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PREF A CI!~ 

'n!e subject or this thesis preser1ted it3elr in the eouree or lectures 

on 13iblieal History given by Dr. Julian Y:orgenetern. at the Hebre·• Union College 

during the se~son 1932-1933. The writer is Te~y grateful to Dr. Vorgenstern 

tor the many valua~le euggeetions he has o1~rered toward making the presentation 

or this mBterial more adequate, and tor hit!• pe.tient induction of a neophyte 

into the !Dethode and-teehniquea or seientiric Biblical study. 
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THE 'rER'M HA-YCM HA-ZE:H I~ BIBLICAL LITERATURE ·--

ITS IMPLICATIONS AND HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE 



n. 
I~TRODUCTION 

Frequently reoeeurring throughout Biblical literature from Gaaeeie to 

Chronicles are expreseione linking the immedia~~e passages in which they are round 

•ith the present time, that is, either the timE~ df the characters within the nar­

rg,tive or the ti~ or the narrators thetneelves .• A random example or sueh an ex­

pression referring to the ti.e or the ~haraete1rs within the nar~tive itl!elf may 

be observed in Exodue 10,6. Moses appet'lre be:f'i:>re Pharaeh and threatens to bring 

on a plague or loeusts or sueh extreme serit>ue;!les.s as the Egyptians have never 

witnessed from their earliet11t beginnings as a J[)eople 

"unto thh ..._ day", until the very period in •hieh he and Phar•h are living. 

Simi tarly we may observe a single example that refers to the time of the Mrra:tor 

or the passage as diet\net rrom the eharaetere or events mentioned therein, in 

II Samuel 2'7,6. David has asked the Philistine leader, under .. hom he has sened,, 

!or a eity in which he might dwell apart from the royal city of his suserain, 

whereu~on Aehieh gave hi~ Ziklag "which belongs to the kings of Judah,~ say;rthe 

narrator, ilfii Ol"i1 1SJ "unto this .,,.. • 

Veree!I of the former type offer little invitation to tJI• further inves­

tigation. ~ut such passages as the latter, containing epeei:!'ie historical refer­

enee, give rise in our minds to a number or in.teresting questions.· At what time 

did the narrator live who could have mde .such. a e·eemingly historical etat_ement? 

Obviouely, in the case mentioned, in a period later than David, but in what period? 

.lloreoTer, \thy should he have said .... &t he did! What could M.Te been hie reason 

tor connecting an incident in the past with hi,e own day? Was he simply recording 

a re.et in _history for the enlightenment or rut.ure generations, or would bis state­

ment have particular significance only f'or hiei own tinse? Lastly, •hat can we pos• 

eibly learn a.bout the period in which the narr·ator lived from the passage we are 

able to a.Asign to bis particular age? Is there any new light upon the history or 

his time which comes to the surface ae t'he re!1ul t or our study or his statement? 
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These questions merit full inquir1, which the 1>resent paper will attempt to make. 

Our problem, then, i~ thiss to eirt from the 1118.88 or almost four hundred 

passages in the Bible in •hieh a present time i s specifically referred to, those 

passages 'that reneet the time or the narrator11 to determine wherever poeei~te the 

date or the narrator, and to establish whate.-e1r evidenee eueh datable p&eeages e­

vince ot the political, religious, Bconomic and cultural history or the period in 

which he lh'ed. 

The term most frequently employed to indicate the time of t~e narni.tor 

or writer,ae clearly distinguished from the ti1me of the event being told,is the 

expression n T ii o l • il "this day" or "this very day". il r i1 ~ i ' i1 i y 

•until this day" is the cueton1try form in whi~b it ie found, but lt bae been 

necessary, in addition, to investigate the l!lln.y nriants of thie form,in order to 

ascertain whether or not they might indicate ~~ssages referring to the narrator's 

day. Included among these Tariants are 0' .. i1 when it has the meaning or ''to-

day", i::i'ii i y "until today", nr;i r:Jl'ii O~}J "thie self'-eame day", 

ii t il Cl, ' il 0 ~y J "on the very ea.me da3r", i1 T ii cl .. il o ~y 1 y "until 

the very same day", ii r i1 o 1 .. ::> "as at this day"', cl .. :J "ae this day", and 

o 1 • ~ "on this day" • These fortHt too, bet'Ye TB.riantst Ol'"i1.:J • Dl ' iil 

o l .. J l • Other expression~ that might seem to have similar meaning are ill il iy 

"up to now" , "still", and iiny 1 }; "until now". Howe,,.er, very 

few of these variants occur in verses •hose s~Lgnifieance interests us in this study. 

They are valuable only in having been cheeked for their potentialities~ 

The very nature or our problem and 4'f· the term it involves bide us 

be on our guard from the very outset of our s·tudy lea'\ we are led astray by the 

alluring wish to 1111.ke i1lil Cl'il 1SI a characteristic expression either 

or one or another of the kaown codes, or of a ne• one. Intrinsically it eontsine 

not the remotest indication that it belongs t~ any period whatsoever. In fact, 

ite equi'YB.lent in classical and modern languages is to be found •~ployed in writing 



• 
from the ~emotest a.nti.quity even up to the pree~ent day, in eta.temente or every 

nature that are expressed ·in f'onn parallel -to 1;he very one now being made. Scarce­

ly a day goes by but that some comparison betwe1en conditions ot the past and or 

the present ie made in the course or our conmor1 parlance. So we must ~e careful 

not to exaggerate the results that may be juet~Lfiably expected in this study. !hat­

aver they may prove to be, the tacts must speak tor themeelves. 

Perhaps it bas been this general use or the term "until this day" that 

wae one or the factors invoh·ed in preTi:ous writers• and commentators' almost 

complete failure to reeogni1e the problem thee~ passages offer. If we go back to 

the various versions, we find them following t 'heir customary practice of translat-

ing iiTil o:•i1 1 )1 

• 

literally. The Targumim.almost invariably have it 

"' It ie either t-w.J s or ,, 
E-w1 / ' / 

T1~ o-71°·rv /t<f-p«s in the Septuagint, and the Vulgate simply uses "ueque 

in diem hane" or "usque in praesentem diem" or the like. The Peshitta likewise 

orrers no change. Only fn one place can the Septuagint writer •possibly be 
thought to have viewed jj r i1 0 l • iT as indicating the narrator's day• 

This is in I Kings e,a in reference to the stei.ves that ca-rried the ark. 'ftle LXX 

omits the phrase illi1 Cl'ii ,~ entirely, whereupon both Bentinger and 
-

Burney agree that it we.s removed as not applyi ng to the conditions when the LXX 

was me.de. However, there is little reason to believe that this was more than a 

guess on their pe.rts. It is scarcely coneeivuble that the LXX writers went out 

or their way to be precise and punetil&ious in _ their understanding or our expres­

sion in this one case,and in eYery other pasS!lge were content with Terbatim trans­

lations. Kore probable seems the possibility that the omission is simply a tex­

tual error. This, at lea.et, prevents our ass1~ming on the basis of utterly inad­

equate aYidence that the LXX writers caught Ute true lignifica.nce or the phrase 

:'lli1 Cl'i1 1Y as revealing conditi1ons subsequent to their context . 
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The 

the problem. 

MedieTal Jewish commentators wern almost as completely unaware or 

Rashi a.nd Ibn ~ire. paid no atte1ntion to the -phrase whatsoever, 

and Re.mbe.n to Deuteronomy 11,4 merely rinds itu meaning obscure if not redundant, 

perhaps only emphasising the completeness . of tl1e destruction at the Red Sea that 

ie previously described in the passage. It muut be ~oted that in one pll'lce, 

Judges 1,21, both Redl'lk and Re.lbag recognize the meaning or the writer's own day. 

The latter is very specific, interpreting iltii O)'ii iy to mean 

, but of eour1m he m .kee Sl!'lmuel the cotnpoeer of 

the Book of Judges, so that "this day" is !11!.de "to refer to Samuel's time. 'ntat . 
nothing further is said by these commentators :Le entirely un.deret8.nda.ble in 

Tiew of their predominant interest in the lite·l'.'8.1 and hOTlliletiea.l meanings as 

well a.e gninrne.tieal explanations of Bible text·s, s.e distinct trom their acienti­

fieally historical implications which only a much later age would ende!!lvor to 

jtrobe. 

• 
But ths.t l!.ter age o! Bibliee.1 eritieism, which ro.ceived additional 

stimulation under the influence of Wellhausen since the last quarter 6f t~e nine• 

teenth century, has also surprisingly little to add to an understanding of our 

problem. No eepe.rate investigation h8.s 1 to our knowledge, been mde tJf it. he• 

quently the phrase is overlo'oked in co1D1Dentaries to ·the ~rious Biblicft.l books. 

But notice ie taken of it by 8. number of moder11 critics inclutUng Wellhaueen, 

Dillrm.nn, Bertheau, Budde, Benzinger, Nowack, H.P.Smitn, Driver and Burney, -­
OJ 

most of them touchi11g upon the problem en pass~nt. Budde in his notation on 

l Samuel 5,5 (!ilarti's ~eries, 1902, p.40) claims tbat 

le the favorite rormul~ or J,who likes to use it to jump from the narratiTe to 

his own time. C .F .Burney alone is more explie:it concerning the importance of 

the term (in his "Notes on the Hebre\f Text of' the Books . or Kinge" ,1902, pp.10'7 

and xvi-xTH) • In -King", be records, the phre.se does not occur in the course or 

lengthy excerpte from eourc~e, but in connectic1n •itb terse statements-or-raet• 

from them, and 80 "can be due to no other bantll than that or RD himself, who in 



usi~g the phrase, either formulates hie own statement, or intelligently sdmits 

a etp;i.tement •hich he ie able to verity." He further notes those pe.seagee con-

taining il T il cl ' il 1 }i which he reels a.re distinctly pre-e:dlic and 

those not ne cessarily presupposing a pre-exilic date. 

But since no speei!!tl treatment has bee1n me.de or our problem. and the 

references or commentators are scant and insign~Lficant, we find oureelvee tread· 

inj virgin soil in the present study. The method or prodedure, however, h8.S 

largely been that or other studies or individual worde and phrases in the Bible, 

save for tracing etymologiee in cognate languag•'e. 'nle complete list or passagee 

in whieh or its ~riant~ are round was supplied by Van-

~elkern's "Veterie Teetamenti Coneoraantiae". All that could poeeibly be taken 

as referring to the narrator•' timee were Bitted out 111s important in this work. 

The important translA.tions, ae well a.e medieval. and modern eonmMnitariee, were 

probed ror their views or the vital passages. 'nte latter were tnen studied for 

their d.atability and implications. Finally a S]rntheeie and formulation ot the re­

sults or the material in hand was made,to compl ete our etudy. 'lbie thesis will 

first discuss each passage individually, more or less in the order or our ability 

to a.~sign it a definite date, and thereafter collate and enluate whe.tftver im­

plications may be evinced concerning the per!o(Js , in •hicb the writers of the 

passages liTed. In this way it is hoped that ·the results found will have .the 

clearest possible exposition. 
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DISCUSSION OF THE DATAEILl?. PASSAGES 

(1) II Kings l'T,34 and 11,41 

In order to understand tbese t·•o vere~"', eon1e ane.lyeh muet be 1111!1.de or 

the whole section, II Kings l 'T ,24-41 in which tlhey are embedded. The pa.eeage ae 

a whole, telling or the inhabitants of Ierael's land after 72? B.C.E., hae already 

been thoroughly tree:ted. [l] There appear to b1e four diet.inet pa.rte of thie sec-

tion1 !• ftl•r•x~axxtax\• YT. '-4-2R relating the etory ot ~he foreignere wbo 

were brought into the land (a) in a epirit frie1ndly to these coloniete, with eon­

eiderabl-. pride that they became Yahwe worshippers. (b) 'ntei.r priesthood~e origin 

is explained in the story or bringing one or the original -- !era.elite ·-- priests 

out of captivity in Aeeyris. to minister to tbe1n. (e) According to .. theee verses, it 

would seem to be held impoeeible to worship foreign gods in a new land. It is 

Yahwe, God or the land, they must learn to worship. (d) Furthermore, deepite the 

reference to Shalmaneeer instee.d or Sargon, -the writer or these verses eeeme to 

have a very accurate knowledge of the details connected with the settling ot the 

new eoloniete. 

!• vv. 29-31,3~b,34a and 4lb, while also telling about the toreignere, eon· 

tra.dict the ideae that have preceded. (a) The attitude taken toward them is one ot 
\ 

hostility, e.nimosity even, because ot a perebtenee or their old deities and their 

de!leetion from Ye.hwe. (b) Now their priesthc1od is ea.id to have arisen by appoint­

ing some ot their on number for the work. ((:) Now, too, it would appear ·ae a 

perr~etly ·norme.l occu/nce to wor~hip one's 0tm deities in whatever land one 

chances to be. ( d) And le.etly, these verses,, ~.ieple.y a peeulia l"ly inaecura.te 

fund of information concerning actual conditi()ns after 722 B.C.F.. Not luceot1'-

Benoth but Varduk fl.nd Nebo were the Babylonian gods. Kut is probably a late 

[1] Hitnerto unpublhhed article, "A Reconeidoration of the Samaritan Problem", 
by Julian Vorgeneterni pp.1-12 i"I wis. · 



evolution or tha name Kutab (used in v.~4) r ~ rom the gentilic noun KutiM, the 

late poElt-exUie name for Sam!.ritane used by th ... J-.-8 • ~ ow Ashime. wae not introduced 
by the Hame.tites i " t wa.e probably current a rtn1 gener~tion before ~?.; and, 

etrangely,the ketib spells the name or the city 0'1~0 

as in v.24. 

, not 

~· Vv. 34b-40 do not refer to the foreign1~rs at all, but Mlther to tboee 

members or the kingdom or Israel who were not e~iled but were allowed t~ remain 

on the land, and who lived together with the foreign element injected by the con­

querors. This section appears to be part of the eame D framework of the Books of 

Kings as the earlier ~.rt or chapter 1'7, namely· "· 7-23,e.nd probe.bly belongs be-­

tween v. 17 and v. lR. 

4. Vv. 3?.a,33 and 4la me.ke a direct attempt to harmoniie the eontra~ictory 

dl!l.tA on WOTE:hip of Yahwe and worehip ot the to1~eif:Jlere' own deities. They intro• 

duce a new verb for such service ( 1.J)i , wherea.s ~, .. and il~Y had 

been used exclusively •1therto), the Hebrew is very awkward in v.33b, and 

Qil"'"tt· ie employed in v.4la. for the more explicit l'ii't{ in v.29. 

So that it is safe to wall these vereee ha.rmonistic editorial glosses. 

Obviously our concern lies with the first t•o part~, and eepeeially 

the second. Part 1 8howt!I unmistakable eigne or being eerly in respect to the eto• 

ry it tells, in tact, almoet contemporaneous. It eeeme to be the direct ~ontinu• 

at ion or the pre-exilic YV. ·l-6, related in le.ngunge, certainty of detailt1 and 

simplicity of narre.tive. Clear, also it it1 tha.t .P!l.rt 2 is a• much later piece or 

writing. The concept that a deity can be worshipped in any land, that he is not 

confined to a territory in which alone he is ~•tfective was a principle accepted 

in Israel only toward the end or the pre•exil~Lc period and atter the exile. 'llie 

inaceuraciee of detail• likewise bode a date c3oneiderahly la.ter than the events 

told. But it fe the attitude toward the Samarite.ne that can beet tie these verses 

with a rather well-defined time. or the rel1!ttions between the Judaeane and the 

Samaritans previous to the exile nothi.ng is known, and there h no suggestion in 

9. 
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exilie prophecies of any hostility between them. In fe.et, in Esekiel 25,3-1 the 

intereste of the descendants or the ancient Israelitee e.nd of the Judaee.ns are re­

garded as the same, and the hope of the· union or the two branches, then united in 

a eommon suffering, rinds frequent expression. Even after the Return some of the , 
Samaritans eontinued their worship at the shrine in Jerusalem and we know that 

there wee inter-me.rrie.ge between the tYo groups., But now the consena"tin element 

r ;~ 
o the returned Jewe began to expre~e ~ ant~Lpathy for the half-heathen neigh-

bors to the North. Perhaps Isaiah 5'7 ,3-12 epitmniies the eetime.te tlle.t as held 

or them (cf. a.ls? Haggai 2 ,10-14 as poeeil'ily demonstrating tlle attitude toward tbe 

Se.mrite.ns) 1 and only the wee.knees ·or the Jewish settlement and the le.ck o! leader-

ship on the pe.rt of the conservative group dela~~ed the final rupture of relations. 

With Nehemiah,around 432 B.C.E~the break came, and such opprobrium as this pe.ssag~ {..../" 

eontaine would well express the teelinge or hie followers at that time. Although 

animus age.inst the Samraitans continued onward ·through Ben Sir~s day, there ie no 

reason for possibly assigning the passage to a later date. So, here our expreseien 

-r- ci•, .. iu 1111 • ,, 
appears integral with verses composed about the time of 

Nehemiah or a little later. 

The extremities to which Nehemiah's followers would go in order to dis• 

ered6t their northern neighbors (cf. Ezra 4,1-5) are clearly delineated in this 

passage. ie a tem of contem1pt for them. Furthermore, thetr 

hybrid origin ie emphasised in the recital or the •arioue elements Assyria intro­

duced into the country and by the repeated expression 'll • ll • Whate•er 

of idol,try there was in their religion, 1e ecof''fed &t by the list or g6de they 

brought with them, and a seemingly· deliberate change ie made in eta.ting the be­

ginnings of their priesthood. Moreover the Yalmre element in the Sa111!lritan reli· 

gion 18 not even mentioned. 'lite Jews now h~d 1.n their chronicles direct evidence 

of' the inferiority of the Sa111!lrite.ns with whom some were inter-married, for it ie 

ir 1 k d t "'-t t"'ey .. re no bett~r ruow tMn when they first came into 
epec ical y remr e ua. n ' ... . 
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the land, and the pieture then was a very low one. 

(2) I Kings 12,19 

Here (-- its :parallel is II Chronicles 10,19) 

is embedded in the section, vv. l-2~ dealing with Reheboa.m's accession and the 

defection or the ten tribes. The pe.sse.ge ie ble:tantly a composite 01119, but there 

ie no reason to believe that i* ie other than Deuteronomistic h•story as scholars 

agree. However, a still more definite de.te ce.n possibly be determined for v.19. 

The ver~ here has the same force as 01.J~'i in Deuteronomy 11,4 (cf. below). 

The statement here is, "~nd Ier~el bas remained in a state or rebellion against the 

house of David until this day." Now if i, ~ , ?O · referred to the entire 

Hebrew people, Nortb and South, it •ould. have 11!1.d no meaning to a D writer either 

in pre-exilie times or during the Exile, wheret1s it might have described the de­

tection from the Da.vidic rule after Zerubllabel ' ts fall in Sl8 B.C.E. But the 

obvious reference here 18 to. the people of the INorth,as it was in vv. 16 and 18. 

Ae eueh, any D writer eould have mde this aeee:rtion and he •ould have been ex-

pressing the truth; but the isolation or the ver se and its lack or neeeseary rela-

tion •ith whe.t precedes or follows suggest• a p1rovoeation for its insertion. The 

later occupants or thie territory in the North :inherited the enmity in •hich 

Israel was held by Judah, and it is altogether conceivable thRt they a.re referred 

to here. The time •hen the emphasis on the eon·tinued separation would have had 

most significance was that or the severance or irelations with the Samaritans, 

c. 432 B.C .E. 

The sealous Judaeans could show a deep-seated apostasy of the northern 

Could tb~-be a peoples or very long standing, even from the detttb or Solomon. 

hope of rapprochement with such inveterate rebele"l Such would have been the 

message that the follower of Nehemiah •ould bring through the inserti~n of this 

verse into the st,.nda.rd· hbtory. Jlith t't-e eupp•i>rt or such a statement hie people 

. I 
I 
! 
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could be strengthened in putting aside eTery pc1int or contact with the Northerners 
. ' 

as the leaders desired. 

(3) II Kings 17t23 

It b genere.lly conceded by sehole.ro that Tv.7-23 recounting the causes 

tor the downfall of Israel ie part ot the fntm,work of the Books of Kings proTided 

by the Deuteronomistie redactor (RD). Nothing in this fre.mework eompeli' a pre­

exilie dating, nor was the exile conducive to such writing, with the people ne.t• 

urally depressed and jejected. For it breathe~ a. spirit or hope and encounigement 

ror the kingdom that would follow Yahwe and the word or his prophets. But it most 

be assigned to some early post-exilic time, and there is reason to feel that herein 

is contained pointed admonition tor Zerubbabel and those who looked to the re-estab· 

lishment or the house or David in the early de:ye ot the r~rn Crom Babylon. It h 

safe to consider 521 B.C.E. its a quo date • .. 

Israel was eerte.inly the classic e1m·mple or the erring and we.yard na· 

tion. God had repeatedly urged !ere.el to roll ow hi9 co11111!1.ndments and had constant· 

ly entreated its kings to be mindful or h!e t1~e worship and to we.lk uprightly in 

hie commandments. Israel had respondeCI. wit.h !L continuation or pagan pre.c.tiees and 

a. lite or dissoluteness and sinfulnes~. ·niis 11 the prophetic "epirit behi.nd these 

versee makes exceedingly clear., but the extrE,me length or Israel 'e exile in Aseyr• 

ia. -- lasting after Judah had begun ite return from Babylon -- me.tee the example 

or Israel even more potent. Such extreme puHishment will be yours, too, Zerubbabel 

and your followers with monarchical hopes, unless God's word guides your e'f'ery 

action •hen you set up the kingtlom you eontem]plete J 11nd the prophetic titreee on 

justice and righteousness ie strictly adhered to. The prophets were not giTen ear 

and their warnings were not heeded in Jere.el. The same must ine'f'itably be your 

fate if you turn away trom Yahwe. 
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( 4) Deuteronomy '.ll ,4 

The words 1Y ••.••• cn:rn•i ean:not pol'ldbly be rendered "deetroyed 

tpem until" but the more obviously correct "kept them in a etate of destruction 

up to" the time or the writer. (er. I Kings 12,19, above). Thi6 might have been 

perfectly true from the information at the writer's dispoeal,without tally~ng per­

fectly with the known historical tacts. Such w·ould certainly be the ee.se in the 

ancient world, with its pe.ucit.y of' eommunieatio1n and transportation racilitiee. 

It becomes p~ain that if' the writer knew that Egypt was in a lew state in hie own 

time( which inf'orme.tion he could vejy eaeily have ha~ and knew of an earlier de• 

struetion or Egypt, it .. s not unnatural for him to see continuation between the 

<l data he ha ... at hand. And it muet alao be noted. that he uses 1J~ , an ex-

ceedingly strong and unequivocal varb. Not a mere weakening or power ie implied, 

but rather a destruction little lees than catastrophic. Authorities tell us that 

the f'irst Deuteronomie composition dates at 621. B.C.E.J eo that ir we search Egypt­

ian history fro~bout this time on) we my be we1ll on our ny to discovering the 

period to which the present passage raters. 

Now we know that (~[;~~.dy) in 610 B.C.E. Egypt was fairly prosperous under 

Neeho of' the twenty-sixth dyne.sty, and never r·eaebed a state that would merit the 

description of our verse u~der hie sueeesssors for about eighty years. HoweTer, 

t/ in 525 B.C.E. Cambyeee of' Persia .conquered the1 land, and not until 406 B.C.E. did v 

Egypt regain her independence. Jn her dependency, in her subjugation to a foreign 

ruler her state was truly low enough to warrant, a foreign obeerv!r'e co11111ent that 

she was destroyed. And 80 we my plaee the wd.ter or at least v.4b somewhere be-

B C E A later de.te ,, let ue say after Alexander's con• 'L 
tween 525 B.C.E. and 406 • • • 

quest, 1e not likely for a. Deuteronomie pe.seagei • 

Un1
••rf'ality of Ge1d is finnly intrenehed in the mind 

The concept of the • 0 

or this writer, ae, indeed, 
it would be in one1 imbued •ith the innuence of the 

-

i 
I 

I 
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great prophets since the daye or Amoe. The ex1~rienee or the Exile had only 

etreng'thened this idea among the people. Now e~ return to Palestine had bl:' en er~ 

fected, and those who came back needed every p<>seible evidence of moral and spir­

itual support that could be given them. 'Mle difficulties they faced in reeetab­

l~shing a Jewish state called ror constant and assuring encouragement on the pa.rt 

of the leaders. Not only was it necessary to t~ive aseurance that God was with the 

returned exilas, but it was equally valuable t1' show that the all-powerful god had 
. 

B.lways been the bulwark of Israel frorn the Yery beginning or history. Te.mre ftS 

ever Isreal 's protector. or course, he destr<>yed the Egyptians when the Israel-

ites went out or Goshen, but he bal!I done even more! The Egyptianl!I are still a 

crushed people, so mighty is God in his assistance against Israel's enemies. Israel 

I 
can be strong and take new co11aag", knowing that God's help is sopotent in her ~e-

\illf, and ever has been since the earliest or days. 

(5) II Kings 16,6 

But little study ot the passage in wlbic~ this Terse is imbedded makes 

it very clear th~.t it is ah.i.ter addition to tha narre.tive treating the reign or 

Aha1, king or Judah. Verse 1 ie the immediate continuation or the statement in 

v.5, and what lies between is,by nature
1

extran"ous. The textual corruption or 

v.6 is further evidence of this. 

When it is recalled that Elath is located on the Aelanitic Gulf or the 

Gulf of Akaba, !lnd that Syria lies to the north of .Pl!l.lestine, the imposs~bility 

it Stand. 8 i" -.tent. Ji:Ten the Maseorftes eor-or the verse having any meaning as ...-

rected to 

the previoue to • 

, implying a corresponding change ot 

Btrong probability also favors the 

(such as Klostermann, Benzinger, Kittel and Bur­
emendation of modern authorities 

ney) of 01~ 1 'm in pl!lee of c·i~ 1:,n 1 '~, • "It is far more 

seiled the opportunity of Ahas' engage-
1 ikely that the king of Edom should have 
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ment with the northern eonfedera i cy n order to once more gain posseseion of his 

seaport town [lost firet under Solomon and then Uiaiah], than that the king or 

Aram should have des'l'Ulltehed a p 1 r~· urposa ese exp~dition against the remote eastern 

point of Ahaz' dominions."[l] 

Now o~r verse tells ue that the Edomitee ti1. were s 1 dwelling in Elath 

at the time of the wtiter. S0111ething of the ad quem dating for thie ver9 e ie 

readily ascertainable therefrom. Eduard Meyer (in hie Geechiehte des Alterthums, 

1912, ba.3, p.141) points out that in the fitt.h century 'B.C.E. the Ar&b Nabe.tae­

anfl pressed north~rd and drove the Edomitas outt of their original abode and into 

southern Jude.ea, so that we can establish thie present statement as being written 

,,/ before 500 or at most 475 B.C.E. On the other hand, there ie nothing to pre•ent ....-

our holding that this is a Deuteronomietic wrH;er who, we have shown aboTe, must 

have written at least toward t~e end of the exile or tbe beginning of the return. 

D delighted to show that the kings w'ho departed from "that which was right in tbe 

sight of the Lord" were inevitably punished, and Ah1u' loss or Elath was entirely 

in consonance with this principle. 

Here was an object lesson for the Ju<~e.ee.n kingdom of the future• Ahaz 

had railed in his allegiance to Yabwe, and had reverted to all the pagan practices 

current in the land from earlier times. lloreo,rer, he had disregarded the prophet­

ic veto against seeking the aid or foreign pow1ers in his distre.es by ca.lling an 

the Assyrian king for help. Naturally, with some success in routing his innediate 

enemies, Ahaz adopted some or the religious pr.~ctiees or Assyria, but the D •riter 

is eager to demonstrate that in no way was hie success complete. 
'The deflection 

or the ruler 1'!!B obviously punished in hie being deprived or a considerable portion v-

of his territory. 
The ruler or the returned exiles must not !ollow in the root-

steps of such as Ahas. 

-(1] Burney,C.F. Notes on the Hebre• Text of the Books of Kings, 1903, p.3~5. 
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(6) Deuteronol!ly 2,22 

There is a break i y h n a. we '3 speech t " 0 •Osies in this chapter, namely .,,.,, • 

20 to 23, tn •hich direet ti narre. ve is employed C'l 1 • ' ear Yt. T.2~ is the direct con• 

tinuation of v. 19. What lies between was added by a later writer trom every angle 

of probability, for the sueeeae of the Children r E o sau or the Edomites over the 

Horites is entirely extraneoue to the sub~ t tt Jee 1!IB. er under discussion. 'nlere is 

every reason to believe the.t the other references to the Edomitee in this chapter, 

in vv • 12 and 29' likewise bear ....._ evidence of having been appended at a later 

time. 

Re calling the previouely stated infot'llll·tion that at the beginning or 

the fifth century B.C.E. the Ne.b~taf!.ns drove the Edomitee out of their earlier 

abode and into Judaea, that date would lend itself as the terminus ad quem for 

thb verse. For by that time the Edomites would have left Seir1 tbe name given to ~'1. ~ 
their previous territ~ry. The ult ima.te terminus a quo would then be sometime af-

ter the earliest date accepted by authoritea for Deuteronomie •ritings or 621 

'B.'C.E., although the secondary D etratum in this chapter .... to •hich v.22 be· 

longa -- i• bald as post-exiUc, not preceding 540 or more probably 521 B.o.EJtJ "· ~ 
The last quarter or the sixth century ia e.. fairly safe dating for this ve~se. 
It is also worthy or being pointed out that & universal god·concept is here so 

fully accepted that i• is taken tor granted. Yahfl will wort for Jerael .just as 

he did tor Edom and caphtor. (Propbati• 1nnuence i• evident.} Tb• returned exil•• 

ntight thei• e•rly hardships roelidng the gre~.tnese of the 
more bravely race • n 

d more enc~ouragement and hope• 
eity that stood behind them. Here wae 

[1] 
f' th selllina.r under 

. investigation o e 
Conclueion arrived, erter c~reful 

t '1 or 0 yeer·e. 
Dr. Morgenstern during the P8

8 

-----



(7) I Samuel s,s 

Se.t into the narre.tive rele.ting the wa1oderings t 

2 5 i 

0 thee.rk is the s""etio .. 
vv. - ' qu te unrelated in subj t v " ec matter to th 1 e ma n narrative, except rot the 

repetitive tre.nsition in 2 v • • Very obvi()uely' v .6 is the . immediate continuation 

or v. 1. The interve i . . n ng verses constitute a eo·mmentary on a Philistine religious 

practiee,ass Jg namely, the origin or euppoMd origin or their threshold rites• 

The historical 1 r Va Ue 0 the derivation of these rites 8.B here explained is not very 

great' for e. symp!.tbetic description could hardly be expected from niters or a 

people whom the Philistines constantly troubled. On the other hand~ the author or 
these verses ld cou scarcely have poesessed the critical acumen and so broad a 

knowledge of cerem i 1 i 1 on a . or g ns as to be able t<> have given us a valuable scienti-

fic understanding or these rites. To the contrary, we must apply the rule that is 

almost axiomatic in all classical lit erature, tl1at· when a more or less popular 

derivation or a~name or a pre.ctiee is given, tho greet probability ie that the ac­

tual origin is or an altogether different naturit. 

The root or the .prohibition to tread on the threshold of the temple or 

Dagon, as here given, is highly derogRtory to t1ne Philistines. In tact, the writer 

seems to be poking fun at them for their reve!"1l~ce betore a deity so impotent th&t 

it can keel over twice and sever ite hands from the rest of ita torso. Such ridi-

cule would be most likely made ~t a time when Philistine ... culture and religion 

thre~ten serious inroads into Judaism. The p~riod of Nehemiah and Ezra was just I/ 

such a time when this jibe might have been quite effective. We kno• little about 

Philistine eul tu re and nationalism at this time and yet their influence appeared 

as an itn11"'ent danger to be resisted by the leradere because or the current inter-

Nehemiah 13,23 ff. de~cribee this dan~er, and . IDB.rriage ~ith Philistine women. 

singles out the •omen or Ashdod whom Nehemiah bad to make thei r Jewish husbands 

repudiate. The intar-!!18.rriagea anrl the op-pof\i:ion th9y evoked did not taJte place 

~11 ~t one time, but it is s~ ra t o pt~ce this expression or oproeition s ometime 
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between 538 and 400 B.C.E. 

Jewieh leaders after the return fro~ t he Exile realiied how readily 

their followers ~ould fall awaY,undtr the influence or inter-marriage with the 

peopbes round about. To break up those marriage ties already contracted was no 

easy task, a.nd yet. they considered it imperativ·aly incumbent upon themselves. 

Thei?" own word needed reinforcement by writings 'held in a special respect by all 

the people. It was to their e.dvanta.ge to eee th:at historical writings treating 

a much earlier period, should roundly condemn the cultures threatening to undery 

mine thOlr o~n. In I Samuel 5, Ashdod happens to have been mentioned, and einee 

the Ashdociites were at the later a.ge a threat to the recreating of Judaiem in 

Palestine, this WA.a felt as the proper place to set a comment that would influence 

the people or that later date. The verity of that comment did not matter. It 
\ 

was sufficient that it held in ridicule those who needed to be minimized in the 

eyes of the people. 

(8) I Samuel 30,25 

Thie verse is rather elusive of specific dating. It is very frequently 

held that the law in the preceding verse i3 of v·ery early origin, coming out of 

David's own time. However it is significant that it was not considered worthy.of 

the codes, and has no exact parallel in any or them. (er. Numbers 31,27 where P 

assigns the origin or similar practice to Moses). On the other hand, it seems to 

t t r D war le ,aislation as is round in Deuterono .. 
be in keeping with such early s ra a o ~ 

my 2o,a ff. and 21 , 10_14 • It is entirely possible that a D editor, anticipating 

0- kingdom age.in in :Palestine after the exile, might Israel's war to ·set up her wu 

h . 1 Its Aeemingly l!tElrlier origin in David's day 
ave felt a need for sueh a . aw. · 

though t he codes did no't include it• Natu-relly, the 
would lend it authority, 

th t thi3 lA \f still obtained at the ti'?le 
accomodating explanation had to be given a 

or the writer. 
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(9) 1 Samuel 27,6 and Genes i s 26 ,33 (II Samuel 4,3 and Joshu~ 14,14) 

First glance at I Samuel 27,6 would seem to t111ke its pre-exilic date a 

fore gone conclusion. l't appears to record how David eame into the possession o·r 

this particular city of Ziklag, and simply states the !act that Ziklag still be­

i onge to the kings of Judah. With 586 B.C.E. the roJal house or Judah ca,me to an 

abrupt end, so that it '.fould almost incontrav-ertably seem to pre-date that year. 

But the question nature Uy presents itself e.e to why just a particular 

city should be singled out for the dietinctio•n v .6b es,rries. It the kings or 

JudRh a re still reigning, what cRn be the significance or isolating one town and 

epec i f jing that it is the property or the royal house? The whole or southern 

Canaan would rendily be e.eknowlec\ged as being; under the king's sway. Verse 6b 

19. 

would seem to indicate tmt there was eo:ne qutest ioning ae to just what did belong 

to the house of the Judaean kings. '!'here wou1ld be no sueh controversy if the 
I 

Davidie f amily •ere firmly seated .on the thro1ne. We are forced to infer that at 

least the last part or v. 6 was composed whe111 the kings of Judah were no longer 

powerful. 

Now when the exiles r-eturned and ea.r.h tamily sought to eete.blieh just 

whe.t territory it could claim as its own,(l] such a statement as this wou~d have 

• The writer seell8 to be interested in had considerable meaning and per tinence. 

determining •hat belongs to the r~mily estate1 or David's house, much in the light 

or the n2 author or. Deuteronomy 17,14 ff. Between 53B and 51A ~.c.~., when 

there was a likelihood or Zerubbabel~.s obtai111irtg the kingehiPt a D writer might 

at least have appended v. 6b to an ea~lier narratin . Such evidence of the 

uJ llel in II Samuel 4,3. Exiles with Beero­
This my very likely find a pe.r~o their :sdvante.ge to have such witness to 
thite tra ditions would find 1!ajm (named among the poet- exilie cities in 
their- early occupation of Gi; h 14 14 esta blisheA the elai me or the 
Nehemiah 11,33). Similarly, Ofl u~ tr;at ied ae Jude.bites until P, in Numbers 
Ca lebitae to Hebron. They are no 
13,6. 

·' l 
' 
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ting's patrimony would have greatly enhanced hie position. 

'l'he grei:1. t prob11bility -· th•t Zik'l ft~~ ~ · . ag up to this time was predominantly , 
tf not completely a Philistine city, tor elHwhere, too, we find a direct ef'tort 

to define the southern boundary betireen the bnds of Israel and the Philistines 
·' 
on the part of an early post•exilie writer. For if any meaning at all can be 

gathered from Genesis 26,17•33 by J2 it is just euch ·establishing ot a border at 

the time of the ret.ur.n from Babylonia •• Goh:ag inland rrom the coast along the 

valley or wadi of Gerar, the •ells of Esek altd Sitnah with the land that surrounded 

them •ere determined a s Philisth.ie territor~r, whereas from Rehoboth eastward be-

longed to Judah. I Samuel 30,26 f. would l 1!1a.d us to believe that Ziklag was in 

or near the wadi or Gerar so that the Genesis i:eesage establishes it as a Jewish 

village after the Exile. Nehemiah 11,28, written some eighty or ninety ye~re 

later, lists it among the many other towns and villages inhabited by Jews, thus 

a q • 
I -

completing the picture or the process by which ZiUag passed rrom 

Philistine hands into Jewish control durin@: this period. 

It ie also to be noted tbat the :r2 passage, mentioned above as early 

poet-exilie, ends in v. 33 with ·a etA.temen~~ that the name Beer-sheba eu"ives to 

the writer's own day. This is one C!lse am1ong many of early post-exilic interest 

in names, origins, and so forth • 

(10) II Kings 10,27 

t in this passage ae to allow 
There is nothtng or so specific a. na ure 

The verse of' our special interest oeeur!' as parl 
any exact dating to be me.de. 

'lite e•aet 
J h ec1ntained in 9,1 to 10,28. 

or the record or the revolution or 8 u 

clear, E1specially the word 
meaning or v.27 is not altogether 

(outhouses' privies) or the keri • 'nle tau-
or the ketib or 

tology in vv. 2 6 and 27 is likewise evidH1t. 

ie utied •here previously ·the 

In v. 27 the singular construct or 

plural bed been employed. Fir•t the 
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"imagee'' are said to hflve been burnt, and t'l..••n the no "inage" was de~troyed. Even 

the usual is missing afte~ o i •ii iy • The confusion a.nd repetition 

•ould lead one to believe that v • 2'7 we.s add1ed Hen e.f't9r the RD paesa.ge in whieh 

it lies intbedded • It would seem to renect ·the spirit or D, however, wbieh 

i1 T i1 

stressed the extirpation of foreign cults. It conforms entirely with the ravor• 

able judgment or Jehu. Any king, rollowing prophetic dictates, would 1111ke hie 

deetruetion or idolatry this complete. 

(11) II Kings 8,22 

Thie occurs.nee or our expression (paralleled 

in II Chronicles 21,lOa) liee in the nar-rs:t.ive of n. 16-24 telling the story or 

Jehoram, king or Judah. Of these verses, ~,. 16-19 and 24 are unmistakably the 

pattern of RD. It is further quit9 clear ·that v.22 ie extraneous to the story 

that precedee it, in tact, contradicting its implications. It h8.d just been 

pointed out that Jehoram (the n having dropped out or the name need not disturb 

us) had ee emingly put to rout the rebellious people or Edom. Now "22 ineists 

that the 8everanee or relatione bet-.een Jud.e.h and Edom d8.tes from this very reign, 

the former story not~ithstanding. 

The extreme, ultimate terminus 11(1 quem or the WT"iting_ or v.22a is ev199 

denced troipits contents as 163 B.C.E. Suoh a statement could tee.reely he.ve been 

me..de after that time, wben Jude.a Ve.ceabeus conquered the territory or the Edomites. 

But there ie little reason to belie'fe a ve1:-y late date is prob!lble here. On the 

contrary, it must be noted that there was u much earlier time e.t which the Jud8.ee.n 

animus against the Edomttee reached an ext1remely high pitch. H19torie.ns had pre­

Tioualy held that such pe.seages as Psalm 1:3'7 ,'7 • Obadiah 11-14, as well as Isaiah 

34,5~8 and Jeremiah 
49

, 7-22 and elsewhere represent condemnatory expressions ror 

tbe Edomites who lent their aid in the destruction wrought by Nebucbe.dne118.r. But 

we noticed before in relation to II Kings 1·6,6 that it wae only in the early nrth 
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century that ·the Edomites w d i 
ere r ven into southern Judaea, which me.kee their 

participation in the struggle in 586 B c E it. 1 • • • ciu e un ikely. Below, in conneeti•n 

with Deuteronomy 29 ,27, ·8.nother destruction firound 480 B.C.!. 19 pointed out. 

There is strong likelihood that a late RD, in the ~ight or the vehement feeling 

against the Edomites in the early fifth eent1ury -- either not fully aware or the 

actual historical facts in the Jehoram ease, or else despite those tacts -- inserted 

v. 2.2 at thie point. 

What the author ot v.22 would seem1 to be est!bliehing is the early de-
. . 

rleetion or the Edomites f'rom. Judaean contr<i•l, as well a~ the continuance of that 

state or bre~ch. Further, it is to be notfoed that the verb Y run appears to 

carry with it the eonnotAtion of a greatly clhapproved rebellion, u the English 

might he.ve looked at the rebellious American colonies or the Civil War northe-rners 

at the rebels in the South. Ite additional mee.ning -- in other places -- or 

"tranegress" eimilarly indicates its eharaet~r or aepereion. Clearly. the writer 

had little love for Edom. Thoee Edomitee who recently plagued us together with 

the other nations round about ga.ve ue plent;y or trouble in days gone by. They are 

enemies of long standing, but not or great dignity. · 'nley are etill mere rebels 

from under our po~er. 
; 

(12) I Kinge a.a 

· ie all too obecure. lt bae been The preci~e me~ning of th1s verse 

( i or Priestly handiwork and spirit, 
pointed o~t 1] that vv. 1-11 ehow distinct e gns 

juRt as were evidenced in the preceding vereee • 
In v.e, the expreseion 

TU1 pi! J r~ 

n~1nn 

-- in the II Chronicles S,9 parallel -- and 

are unmist!tlcably p • The material that is die-

. d or bite rest to both D and p historians• 
oueeed might possibly be conceive ae . 

I el 1924, p.46 note t ""-r•e Calendars or Anc'ient era ' l] Morgenstern,J., in 9 

t L 
I 
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but the minutiae or detaile would ' 
Beem to th1row the Weight f th o e testimony toward 

the latter. It was priestly influence th t 
a. :sought to explain every angle of the . 

Temple ceremony with which the priest h d . 
a a iaatural concern. On the other hand 

Barton (Archeology and the Bible, 5th ed ' · ' 
0

' P•217) calls to our attention that the 
Second Temple did not contain the ark r h 

. '. rom w ich we might infer that •hie Terse, 
with its direct mention or the ark still 1 ti 

ex s ng,muet be pre•exilie. The fact 

that the LXX has omitted here the eq.uivalent of th• 
"' He bre • i1 r il a l ~ i1 i y 

might be considered conf'irmation of this. H' 
owever, opposing this testimony is the 

informe.tlon that although the i ht h re m g a.ve been no ark in the Second Temple, p 

wrote as i!' it •ere there in Exodus 25-30 an.d 35-40. In fact, v.8b might very 

conceivably have been added as proof or the p writer's contention of the ark's 

continued ••istene•. Aa it i _. fi d 
Qh Q 

0 ~, we mu.~ n . this writing to belong with some cer-

tainty to P of the t'ifth century. 

(13) Judges I 921 ft.Dd Joshua 15,63 

The historic authenticity or Judge1s I,~la ae compared with the later and 

contradictory affinne.tion of Y.8 has suggested its early origin. Verse 2lb has 

8 imilarly been considered early, in fact, ue1ually not diuoeiated trom the first 

part or the Yerse. We kno'lf from II Samuel 5,,6r that the Jebusite stronghold was 

captured only in David •e time, which eorrobc1rates Y.2le. in its description of a 

Pre-Davidie condition.. But if' v.2lb is called pre·De.vidie, its statement is 

Pointless. Verse 2~a ete.ted that they were not driTen out, so it follows as a mat­..... 

ter of course that they •ere still living there. Similarly, the reReon for stating 

v • 2lo in any later pre-exilic time is not c:lear. The Jebusitee disappear from 

Pre .. exilie literature after David •8 time. l!lut . early poet-exil~c Deuteronomistic 

tradition seems to have re~ived the name or Jebueitea in its list of the seven 

nations originally inhabiting Cane.an. It mi.mes the Hittite, t he ffirgashite, the 

Amorite. the Canaanite, tbe Periszite. the Rivite and the Jebusite. never quite 

certain as to who these peopleewete. The lht ·sufficed to represent contemporary 
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a-r 1"'- '"' '~ ... ~ ... 
Cane.anitieh weoples -~ho f 

~ r· or one reason or another they did not dare to mention 

directly. 

ThiR, together with the otherwise predominant use or i1 r i1 ,, 
in poet-exilic days eu«geets two po!eibilitie~ for interpreting the meaning of 

v.2lb. Ta.ken literally it would seem to say that after almost five hundred 

years there still remained pure Jebueite "_stock" dwelling in Jerusalem, which is 

hardly a likelihood. Pre-exilic laws put no restriction on inter-marriage, and 

over the.t vast pedod or time the originally small group ot Jebusites ehOWl!lno 

signs or preserving any eepare.te identity. On the other hand, the present state­

ment me.y be seem as an RD explanation of this leghlation in Deuteronomy 7 ,lt 

(cf. Deuteronomy 20 ,16r). Were it asked, wh1sre do these people live, or where 

are the Jebus.iteet the answer i~ made here, ·they are still living in Jeruee.lem. 

This ie the most probable meaning of v.2lb, as the poet•exilic list and laws 

throw light upon it. The non-lsraelitish dw1~llers or post-exilic Jerusalem are 

thus pointed to as Jebusites. 

Joshua. 15,63b forms a. pe.rallel, e:irnept the.t it is perhaps more accurate 

in claiming that it ~A the Judahites who ca.rne ultimately (under David) to te.ke 

'Jerusalem. On the other hand, the r1r~t psrl~ or the verse definitely requires 

the emendation or .. 11) ~ l ::i for as in Judges I,2la, in 

order to tell the true story. ~eruealem lay in Benjamite territory, and we.s one 

or the factors, if not the me.in on~, that ee1""Ted to bind Benje.min to Judah 

i th N th But the capture ot Jerusalem rather than to its closer relations n e. c>r • 

from the Canaanites was not effected by BenjeLIDin, but by Judah. 

(W) .I Kings 9,211: Joshua 992'7 and 16,10 

r D t i legislation concerning the In further e.Jtpla.na.tion o the eu e1ronom c 

seven peoplefl of ~lee tine, I Kings 9 ,20-21 1S1tates that they are reduced to a 

The . poet-••ilic wrft,er would naturally want to show 
condition of servitude. QA 



the posit~on of the peoples 8 h mong w om the r i&turned exiles had to live and pre-

serve their identity, ae a very low and i 1 · men i~ one. Th•y -· t b - 0 wore 0 e considered 

entirely unrit ror softi•l i t "" "' n ercourse, let a.',lone tor li re gious aeaoci~tion and 

inter!U\ rris.ge. 

Similarly, the writer (probably J~) of Joshua 9,27 and 16,10 pictured 

the Canaanites (mentioned s t 1 i · ~para. e. Y n the . list) who remained in the land up 

to hie time, ae living in a very lowly stete. Theee verses, like Judges 1 ,21 

(see above), ~erve to answer the query as to -here th w e seven nations ah&ppen to 

be located. 

here we are 

so on. 

Just as the Jebueites are said to be situated in Jerusalem, Ro 

told there are still Canaanites in Gezer, Gibeon, K~riath-jearim and 

(15) Genesis 19,37 and 38 

The laRt thirteen verses of GeneRis 19 are easily rec~gni1ed as not the 

simple story or one stratum. Verse 30a is ·the continuation of v,26. The inter.:. 

vening verses are not or importance in this discussion, but v.30b obviously be-

gine a nar1"2.t~ve, not at all integral with t be tale or Lot fleeing Sodom and Gomor~ 

nth that prededes. Vv. 30b-38 co~stitute a 1!leconda.ry source, and .-ihe only .evi//­

dent point of the story ·- being the motive.t:lon of ·the names ·- seems to fall in 

line with a strong tendency of the late J2 • Gunkel saw that the etymologies •ere 

being led to, but he mistakenly construed th49m as being written from the Koabite 

and Ammonite angle, herein showing their blood relation to Israel .• The tenor of 

the story itself would serve to contradict this.; Voab and Ammon are given the 

diiirepute.ble origin of birth throug~ incest, and, more than that, t~ey must carry 
I 

that stigma in their very names. 
is . the equivalent or 

( bas a present· 

indicating "born of hie mother's 
"born or hie mother •e father", and 'oy 1 J 

day Arabie parallel, meaning "father's brothe1~) 
close kinsUBn"·· Moreovi8, after ~eAeribing 1;heir quo11tiona'ble orii,dns, the writer 
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goee out or his way to link them indisputably with peoples in his own time. 

or course, the lloabites and the Ammonites were long enemies of IArael, 

and the tre.ditioral hatred persisted eTen in poet-Biblical literature, but we can­

not fail to see the relation of these Te~ses with the ban against these peoples as 

expressed in Deuteronomy ?.3,4. It was in po1st-uilie times that these two peoples 

were singled out, together with the Aehdoditiets.,as three.ts to Jewish soli6arity and 

strength (cf• Neheme.iah 13,23). It would ha•ve been in such a period that writers 

•out'd. he.ve had excellent ca.use to disparage ·their neighbors. We have seen above 

t~at ample reason lee~s ue to believe that I Samuel S,5 was just such pro~ganda 
against Ashdod. The pneent verses and the :lr implications would appear as similar 

treatment of Moab and Ammon. They seem to bE~ in direc.t line wit't? Nehemiah's im­

precations against the arch enemies, SanballeLt and Tobiah, the latter of whom ie 

explicitly spoken of as an Ammonite. 

(l~) Genesis 35 120 and II Samuel 18,18 

Previous to the Deuteronomietie wrf.tings we do not find strong injunc-

tiona against the use or the , "pillar" , but Deuteronomy 16 ,22 with 

i iti d eonde--tion becomes the ste.ndard l!.w, too• repeated te definite prohib on an '""""" 

in the Holiness Code, Leviticus 26,1. ,Both of our present verses follow the poet• 

exilie interest in origins, and they are thoroughly understandable in the light 

or the D prohibition. Before there wae a definite law against the use of pillars, 

such etatemente as these would have been pointleee. 
But here we eee poet-exilic 

Writers, conscious 
or the law and yet finding these pillars existing in their time. 

Their comments would eeem.to sho•, in the fir1l!lt 
place, eoneiderable wonderment 

that the pillars, after all the intervening 
t:lme' are still standing. But more 

or course the l~• pro-
they try to explain any their e~Lgnifieance • 

ep~cifically 

hibite dedicated to the worship of other gods beeide· Yahwe. (cf 
l'll:J~D 

points out that here ie a pillar 
J h ) But J2 in the Genel!lis pases.ge 

08 U8 2?.,16f • 
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•ith which no worship at all i~ t 0 o be associated. It is simply a l!Brker or Rachel's 

gre.ve' so i~ cannot be condemned with other n' J ~n • This fs.et must ban been 

noticed shortly after the t re urn from Exile,, perhaps cloee to 525 · B.C.E., and es-.. . . 
tabliehed ror the future. 

Similarly, the later dit h e or w o i1!lserted v .18 in the I1 Samuel 18 i:e.seage 

(',rith t'te aecomoda.ting ' .. nJ ) r . ound a pillar conn•ct•d with th• 11>.me or Ab~l;m. 

This, too, needed explanation and apology in the light r th 1 -o e aw, and he llllkes the 

st~tement that Absii~m's pillar ie not f hi . rT or wore p purposes, but only as a memorial 
\.\1 1) naWte 

tP-blet to perpetuate". I t ie fairly safe . to, assume that there were peop;e in 

those days who were attracted to these wore1hip·centers and needed to be told that 

they were pillars or a ~ifferent nature. 

(17) I Samuel 6,18 

The story of the ark•s being £!(1lrnei by the Philistines to Beth Shem­

eeh ie followed by a complex passage of wh'.Leh v.18 is a part. Clearly n.17 and 

18 in'terrupt the continuity of vv. 16 and 19, at least to the extent of taking the 

place of the story the Septuagint preserve1!!, telling ho• the Beth Sbi,lshites 

looked into the ark. These two verses are obviously ·a late insertion, and their 

explanation seems 1iost rea.sonable only in ·the light or the Deuteronomie restrictions 

age.inst pillars for worsh~p and holy ~anctuaries outside of Jerusalem. 

at Beth Sbemes1' 
V. 14 is explicit in stating that the 

was the site in connection with which sacrifices were offered. And what does v.18 

say in comment upon this? The verse as it stands today ie obviously corrupt. 

Both the LXX and the Peshitta re~d 7J~ as 
f J~ or perhaps more aeeura.tely 

p" n , end there is everY likelihood that th• pre••nt pointing of ,~ l 

should more properly read 
• The Deuteronomiet after the Return no doubt 

found that Beth Shemesh had 

,~~ 
certain tradit.ions or •orship in connection •ith a 

He felt it incumbent upon him to make it 
particular great atone located thet'e· 
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clear that this was not a t s one !or worship. He would contradict the implicatione 

of v .14. This stone wae merely e. "wit " ness ' a monument or memorial indicating 

those early da•e. the place u pon which the e.r'k ne t . Se lft J In the light of D l egie· 

iation he could not allow it to assume. any sacrificial i~portance it might previ• 

ously have held. 

(18) Joshua 4,9, ,,26a• 8 29 1 ' , :• ; 0,2, and 22,17 

er o verses in Jos'hue., which, taken by themselves, There are a numb r 
e g1 e in the light of their connection with our expression would scarcely be i~t lli ·bl 

ii T ;-; c l .. ii 1 \ i , ' but which, colleeti~ely, pre t t i t • sen mos n eresting evi-

P rs.se. Joshua 4,9 tells ue that in the writer's day denee or the une or that h 

the s tones ·Joshua set up for tbe priests to cross the Jordan more readily e.re 

i:> 
0 

a ,c. a says e. he e1tone· heap raised over the remain·s of 
still standinr1. Jo•hu 7 "6 th t t 

Aehan is still there end 8,29 say~ thi f tl t 
~ - s o 1e s ones covering the body of the 

king of Ai. A similar instance is recounted in 10,27. One is forced to question, 

why the. carefulness in explaining the nature of these atones and stone-heaps? Why 

should the connection be drawn bet~TTeen · tbeee s tones in the 1ft"iter 's day e.Y1d these 

earli er stories of stones? The answer is not far afield . Genesi s 28,18-22 and 

3
s,14 gives us a grRphic picture of the us• of st one ae eaerificial altars, their 

trens formatl.on into sacred obj ects wi th 11hieh a worehiP cultus wa• aeeoei ated. It 

was prscisely agains t the uee of such eaered stones tbat th• Deuteronomic cod• 

and l a ter the c:.fati:~i..l cod• enjoined, and our present' verse• show • l a te writer 

under t.he influence ot D pointing out that <:ertoin •ell·knOWD stones In his day 

a.re not worehip centers, but only monument" and memoriolS or a distant age. 

Joshu"' 

22 

,l"f . di .. ti "D of 11. p authorship -- t.lso e.ssoeie.tes 
~ -- which eho•s every ln e~ 

4

~ 
the special ..+ d ith t,he co1ndemnation of a.1 tars other than at 

phrase of thiB)uU y W 

an accepted central ee.netURt'Y • 
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(19) Genesis 22,14 

The E story or the sacrifice or Iseac . ~uffers an interruption after v.13 

only to be continued in v~l9. V .15-18 ~re c:learly J2 and it seems altogether 

likely th9t at least v. 14a is of the same stratum The latt i • er ts a gooa example 

of the J'l. interest in names, but it tells ur; much more. There can be no doubt 

that oipn here means "sanctue.ry" ,· e.ni~ · ~ that th)s post-exilie writer is in-

terested in the name of a sanctuary. ·ci pn 

In the early law in Exodus 2n,24 (where the r ·eeding must be 

is not infrequent. 

ci pn iJJ in-

stead of ) the me~ning is just e.s obvious and as pl.tent as 

in our present verse. Further it t b t d th _i ' mus e no e at "mram" signifies "holy place" 

or "sanctuary" in Aral'!ic today. 

There ie a most awkward transition betv~een v.14a dnd v . 14b in the ex-

press ion • 
One is forced to fe~l that v .14b is a later eo'.ll!llent 1 

appended to an already secondary stratum.[l] 
It purports to give a proverb cur-

rent in the 'Nriter's day, arising, it cla.ims,from the name of this sanctuary. Pre-

it• 11Jil appears to have been inserted into 
viously, in Genesis 22,2 the name 

the text to establish the relation betvteen t .he site of Isaac's sacrHice and Yt. 

Moriah. Now v.14b might conceivably be a hi.nt of the explanation or the name 

seems far removed from the 

Moriah. While the saying 

name, it i~ very likely that such might havo been t,he popular etymology of it. 

(2 0) Joshua 5, 9b! 7 ,2 6b I Judges 18 ,12 bl II Samuel 6 ,8 and II Chronicle• 20 ,26 

There are a nu!Dher or verses, not integral to th• pa•••ge• in which they 

are found, +.hat a.re characterized by the na11n&ng of a 

• the specific 

.. ll as by the expression 

meaning of which we may 
presume to be "sanctuary ' as •e 

Co
nnection •ith the place where ritual c~r­

Thus, in • 

(l] 

J'l. 

r
. the same secondary relationship to the 

c • Genesie 16,14 which bears ) ve t Al Joshua '! ,?.tib ( oelo'\f . 
rse hat precedes it. . so. 



emonies · take place, Joshua 5, 9b tells 

to the already secondary Joshua 7 ,2 6a 

of namin~; that sanctuary Gi\gal. 

(see abo·vre) apologizing for the 

of certain sacred stones, is a st.ill 1 t a er naniing of +hat 89.nctua.ry. 

18,12, althou~h no rlirect ment.\on i 8 :ne.de of a place of worship, the 

30. 

Appended 

existence 

In Judges 

o l pr~ 

th~t is named cannot refer to the city, hut in all likelihood refera to a sanr.tu-

ary that was set up. The i · re ~ every reason to believe that in II Samuel 6,v. Sb 

was tacked on to Sa (ftlrall 1 i I""' e. n I Chronicles 13,11) and that :::11 pa here car-

ries the same -e~ i ; u nn ng. Similarly, the case is clear ~n t~e late .. n II Chronicles 20 

verse where v. 26b definitely refers t 1 • o a pace 01 worship. 

Now it is the post-oxilic J2 th t r a m~ni eats such T!Jirked interest in 

names. The secondary character of all of these verses· prompts us to assign them 

or a wri ter under his influence, late in all events. 

(21} Judges 6,24 

The very nature of v.24a, tellin~ of the building and naming of an al­

tar to Yahw~twould indicate its~ authorship. It must be remembered that al­

though J2 "8.S post-exilic he \118.s not actuated by ~he Deuteronomistic principle 

of a single sanctuary, and its condemnation of other altars and sanctuaries. This 

fact might help _us interpret v. 24b. It, too, might be considered secondary J, 

with the ii l i1 0, ' ii phrase belon~;ing "1th that preceded, as in Josh-

ua 5,9y '7,26b etc. (see above). On the other band, the second pa.rt or this 

di tl d~ the influence of D. In the 
vsrse might have come from someone rec y un er 

first place, the contiguity of iifil 0, 'i1 and • i1l11 Y arouses one's 

euepicions. The second expression as it stands seems redundant. It is possible 

(although the versions do not help ua here) that the waw might have ~een inserted 

•ith the incorrect pointing of the original text, ~hich rroM 
~ lil 

"it ie • t f ... witness" has coma to us in its presen orm. 
If such were its original, 

v • ?.4b would be completely intelligible. Much after the epologeti@ tone of 
/ 

1 I 

I 
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Genesis 35,20 and II Samuel lB,lB, and with 
the1 sarne wording as the emended 

I Samuel 6,18 (see above) this verse w ld . ou explain away t he altar,specifically 

mentioned here, ns a mere +esti · 1 , :non1a. or dtne!~ B to Gideon's axpsrienee • In keep-

in~ with Deuteronomic l h aw' w at was at one timj~ a l P ace of worship is claimed to 

be only a monument in post-exilic times. In the second place, the text could ~e 

accepted as it sta nds and it '•ould b d e un erstandable from the viewpoint of a late 

D writer. He would, of course, condemn t he existence of an altar outside of Jeru-

salem -- but this one is lor.ated in the North. At the time of the friction be-

tween the returned exiles and the Sa~.ritans cf th th ' e nor . , we can readily imagine 

. the sat isfaction that~ D writ er mi~ht derive f D rom insis ting upon the ex1stence 

of such an individual altar still there. 

Vie.,.ed either way, the passage is lat.e . 

(22) Qt.her Na.me Pa.s Eiages 

In adctitpn to the names of sacred stones an4 sanctuaries, there are other 

names that appea: i.n verses brought do\fn to t 'heir writer's day. The reason for 

their bei ng men~ioned is somewhat obscure, but they all appear to be quite in 

keeping with J2 •s \nterest in names. Judges 1,26 speaks of a city, Luz, in the 

country or tne Hittites -- never mentioned ou1tside of this one verse. That Hiram 

called So~omon'e gift eitiee 
is recorded in I Kings 9,13. In 

two places (Deuteronomy I 3,14 and Judges 10 ~,4J cf. also Joshua 13,13) the name 

of Havvoth-jair is singled out as exist ing in the author's day. An Edomite site 

which Amaziah named Yoktheel le mentioned in Il Kings 14 11. The name of a well is 

!!lade contemporary to the writer in the Samso111 legend in Judges 15,19. 

r th ~name referencee is the obvious gloae 
Perhaps most interesting o ese 

h in its information, as in its position 
of E1ekiel 20,29 -- interesting not so muc 

It 
.-tte~e little •hether v.29a is itself a lll!lrginal note 

in this prophetic text. .._ • 

i
• a later &idition cannot be gainsaid. Fur­

That the latter " ae well as v. 29b. 
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thertnore it cannot be considered li'· 1 :\e Y that su h '~ a note would be added before 

Ezekiel had finished his writings, that iB, before 570 B.C~E. ln other Torda, 

the statement, so simila.r in its expres~ion to the other J2 name passages, eannot 

possibly be construed as pre-e:dlic here, and a·,ivea no ~ indication or a meaning 

that -.would distinctly connect it wit'h the Exilel. This pe.ssage, whatever its mean• 

i n!.!, is·;.1 then, ano"ther pat t it - . ., · en w nese to the la'~""nes• r th i t _ ~Q ~ o e n erest in names. 

(23) Deuteronomy 29,~1 

There is consid9rable agreement amonlg scholars that Deuteronomy 29,9 

begins the second hortatory conclusion ot the book, of which section T.27 is an 

integral part. l'his •ould make the passage later than the Exile even though our 

imediate verse speaks of Israel as at presen·t east into another land. To exact· 

ly what his~orieal fects the writar is alluding we cannot be abeolutely certain. 

Two possibilities present themselves. At the beginning or the Return, the number 

constituting the Jewish eomnunity in Pe.lestirie was undoubtedly stl811. During this 

time a secondary D author might easily have <~onsidered the Exile as still obtaining, 

d
. On the other hand, it might refer 

a.nd this whole passage might belong to his 11y • 

h into the discussion of 
to en even more subsequent exile. We cannot enter ere 

the Bibliee.l and other records euppol"ting the thesis, but some scholars believe 

o1f another exile bet-.een 485 and 480 

in Trito-
there is at least cogent indirect evidence 

B C 8 22) They pol.nt to certain references 
• .E. (er. above, Il Kings ' • d J 1 indicating a coalition of the Edomites, 

Isaiah, the Second Jeremiah, Obfldiah an oei Judah, their enemy, be9ieging 
A'"'Ull it Philisti"es aligned against on ea, Moabites and ~· and li the Jews as slaves to as 

a.nd capturing Jerusalem, deatt"oying the 

re~ote peoples as 

that D eut~ronomy 

the Greeks. It ie not 

29 refers. 

Temple'" sel. nr, 
i it to such an exile 

impossible that s 
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(24 ) Deuteronomy Ka.-Yom He.·Zeh Passages 

While earlier prophets had st.ruck the ••me note, it -- 8 0~ WQ only with Deutero-

Isaiah that the thought of Israel's spectal selsetion, the choice or this one pte-

ple for Yahwe 's pe.rtieular work was really imj1ressed firmly upon them. It has 

been pointed out before that this idea is one of the chief characteristics or the 

post-exilic D redactor whoas hand is very frequently seen in Deuteronomy, but no• 

we find one of our eontemporhin~ expressions, i1 r ii o l ~ :> , quite consistently 

attached to such sentiments. Thus, in Deuteronomy 10,15 is the universal god 

choosing Israel and his seed above all other peoples, in 8,18 he gives Israel pow· 

er in order to establish his sworn covenant, in 4,38 he chooses Israel and moves 

other nations ror his choice, making its land Israel's special inheritance; and 

in 4 ,20 Israel itself is epoken of as God's special i nneritAnce. While the signi· 

ficanee of these individual pass~ges may not be great, what they do tend to estab­

lish is the lateness of the contemporizing .Phrase associated with the111. Although 

the related late ideas are .not so obvious in the two rel!ll!tining Deuteronomy passages 

conta ining iHil . 01':J , that is, tn 2,30 and 6,24, it is fairly safe to 

conclu~e that they are of the same author. 

(25) Deuteronomy 10,8 

. 
t i th agree~ent of echolars that this verse is There can be no doub n e ·~ 

is it •ith Levitical teachings and such by a Priestly writer, so in consonance 

Numbers 6,22f which explains t~e priestly pe.seages ae 

that is herein. 
It need only be pointed . out that the p editor here uses the 

expression il r ii o 1 'i1 
t RD •ery possibly because he .. SO COt!IDOD 0 t ~ 

·r an integral part of the chapter. 
felt it might me.ke his insertion seem more o 
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(2 6) Additional f'9.sse.ges 

A number of passages remain to ·be at least mentioned, some or them elu-

sive of specific de.ting while at the same timu showing signs or being late, others 

defying any proves s of dating and even of geni•ral , interpretation. Let ue consider 

thos e that present some indication of latenesis. 

It is strange that the law prohibiti ng the eating of -the "sinew ot" the 

thigh-vein" in Genesis 32 ,33 finds no express ion in the legal portions or the 

Bible, although it is accepted i n post-Biblical tradition in its Talmudic rorm in 

Hullin 100 B. Now there isJtrong evidence tha.t some scholars bring to bear in 
• 
~a.king the whole Jaco~ cycle of stories post-exilic, bu~ there is likewise every 

· likelihood that v.33 is a. still l a ter appendag• to the pres ent text, to which it 

is not necessarily integral. It might possibly be explained as a development of 

the dieta ry laws after their final formulation in the legal sections, but the 

support ot' more pointed Biblieo.l tradition wo·uld naturally enhance its validity. 

The Joseph story is also considered late, and certainly one is led t o 

believe that such passa8es as that containing Genesis 47,26 come from some time 

after the teachings of Deutero-Ise.iah had taken hold or the people• It ne hoped 

that some tight might oe thrown on the dating of this verse from modern studies 

of Egyptian land-tenure systems , givinLspecii'ie time tor such procedures a s de-

. t f th " g r11 So we must content ourselves 
scribed here, out this bae no been or corun .- · 

with the understanding of the verse's relati-v•e lateness• 

[1 J 

Very litU• can be eaid of Joshua 6,25, telling how the descendant• of 

. the Od ental Institu'te of the University of 
Professor Willie.~ F. Edgerton of . r 111Etion that there are no knoYD ancient 
Chicago has ki ndly proffered the. in or E~ He even cited recent studies in 
Egyptian sources illumine.ting th~:i;~r:nforturtately are or little help. ()t 

~his field by Kees and by Seidl ti g to note that •e are no better in­
thh pe.rtieular poi nt it is int:et i~ 1fur1gefaeetes Exegetische e He.ndbueh 
formed today than ne A. Dillllll) h a 'Leo sought corroborating evidence ir1 

1um AT. -- Genesis, Vol.2t 1892 ~ 0 
· 

vain. 
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Rahab (who bid the spies in Jericho) are still dwellin~ in the midst of Israel 
1 

se.ve that it is obviously late and -would seem to 1>e of the character of the geele-

ological interest shown in the time of Ezra, Nehemiah and the Chroniclerj1. The 

llestruetion of Ai in Joshua B,28 might have r'equired explanation before that city 

could be ~one idered Jewish e.s in Ezra 2 ,2 8, Nehemiah 7 ,32 and probably also 11,31. 

In this same generally late category w~ must also place l Chronicles 4,41 and 43 

with their geneological references to Simeon. In II Kings 21 ·•e find v .15 as 

part of the generally conceded lRte passage C)f vv.10 to 15. There ie also agree-

ment or opinion with reg&rd to I Samuel 9,9. Doubtlessly, v. 9a is already a 

later insertion, 8.nd there is good reason tio believe that v. 9b may have been 

appended even ~ore subsequently. 

II Chronicles 35,25 tells or a. tradition that the death of King Josiah 

was the subject of continued lamentation in Israel. Having no earlier parallel 

forces ue to call this a very late tradition. Perhaps the custom rem9.ined until 

h lf f. th t' h1·ra century 'B.C.E. but we are en-the Chronicler's day in 'the first a o 'e 

·t~r-' 
tirely at a loss t,br other evidence concerning it. The i:eesage is, of course, 

late post-exilic. 

i i expression and yet bearing no Tne verse~ containing our contempor z ng 

nint oi data.bility or adequate interprebth1n ares 

I Jfrngs l0,12 and II Kings 2 ,.2? • Judges 19,30J 

Deuteronomy 34,6J Joshua 13,llt 



IV. 

SUMMARY 01'' THE QUESTION OF DATES 

Most inescapable o.t· the facts unco·vered in our study or the Biblical 

passages in which ~he nRrrator ~rings the sunject ma~~er down to his own time 

~itn eucn a phrase as nfn 0, 'i1 , is that all such reI"erene!es are 

post-exilic. To tnis we have no~ oeen able · to discover a single excep~ion. The 

general period to •hicn they nelong extends from 538 to 400 B.C.E, and beyond 

36. 

all dispute, the predominant ueere of the contemporiiing expressione we have studA 

ied are wrttere in tne Deuteronomietic spirit, variously called RD, r)l et cetera. 

While 'they seem to be characteristically le.te D, they a.re not exclusively so, for 

a late J writer who seemed ~specially interested in names and origins joined late 

D in their uee. There are even occasional instances or which P i! the undisputed 

author (namely, Deuteronomy 10,8; I Kings 8,8; Joshua 22,17 and perhaps 6,25). 

Among the Deutaronomistie pe.ssag~~.7~3~~9~ould seem to be definite 

natural groupings according to the particular part or the period to which they 

belong. Thue we might call n2 those passages that seem to have originated be­

tween 538 or 525 B.C.E. and 518 or perhaps 500~475 B.C.E. To this ~roup might 

belong (1) the warnings to Zerubbabel and the monarchists in II Kings 10,27; 16,6 

and 17,?.3; 

(2) the encouragement to the returned exile$, in Deuteronomy 2,22 and 11,4; 

(3) the preparations for the kingdom 1and the settlement, in I Samuel 27,6 

and 30,25, in Joshua 14,14 and II Samuel 4,3, as •ell ae' perh8.pe' 

th D t ·radition of the seven ne.ti.ons, and 
{4) the passages illuminating e 

( 5) the d iseuesions or pillars and IHl•ered stones• 

d II Ki:n"'s e,22 would seem to have originated 
Such Jassages as Deuteronomy 2~,27 an a 

designated :o3 i •hereas those clearly later 
not long after 480 B.C.E. and might be 

I 

I· 
I 
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(1) condemnations or the Samaritans i I n I Kings 11,34 and 41J I Kings 12,9 

and perhaps Judges 6,24; and 

(2) the ridicule of the Philistine~ irl I Samuel 5,5 if not its parallel in 

Genesis 19 ,37 a.nd 38, belong near or a_rter the~ time or Nehemiah and Esr!'- and might 

be conveniently called n4. One as th b 1 i ey may e n sp rit, these late D passages 

give every sign of originating in at least t1ro and perhaps three different gener-

at ions. 

The predilection or the post-exili11: J writer for origins and names was 

happily combined with our contemporizing phrases in finding ita expression. If 

the post-exilie date of these pe.sse.ges be doubted, the Ezekiel 20,29 reference m 

must prove their lateness beyond reasonable dispute. By and large they seem to 

come from the early post-exilic period, although· such a passage as Genesis 19,37-8 

is beet unders tood in the light of conditions in Nehemiah's time. Certainly the 

very large majority. or J2 verses are much earlier. 

or the p passages not mueh can be said except that it is interesting 

to not• that they do not seem to be entirely out of harmony with D interests and 

might rave even used the characteristic D phrase (for example, in Deuteronomy 10,B) 

to give their insertion the appearance of genuinene~s •• 

• 

., 
I 
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RECONSTRUCTION BEARING ON THE POLITICAL ECONOMIC RELIGIOUS AND CULTURAL 
HISTORY OF THE PERICD 

38. 

It c.ould not be reasonably antiei1pe.ted that anything approaching a com­

plete reconstruction of a period extending 1over a century could present itself 

as a result of studying pa.see.gee containing one type of expression often used at 

the.t time. We cannot emerge from our investigation with any pretense of having 

discovered the key to the whole picture of ·the age, the magic "open sesame" for 

which st.udente of this pericd have long searched in vain. Rather let us .Say we 

have gained entrance through one door, howe·ver s119.ll, leading into the labyrin-

thine we.ye or those days, and, after exploring and exploiting what could be ob-

served wit.bin the pe.rlicular 1!11Ue in which ,se found ourselves, would attempt a 

coherent report of what we sa•. 

Very small was the numher who responded to the decree of Cyrus and 

readily gave up their increasing wealth and comfort in Babylon to return to the 

land or their fathers. Those who did go re1!!.lised tbie and,ae eager as they might 

have been to consecrate themselves to the t1uke before them, it was not with 

light hearts that they admitted that the Exile still continues (Deuteronomy 29,27}. 

The grea t bulk or Exiles did not return i~ those early years. 

simply forced to make their way as best they could. 

The few •ere 

No more than natural wae their inclination to set up the type or gov-

it t d an independent nation on their 
ernment which obtained when last they conet u 

8 

own soil, namely, a monarchy. 
Zerubbabel, of the house of David, was with them 

r t
h But this could not be accom-

and might well assume the throne or his a ers. 
th great Empire under •hose aegis 

Pliehed wit.bout a struggle, certainly with . e 
peoples they should find in the 

they were returning, and probably also with the 
they provided themselves with 

country. Anticipating such ..rarlike experiences, 
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regulations and legislation to govern their . mrn actions and procedures (I 

ol 30,25), Under tho prophetic 1 fl · • Samu-n uence as this group was justi t ce was to be 

done t o all mem~ers . alike whethe ,_r n the actual fighting. r or not they took NI t i 

No rich and dominating warrior elase was to be permitted to arise. 

But after the absence from the land during the length of the Exile, a 

somewhat new problem had come to the fore. Just what territory belonged to the 

ruling house and •hat was the extent of the \st&~e royal , needed definite answer 

n reeor ufl. vm.e available that might suggest immediately upon the return. A y · d t~ t 

previously e s t a blished rights must be ce.pitt!tlized to Zerubbabelh adva.nte.ge. 

Wherever the Davidic house had direct claim1' to possession, such 11as to be con­

sidered the present scion's patri~ony (I Samuel 2'7,6). To be sure, others who 

were not of the royal hou~e (II Samuel 4,3) as well as thos~ whose integral mem­

bership in tbe Judaean group might be subject to the least doubt (Joohuo 14,14) 

also took great care in ueing any earlier claim• they might h&v• had to particU• 

lar parts of the cou~try. 

to~s . But he "8.S punished hy the loes of 1~ 

( 
1 

doflectio:• on the part of a hture ruler, such 

II Kings i o ,27) and any si~i ar Wbat such a ruler might be 

il disastrous results. 
as Zerubbabel •ill meet eim ar , 

th example of Jehu. 
expected to do ie to follo• e 

Here was an extermination of 
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of foreign cult~ (II Kings 10,27) of such thoroughness and 

completeness ae to 

Action short of this would be dis­

Israel is still being punished for 

'f8.rrant the emulation of any worthy monarch. 

astrous. 
spurning the dicte.tes of Yahwe. 

(II Kings 17 ,23) Such a future awaits you, ·too, Zerubba.bel, unless your rule 

meritF. the favor or Yahwe thoougb your t cons ant readiness to abide by the coun-

sele of Ye.hwe's prophets. 

Most of the people returning needed not so much a. solemn warning or 
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the pitfalls that fe.ced them,e.s words to enc1>ure~e them in the hardships and tri­

als of a pioneer settlement. It was no easy tuk to rebuild the Jewbh ste.te, 

and the assurance• that Ye.bwe was with them lfas vite.1 to the stamina of the re-

turned exile~ in "carrying on". Such aseunu1ees were, indeed, forthcoming. Not 

only could they feel that Ye.hwe stood behind their work, but they would know that 

the all-powerful, universal deity was ever Israel's support and protection since 

the earliest times. To be sure, he had dest1royed the .Egyptians when Israel had 

come from under their yoke, Just look at those people today • . They are still 

a crushed nation, e.s if in constant teetimon3r to Yah•e 's aesistance against 

Israel's enemieR (Deuteronomy 11,4). Here is reason tlillll in abundance to be con-

(. Vinced ·of Yah11e '• support of hi• people. (Moreover, Yah1<•'• might ha• oven served 

th ) (Th Edomite was not yet the plague 
• 9 Edomi te at one · time {Deuteronomy 2 ,22 • ~ e rt of the new community) Surely a deity of eucb power would help hi• own people 

It"' ~ . f 11 • the realisation or this. 
, , even more rna.nifestly~ Hope and courage shoul d o o 

aturally an interest in the 
On first ent~ring the land, there ,ra.e n 

Exactly who they ~ere was not kno1m, 
Peoples who were found to be already there. 

natior:ts in the country in some vtay became 

inhabitants. It did 
but the names of seven pr.e-Israelitish 

contemporary· Canaanitish 
standardized as referring to all 

i cisappeared as an ethnic or group 
not matter th~t the Jebusites ha&-long 9 nee 

out to ~e those non·Israelites 
entity. Mentioned in the list, they ~ere pointed 
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•ho happened to be living in Jerusalem at the. time or th . 

and Joshua 15 ,63) • The particular name e Return(Judgee 1,21 
of the Canaan1•t 

I li 

. es was a. i 
the non- sre,e tes in such pl ssoc ated with 

aces as Gazer Gib . ' eon, K1riath j 
(Joshua 9,27 and 16,10) To b , · ... es.rim and so on. 

• e sure the ' y were a very inferior 

reduced to a low and menial station (" . . . lot, long •Ince 
ibid.and I Kings 9,21). It was among such 

it~ iderllty peoples that the new community was to st 1 rugg e to preserve ~ • Surely 

their neighbors were unworthy f o . close asaooiat• .. . "'" ion and intercourse. 

One set of religious phenomena located throughout the country seemed 

to have irked th · · Y '.llore' perhaps, tha.n any e spiritual heads of the new communit 

other• In the interest of the one strong and central shrine in Jerusalem, the 

center or the new co!!II!l.unity, all local altars and,pe.rticularl~ stone pillars 

that '.'lere for th e purpose of •orahip ~ere proscri~ed. And yet there seemed to 

ra, ons behind certain stones and pillars in the land 11hich persist various t diti 

mde the people s.omewhat reluctant to give them up in connection dth their re­

ligious pr~ctiees. 
The presence of ·the stones and so on ~ould not 'be e.xpls.ined 

away, nor, indeed, could the traditions, some · of them part or their literary 

heritage' he entirely disrega.rded. However, their -tors hip significance could 

undergo a radical che.nge, in fi:tct, could dhappear through reinterprete.tion. 

It was to be clearly understood that the pillar near Bethlehem .as Bimply Rachel's 

gr~vo marker (Genesis 35,20) and Absolam'• pillar ""-" oimplY a perso11al memorial 

(II Samual 1B'18) • The st one in Seth She mesh 1• only a monument at the place 

who re t_he ark res to a ( l S..'1ue l 6 , l B) ' a .• wi tn•• •" to the hbt or'i cl !Y or th• spot• j , 
and • imi lar 1 y, po rha pl , the al tar which Gi do on erected n• a mer• to• t!moniel to 

hie particular experience in that place, rather than a plttc• for -.orehip (Judge• 6,24~ 
So, too,. were other sacred eton•• robbed of any religious signH!canc• they might 

ha Vo had' by .., king them hiBtori c monument• or grave 1111.rke re (Jo• hus 4 '91 7 ,2 601 

8,291 10,27 and 22,17). In this YIBY the purity of the Yah•iotic religion in th• 

light of it• Deut•rnnomietic interpretation could be mor• coneietentlY guarded• 



On the other hand, there were thoi:ie 
of this same period, holding far 

more primitive religious conceptions, h w o mitnif est'd a strong desire to know the 

name!'! associe. ted with various parts of th .. t e •~oun ry -- if possible to have some 

notion or the etymologies -- not axcdpting the names of certain places of worship 

or 0 sanctunriea''. They sought the meaning of Mt M i h (G • or a enAsis 22,14) and were 

interested in the naming of the sanetue.ry' CEtlled G ( ilgal Joshua 51 9). There are 

still other signs of their interest in the 11e.mea of se.netuarles (Judges 18,12bi 

Joshua 7,26b; II Samuel 6,8 and II ChronielE~s 20,26). But this interest extended 

in addition to the names of cities (Genesis 26,33' Judges 1,26 e.nd I Kings 9,13), 

of localities (Deuteronomy 3,14 and Judges l0,4' II Kings 14,.7) and even of a 

welt (Judges J.5,19; ~f. also Genesis 26,32-~~3). One of these comments on namee 

was even inserted in a prophetic writing (i2tekiel 20,29 ) . In the absence of 

more definite and direct information on the subject, one is led to surmise that 

this interest in names might b.av.a simply remil ted from the natural curiosity ot 

a people «ioming to the land which their fathers had onee inhabited, and desiring 

to know more about t ·hat land. Whereas people todsy would be interested in its 

more important historical A.nd ~eogre.phical 1~ee.turee e: cetera, 

that earlier age lay in the more superficial feature of names• 

the interest in 

i r th ri!th century a.c.E. before the ne• eom-
It was the beginn ng o e 

t
' ound a new formidable enemy among ..._ its im· 

~Unity felt the hand of Edom and 
took the lead in the ·.destruction and 

mediate neighbors. Perhaps it "lmB Edom ~ho 

exile of that period. The prophets, in all 
events, are most bitter against this 

t a way and a Deuteronomist 
Bouthe~n foe that had invaded the land in soi pernanen ' 

t 
d (II Kings 8,22)· Ibo are these invaders 

of this age reflects a similar atti u e under Judaean power but 

and destroyers? They are the as thoee 1'hQ were on·ee 
same 

or Jehora.m, king of Judah. They have 
•h 1 in the tim~ 

0 revolted and freed themse vee . ith them have alwa.ye been strained. 
1 Our relations • 

a 1'8.ye been a rebelliou~ people. t 
1 

They deserved our ha e 
W bl •ith t~eee re~e 9

• 
e have had a long history of trou e 

. . 
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and scorn even from of old. (And it ie not ~lmpossible th t a Deuterononiy 29,27 

might ret'lect the same exile whieh the Edom~lt . eA at this time h 1 ) e ped to bring about. 

In the course of the century following th . e i'irst return, there was 1. 

gradual but none the less well-defined proeoes whereby cities that were in the 

possession of non-Israelitieh peoples becam1, in e~ffect, J1~1sh cities. That such 

had been the ease was hitherto assumed by 8 1cudent .. s or the - period, but the estab-

lishment or Jewish·. claims to Zikle.g (I Se.muul 2'7,6) when considered u coming 

from the early post•exilie era throws new light upon the picture. Here ne a 

town which, previous to the Return, must su11"ely be.ve been predominantly Philia-

tine. In fa.ct, it probably mrked the sout''t·easternmost point of the Philistine 

country. Immediately upon the Return, it 1ftts claimed a.e a Jewish city as part 

or the Davidi~ patrimony. The early post-e:dlic writer or Genesis 26,l 7-33 eon· 

ceals in his story the drawing of a definit•3 boundary line to include Zil:lag in 

Jewish territory. Then some eighty or nine·ty years later (Nehemiah 11,28) Zik­

la~s ta.ken ror granted in a list or towns and villages inhabited by Jews• The 

process of transfer is this completed, and ·at8.nds as an example of wbat must 

cerhinly bave happened in the ca•• or many clti•• and village• of that period. 

t . Yith the advent of Nehemiah, 
In the second half of the rifth c·en ury, 

i ible Nmr the new co1lllllunity 

the hand or a Deuteronomist becomes again clearly v 
8 

• 

bas conservative leadership, and tbat leadership I• octuollY exerting 1toe1r. 
i i •ts own e~istenee 

N h cleer that the community 'WB.S jeopard s ng l 
e emiah ma.de it very Q 1 round about. 

t f the JeYS yith the peop es 
by not stamping out the close eontae 

8 0 
id their ,..tee by inter-marriage 

In no uncertain terms he eomDIElnded them to put as e Eepeei&llY 1'8-8 the separation 

•nd. to preserve the integrity of their own groUP• 

of Nehemiah spoke •hen be lneerted after the story inst the house or 

t ib h 
.. s re-afned in e. ste.te1 of rebellion e.ga 

r ea, "And Jere.el "" •~ 
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0e.vid until this day."(I Kings 12,t9). These rth 
no erners are rehele or long 

standing, even from the death or Solomon Are they t b 11 d , • o e a owe to worship 

with the new community, allowed to mrry its women? And where ft.s one to die-

eover more about them? II Kings 17 ,24-28 told the history of the Samaritans, 

but the. t '9m.S no• to be changed in vv .29•31 11 32b, 34a, and 4lb. The truth did 

not matter in maligning these heathens who were worthy only of contempt. Their 

hybrid origin, the idolftry in their 'l'orsh:lp, the absence of a.-Yahwe element in 

their cult -- these points •hether true or false •ere now to be stressed in 

demonstrating the unworthiness of the Samaritans for intermarrying as well as 

ror socia.l Rnd religious intercourse, ~o eueh a degree would Nehemiah's follow-

erR go in introducing Scriptural support f'or his legislation. They might even 

have tried to show the existence of a Se.me.rit!'!n altar and its origin in Judges 6,3l. 

But the SamB.ritans were not alor1e in the category of peoples against 

whom the new cormnunity had to struggle to preserve their identity and particular­

ity• The Philistines and especially the Jlshdodites were utting up increasing 

dangers through inter-marriage. 

the religion or the Ashdodites ae 

If JeYish records could show the culture and 

ridieulous, their influence would of certainty 

h d Precisely T.his sort 
be minimized and the conservative end would be rurt ere • 

ti of an earlier period 
i rted in historical •ri ngs ot deprecatory picture was nee 

1 5 ? S) The jibe of this origin 
where Aehdod happened to be mentioned (I Samue .• ~- • 

lt re in support indictment or Phili~tine cu u 
or Philistine threehold rites was an 

Uns of the • 
by Nehemiah and the conserve 

of the program or isolation ordered 

ne·11ly growing community• 
likely that the disreputable origin 

It is altogether 
i (19 37 and 38) is disparage• 

inserted i.n Genes e ' 
(in incest) ot' Uoab e.nd Ammon, 

i tent ae that. of the 
~ent or precieely the same n 

Philistines, with whom their names 

lidaritY and strength. 
are joined as threatening Je~ish so · 

cl building up the 
strengthening the cause of preserving an 

Seized upon and capitalised. 

Every possible 1119ans of 

Jewish group was to be 
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VI. 

CONCLUSION 

Just as one cannot expect to uneo,rer th• 
v splendors of a Tutankhamen's · 

tomb in Palestinian archeology, so the thrill r - 8 0 revealing new Bi blieal strata 

are denied investigators of particular Biblical i . express ons. They must be con-

tent •i th more modest finds and so et i "t m 1'1198 1r:L h mere hints of' ideas · which other 

investigators might use to good purpose. What, th••, -y be i vu •IE>- sa1.d or the results 

of our present study? What bas actually beEin accomplished? 

In the first place, i1fi1 Ol"i1 iy and similar expressions have been 

demonstrated beyond reason for dispute to be1 post-exilie, and largely late D -­

Yhich might prove servicabte to other st.uder1te or the late sixth and the rifth 

centuries B .C .E. The possibility has been suggested of thre~ late D •riters, 

~nd a number of late J passages are perhaps more easily identifiable in their 

relation to our contemporiiing expressions. Some new light might, in the second 

place, have f'allen upon the history of the period as e. resuit of our study· The 

reinterpretaion or pillars and sacred stones in the light ot' D legislation, addi­

tional possihle hints ot' the early rUth century exile, the process by which 

Canaanite cities came to be Je~ish possessions, the extent to •hich Nehemiah's 

follo'lers changed or added to older historict!ll l!lnd legends ry texts to gain sup· 

i 
~ be nuances to add to any com­

port for their reforms -- some of these po n·~s may 

Plete picture of the century and a quarter after the Babylonian Exile• On the 

nl'!Y now be more rea~ily ackno•ledged 
other hand, other of our pofnts of discussion 

ae support to previously eetat>lished infort1111;ion of' those times. 

This study has resembled 
the exploi.dng of a little mine. Surface 

i f 
richer finds beneath. Not a tre~endous 

nvestigations showed poesioilities 0 
d some of which may 

f -, precious ore was turne up, 
ortune bu~ a moderate amount ot · · is aenriched in 

t'i ld In all ev1t1nts' "the miner 
nd very worthy use in the •or • d · hie in• 

h a
t first hand• and etrengthene in 

avfng k h ~ precious ore -come to no• is 

1 1 g Process. 
creased knowledge of the m n 11 


