 16€.% ZAW xiiii (1925)
PPe246=249; W.Staerk Dag Problem des Deuteronomivws (Guiersloh 1924)

(follows Oestreicher); A.C.Welch The Code of Deuteronomys & neu theory

of its origin (1924); idem "The two descriptions of fhe sanctusry in
Dout " BT xxxvi (1925) pp.d42-444; idem "The two descripiions of the
sanctuary in Deut.” EI =xxxvii (1926) pp.215-219; idem ™rhe Froblem of
Deutevonomy" JBL xlviii (1929) pp.291=306. MNore wvecently i.H.Segal
"The Composition of the Pentateuch == A Fresh Examination” in Sgripta
Hioerosolymitana wod. viii (1961) p.11d.

10+ A.C.Welch The Code of Deutoronomy pp.57-61,193f.; idem Deuteronomys

the framework o the Code (1932) p.205; jdem "When was the worship of
Tovacl centralised at the Temple?® BAY xliii (1925) pp.250-255. Tor
Welch's views on this see below. Cf. also G.von Rad Studies in
Deuvteronomy (London 1953) p.67; V.Maag “Eruligungen zur denteronomischen
Kultzentrelisation® VB vi (1956) p.10.

11, Cf. V.F.Albright From Stone Age to Christienity (1940) p.241;
G.A.Danell Studies in the Name Israel in the 0.0. (Upsala 1946) p.563
B.W.Anderson The Living World of the 0.8, (1958) p.309; A.Alt "Die
Heimat des Dguteronomivms” in Kleine Schrifien wvol. IX p.274 note L.

12, Cf. P.Dumermuth "Zur deuteronomischen Kulttheologie" ZAYW 1xx (1958)
pe79ff.; it was proposed some years ago by Oesterley and Robinaon

Introduction to the Bocks of the 0.1, (19354) p.50.  Althouglh tho

'yﬂ
question of where "the plece®” refered to belongs properly to a discussion
of the provenance of Deuteronomy, it is inevitably linked up with the

problem of centralisation as a vhole and will therefore be dealt with in this
chapter.
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In viow of these rocent trends it ig necessary to reecxamine
the lav of the centralisationdf worship. Our ultimate concern in this
motter is to demonsivate that tho doctrine of the centzalisation of
the cult provides most important datg for the dating of the compogition
of the book of Douteronomy. We can bost approach the problem under
three aub-titlegs:

a. Does Deuteronomy centralise public worship to one sanctuary?
be If so, is the demand for centralisation casily removed from the
point of view of literary criticlsm? |

c. When did the doetyxine of the centyal shyine come into ¢xistence?

a. During the past generation a group of acholars have coantended

vigourously that Deuloronomy does not centralise worship., Th.Oestreicher

and d.Velch argued that the book recognises the validity of a multiplicity

of ¥ehwoh shrines and that it demands that Israel worship only at these shrines.
Such a theory was not absolutoly new in their doy, for 1t had been

135

postulated iﬁbﬁa form or anotheor by scholars such as van Hoonacker,™

=
14 Klostermannl? and Fries.16 Van Hoonacker, for example, held

Poals,
that there wore two types of senctuaries in Judah, private and public,
and that Deuteronomy abolished only the public ones. That ig, the

centralisation of the cult demanded by Deutercnomy was not ahsolute

hut relative.lT Poels hold a view similar to this.la Pries aleo

1%. A van Hoonacker "Le Lieu du culte dens la Legislation rituclle
des Hebrous" in Le MusSon xiii (1894) p.195¢.

14. A.Poels [xemon eritique de 1'histoirve du sanetuwalre de 1'arche
(Louvain 1897).

15. A.JKlostermann Dor Pentateuch (Weue Folge, Leipszig 1907) pp.l54ff.
16. S.A.Fries Die Gesetzschrift des Kifnige Josias
17. Van Hoonacker op.¢it. p.533 18. Poels op.cit.p.75.
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19

followed this opinion but with reservations. According to Klostermann
the clousge "the place which Yehweh shall choose" designated soveral
places which changed from time to time. The choice of where it was to
bo at a givea tine was determined by the people by means of lot ox oraele.ao
But the mein attack came from Welch and Oestreicher during
the 1920'as. Their opinions are based on a novel interpretation of tho
phrase "the place vhich Yehweh shall choose®.
Oastreicher argued that the lav concerning the place of
yorship in Denteronomy adds nothing to the old altar-law in BExodus
xx 24. Deutevonomy xii 15 veads: Pioke heed to thyself that thou offer
not thy bumt offering in every place that thou seoatf, Lxodus xx 24b
reads:s "In every place where I record my name I will come unto thee
and I will bless theo'. The meaning of both these passages, argues
Qagtreicher, is that the faithful are not to offer their sacrifices
in just any place but only in places asanctioned by Yahweh.al Heo
intovprots Deuteronomy xil 14 “*TL’%W g2 mim I W‘Uﬁ DiPr.?_l‘
as follows:s "but in gvery place uhich Yahweh shalld choose in any of

thy tribod 2@

e obtains this translation by giving the definite
article in UlP B2 a gistributivo interpretation and the indefinito
article in [[T8 A a goneral mesning., He attempts to justify his translation

by drawing attention to the analogous use of the same words in the

passogo conceraing the fugitive slave in Deut. xxiii 17. Hovo it is

19. Fries QE._?__&.E‘ P-lsc
20. Klostermenn op.clit. p.426.

21. Oestreichor Das Deuteronomische Grundgesetz pp.l03=104.
22, Ibid. p.106,
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legislated that a slave who escapes from his master is not to be
returned b0 him but is to be permitted to dwell -\\fjti IJ}T)EDEQ“
;[ ﬁ%’ \U T Uéj,:- ﬁU 1‘ . Now it is obvious, argues Oestreicher,
that in a1l ossontial pointe this verse and VX YWE DPHR2
TPAW TORD T are the somo. 5ut the translation of tho
former (Deut. xxiii 17), he continues, is cloarly: "he (the slave)
shall dwell with thee in any (jedem) place which he shall choose
within any one (an_ircend einex) of thy g&tes".23 On the basis of
this he concludes that the phrase Tnn\ %ﬂ:{lﬂ WLU{:\ D]P f;};_l
ﬂ. ) LDQLU 108 3 is to be translated: "in every (Jedem) place
which Yahweh shall choose in any one (gn_irmend giner) of your tribes".
In pointing to the parallels betweon Deut. xxiii 17 end
xii 14 however, Qestreicher has overlooked ome important difference, for
wheroas the subject of xxiii 17 is "he", in xii 14 it is "Yahweh". That
is, in xidi 14 it ls a definite subject nnd the action is limited %o
Yahweh, whilst in xxiil 17 the"he" is general and refers to any one

24 Accordingly the phraee "he (the slave) shell

of a class of people.
dwell thee in the place which he shall choose in one of thy gates" is to

be interpreted (but not translated!) as indicating that fuglitive Slaves

23. Ibid. p.105.

24. Tor this argument see: B.Bnig "Der Generelle Avtikel im Hebraischen®
ZAY xLiv (1926) p.l73; idem "Stimmen Exod. xx 24 und Din, xii 13f.
zusammen?” ZAW x1ii (1924) p.337f.; idem "Deuteronomische Hauptfragen”
Z0N xlviidi (1930) pp.43=66, esp.44-54, Cf, also  A.R.Siebens L'Origine
du Code Deutéronomique (Paris 1929) pp.108-109,




(75)
nay reside in gny town or village in Israel. But the phrase "in
the place vhich Yahweh shall choose in one of thy gates™ is referying
to the action of one specific subject and cannot be interpreted after
the analogy of xxiii 17.
Qestreicher further failed to deal with one text which

25

even YWeleh, ~ who otherwise holds the same views, admits leaves no

ambiguity on the matter. Chaptor xii 5 readss U)P@ 7 *53 “Of/ ">
DIW? T LAGSIEN TR TITT IR TIWE
t]\%) iY)k;51§)§3 "...but unto the place which Yahweh your God shall chooso

out of all your tribeg to place his name thertesssesssss'

The woﬁaén;?Léz?Uj-ﬂ%g?t3 leave no doubt a3 to vhat the author had
in mind «= one central place for public worship.

We must conclude therefore that the book of Deuteronomy
a8 it now stands demands that lorael's worship is to be carried out
at one central senctuary. But is the demand for centralisation an
invegral part of the book or can it be moved by literary critical means?
it is to this guestion that we must novw tuwm.
b. Velch agreed that chapter xii 5 "“definitely and uncompromisingly"
demands centraliaation.26 To suxmount this difficuliy to his thesis,

however,he contended that this whole section, xii 1«7, is a late

interpolation inbo the book and was probably added just before Josish's

25+ A.CoWalch [The Code of Deuteronomy p.%8, cf. p.lo3.
26, 1Ibid p«58, cf., p.193
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21 He suggests that thisgectlon is possibly "an addition

refoxmation.
to the original ceode, inserted with the intention of laying down a

general caveat as to the principle in the light of which all the rost

mst be raad".as His roasons are:

(1) The section has its own historical attitude vhich is radically
different from that of all the rest.29 In demanding the absolute
destruction of every heathen sanctuary and altar together with their emblems
and instruments, the author of this passage, avgues lielch, takes

the attitude of the lastrovision of the book of Joshwe, according to

which Palestine was overrun and conquered by a united Israel in oms or

two campaigns after which the couvntry was distributed by lot among the
tribes.BQ

(ii) Ags the passage has its own historical attitude, continues Welch,

go also it has its own religious demend: "definitely and uncompromisingly
it orders the centralisation of the cult®., This too is different from

the rest of the code where, he argues, the centralisation of the cull

is not clearly commanded.31
(34i) The third amgunent adduced by Welch is that the section is a

aelf contained unit with no commection with what follows. Whilst
acknowledging that it forms an excellent introduction to the code, he
argues that it ia not so inﬁegraily bound up with what precedes or follows

a8 to produce any break if it were removed.32

27. Gf. Dewtoronomys the framework to the code (1932) p.205
23. Cf. The Code of Deuteroncomy p.l9%4.

29, Tbide pp.57=58.

30. Ibid. p.58.

3. Lhid. p.l95.
%2. 1bid. Pp.193=124.
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(iv) The legislator betrays by two significant omissions, continues

Welch, that he does not occupy exactly the position of the other laws in

the code., Firstly, when the law enunciated in xii 1=T7 demands that the
worghipper igs to come to the central shrine, he is mentioned only with his
"house": nothing is said vhich ig exactly pursallel to the sons and daughlers,

the male and female slaves of the other lawso)J 3

econdly, the section omits
to deal with the position of the Levite., This too is at variance with the
other laws.in the code, argues Welch, where the needs of the clergy are
carefully ordered°34

Againgt welch's arguments it must first of all be noted that the
historical attitude of the section in question is not peculiar to these
verses. A similar attitude is found in such passages as xii 29-30, xviii
9-14, xix l. If then chapter xii 1=T7 is to be dismissed as secondary then
these pussages must also be eliminated. Indeed we can go further. We shall
see later that one of the pressing problems which faced the author of Deutero-
nony was Israel's survival among the nations. Thig is why there is so much
of' the ideology of the Holy VWar in Deuteronomy,35 Not only are the heathen
nations to be wiped out, but even lsraelites who adopl their religious customs
or beliefs aré to be exterminated (cf. chapter xiii).

Welch's other arguments against the originality of these verses

are equally unconvincing., His conténtion that chapter xii 1l-7 containsg

a different religious demand in commanding the centralisation of the cult

does not hold water since neither he nor Oestreicher has demonstrated

3%, Ibid. pp.60-6lL, 34, 1lbid. p.6l

%5, See G.von Rad Studies in Deuteronomy ppe45-59: idem Dex Heilice

Krieg im Alten Isracl (G8ttingen 1958) pp.68-78.
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convincingly that the other roferences to "the place which Yahwch
shall choose” do not make the same demand. With regard to his arguments
based upon the use of "houschold" in verse 7 as against "sons and
daughters, etec.” in verse 12 it is obvious that "household" is
nothing more than a compyehensive teram for & man's family and other
members of his home. But furthermore, if the use of the word"household"
is indicative of different authorship, then presumably the use of this
word in xiv 26, xv 20 and xxvi 11 implies that these verses derive
from a different author from v 14, vi 2, xvi 11,14 where we have "song
and daughters, etec."? But this obviously cannot be thecase. It ie
manifestly impossible to use this difference in terminology as a
criterion for different authorship.

In recent years other scholars have argued that the demand
for centralisation cun casily be removed from Deuteronomy from tvhe
point of view of literary criticism. G.von Rad for exampls states
roundly that the demand for centvalisation "resis on a narrow basis only,
and is, from the point of view of literary cwxiticismn, comparatively easy
to remove as a late and final adaptation of many layers of material".36
With this opinion we strongly disagree. The demand for centralisation

51

occurs again and again in the course of the. book. Not only however
is there this insisteuce on centralisation;  there are in Dguteronomy

various provigions which are the direct resuli of the centralisation of

the cult. Thus, since the slaughtering of animals for domestic use

36. G.von Rad Sgudies in Doutercnomy p.67; cf. V.Masg "Eruligungen
zur deuteronomischen Kultzentralisation” VI vi (1956) p.10.
37« Deut. xii,5,11,14,18,21,26; xiv 25,24,25; zv 20; xvi 2,6,7,11,15;

xvii 8,10; xviii 6; xxvi 2.
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hasg thitherto been a macyificial act carried out atv the local altars,

the difficulty arose as to how this was %0 be perfoymed if all these
local altars were abollshed. Hence the law in chapter xii 20=25
(ef. xiv 22=26) which permits the "profane" slaughter of animals for
domestic uge. Again, since the abolition of the local shrines will
deprive the priests at those shrines of their livelihood, it is
legislated that they are to be permitted to minister at the oentrél
sanctuary if they so desire (xviii 6-8). It is also probable that the
gbolition of the local altars with iis consequences for their priests
is the reason for the constant commendation of their needs to the
people (Deut. xzii 12,18,19; xiv 27,29 xvi 11,14; xxvi 11,12913).38
Furthermore the centralisation of the cult led to a corresponding
centraliszation of thejuridical wights of the priesthood (ef. xvii 8f.).39
All this is surely sufficient evidence that the demend for centralisation
by no means "stands on a narrow basis only". In fact, far from being
easily removed from the point of view of literary criticism, it vould
require nothing less than violent surgery of the text to remove the
centralisation demand with sall its associated laws,

Quite apart from these arguments it must be emphasised how
integrel the demand for centralisation is to the whole character of
the book of Deuteronomy. Von Rad has done move then any other scholawr
to demonstirate the unifying tendemeies of Deuteronomy and in view of

this it is all the more surprising to find him minimising the significance

38. In Deuteronomy alone the Levite is classed among the needy classes in
soqlety.

39. Did the local lay courts now assune wider responsibilities? Cf.
A.Bentzen [Tatroduction to the 0.7, vod. IT p.44.
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of the centralisation law, The total demand which Deuteroncmy makes

has been summed up in the neat German phrase: ein Goth, ein Volk, ein
40

Kult.” And the demand for Kulbtuseinheit dis wholly in keeping with

the demand that Israel as gin Volk should worship,gggmgg§§,¢l'0n both
literary critical and theological grounds the demend for centralisation
must be considered an integral part of Deuteronomy.
¢e If this be granted then we must atteoupt to detewrmine at just vhat
period in Israel's history this radical bresk in cult practice came
into exisvence. If we succeed then we shall have an important landmark
for dating the composition of Deuteronomy.

There has been little unanimity of opinion on the question
of the origin of the doctrine of the centralisation of public worship
to one sanctuary. It has been considercd by some ag nothing more than
the impracticsable ideal of a group of priests living in exile and

42

divorced from the realities of life in Palestine, Others believe that

the centralisation of worship was the means chosen by Josish to abolish

gacred prostitution which had its breeding grouhds at the local high
43

places. Some gcholars see in it the practical outcome of the iteaching

of the 8th centuvry prophets and their condomnation of the high places.44

40, Cf. G.¥W.Anderson gpe.cit. p.40.
4l See the mpposite remarks on this by Bentzen op.cit. p.42.
42, So G.Hdlscher "Komposition und Ursprung des Deuteronomiums®  ZAW

x1 (1922) p.183F, and Geschichte der israclitischen und jildischen

Religion (Giessen 1922) p.132.

4%, So R.H.JKennett Douteronomy and the Decalogue (Cambridse 1920) pp.l2-15.
44. So for example S.R.Dyiver Deuteronomy (I.¢.C., Edinburgh 1902)

p.xliv footnote and pp.xlix-l; A.R.Siebens op.celt. pp.118=138; R.Kittel

Gogchichte des Volkes Israel (7th edition, Stuttgart 1925) vol.lL, p.374,
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Mnother theory sces in it the final outcome of a long process in

vhich the larger and more iuportant sanctuaries monopolised so much
of the offerings of the people that the smaller local shrines sufferced
an ever increasing loss in revenuwe until finally the priests at these
smaller sanctuaries leglislated that worship should be centralised

at one of the major shrines with a view to integrating theuselves into

45

the ministyy there.’ These ruralpriests have been considered as

the owviginators of the doctrine of the centralisation of worship for
enother veason viz. that by the 7th century they had outgrovn their

cultic sphere proper and were row exercising more of a teaching

46

ninistry. Some scholars have argued that the centralisation of

yorship (to Jerusalem) was the result of the miraculous deliverance

of the city from Sennacherib in TOL B.C.*!

whilst others argue that
Hezekish centralised worship in Jerusalem in order to concentrate
national feeling on the preservation of the capital in the satruggle for
independence from Assyria; that is, the centralisation of worship has
its origin in a political or largely political necessity rather than in

48

a religious one, More regently it has been suggested that the Deutero=-

45. Cf, A.Bentzen Dig Jjosianische RNeform und ihre Voraussetzuasen
(Copenhagen 1926) pp.68=72; idcm JIatroduction to the 0.%. vol. II p.d4.

Cf. R. de Vagux Ancilont Israel p.3564.

464 G.von Rad Studies in Deutoronomy pr.60=69. Both von Rad and Bentzen
tracgthe origin of Deuteronomy iteelf to circles of country Levites.

47, Cf. recently V.Maag op.cite pedef. CL. G.A.Smith dJderugslem vol.d
(London 1908) ppel75=177.

48, So T.H.Robingon and W. 0. B, Oesterley A Higtory of Israel vole I
(Oxford 1932) ppe392=393.
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nomic dogma of the central shryine has its ovigin in the ceniral shrine
of the so=-called amphictyonic period.49
Most of the theories outlined above do not carry conviction.
The view that the centraliszation of the cult is but the impracticable
ideal of exliled priests can hardly be accepted if only for the simple
reason that in the postesxilic pericd and as late as New Testament times

50

the law of the one central sanctuary was accepted without question. But
further, as we have seen, there are no sound reasons for rejecting as
unhistorical the narrative of Josiah's reign. The same can be said of
the narrative of Hezekiah's reign (2 Kings xviii—xx).sl Both of these
kings attempted to centralise public worship and to abolish the local

high places. Against the view that the centralisation of the cult was

the practical outcome of the ieaching of the 8th century prophets it

must be pointed out that novhere do these prophets militate against the
high places in themselves but against the kind of religion practised

at them., It is true, as we shall see, that for some of them Jerusalem,

or Zion, was of paramount significance. But novhere do they explicitly

49. So IM.Noth The Nistory of Isvael (First English edite, A. & C.

Black, London 1958) p.275; J.Bright A History of Israel (London 1960)
pe265; of, F.Dumermuth "Zur deuteronomischen Kulttheologie" 2ZAW I1xx

(1958) p.62.

50. See for example John iv 203 ii 13; xi 55; Iluke il 22f.,41,cf.44. Cf.
C.R.North "Pentateuchal Criticism" in Q,T.M.S. (edit. H.H.Rowley, Oxford
1951) p.50; W.C.Graham "The Modern Controversy about Deuteronomy" JR

vii (1927) p.416; K.Budde '"Das Deuteronomium und die Reform Kbnig. Josias"
Z0 xliv (1926) p.179.

5. Cf. H.H.Rowley "Hezekiah's Reform and Rebellion" BJRL vol.44 no.2, 1962
p.425; G.W.Anderson Introduction p.44.
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demand the destruction of the high places per s¢ or the centralisation

2 . .
2 There are several serious veaknesses in

of the cult to Jerusalem.
the view that rural priests were the owiginators of the demand fox
centralisation. IMirstly, whilst it may be true that the larger
sanctuaries such as Jerusalem and Bethel would have attracted many
pilgrims from all over the land, there is no evidence whatsoever that
this had adverse offects on the revenues or aintus of the rural shrines,
Indeed the fact that Deuteronomy militates so strongly against them

and that in spite of Hezekiah's and Josiah's attempt to destroy them they
persistently sprang up again would seem to suggest that they were far
from being robbed of their popularity among the people or that they

vere sufforing any grave loss in ineome.53 Secondly, the fact that
Deuteronomy over end over again insists on charity towards the country
Levites who were now to be deprived of thelr altawrs by its leglslation
is surely evidence that these altars had thitherto provided the meang

of livelihood for these priests. Of the theory that the centralisation
of the ¢ult was the result of the miraculous deliverance of Jerusalem

from Sennacherib only this need be siid: according %o 2 Kings xviii

52. See J.H.Carpenter and G.Harford Qhe Composition of the Hexateuch

(London 1902) p.l44, cf.140; more recently Y.Kaufmann The Religion of

Isracl (Trans. and abridged by M.Greenberg, London 1961) pp.161-162.

A.Bentzen also argued against this in his Studier over det zadokidiske

pracateskabs historie (Copenhagen 1951) (Not consulted but see his

Introduction o the 0.T. vol. II p.d4, footnote l.)

53. Vas Josiah's action in bringing the rural priests to Jerusalem (2

Kings xxiii 8) motivated by the memory that Hezekiah's attempt to centralise
wovrship had failed largely on account of the non=co=operation of the country
priests?
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Hozekioh centralised worship before Semnacherib's sudden withdrawal

from the eity (cf. verse 22). It is no doubb true that this deliverance
was for mamy the visible sign of Yahweh's choice of Jerusalem as his
dwelling place but it was not in itself the gauge of the centralisation

of the cultusg .54

The suggestion that Hezekiah centralised worship in
order to concentrate national feeling on the preservation of the capital
in the struggle for independence is certainly very attractive. As it
sfanda the argument is, however, inadeguate and requires some evidence
to substentiate it. We shall return to this below. Tinally, the
suggeation that the Deuteronomic dogma of the central place of worship
has its origin in the central shrine of the amphictyonic period cammoti
carry convietion., It fails to distinguish sufficiently between the
amphictyonic shrine as the main shrine among many and the Deuteronomic
55

demand for one and only one sanctuary for all Israel, The lattor has

an origin of its own,.

Vhilst however none of the theories outlined above is in
itself a satisfactory solution to the problem on hand, it is our
opinion that those which connect the actual origin of the dogma of the
contral shyine with Hegekliah's reign ave standing on firmer ground than
those which seek to find its origin in other periods of Israel's history,

for it must bo emphasised that as far as the 0ld Testament documents

54, Cfs ReDe Vaux op.cit. pe.327.
55. Noth himself acknowledges this. CF. his History of Israel p.275.
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are concerned Hezekiah was the firat ever to abolish the high places

ana to concentrate public worship at one sanctuary. No one before

55a

hin, as far as ve lnow,attempted such an innovation. i1 1s therew

fore to Hezekiah's reign that we must look for the origin of thoe

56
contralisation of the cult.

When Hezekiah came to the thr0n957 the Northem kingdom had
already been suept away by the Aassyrians, 1ts monarchy no longer
existed, its Israelite population was decimeted by the deportation of
the better elements in its soclety and its territory was now infiltrated
by foreigners who had been imported by the Assyrians from other parts

of the empire, Judah, though by no means in the same plight as the

north, was nevertheless subject to Assyria,

55a. The Chronicler's record that both Asa (2 Chron. xiv 1-4) and Jehoshaphat
(xvii 6) abolished the high places is an exception to this. But the
Chronicler cannot here be historically trustworthy. Both statements are
contradicted by the Chronicler himself (ef. 2 Chron. xv 17 and xx 33) and

by the author of Kings (cf. 1 Kings xv 14 and xxii 44).

56. There was a time when the historicity of Hesekiah's reformation wano

doubted. (cf. for cxample, J.Wellhausen Prolegomena (1885) p.25; G.H8lscher

Die Propheten (1914) p.165 and Gegchichte der israeclitigchen und jbhdischen

Religion; A.Bentzen Die josianigche Reform und ihre Voraussebzungen pe34.)

Recently however it has beon accepted as historically trustworthy by the
mzjority of scholars. (Cf. especially H.H.Rowley ‘Hozekish's Reform and
Rebollion” BJRL vol.44, no.2 (1962) p.425f.)

57. The chronology adopted hore is that proposed by W.F.Albright "trhe
Chronology of the Divided Monarchy of Zsrael" BASOR 100 (1945) pp.l6=22.
CLOBright History p.26L; B.W.Aaderson op.cibte p.275; J.Gray "Chronology
of the old Testsment" Peake's Commentary (London 1962) p.72.
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These events must have had far~veaching effects in Judah.
Thero was naturally the desire for freedom from Assyrian dominion.  Bub
the tragedy which had befallen the Northern kingdom would have provoked
muach heart searching in Judah for it must have seemed to many that the
fate of the northern people was nothing less than Yahweh's judgement
upon their apostasy and idolatyy. The high places had been largely
respongible for this and since in Judah also the high places were a
constant source of idolatry and apostasy, therc must have been from now
onwards en ever increasing demend to reform them drastically or perhaps
even to abolish them altogether. It seems however that there was yet
another effect of the downfall of the northern kingdom wpon Judah.
There were evidently those in Judah who saw in tho destruction of the
northern kingdom Judaeh's opportunity to extend its borders and to re=

=
establish the kingdom of Israel as it had been in David's day.)s

But
ecenturies of division and enmity bebween the two states made this task
extremely difficult. Not least among the difficulties was the fac%k
that Jeroboam I in erecting Bethel and Dan as wival sanctuaries to
Jerusalem (1 Kings xii 26f,.) soems to have been successful, as far

a the northern tribes were concerned, in eclipsing the religious

gignificance of Jerusalem for the twelve tribes by reason of its
&

possession of the sacred Ark brought there by David. Bethel certainly

58. Cf. 2 Chron.xxx l-2. Opinion is divided on the question of the
higtoricity of this passage. W.Rudolph rejects it (Chronigbﬂcher in HAT
Mbingen 1955,pp.295=301). But it is very probable that sound tradition

stands behind this narrative. The time was certainly ripe for such a

policy, (Cf. J.Bright op.cit. p.266,)
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seons to have been of signal significance for the north.59

Accordingly
it is reasonable to infer that those who aimed at the re-unification
of all Israel under the Judeean monarchy would have realised the necessily
of re-constituting Jerusalenm as the religious centre of the nation as a
whole., That is to say, the work of Joroboam I had to be undone., This
in dtself would have bsen the mource of centralising tendencies in Judah.
and,needless to say, particularly in Jerusalem.

We suggest therefore that after the fall of the Northern
kingdom in T2l B.C. there arcse in Judah a religlo=political movement
in which there were already centralising tendencies. The final cause
of the centralimation of the cult arose, we suggest, out of the conditions
brought about by Sennacherib’s first invagion of Judah in TOL B.‘?

The movement for independence had its first opportunity in
705 B.C., when Sargon died and his successor Seanacherid was met ou his
accession to the Assyrisn throne by widespread rebellion throughout his
empire.él Hezekiah seems to have been a ringleader of the revolt in the

west, By T0L B.C., hovever,Sennacherib had regained the upper hond. Ho

59, It is significant that later Josish singled out Bethel in his reform
and territorial expansion (2 Kings xxiii 15). It may also be true that in
sending a Yahweh priest to Bethel (2 Kings zvii 27) the Assyrians werc
endeavouring to ensure that the north would not look to Jerusalem for the
future of their countyy. (Cf. J.Bright op.cit. p.266)

60. Since the theory of two cempaigns againat Judsh by Sennacherib is

of importance for our suggestions we deal with it briefly in the additional
note after this chapter.

61. Cf. H.W.F.Spges The Greatness thai was Babylon (London 1962)

p.118f.; J.Bright op.cit. p.276.
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marched on Judah and Hezekish surrendered but not before Judah had
suffered heavily at the hands of the invader.62 Sermacherib records
that he toolk forty=-six walled cities and innumerable small townships
asg well as 200,150 capiives. ven allowing for some exaggeration on
the victorfs part it still remains true that Judah paid heavily for her

rart in the rebellion.63

At least a considerable portion of Judah if

not the whole of the country except Jerusalem was handed over by the
Assyrians to the loyal Philistine kings of Ekron, Gaza and Ashdod, and
heavy ftribute was exacted from Hezekiah. Turthermore, it is more than

a probability that Sennacherib carried out the customary Assyrian policy

of replacing those vhom he took captive by dmporting into Judah foreigners
from other parts of the empire.64 At any rate it is not without signific-
ance thal from this time onwards all sorts of foreign cults gained a footing

=
in Judah.sJ As a vesult of these events the country was politically and

religiously in danger.

62 For Sennacherib’s account of the campaign see Ancient Near Rastemm
Texts edit. J.B.Pritchard (2nd edition 1955) pp.287-288.

63, Isai, i 5=9 probably belongs here.

64. Is it possible that 2 Chron.xxix 8=0 preserves & uwemory of this
captivity under Sennacherib?

65, Cf. Zeph. 1 4-6,8,9; 2 Kings xxiii 4f£f.; Jer. iii.
P
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It was in these circumstances, we suggest, that Hezekiah vas
forced to abolish the high places and to concentrate worship in Jerusalem.
His wmotive for doing so is clear, In the decade which followed 701l B.C,
the Assyrians were increasingly troubled by uprisings in Babylon.66 During
thia decade hope no doubl arose once more in Judah. It is perhaps to this
period that Hezekish's war with the Philistines belongs (2 Kings xviii 8).
This would have been the first move in the ronewed attempt at national
self-agserition. But if the siruggle for independence from Agsyria was to
succeed the support of the nation as a whole was necessary and the nation
was at this stage in grave danger of being weakened by the presence of
foreign cults in the land. ‘fThere must have been a tendency towards widew-
spread syncretism and a dampening of the nationalistic fervour so
characteristic of the earlier years of Hezekish's reign. Hezekish there-
forejdetexmined to curb such a tendency amwong his people, broke with ancient
practice and abolished the high places where, we may presumne, these foreign
cults were gaining ground. It was largely a political move though it would
be unfair to attribute Hezmekiah's action solely to political motives. As
we noted above, there was probably in Judsh at this time a strong desirve
anong loyal Yshwists to reform drastically the local high places.

We argued above that the 8%h century prophets nowhere demanded
the destruction of the local high places. It is true howvever that they
helped to prepare the way for the centralisation of worship to Jerusalenm.
For Amos Jerusalem is the place from which Yahweh roars (i 2); for
Isiah Zion is wheve Yahweh dwells (viii 18) and where he has his "fire"
and his "furnace” (xxxi 9). licah pronounces doom upon "the mountain

of the house" (iii 12). According to Isaish ii 2f{=Micah iv 1f.) Zion

66, See H."ﬁruFosaggS Q.R‘_C_Lt.' p-lchf.; Jon'igh.t _Q_E!_gg-ﬁo pn?—?Oo
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shall be "the mountain of the house of ¥ahweh" to which "all nations
shall flow® to be taught Yahueh's ways "for out of Zion shall go forth
the lay, and the vord of Yahweh from Jerusalem".
WYhen eventually the Assyrians once more invaded Judsh (ca.688 B.C.)
Jerusalen survived., This was the occasion of the miraculous deliverance

of the city."!

Thisg must surely have been taken by wany as the vigible
sign of Yahweh's cheoice of Jerusalem.68 It is true of course that
Hezekiah's innovation was not entirely successful; the high places
flourished once more under Manasseh. But we can be sure that there

vas some group in Judah who saw in the deliverance of Jerusalem from

the Assyrian host Yahweh's will tp preserve the city and to be worshipped
only there. The words of the 8th century prophets concerning Zion would
now have taken on a deeper significance and Hezekiah's actions would have
gseemcd to weny to have been Justified. And is it not more than plausible
to infer that it is to this group that we owe the formulation of the law
of the centralisation of public worship and that Josiah's law book owed
its ovigin to this group? IYor such a group the heathen reaction which
set in vhen Manasseh came to0 the fthrone must have accentusted the need
for the abolition of the high places even more. And by the same token
it is surely most reasonable to interpret “the place which Yshweh shall
choose" as referring to Jerusalem, The bulk of the evidence in the 0Old
Testament is certainly in favour of this interpretation.

Az far thon as the date of Deuteronomy is concerned we can

conclude with confidence that it was composed sometime after ca.683 B.C.

67. Cf. J.Brigh't m.ﬂ‘ﬁé-__t_o po 287.
68, Cf, R. De Vaux Ancient Israel (London 1961.) Pe327.
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If we allov some time for the heathen reaction to set in after Hezekiah's
death then we are carried well into Manasseh's reign. This coincides
with the resurgence of Assyrian power under Assuv-ban-apal (668-6267)

and the swan song, for the meantime, of Judah's aspirations to freedom.
Sometime during Menasseh's reign with its dark days for loyal Yahwists

69

Josiah's law book was drawn together.

69, Manasseh's reign is preferred by H.H.Rowley The Growth of the 0.7,

(London 1950) p.3L; S.R.Driver Deuteronomy pp.l-lii.
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Additional Note to Chaptor IIL

Sennacherib's Invasion of Judah
Since the theoxy of two invasions of Judah by Sennacherib is
presupposed in the suggestions noted above in chapter III concerning
the centraligation of the cult, we must say a brief word in defence of
it. It is obviously not our task to enter into a detailed discussion of
the problem of Sennacherib's campaigne against Juda@.l Here we sghall

confine ourselves to a re~statement of the case for the tweecampaign

N

theory and attempt to deal with some objections recently ralsed against it.
The case for the two-campaign theory may be briefly stated aa
follows. 'The narrative of Hezekiah's submission and surrender to
Sennacherib in 2 Kings xviii 13«16 is paralleled by Sennacherib's own
account of the events, They both relate that the Assyrians in suppressing
the revolt in the west invaded and ravaged Judah, forced Hamekiah %o
surrender and imposed heavy tribute upon him, Another account in Assyrian
adds that Hezekish was deprived ef his amy and war ma*berials.3 Vhen we
add to this the fact that Hemekiah's partners in the rebellion had been
subdued, that the main military force behind the revolt, Egypt, had been
routed at Eltelkoh, and that most if not all of Judah was now in the hands
of foreigners, then it is highly improbable that Hezekieh could have
recovered sufficiently to rebel again within, say, a few months. That he

did vebel again seewms evident from the words of the Rabshakeh in 2 Kings

L. Tor an excellent bibliography of the whole problem see H.H.Rouwley
“"Heozekiah's Reform and Rebellion" in BIRL vol.44 no.2, Harch 1962,
2. For a thorough treatment of the two-compaign theory see J.Bright

A History of Israel pp.207=-271 and 282-287.

%. Cf. D.D.Iuckenbill The Annals of Sennacherib (Chicago 1924) cited in
H.H.Rovley op.cit. p.418.
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xviii 20, But such a webellion must have taken place at a time when
Asgyria was once more losing its grip, vhen the Igypltians had recovered
sufficiently from their losses at Elickeh in order to support such a
rahallion,4 and vhen Hezekiah himself had recovered from the invasion
and impoverishment of his couniry. We kunow that the decade immediately
following 701 B.C. was one of constant ftrouble for tho Assyriana in

Babylon.5

The news of the Assyrian setbacks there wust have led to a
revival of hope in the west. It was just at this time too that the vigorouvs
young Tirhakeh became xuler of lgypt. Since we now know that Tirhakah was
a mere nine or ten years old in TOL B.C.6 the narrative in 2 Kings xiz
which records that he led an army against Assyria must be referring to

a military conflict well after 70l B.C. On the bagis of all this it is
suggested that there were two campaigns against Judah by Sennacherib: one

in 701 B.C. when Hezoklah was defeated, the other in ¢.688 B.(., following
fresh revolt, in which Tirhakah was invelved and when Jerusalem was

delivered from the Assyrian army.

The most recent challenge to this theory comes from H.H.Rowley
who advoecates ancw that the two encounters between Hezekiah and Sennacherib
both belong to the year TO0L 3.0.7 According to Roﬁl@y, Sennacherib moved
againgt Judah in 701 B.C. as a resuli of a rebellion vhich had broken out

in 703 B.C. which Rovley tekes as Hezekiah's tuenty=fourth year on the

f;hrone.s I% is accepted that tho Assyrisns ravaged Judah forcing Hezekiah

4+ That Bgypt was involved seems evident from 2 Kings xviii 2l.

5e¢ Cfe HoWoP,Sages opecite p.120;5 J.Bright gop.cit. pe270.

6. Cf, W.F.Albright “New Light from Egypt on the Chronology and History of
{srael and Judsh" BASOR 130 (April 1953) pp.8=ll.

7. H.H.Rowley _op.cit.

8. Ibid. ppo410-*4llo
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to surrendex and imposing heavy tribute upon him., DBut it is suggested

that the REgyptian forces defeated at Eltekah "may have heen a relatively
emall advance force to stiffen the resistance of the Philidstine citiea".g
Rowley then suggests that shortly after Sennacherib subdued Jerusalem he
leamnt that a powerful BEgyptian army was approaching, regretied not having
occupied Jeorugalem and forthwith despatched a small foree to so in the
belief that 1t might be strategically important to hold the city in the
encounter with Egypt.lo When hovever the Rabshakeh snd his troops arrived
at Jorusalem, Hemekiah, encouraged by Isalah, shut the city gates and
refused to admit them_on the grounds that the occupation of the city had

11 This was the occasion of

been no part of the original surrender terms.
the miraculous deliverance of the city.
There are, however, several weslmesses in this theoxry to which
ve must draw attention. Iirstly, as was noted above, the words of the
Rabshakeh seem to be addresséd to one who had already rebaslled. It is
of courge arguable that by closing the city gates Hezckiah was in fact
robelling. But there seeme to have been more to the rebellion than this.
It had evidently been planned in advance, for the Rabshakeh in his address
to the people of Jerunsalem ridicules Hezokiah's reliance upon Bgypt and
his beolief that Yehweh would é@f@nd the ecity. e further states that he
has come up against Jerusalem to destroy it ( 2 ¥ings xviii 25). Here, we
suggest, we ave deanling with Assyrian reaction to a full scale revolt and
not to the stubborn decision of a king to refuse to admit into his city

a few troope of an enemy who, on Rowley's hypothesis, had utterly devastated

the country but a few months before. 1t does not at all sound as though

9s Jhid. pp.420=421

100 ;bi . p.4210
11, Tbid. pp.422-423,
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Hozokish simply shut the gates and rebelled just when the Assyrian troops
arrvived., On the contiary, the words of Rabshakeh in 2 Kings xviil 25
imply that Hemekish was boldly making a stand against an enemy which had
come up Lo his capital not just to occupy it but to destwoy ilt. This is
further supported by the fact that tho Rabshakeh threatens deportation

(2 Xings =viii 32). Secondly, there is no evidence that the Epypbian ammy
deastroyed at Blickeh wag o emall token force.s Butb even if this be granted,
can we really believe that the Hgyptians in the knowledge that the whole

of Syria=Palestine was once more under Assyrian control, that their allies
had all been utierly subdued and their lands occupied, would so soon have
attempted to face the hosts of Sennacherib egain? It is possible but
unlikely.  Bub further, if the Eéyp%ian ammy destroyed at Eltekeh was “a
relatively small advance force" then surely it is ressonable to suppose
that Sennacherib would have been aware before he subdued Jerusalem that the
moin Bgyptian force was yet to be reckoned with and would consequently have
occupied Jerusalem then, if indeed he thought it important to do so? If
however it is accepted that the defeat of the Egyptians at Kliekeh was
nothing less than the humiliation of the Bgyptian army, wegan understond

not only why Sennacherib would not have occupled Jerusalem but also why
Hezeltiah was pormitted to remain on his throne., The reason for this, ve
suggesat, is that by the time Sennacherib got round to dealing with Hezekish
the rebollion had been thorounghly suppressed and thore was consequently
nothing more to fear from the small city of Jexusalem. The Assyriansg were
contént to deprive Hezekiah of his wer potential -~ an obvious precauntionary

neagure = and to impose heavy tribute upon him.
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Por these reasons therefore we find Rovley's arguments unconvineing.
At the game time it is readily aduitied that the two-campaign theory has
its weeknesses. It requires that Hezekiah rvuled until 687 B.C. and this,
as Rowley points out, raises a chronological problem since Manasseh, Amon
and Jogilah between them ruled eighty-eight years before Jchoiakim came to
powexr in 608 B.C, DBut, as Rowley himself ackanowledges, there has to be
an anachronisn somewhera.lz He, for example, is forced to emend the Hebrew
text of 2 Kings xviii 13 to read iwenity-four instead of fourieen and to
eliminate the mention of Tirhokah in 2 Kings xix 9 as an an@,chronimu.w
Aecordingly, whilst future archaeological discoveries may clarify this
matter, we believe that for the present the balance of probability lies

with the two-campaign theory.

12. Rowley op.cii. pedes
15+ Ibide ppedlO=411l and 425.
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CHAPTER IV

THZ ORIGIN OF DEULERONOMY ~ X

The Nature of Deuteronomy and its place within the traditions of Israel

The problem of the provenance and authorshilp of Deuteronomy
is amongst the most complex in 0ld Testement studies. As to authorship,
it has at one time or another been atitributed to Moses, Samue,lpa
levitical prissts,3 the Jerusalem priesthoodp4 or prophetic circles¢5
Conventionally the origin of the book was associlated with Jerusalem on
account of the demand for centralisation. During the past generation,
however, the opinion that Deuteronomy is to be asscciated primaryily

with north Israel has gained favour and is to=-day advocated by the

majority of scholax's.6

1. This traditional view is still not without its supporters and has been
advocated lately by M.H.Segal "The Composition of the Pentatouch: a
fresh examination" ian Scripte Hierogolymitana vol.viii (Jerusalem 1961)
PP.68=114.,

2. Cf. for example HB.Robertson The 0ld Testament Problem (Manchester 1950).
%e Cfe W Dormgeiff "Antikes zum Alten Testament: 4. Die Abfassungszelt

des Pentateuch wnd die Deuteronomivmsfrage™ %AW 1vi (19%38) pp.64=85;

AJBentmen Die josisnischo Reform und ihve Voraussebzungen (Copenhagen

1926); more recently G.von Rad Studies in Deuteronomy (London 1953).
4. Cf. RH,Pfeiffer Introduction to the 0.T. pp.l79=180.

5. So for example X.Budde "Das Deuteronomivm und die Reformn Kinig Josias"
20 xliv (1926) pp.177-224; A.Jleiser Introduction to the 0.%. (London
1961) p.132,

6+ The chief advocates of this view ave: fH.C.Welch The Code of Deutero=-

nomys a ney theory of its ordgin (London 1924) and soveral other works;
C.1Burney The Book of Judses (London 1918) p.xlvi. footnote; W.F.Albright
From Stone Age to Christianity (2nd edit. 0.U.P. 1946) p.241l; G.A.Danell
§ﬁudies in the Name Israel in the 0.7. (Upsala 1946) PeH3f.; AlJVelser

OPsCite Pel32; AJALt "Die Heimat des Deuteronomiums" in_KleingSchriften
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Our investigation inio the date of the composition of Deuteroe=
nomy led us to conclude that the book in its present form is to be
identified with the law book which was discovered in the Jerusalem temple
in the reign of Josiah and vhich bhecame the basis of a far reaching
religious reformation carried out by that king. On the basis of all this
it was conventionally beolieved that Deuteronomy was composed by clrcles
in Judah vho fomnulated it as a programme of weform probably during the
dark days of MNanasseh's velgn and placed it in the temple in Jerusalem
until a favourable opportunity would arise in wvhich to promulgate it.

But it has become incressingly clear during the past generation that there
are strong comnections between Deutleronomy and the traditions of northemn
Israel. Ve ave therefore faced with several problems. Did Deuteronomy
originate in northexn Israel? If so, then how did it come to be in the
Jorugalem temple in 621 B.C.? Or is it possible, as some have recently
argued.,7 that the book 1s in fact the work of Judsean circles? Or again,
is it possible that to account for the connections between Deuteronomy
and noythern Israel and its discovery and lmplementation in Judah we must

gee 1t as the work of a circle comprised of both northerners and southerners?

6. (cont'd.) vol.II (1953) pp.250=275; G.B.Wright YDeuteronomy™ in
Interpretor's Bible vol.IT (1953) pp.311~330; J.Bowman "Bzekiel and the

Zadokite Priesthood” in Trapsactions of Glasgow University Oriental

Society xvi (1955=56) pp.l-14; idem "The Samaritans and the Book of Deuterc-
nomy" JTbhid. vol.xvii (195’?’-58) PP.9=18; I, Dumermuth "Zur deuteronomischen
Kulttheologie und ihre Voreaussetzungen' ZAW 1xx (1958) pp.59-98; J.Bright

A Higtory of Israel pp.299«300; G.Henton Davies in Peake's Commentary
(London 1962) p.269.

7. Cf. G.von Rad Studies in Deutercnomy (London 195%).
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In what follows we shall be dealing with these problems aund

the various solutions offered to thenm wecently. IBefore proceading to a
discussion of these problems, however, we must first of all suvvey
briefly the nature of Deuteronowmy and its place within the traditions of
Israel,

A. The influence of the cult upon the form and contents of Deuteronouy.

The book of Deuntoronomy takes the foria of a sevmon of Moses
to the childrven of Israel on the eve of their entry into the promised
land: "These are the words which lMoses spake to sll farael on the other
gide of Jorden ee.ee” (i 1; of. i 5). Now this sermon assunes a definite
form. ‘There is first of all the hortatory introduction (v-zi) in which
Israel is reminded of Yahweh's gracious acts on her behalf in the past
together with vepeated exhortations to obey his commandments and to serve
him. There follows the presentation of the divine laws which ave to be
obzoxved by Israel (xiiexxvi 15), An actual ceremony of covenant making
seens o be presuppnsed by xxvi 16-19, Thisz is folloved by a selting forth
of the bleasings and curses which will befall Israel according ag it
observes or neglects the divine laws which have just been proclaimed (zxviii).
What we have here in fact is the pattern of the old ceremony
of the renewal of the covenant. Deuteronomy purports to be a renewal
on the plains of lMoab of the covenant made between Yahweh and Israel on
the sacred mouatain Horeb (cf. v 2f.; §§£§$ 69). In other words the
gituation which Israel occuples in Deuteronomy is a cultic one.
That there was in Israel a periodical festival of the renewal

of the covenant is widely acknouledged to-~day. Deuteronomy itself provides

for such a festival (xxxi 9~13) and Joshua xxiv is based upon such a
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festival (ef. verse 25). At a much later period yet the prophet Samuel
officiates at such a festival at Gilgel (1 Samel xii).a It i3 also
probable that the so~called minor-judges (Jud. x 1-5; xii 7-15) exercised
a gimilay function at the central ghrine of the amphictyony. At least
they were apparently responsible for the maintensnce and administration
of covenant law.g

The reconstruction of this festival of covenant renewal has
been the subject of not a little controversy.lo But an increasing number
of scholars now accept that it foilowed a pattern somevhat as follows:
1. Parenesis and exhortation followed by a historical retwrospect of
God's saving acts on Israel's behalf (Heilsgeschichte theme).
2. The promulgation of the divine lew (Sinai theme).
%« The making of & solemn covenant.
4. The promiss of blessings or curses.

This pattern is observable in the Book of the Covenant. Hore
important for our purposes here is the manner in which Deuteronomy in
its broad outline follows this patterns
1, Paronesis and historical retrospeet: che.v=xi.
2+ The giving of the law: chs.xii=-zxvi 15,
3. The binding by covenant: ch.xxvi 16~19,

4. The blessings and curses: che.xxviii.

8. Cf. J.Muilenburg "The form and structure of the covenantal formulations®
e ix (1959) pp.347-365.

9. Cf. M.Noth "“Das Amt des Richters Israels" in Festachrifi fHir Bertholet
(Thingen 1950) pp.404=41T7; G.von Rad 014 Tegtament Theology vol.I pp.32«33.

10, Hee additional note on this problem after this chapter.




(101)
Accordingly ve may conclude that the form in vhich Deuteronomy

is capt derives from the cult and follows the liturgical pattern of the
festival of the venewal of the covenant., But thexe is even more striking
evidence of the influence of the cult upon Deuteronomy. The repeated
uge of the phrase "to-day", the frequent challenge and exhortation to

obey and serve Yahweh "{o-day', becomes more meaningful if we see it as

originating in the covenuni renewal f‘ess'tivalgll

Deut. v 2=%: e Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb,
The Loxd made not this covenent with our fathers,

but with ue, even us, who ave all of us hexe alive
this day.”

Dout. viid 18: "But thow shalt yemember the L_ord. thy God, Toxr it is he
that giveth thee power to get wealth; that he nay
establigh his covenant which he sware uuto thy fathers

as at this day."

Deutb. xi 263 "Behold I et before you this day a blessing and a curse ..."
Deunt. x1 323 "And ye shall observe to do all the statutes and thoe

Judgements which I set before you this day."

Devt, sxvi 17: "lg-day thou hast acknowledged the Lord to be thy God,
and that thou shouwldest wall in his ways, and keep his

gtatutes and hig commandments secccsee’

Deut, xxvii 92 Yeeoeoso koep siience and hearken, O Isracli This day

thou art become the poople of the Lord thy God."
And this uvrgent appeal, this demend for a decision hing et nune, is
characteristic of the entirve book (ef. iv 40; v 1; vi 6; vii 11l; viii 13

ix 33 x 15; xi 2,8,13; xiii 18; xxvi 13; xxviii 1; xxix 10f.).

1l. G.von Rad "Das formgeschichiliche Problem des Hexateuchs" now in
his Gesammelte Studion (Munich 1958) p.35f.
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This brings us finally to a consideration of the peculiay
homiletic style of Deuteronomy, This appealing and urgent sermon-like
style permeates the book through and through snd gives it its most
characteristic stamp. The introduction in chapters v-xi is comprised
of a series of exhoritatory compositions which call in a general way
for faithfulness and obedience to tho "ordinances and the statutes
vhich I set before you this day". VWhat is more remarkable is the menney
in which the legal section of the book, chapters xii-xxvi, is pregented
in the same parenetic style. The legal material in Deuteronomy is not
set out in codified form, such as we find in the Book of the Covenant,
but is presented in a parenetic form in vhich words of aduonition,
of exhoxrtation, of warning and of promise are employed to dvive the
commandments home very personally on the conscience of the reader.12 Such
a presentation of the material in Deuteronomy displays a preaching
technique which points for its origin to a cultic milieu; it was, as
von Rad has put it, only after such a ftechnique was worked out in actual

13

practice that it became literature in Deuteronomy. In other vords
the very style in vhich Deuteronomy is written derives ultimately from
the cult.

Accordingly we may conclude that the cult has exercised an
extraordinary influence upon the form and contents of Deuteronomy. Vho=
ever composed it evidently stood within the cultic traditions of the
Festival of the renewal of the covenant and was steeped in a preaching

technique which he inherited from the cult and of which he was perhaps

the begt oxponent.

12, ¢f. G.von Rad Studies in Deuteronomy p,l5fT.
13. Cf. G.von Rad 01d Tegtoment Theology p.T72.
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B, Desuteronomy end the traditions of eavly lswael.

AT Ay

The vexed problem of the origin of Deuteronomy has been
greatly illuminated in vecent years by the complete transformation
wvhich has come about in our knowledge of the life and institutions of
Ioracl in the pre~momarchical pexiod. In striking contvrast to scholays
of a previous generation who saw this period as one of natural, unres-

tricted, free religion,l4

nodern scholars for the mosgt paxrt sgeo it as the
firat reasl creative period in Isrveel's history.

In America a school of thought, closely associated with the
nane of W.F.Albright,lﬁ utilizing the vast amount of information brought
$o light by the archacologiat's spade, argues that the peculiar and
particular evolution of the Biblical faith was made possible by a
something, a mutation, which was inherent in Israel's faith from the

16 It is avgued that the basic elemenis of her faith must have

beginning,
been firmly established in the morning time of Israel's history == with
the towering figure of Moses and the momentous historical experiences of
EBxodug, Sinai and Conquesﬁ.l7
Hore directly significant for our task here, however, is the
work of & gwoup of Geyman scholars closely associated with the name of
Albyrecht Alt. For this school of thought the period of thé Judges wes

the great formative period in Isracl's histoxry. IJor Alt and his disciples

this was the period when the dispavate traditions of the various clang

14. For the classical statement of this older theory see J.VWellhausen
Prolegomena to the History of Israel (BT ¥.Robertson Smith, Bdinburgh 1895).
15, Cf, W.F.Albright Yrom Stons Ame to Christianity (2nd edit. 0.U.P.1046).
Albright's views ave followed by such scholars as G.E.Wright The 0ld

Testoment againgt its Fnvivomment (London 1950) and God who Acts (London
1952); J.Bright A History of Israel (Ist Brit.edit.London 1960).
16. G.E.Wright The 0.T. against ite Environment p.l4f. 17.1bid.p.29
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vho, they believe, went 1o make up Israel, were wolded together and given

their "all Isracl” orientation.l8 for Alt and his situdents the traditions
of an "all Israel" surviving fyrom the pre=monarchical period is explicablo
only by the assumption of some sort of political and cultic organisation
by which the disparate traditions of the clans were united snd made
into the national spic.

Hartin Noth has done most to £ill in our picture of the organ-

isation of Israel during the period of the Judges. >

Noth points ous
that when we firat meet Igracl it is as a confederation of twelve tribes
on the soil of Palestine. Now this system of twelve tribes is not the
result of the artificial splitting up of a greater whole but represents
a form of tribal ozféaniaation which is witnessed to amongst other people
and at other times.20 The Greeks called such a confederation of tribes
an "amphictyony".

The bond which united the tribes was a religious one and wag
expresgsed in terms of a covenant between them and Yahweh. Primarlly there-
fore it was a theocrabtic community ag indicated by the very name of the
confederation, "Israel", which can be translated "may God rule®., 'The
name “"larael™ in fact properly designatos this twelve tribe league and its
later use to designate northern fsrael as digtinet from Judah or Judah

ag distinet fvom northern Israel is yursly secondary. The foecal point of

the anphictyony was a central shrine vhere from time to time the tribes

18. Tor the process vhereby the various traditions were welded into the
national "eplc® see M.Noth Uberlieforungsgeschichte des Pentateuchs
(stuttgart 1948).

19, H.Noth Das System der zuBlf StHume Israels (Stuttgart 1930); idem
The Histoxy of Israel pp.85=108.

20. Noth History p.68.
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would assewble to worship and to discuss matters of mutual interest.
Tt wag at this central shrine that the festival of the venewal of the
covenant of which we have already spoken must have takon place aud at
which the laws goverming the relationship between Yahwoh and the tribes
and betveen the members of the covenant soclety were laid dovm and
developod.22 In the event of a breach of covenant law the tribes acted

a3

sylftly to punigh the wrong-doow. The tribes were also united in the
face of a comnon enemy threatening the life of the amphictyony. There was
no standing axmy but in militaxy crises the clang rallied and those
men capable of carrying arms went forth to battle, It was part of the
covenant obligations that the clans should so rally for vhat was being
fought was Yahweh's Holy War.g4 Those who did not respond to the call
to arms were roundly cursed (cf, Jud. v 233 L Sam. xi 7). Chavacteristic
of the institution of the Holy War was the charismatic leadership; the
tribes were led into battle by one upon whom "the spirit of Yahweh
rushed" (Jud. iii 10; xiv 6; etc.). This notion of charismatic leadsrship,
of leadership by divine choice, was to play a vital part in Israocl's
1ife right down through the centuries.

Now a glance at the contents of Deuteronomy will reveal that
the book stands within the traditions of this old Israelite amphlctyony

of the pre-monarchical period. It was here that the festival of the renewal

of the covenant vhich has had such a remarkable influence upon Deuteronomy

22, Cf. H.Noth IHistory p.l03; J.Bright History p.l49¢,

23. See M.Noth History p.l04f. The sexual offence against the wife of the
levite recorded in Judges xix provides a good example of such action.

24, Cf. Govon Rad Der Heilige Kxieg im Alten Israel (eBttingen 1958);
idem S¢udles in Deuteronomy p.45ff.
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had its owigin. It was celebrated periodically at the central shrine
of the twibal league. One camot avoild the feeling that this ceniral
shyine of the amphictyony is the prototype, =0 to speak, of the latew
Douteronomic demand for the centralisation of worship. The centwal shrine
of the amphictyony was, like the Deuteronomic "place which Yahweh shall
choose", the focal point of Israel's life. Nevertheless it must alwoys
be borne in mind that Deuteronomy demands scmething much moxe radical
by its law of the central shrine. This more extreme demand for only one
place of worship for all Isracl had its origin, as we have seen, in
Hezekioh's days.gB

The covenant which Dguteronomy seeks to zenew is the covenant
mado between Yahweh end Isracl on Horeb/Sinei and is based upon
God'a saving aets on Israel's behalf in the events of Exodus, Vandering
and Conquest. These are the sacral traditions upon which the covensnt
1ife of amphictyonic Isracl was established. Théra is no hint in Deutero-
nomy of later developments such as those centering around the covenant
between Yahweh and the Davidic house in Judah. Indeed the law on kingship
in Deut. xvii 14-20 mekes it quite clear that the author(s) of Deutero-
nony regarded the institution of monaxchy negatively. The "like the
nations that are round about me" of verse 14 is itself polemical (cf.
1 Sam. viii 5=9,19=20). TFor Deuteronomy kingship is an institution of
foreign importation to be regavded theologically as Yahweh's concession
to Israel's demand. In this respect this law in Deuteronomy gecupies the
gome standppint as the anti-monarchical narratives in 1 Samuel viii,

xii 6-25 vhich are now widely sceepted as being based on old traditions

25. See above p.S4f.
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rather than on later posteexilic retvospection. As monarchy is Yahweh's con-
cesgion to Israel's desire, however, certain uncompromising conditions
accompany it. The king must be chosen by God (15). A% the basis of this
demand one can discern the principle of charismatic deslgnation to which wo
have already referred. Verses 16,17,20 seem to indicate that the author
has had long exporience with the perils of kingship. It is possible that
verses Ll6=17 may be based upon the bitter experience of Solomon's
activities whilst verse 20 could reflect the high~handed actions of an
Ahab or a NManasselh.

Bat perhaps the strongest link between Deuteronomy and the
traditions of the old ftwibal league of pre-monarchical Isrvael is to be
found in the asmount of material in Deuteronomy dealing with the institutions

26

of the Holy Yar. To begin with there are several laws dealing specifically

with wars

Dent. zx 1-9: general laws concerning warfare;

Deut. xx 10=18,18-20: laws concerning the besieging of cities;

Deut. xxi 10-14: laws concerning female prisoners of war;

Deut. xxiii 10-14: rules concerning the camp;

Deut. xxiv 5: exeuption from military service for newly-marryied mens

Deut. xxv 17=19: Remember Amalek!
But there are in addition to these laws several speeches in
the book which are saturated with the ideology of the Holy War:

Deub. vii L6-263
"Angd thou shalt destroy sll the peoples that the Lord thy God
will deliver unto thee; thine eye shall not plty them; neither
shalt thou serve their gods e.... LT thou shalt say in {thine

hearts these nations are more thaun I; how can I dispossess them?

26. Cf. G.von Red Studies in Deuteronomy p.45£€.
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"Thou shalt not be afraid of them: thou shalt well remember what
the Lord thy God did unto Pharaoh, and unto all Egypl; the great
trials which thine eyes maw and the sigus and the wonders
and the mighty hand and the stretched out arm whereby the Loxd
thy God brought thee out. So ghall the Lord thy God do untoe all
the peoples of vhom thou art afraid. Moreover the Loxd thy God

will send a diﬁhearteningasa

among them until they that are left
and hide themselves perish from before thee. *NOW ghalt not be
afraid of them for the Lord thy God is in the midst of thee a
great and torrible God. And the Lord thy God will cast out these
nations before thee little by little ..... Bubt the Lord thy God
shall deliver them up before thee, and shall discomfit them with
a great disconfiture until they be destroyed. And he shall deliver
their kings into thine hand and thou shalt meke their name to
perish from under the heavens: there shall no man be able bto stand
before thes, watil thou hast destroyed them; the graven images of
their gods ye shall burn with five; thou shalt not covet the silver
or the gold that ls on them nor take it unto thee ..... for it is
an sbomination to the Lord thy God and thou shalt not bring aun
abomination into thine house and become a devoted thing like unto
ity thou shalt utterly detest it and thou shalt utterly abhor it
for it is a devoted thing ( DW\,'{:T)."

Underlying this speech are the basic principles of the loly
Var: do not fear the hosts of the enemy for Yahweh is with you; he will
Tight for you, sending his panic upon the enemy; but be careful not %o

take in booty anything under the sacred ban.27 Other war specches are:
Deut. ix 1%,
"Heay O Israol: thou art to pass over Jordan this day to go in to
possess nations greater and mightier than thyself, cities great and
fenced up o heaven; a people great and tall, the sons of the Anekinm

whom thou knowest not and of whom thou hast heard say: who can stand

26a. Cn this rather than the traditional "hornet” see L.KBhler JLAW
xliv (1936)y I)-29l
27. Ehid—ppeid=55. C.—S G. von Rad _QPQL&_,_ H; 54-55
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RN

“before the sons of Anak? Know therefore this day that the Lord
thy God is he which goeth over before thee as a devouring flame;
he shall destroy them and shall bring them down hefore thee: so
ghalt thou dfive them out, and make them to perish quickly as the
Lord hath spoken unto thee eeees "
Deut. xi 23:
Weeese the Loxd will drive out all these nations from before you,
and ye shall possess nations greater and mightier than yourselves."
Dout. xxxdl 8.
"The Lord thy God he will go over before thee; he will destroy
these nations from before theg ..... And the Lord will do unto them
as he did unto Sihon and to Og, the kings of the Amorites, and unto
their land, whom he destroyed. And the Lord shall deliver them up
before you and ye shall do unto them according unio all the command-

went which I have commanded You eeseseeseas "
When, hovever, the laws and speeches concerning war have been
examined there still remains to be demonsirated the much kroader basis
of the ideology of the Holy War in Deuteronomy. The entire corpus is

pormeated through and throuvgh with this war-~like atmosphere and possesses

on that account a striking wilitant and aggressive spirit:za

Deut, vi 18F.:

Y“ind thou shalt do that vhich is right and good in the sight of
the Lord that it may be well with thee and that thou mayest go
in and possess the good land which the Lord promised to give unto thy fathers
to thruat out all thine enemies from bafore thee, as the Lord hath
spokon. ™

Deut, vii 1f.:

"ihen the Lord thy God shall bring thee into the land whither thou
goest 1o posmess it, and ghall crnet out many nations before thee,
the Hittite, and the Girgashite, and the Amorite, end the Cansanite
and theo Pevizzite, and the Hivite, and fthe Jebueite, seven nations
graater and mightier than thous and when the Lord thy God shall

28, Ibid. p.5TEE.
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"deliver them up before thee and thou shalt smith them; then thou
ghalt witorly destroy them; thou shalt make no covenant with thom
nor shew them MeYCY eecsesesse

Deut. xii 29:

"hen the Lord thy God shall cut off nations from before thee
whither thou goest in to possess them, and thou possessest them
and dwvellest in their land seeess ¥

Deut. xix 1L:

"When the Lord thy God cutteth off the peoples, whose land the

Lord thy God will give thee, and thou overcomest thel seceeees
Deut. xx 16€.3

"But in the cities of these peoples that the Lord thy God giveth
thee for an inheritance, thou shalt save alive nothing that
breatheth but thou shalt utterly destroy them: the Hittites and the
Amorites, the Canaanites and the Perizzites, the Hivites and the

Jebusites ceceoncens "

In view of all this it may be concluded that Dguteronomy is
firmly rooted in the traditions of the old Yshweh amphictyony of pre-
monarchical Israel.-That is not to say, however, that we have in Deutero=~
nomy any divect deposit of these old traditions., Deuteronomy is,as ve
have already concluded, a fairly late book and as a result the old
traditions with which it works have been modified and changed to suit
the nceds of a more advanced age in Isrvael's histoxry. Thus for example,
the "Israel® to whom Deguteronomy is addressed is already so nmuch of a
vnity that the older notion of individual tribes has almost entirely
faded. That ds to say, the "Israel" of Deuteronomy presupposes the

29

formation of the state. Bven in the matter of the Holy War where, as

29, Cf. G.von Rad 014 Tegtement Theology (London 1962) p.224.
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we have seen, Deuteronomy has its strongest links with the old traditions
there have been considerable changes and modifications. In Deuteronomy
the holy wars presuppose the functioning of military officers (‘tj’.)|§3tl))
which came into being in Israel only ai"ter the establishment of the

30

monarchy and the coming of a standing army. Purthexrmore, Deutercnomy
in contrast to the older period conceives the holy wars as offensive
rather than defensive.ﬁl Again, the status of the central shrine in Deutero-
nouy is much more radically defined than in the amphictyonic period.32
We have noted too that much of the legimlation in Deuteronomy has been
formulated to deal with the needs of a relatively late period in Israel's
histoxry.

If all this be granted then part of the problem of the provenance
of Deuteronomy will be the question of where and by whom thess old
traditions were preserved and transmitted down through the centuries until

their adaptation by the author of Deuteronomy. It is to this queation

that we must now tuim.

0. Cf. G.von Rad Der Heilige Krieg in Alten Israel, p.7l note 120,
3L. Ibid. pp.32,70,
32+ Cf. M.Noth IHistory p.275.
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Additional Note to Chapter IV

The Festival of the Henewal of the Covenant

It is the Gemmen scholar Gerhard von Rad who has done most to
attempt to reconstruct the form of this old festival.l Tor von Rad there
vere two main festivals in early Israel. The one centred around the Sinai
covenant events and was a festival of the renewal of the covenaant, whilst
the obther celebrated the Exodus=Conquest events.

Von Rad takes his starting point from the concise historical credos
vhich now appear in later contexts in the Old Testament but which had

thelr original Sitz im Leben in the cult of the Judges period.e The theme

of these little credal confessions is a Heilggeschichte -~ a summary of

God's great acts on Israel's behalf. Deuteronomy xxvi 5b-8 is such a

cresds:

"A wandering Arvomaecan was my father; and he went down into Egypt
and sojourned there, few in number; and there he bhecame a nation,
great, mighty, and populous. And the LEgyptians treated us harshly,
and afflicted us, and laid upon us hard bondage. Then we cried to
the Lord the God of our fathers and the Lord hesrd our voice, and
sayr our affliction, our toil, aad our oppression; and the Lord
brought us out of Bgypt with a mighty hand and an outstretched aiym,
with great terror, with signe and wonders; and he brought us into
this place and gave us this land, a land flowing with milk and honey."

A gimilar confession is to be found in Deuteronomy vi 20=-24:

"When youi son asks you in tiwe to come: 'What is the meaning of
the testimonies and the statutes and the ordinances which the Loxd
our God has commanded you?' then you shall say to your son: 'Ve

wore Pharaoh's slaves in Fgypt; end the Lord brought us forth out

1, Cf. especially his Das formgegchichtliche Problem des Hoxateuch now

in his Gesaimelte Studien (Munich 1958).

2, Ibid. p.ll1f.
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"of bgypt with a mightyhand; and the Lord showed gigns and wonders,
great and terrible, against the Bgyptisns and against Fhavaoh

and all his household, before our eyes; and he brought us out

from there, that he might bring us in and give us the land which

he swore to our fathers. And the the Lord commanded us to do all these
statutes, to fear the Lord our God, for our good always that he

might presexve us alive, as at this day."”
Ve may add to this the apeech of Joshus before the assembly at Shechem,
Joshue zxiv 2b=13:

"Tthus seys the Loxd, the God of Israel: '"Your fathers lived of

old beyond the Buphrates, Terah, the father of Abraham end of
Nehor; and they sexved other gods. Then I took your father
Abrahem from beyond the River and I led him through all the laund
of Canaan, and made his offspring many. I gave him Isase; and vo
Isaac I gove Jacob and Bsaun. And I gave Lsan the hill country

of Seir to possess, but Jacob and his children went dovmn to Hgypt.
Mg I sent Moses and Aaron, and I plagued Egypt with what I did
in the midst of it; and aftorwvards I brought you out. Then I
brought your fathers out of Lgypt, and you came to the sea; and
the Egyptians puvsued your fathers with chariois and horsemen to
the Red sea. And when they cried to the Loxd, he put darkness
between you and the Egyptlens and made the sea come upon them and
cover them; and your eyes saw what Jdid to Bgypt; and you lived
in the wilderness a long time. Then 1 brought you to the land of
the Amorites, who lived on the other side of Jordan; they fought
with you, and I gave them into your hand, and you took possession
of their land, and I destroyed them befores you. Then Balak the son
of Zippor, king of Moab, arose and fought against Isracl; and he
sent and invited Balaam the son of Beor to curse you, but I would
not listen to Balaam; therefore he blessed you; so I delivered you
out of his hand. And you went over Jordan and came to Jericho, and

the men of Jericho fought against you, and also the Amorites, the

Perizzites, the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Girgashites, the




(114)
"Hivites, gnd the Jebusites; and I gave them into your hend.
And I sent disheartening3 before you uwhich drove them out before
you, the two kings of the Amovites; it was not by your sword
or by your bow. I gave you a land which you had nol laboured,
and cities vhich you had not built, and you dwell therein;
you eat the fruit of vineyards and olive yards which you did

not plant,'"
Although the details vary, a fixed scheme undexlies all three pasgages =-
God called Israel's fathers and promised them the land, delivered them
from Egyptian hondage by terrible acts and, after their lengthy wandering
in the wilderness duwxing vhich they encountersd again snd again his
gracious goodness, gave them the lend of promise. This credo~form appears
ropeatedly in cult lyrvies, in prayers, and in rocliation (e.g. 1 Sem. xii 8;
Pes. Lxxviil, ov, cxxxv, cxxxvi). Now the remarkable thing is that never
in these credos is there any mention of the Sinail covenant event. Von Rad
concludes from this that the two themes, the Exodus~Conquest and the Sinsi,
had separate liturglical histories and were Jjoined together only at a
relatively late date.4
Originally the Sinal events woere the subject of a separate festival,
according to von Rad. In the Sinai pericope of Exodus xix-xxiv he disting-
uishes four parts of an encient covenant reneual ceremonys5

1. Parenesis (xix 4-6) snd the historical presentation of the Sinei

ovents (xixf.).

5. On this rvather then the traditional "hornet" see L.Kohler ZAW xliv (1936).
4. Von Rad avgues that the Yehwist first joined thetwo traditions together

(Das fowmgeschichtliche Problem p.60f.). M.Noth believes that the tvaditions

were already united in G which he believes underlies the work of both J and

B (Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuchs p.40f.).
5. G. von Rad Das formgeschichtliche Problem p.34
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2. The recitation of the Law (Decalogue and Book of the Covenant).

3. Promise of blessing (xxiii 20ff.).
4. Making of a solemn covenant (xxiv).

According to von Rad the rvenewal of the covenant festival had
its Haftpunkt at the old tree smactuary of Shechem (cf. Deut. xxviij
Josh, viii 30f.; xxiv),a whilst the Exodus-Conquest celebrations (the
credo theme) were held at Gilgal in Benjamin tarritory.7

I% has to he asked, howeﬁar, vhether von Rad's radical separation
of the Sinai and Exodus-Conquest traditions is justified. In this respset

a growing body of opinion now questions whethor his agsessment of the

Sitz im Leben of the credoe theme is covrect.

It may be questioned at the outset whether von Rad is correct
in isolating Joshua xxiv 2-13 from its sequel in 14-26. Here suvely the
two sets of tradition -~ the salvation history in 2~13 and the challenge
to the people to commit themselves to God in 14=26 -~ are closely combined
and supplement oach other.a The Hellsgeschichte is given as the prolegomena
to the exhortation (verses 14-15) to serve Yahweh and this in tura ig
followed by the pledge to sexve Yahweh (l6f.) and thens "50 Joshua cut a
covenant with the poople that day, and made statutes and ordinances fox
them in that day" (25). In other words we have already here o renewal of
the covenant ceremony which included the credo theme as the initiating part
of the ceremony. In the Sinai pericope in Exodus xix-xxiv we discover tho
same thing in the preamble to the Dscalogus: "I am the Lord thy God who

brought thee out of the land of Baypt eeeece.o” (Bxod. xx 2).9

6 Ibid. pedls
Te Lbid. pedBo

8. Gf. A.Weiser Introduction to the 0ld Westament p.87f.

9, Cf. J.Bright Zarly Israel in Recent History VWriting (London 1956) p.105%.
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Thig brings us to an examination of a second line of reseavch which
has been carried out in America and which concexns covenant formulations
in the ancient near east. Ag we shall see, this line of investigation
substantiotes vhat we have just sald in eriticism of von Rad's separation

of the Sinai theme from the Exodus-Conquest traditiona.lﬁ’

It has also
shed considerable light on the renewal of the covenant festival in which
wa are payrticularly interested.

G.E.Mendenhall has established that there are striking similarities
in foxrm between ceriain international treaties of Western Agia during the
2nd millenium and the covenant forms in the Cld Tesﬁament.ll He classifies
thege treaties into two types: the parity treaty made between equals and
the suzerainty treaty botween & great king and a vassal. It is with the
latter that wve are concerned. According to Mendermhall there are six basic
elements in these muzerainty treaties.

1. The treaty begins with the ildentification of the Great King vwho is
offexing the treatys "Thus saith AB; the Great King .....". This ig clearly
closely paralleled in early covenant passages in the 0ld Yestament in which
God addresses the peoples "I am the Lord eee..” (€.g. Bxod. xx 1=2) and

"Thus saith tﬁe Lord, the God of Israel” (Josh. xxiv 2). Tt sbould be noted
too that the suzerain was no mere king but is characterised by such titles

as "the Great King", the "King of kings" and "Lord of lerds". This too is

paralleled by such early Biblicel phrases as "Lord of lords” fox Yahweh,

20. G.L.Mendemhall ‘"Ancient Oricnbal and Biblical Lav" BA zvii (1954) pp.
26-46 and more eapecially "Covenant Fbrma in Israelite Tradition” DA =xvii
(1954) pp.50-76. Tor am excellent summary see G.B.Wright Bibliecal Archacology
(London 1957) p.98ff.

11, Gf. Mendenhall "Covenant Torms in Israelite Tradition" p.6l1ff.
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2. Thoro follous a historical retrospect which lays particuler cmphasis

on the past deeds of kindness wrought by the suzerain on bohalf of hio
vassals. This wan no doubt aimed at involring the vassal's gratitude and
affection g0 that he will accept the ensuing treaty obligations. This ie
cleoarly paralleled in the 0ld Testament where preceding the giving of the
Lovw there 1s a historical sketch of what God has done for his people. It
may be a short summary statement such as we £find in the prcamble to the
Decalogue in Exodus xx 23 "I am the Lord thy God vho brought thee forth
fron the land of Egypt, from the house of bondage". Or it mey be a somevhat
more detailed account of God's gracious deeds on behalf of larael. Such an
account is found in Joshua xxiv 2-13,

3. The first two sections are the prolegomena to the central section, the
presentation of the laws laid dowm by the suzerain. Typical of the Hittite
suzerain treatics is the law forbidding the vassal from entering into
relationship with any foreign powers. 'his too ls strikingly veminiscent
of the first of the Ten Commandments (Exodux xx 3) and of the demand made

by Joshua at Shechem: "Putaway the gods which your fathers served beyond

the River and in ligypt, and serve the Lord" (Josh. xxiv 14).

4+ The treaties stipulated that the document should be publicly read now
and again (the time was not elways specified). A mimilar stipulation is
found in several places in the 01d Testament. In Douterxonomy x 5 we read
that the tables of stone upon which the commandments were imscribed were
placed in the Ark of the Covenant vhich was almost certainly a portable
sanctuary (of. also Exods xx 20). Similarly, in Deuteroncmy xxxi 9-1% Noses

i3 sadd to have written Ythis lau¥ and to have given it to the priests in
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chazge of the Ark with instructions that it should be read "at the ond
of overy sovon Jears .s..esee wWhen all Israel ig come to appeay before
the Loxrd thy God¥.
e A Tifth characteriastic of these suzerainty treaties was the invocation
of the deities of the vessals concerned as witnesses to the treaty. They
usually ended by spzeifying the mountaina and the rivers, the heaven and
the carth, the winds and the clouds as witnesses "to this treaty and this
oath®s 1In Isvael the covenant was between Yahweh and Israel and needless
to say no "gods" are invoked as witneasses. Nevertheless it is interesting
to noto that nou and again the prophets in inveighing against Israel's
violation of the covonant call upon the heavens and the earth as CGod's
vitnosses (ef. Isai. i 23 Hos. ii 21=22; lic. vi 2). In Joshua xxiv 22
Joghma soys: "Ye are witnesses against yourselves that ye have chosen you
the Lorxd, to serve him“,
6. Mnally, the treaty concludes uith a series of blessings and cuxrses
which will befall those who keep or violate the treaty. In the 0ld Testaument
the Book of the Covenant, tho Holiness Code and the Deuteronomic law code
all. conclude with such premises of blessings or curses (BExod. xxiii 20=33;
Lovit. »xvi; Deut. xxvii, xxviii).

The point vhich must be stregsed here is that in this treaty form
the historical retrospect ~- the 0ld Testament credo theme -- is an
integral part of the covenant ceremony. The point is that von Rad's cultic

credo has its original Sitz im Leben precisely within the renewal of the

covenant festival from wvhich he attempis to dissociate it altogether. This

woans thaet the Dxodus=Conquest and Sinai themes could not have beon

separato originally. The present separation of the two thewes in cult
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lyric ebc. cannot therefore be explained in the manner suggoested by von
Rad., It hes recently been suggested that after the formation of the Davidie
gtate the Sinai covenant tradition fell into the background, being virtually
rveplaced by the Davidic covenant, and that this brought about a "great
dislocation” of the Sinal and Bxodus themas.la Alternatively, the explanation
of their present separation may Lo due, as Volger has long advocated, to
the fact that although they were both integral parts of the ono festival
thoy vere sepavate parts of it.13 But vhatever the oxplanation he, the
two themes must, in the light of the evidence presented above, be secon as

component parts of the one festival; liturgloally they belonged togethew,

12. Cf. G.B.Uright "Cult and History" Jaterprotation xvi (Jan. 1962)
PP G20 o
1%, AJVeiser JIntroduction to the 0ld Testament p.85Lf.
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ClAPTER V

ibils ORIGIN O DMUTHRUNOMY - TT

The Case for the North lsraelite Provenance of veuteronomy

In recent years an increasing number of scholars have accepted
and supported the theory that Deuteronomy derives either directly or ulti-
mately from northein lLsrael where, it is argued, the old amphictyonic
traditions upon which it is based were preserved and transmitted down through
the centuries.l The conventional theory that Deuteronomy with its central.
isation demand was drawn up in the interests of Jerusalem and therefore
probably by a pro~Jerusalem circle if not the Jerusalem priesthood itself
has been almost totally rejected. the most exlreme presentation of the
theory of the northern origin of Veuteronomy comes [rom AJALL who sees in
it a restoration programme drawn up in northern ilsrael sometime after the
catastrophe of 721 B.,C.2 For ALl Judaesan cireles had nothing whatsoever
to do with ity how it got into the Temple in Jerusalem is a mystery which
we shall never solve.3 Others take a less radical position in the matter,
A.Welser, for example, agrees with ALt that Deuteronomy is a restoration
progromimie drawn up in the north bul suggests that circles of Judaean cultic
prophets cherished and preserved it after the destruction of the northern
kingdom.4 Others, like J.Bright, whilst agreeing that the traditions in
Deuteronomy ave northern, argue that they were brought south sometime after

721 BoC. and there reformulated and made into a programme of refonn.5

1. See above p.97 footnote 6.

2. AJALL "Die Heimat des Deuteronomiums" Kg§ II (1953) pp.250-275.
3. Ibid. pe275

4. AJeiser Introduction to the 0,T. (London 1961) p.l32.

5. d.Bright A History of lIsrael pp.299-300,
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Recently however G.ven had has presented the view that Deuteronomy
oyes its origin to a circle of lLevites who lived in the countryside of Judah
and who formulated veuteronomy as a programme of national political and
religious revival during the Tth century B.Ca6

In this chapter a brief survey of the arguments adduced recently
in favour of the northern provenance of Deuteronomy is offered together with
gome observations on this theory. In the next and final chapter we shall
examine the cage for the Judaean origin of the book.

The currently accepted theory of the provenance of veuteronomy has

7

its beginnings in the work of A.C.Welch in the 1920's,” 1In a series of
publications on the matter Welch broke vadically with the dominsnt theory of
that period concerning the problem of Deuteronomy. 1n the first place he
arsued that the book was composed in the 10th century and not in the 7th.8

In the second place he contended that except for the law formulated in che, xil
i~7, regarded by him as secondary, the original book nowhere commands the
centralisation of public worship.9 And thirdly he argued that the book
originated in northexﬂ.lsrael.lu

Of these three points neither of the first two has carried conviction.

The majority of scholars sitill accept a Tth century date for the composition

6. G.von kad Studies in Deuteromomy (London 195%).

7. See the works cited above on p. 71 footnote Y.

8, Cf., A.C.Welch The Code of Deuberonomy: a ney theory of its origin p.206ff.
9, ibid. p.46f.

10, lbid. pp.38L.; 74f.; 113.; 128f,
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of the book whilst at the same time acknowledging that it contains a great
deal of material derived from a much earlier period. ‘he argument that the
law code does not demand centralisation of public worship has been almost
totally rejectedoll Welch's third suggestion, however, viz. that the book
of Deuteronomy originated in northern lsresel, has been widely supported in
recent years.

Weleh saw evidence of the northern origin of the book at several
points. lLike other scholars before and after him, he emphasised the con~
nections between Deuteronomy and Hosea but argued at the same ftime that the
former influenced the latter and not, as conventionally held, the latter the
formar,lz He believed too that the kingship law in Deuteronomy xvii 14f. is
northern in its attitude towards the monarchy snd again found regemblances
between it and Hosea's attitudeol3 Again like: other scholars he points to
the resemblances betueen Deuteronomy and the Blohistic document in the Penta-

teueh¢l4

He contended alsce that the Passover law in Deuteronomy xvi 18
belongs to the same (northerﬂ) stream of {traditions from which fthe later
Samaritan practice sprang.lB Finally Welch suggested that the law of the
tithe which occurs fregquently in Deuteronomy (xii 6,11,17; xiv 22,23,28;

x¥xvi. 12) may have originated at the sanctuary of Bathel.l6

11l. See above pp.T2-75.
12, Cf. AJCovielch The Code of Deutevonomy pe32f.; of . A.ALt op.cit. p.266f.

13. Cf, Welch The Code of Deuteronomy p.ll7ff.; Alt op.cit. p.271f.

14, Cf. wWelch The Code of Deuteronomy pe.ll3f.

15. 1bid. p.74f. Cf, A.C. welch "On the method of celebrating Passover' ZAW
x1v (1927) pp.24-29; J.Bowman “rhe Samaritans and the Book of Deuteronomy™

Transactiong of Glasgow Universiity Oriental Society AVIL (1957-58) pp.9-18.

16, Cfe Welch The Code of Deuteronomy P. 388,
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The arguments adduced more recently for the northern origin of
Deuteronomy are in part the same as those advanced by welceh and in part
quite different. ‘'the differences are due for the most part to the new
understanding which has come aboui concerning the broad traditional basis
upon which Deuteronomy stands = the traditions of the old Yahweh ampuictyony -~
as well as the new insights into the important role played by the cult in
the formation of the literature of the 0l1d Testament.l7 We have alveady
obgerved the influence of the old festival of the renewal of the covenant
upont both the form and contents of Deuteronomy and it is here that we may
begin our survey of the modern view of the origin of Deuteronomy.

uring the period of the Judges the real home of the traditions
seems Lo have been the central shrine of the confederation of tribes where,
we may presume, the great festival of the renewal of the covenant was
celebrated. In the earliest period this seems to have been at 5hechem018
The Deuteronomic literature associates the first great festival of the
renewal ol the covenant with Shechem (Jos . Xxiv), It is probable that the
central shrine was located for a time also at Eethellg and Gilgalzo go that
the old traditions would have also attached themselves to these sanctuaries.

But for most of the period of the amphictyony the central shrine

wag located at Shiloh and it was there when the confederation broke up under

17. See additional note on this at the end of this chapter.

18, Cf. Mo NHoth [The History of lsrael p.9kf. UThis has been challenged by
Bright A Higtory of Israel p.ld7.

19, Cf, Noth History p.94. Again this is challenged by Bright op.cit. p.147.
20, Cf. Woth History pp.94-95; Bright Histowy p.l47.
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the pressure of the Philistines (I Sam. iv-v), And in the case of sShiloh
we have some evidence that there was here also a festival of the renewal of
the covenant held annually in the autuan. We read that blkanah the father
of Samuel went up to Shiloh annually "to worship and to sacrifice unto fue
Lord of hosts" (I Sam. i 3)021 samuel's close conneclions with niloh also
point in this direction since, as we shall see, he represented strongly the
amphictyonic traditions.

It may be concluded therefore that for the period of the Judges
the traditions had their home in the central shrine of the amphictyony where
the tribes gathered periodically to renew the covenant with Yahweh their God.
It is also probable that even after the Ark had been moved to Shiloh, thus
congtituting it as the central shrine, the traditions associated with it
were still nurtured and preserved at the previous central shrines of shechem,
Bethel and Gilgal.22

But the guestion imwmediately arises ag to where the {raditions were
preserved alter the destruction of the amphictyony. Shiloh was destroyed
about 1050 B.C. and seems to have fullen into the background altogether
(ef. I Sam. ivy Jevem. vii 12,14, xxvi 6,9). Samuel seems to have moved away
from it and although there may have been an attempt later to re-establish it
by f‘shijahz5 it seems to bhave ceased to have any real significance for lsrael.

Un the other hand Gilgal seems to have continued as a cenbtre (I Sam. vii 16,

x 8, xi 14,15, xv 21) and figures prominently in the activities of Samuel.

21, Cf. M.Hoth History p.97f.; W.lckane 1 & 1I sammuel (9.C.8. London 1963)

Peh,
22. Cfe i“i;ﬁoth nlstg;:ﬁ 90929

23, Por this interesting suggestion see J.Bright History p.218.
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Gilgal indeed was probably the scene of s covenant ceremony which marked the
end of the old order and the beginning of the new (1 Sam. xi l4--~xii)=24
Bethel too seems to have been of significance (1 Sam, vii 16, x 3). Both
Gilgal and Bethel were included in Samuel's judiclal itinerancy and we may
presume that at these important shrines he administered covenant law after
the analogy of the older so~called "minor judges" (Judges x 1~5, xii T=-15)
in whoge succession he evidently S‘bood.z5 48 for Shechem archaecological
researches have revealed that the temple of "ba'al berith" was destroyed in
the eaxly 1llth century.26 In spite of this, however, it evidently retained
some imporitance even as late as the time of the disruption (1 Kings xii)
although thereafter it is little mentioned.

It is quite possible therefore that in spite of the destruction of
the amphictyony the old traditions were kept alive atl these old {xribal centres,
But before long both Bethel and Gilgal are the object of prophetic wrath,
Amos rvidicules both Bethel and Gilgal in language which makes it clear that
the old pure Yahwism bad ceased to exist at them (Amos iv 4~5; v 4f.).
According to the testimony of amos there is no longer any religious value in
going on pilgrimages to such shrines. and Hosesa endorses this. He too con~
demns the pilgrimages to Gilgal and Bethel (Bethaven!) (Hosea iv 15). As for
Shechem, according to Hosea a pilgrim to this shrine ran the risk of being
robbed by priests before he even arrived there (Hos., vi 9)!

1f then these old shrines ceased to be the bearers of the old

24, Cf. the interesting article on this by J.liuilenburg "The form and
structure of the covensntal formulations" VI ix (19%9) p.347-365.

25. Cf, W.hcKane op.cit. p.63f.; J,.Bright Higtory p.L66.

26, For recent excavations at Shechem see BA vol. xxiii (1960) no.4 and

vole. xxvi (196%) no.l.
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amphictyonic traditions where or to whom are we to look for the preservers
of these traditions ? This at once faces us with the familiar problem of

The evidence suggests that it is above all to the prophetic party
that we are to look for the preservers of the old traditions., After the
destruction of the amphicityony it was to the figure of Samuel and the
agsociated prophetic guilds that the old traditions owed their survival.
From the beginning of his life Samuel had been closely associated with the
amphictyonic shrine of Shiloh and, as we have seen, he probably stood in
the succession of the amphictyonic judges. We may be sure that he was
steeped in the old traditions and strove to keep them alive during the dark
days of the Philistine oppression when amphictyonic life had broken down and
the faith was struggling for its survival. Oamuel's loyalty to the old
traditions is perhaps best seen in his clash with the new monarchical order
as represented by Saul. It is very probable that Samuel was suspicious of
the ney orvder right from the beginning., 1t is being increasingly recognised
that the narrative in 1 Samuel viii, x L7f., xii which records Samuel as
having been untfavourable to the institution of monarchy is not a later "retro-
jection" but quite possibly reflects the reaction of the representatives of
the older order to an institution which they regarded as foreign and as

constituting & delfinite threat to the old traditions and practicesaza Samuel

27. On this see most recently N.W.Porteous "The Prophets and the Problem of
Continuity" in Jsrael's Prophelic Heritage (ed. B.W.hnderson and W.Harrelson,

London 1962. Huilenberg Festschrift) pp.ll-25.

28, Cf. J.Bright History p.l67; WelicKane gp.cit. p.67f.;3 J.Pedersen
Israels Its Life and Culture III-IV (1940) p.99.
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himself was quick to condemn any attempt of the new order to violate sny of
the old amphictyonic traditions or laws. Thus for example in 1 Samuel xiii
4b=15 Somuel accuses Saul of attempiing to usurp the functions of the amphic-
tyonic priesthood and in chapter xv Saul is condemned for having violated
the lioly Var laus of [:1:\[]‘. If it was prophetic designation that made
N

Saul king it was also prophetic opposition that led to his rejection.

This concern of the prophetic circles for the old traditions
continued down through the centuries. DNorthern lsrael seems to have been
the scene ol thelr most vigorous activity. There were probably several
reasons for this. The challenge of the Canasnite religion was sironger in
the north where the nature of the country lent itself to the agriculiural
pursuits with which much of the Canaanite religion was associated. The south,
by contrast, was for the most part more suited to the ancesiral shepherd life
and was less exposed to the danger of syncretism. IFurthermore the north was
altogether more cosmopolitan than the gouth. fThe main concentration of
population was in the north and the country was, unlike Judsh, more open to
both the religious and the cultural influence of foreign peoples, particularly
Phoenicia and Syria. 1t must be remembered too that the old ampbictyony had
had its focal points in northern shrines (Shechem, Gilgal, Bethel, Shiloh)s
it was not, as we shall see; until the time of David that Judah began to play
a prominent role. To what extent the old traditions were kept alive in the
29

south will be considered later.

The tenacity of the old traditions in the north is perhaps best

29. %We shall be dealing with this in the next chapter.
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aeen in the clash between the prophetic circles there and the monarchy. Ve
have already noted Zamuel's resentment of Saul's violation of amphictyonic
traditions and practices. Sawmuel's successors continued to keep a watehful
eye on the activities of the wonarchy.

The disruption can be explained as being for the most part the
reaction of those loyal to the old traditions to Solomon's oppressive measures
and the state's encroachuwents upon the ancient prerogatives of tribal life,

It ie significant that it was a prophet, ashijeh, who led the revolt and
designated Jerohoam as king of the breakaway iribes (1 Kings xi 29f.). It is
probable too that Ahijah and his followers resented the state's appropriation
of the amphictyonic shrine and its consequent control over it.30 This resent-
ment of the state's annexation of the ceniral shrine was undoubledly augmented
by the pagan influence brought to Jerusalem by Solomon's marriage-alliances

with foreign powers (1 Kings xi 1£f.), We must also see in Abhijah's designation
of Jeroboam as king the relusal of the representatives of the old order to
accept the principle of dynastic successlion and their belief in the charis-
matic leadership so characteristic of the amphictyonic period.
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