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The subject of this thesis presented itself in the course of lectures

on Biblical History given by Dr. Julian Morgenstern at the Hebrew Union College
during the season 1932-1933, The writer is very grateful to Dr. Morgenstern
for the many valumble suggestions he has of'fered toward making the presentation
of this material more adequate, and for his patient induction of a neophyte

into the methods and techniques of scientific Biblical study.
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II.
INTRODUCTION

Frequently reoccurring throughout Bivliecal 1iterature from Gamesis to
Chronicles are expressions linking the immediate passages in which they are found
with the present time, that is, either the time 4f the characters within the nar-
rative or the time of the narrators themeelves. A random example of such an ex-
pression referring to the time of the characters within the narrative itself may
be observad in Exodus 10,6. Moses appeafs befpre FPhargeh and threatenas to bring
on a plague of locusts of such extreme serinusmess ms the Egyptimns have never
witnessed from their earlieat beginnings as m people iRy B « b Rl S ¥/

"unto this shdm day", until the very period in which he and FPharesh are living.
Similarly we mey observe a single example that refsrs to the time of the marrator
of the passage as distinct from the characters or esvents mentioned therein, in
1] Samuel 27,6, David has asksd the Philistins leader,under whom he has served,
for & city in which he might dwell apart from the royal city of his au:era?n,
whereupon Achish gave him Ziklag “which belongs to the kings of Judah," saysthe
narrator, nio o ovia Yy "unto this day”,

Verses of the former type offer 1little invitation to kthm further inves=
tig&tion; But such pmassages as the latter, containing spacifie historical refer-
ence, give rise in our minds to a number of interesting questions.’ At what time
did‘the narrator live who could have made such 2 seemingly historical statement?
Obviously; in the case mentioned, in a period later than David, but in what period?
Horeover, why should he have said what he did? What could have been his reason
for connecting an incident in the past with his own day? Was he simply recording
a fact in history for the enlightenment of future generations, or would his statﬁ-
ment have particular signifiecance only for his own time? Lastly, what can we pos-
sibly iearn sbout the period in which the marrator lived from the passage we are
able to assign to his partlcular age? 1Is there any new light upon the history of

| hie time which comes to the surface as the result of our study of his statement?

vm"



These qusstions merit full inquiry, which the present paper will attempt to make.

Our problem, then, is this: +to sift from the mass of almost four hundred
presages in the Bivle in which & present time is specifically referred to, those
passages that reflect the time of the narrator, to determine wherever possihle the
date of the narrator, and to establish whatever evidence such datable passages e-
vince of the politieal, religious, sconomic and cultural history of the period in

which he lived.

The term most frequently employed to indicate the time of ths narrator
or writer,as clearly distinguished from the time of the event being told,is the
expression TTi C1%h "this day" or "this very day". ta oi‘a 1w
"until this day" is the customary form in which it is found, but it hes been
nacessary, in addition, to investigate the many variants of this form,in order to
ascertain whether or not they might indicate passages referring to the nmarrator’s
day., Included among these variants are D1°71 when it has the meaning of "to-
day", GCi'7 7Y "until today", nIn D1 7 oXy “this self-same day”,

AIA 017 OXY3  "on the very same day", ars oi*aw oyy Ty “until
the very same day", fifa 01> ™as at this day”, D13 "ag this dey", and
D12 "on this day", These forma, to0, have variants: pi1-5> |, oy iy
DV*31 , Other expressions that might seem to have similar meaning are 11a 7§
"up to now", niTy  "etill”, and any Iy "until now". Howsver, very -
fow of these variants occur in versee whose significance interests us in this study.

They are valuable only in having been checked for their potentialities.

The very nature of our problem and of the term it involves hi&u us
be on our guard from the very outset of our study lest we are led astray by the
alluring wish to make arn o pyva AP a characteristic expression either
of one or another of the known codes, or of a new one. Intrinsically it containe

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

ite equivalent in classical and modern languages is to be found employed in writing
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from the remotest antiquity even up to the present day, in statements of every
nature that are expressed in form parallel to the very one now being made. Scarce-
ly a day goes by but that some comparison between conditionz of the past and of
the present is made in the course of our common parlance. So we must we careful
not to exaggerate the results that may be jJustifiably expecte;l in this study. What-

aver they may prove to be, the facts must speak for themselves,

Parhaps it has been this general use of the tarm "until this day™ that
was one of the factors involved in previous writers' and commentators? almost
complete failure to recognize the problem these passages offer. If we go back %o
the various versions, we find them following their customary practice of translat-
ing nka oita Ty literally. The Targumim almost invariebly have it

e U - R e« It is either c'-"ws 'rf"]s ﬁpe’fﬁ-s 'l'tv'qu or

effus Tils 0'7/"“)”" 'j}'.éfpis in the Septuagint, and the Vulgate simply uses "usque
in diem hanc"™ or "usque in preesentem diem" or the like. The Peshitta likewise
offers no change. Only in one place. can the Septuagint writsr possibly be
thought. to have viewed ;1 g oia Ty as indiecating the narrator's day.
This is in I Kings 8,8 in :_-eferauce to the staves that carried the mrk. The LXX
omits the phrase nfa ov'n Ty enti;'oly, whereupon bgth Benzinger and
Burney agree that it was removed as not applying to the conditions when the LXX
was made. However, there is little reason to believe that this was more than a
guess on their parts. It is scarcely conco_im‘t;le that the LXX writers went out

' of their way to be precise and punctilSious in their understanding of our expres=-
sion in this one case,and in every other passnge were content with verbatim trans-
lations. More probable seems the possibility that the omission is simply a tox~
tual error. This, at least, prevents our assuming on the basis of utterly inad-
equate evidence that the LXX writers caught the true significance of the phrase

ntnoovta 1y as revealing conditions subsequent to their context.
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6.

The Medieval Jewish commentators wers almost as complately unaware of
the prohlam. Rashi and Ibn Ezrs peld no attention to the phrase whatsoever,
and Ramban to Deuteronemy 11,4 merely finds its meaning obseure if not redundant,
perhaps only emphasizing the completehasa;of the destruetion at the Red Sea that
is previouely described in the passages. It must ba noted that in one place,
Judges 1,21, both Redak and Ralbag racognize the meaning of the writer's own day.
The latter is very specific, interpreting arm oyta Ty to mean

addA Ay yapy 'Rt Ty s but of course he makes Samuel the composer of
the Book of Judges, so that "this day™ is made to refer to Samuel's time. That
nothing further is aaid'$y these commentators is entirely understandable in
view of their predominant intsrest in the literal and homiletical meanings ms
woll a8 grammatical explanations of Bible texts, as distinet from their scienti-

fically historical implicetions which only a much later age would endeavor to

frobe.

But that later age of Biblical eritieism, which received additional
stimulation under the influence of Wellhausen since the last quarter 6f the nine~
teenth century, has also surprisingly little to add to an understanding of our
problem. No separate investigation has, to our knowlsdge, haen made of it. Fre-
quently the phrase is overlooked in commentarias to the various Biblical books.
But notize is taken of it by = number of modern eritice including Hbllhauuon;
Dillmann, Bertheau, Budde, Benzinger, Noweck, H.P.Smith, Driver and Burney, --
most of them touching upon the problem en paas;;t. Budde in his notation on
T Samuel 5,5 (Merti's series, 1902, p.40) claims that R - B S 1
{s the favorite formula of J who likes to use it to jump from the narrative to
his own time. C.F.Burney alone is more explicit conecerning the importence of
the term (in his "Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings",1902, pp.107
and xvi-xvii). In Kings, he records, the phrase does not occur in the course of

lengthy excerpts from sources, but in connection with terse statements-of-facts

from them, and so "can be due to no other hand than that of RD himself, who in
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using the phrase, either formulates his own statement, or intelligently admits

a statement which he is able to verify." He further notes those passages con-

taining arnoovta 9y which he fesls are distinctly pre-exilic and

those not necessarily presupposing a pre-exilic date.

But since no special treatment has been mede of our problem and the
refersnces of commentators are scant and insignificant, we find ourselves tread-
ingvirgin soil in the present study. The method of prodedurs, however, has
largely been that of other studies of individual words and phrases in the Bible,
save for tracing etymologles in cognate languages. The complete list of passages
in which a¥a o1 W or its veriants are found was supplied by Man-
delkern's "Veteris Teutamsnti_Concordahti;o“. All that could possibly be teken
as referring to the narratord' times wers sifted out as important in this work.
The important translations, as well as medieval and modern commentaries, were
probed for their views of the vital passages. The latter were then studied for
their datability and implications. Finally a synthesis and formulation of the re-
sults of the mteriel in hend was mede,to complete our study. This thesis will
first discuss each passage individually, more or less in the ordar of our ability
7 to aésign it a definite date, and thereafter collate and evaluate whatever im-
plications may be evinced concerning the periods in which the writers of the

passages lived. In this way 14 is hoped that the results found will have the

clearest possible exposition.



DISCUSSION OF THE DATABLE PASSAGES

In order to understand these two verses, some anslysis must be mede of
the whole section, II Kings 17,24-41 in which they are embedded. The passage as
a whole, telling of the inhabitants of Israsel’s land after 72”? B.C.E., has already
13

been thoroughly treated,. There appear to be four distinet parts of this sec~-
tion: 1. Pheraxsprazxxisxks vv. 24-2R relating the story of the foreigners who
were brought into the land (a) in a spirit friendly to these colonists, with con-
siderabl& pride that they became Yahwe worshippers. (b) Their priesthoodds origin
is explained in the story of bringing one o} the original =-- Israelite -~ priests
out of captivity in Assyria to minister to them. (¢) According to these verses, it
would seem to be held impossible to worship foreign gode in m new land. It is
Yahwe, God of the land, they must lesrn to worship. (d) Furthermore, despite the
reference to Shalmaneser insteasd of Sergon, the writer of these verses seems to
have a ve;y sccurate knowledge of the details connected with the settling of the
new colonists. .

2. vv. 29-31,3?b,34a and 41b, while also telling about the foreigners, con-
tradict the ideas thaf have preceded. (a) The attitude taken toward them is one of
hostility, enimoeity even, because of a persistence of their oid deities and their
deflection from Yahwe. (b) Now their priesthcood is said to have arieen by appoint-
ing some of their own number for the work. (c) Now, ton, it would mppear as a
perfectly normel occuiiico to worship one's own deities in whatever land one
chances to be, (d) And lastly, these verses, display a peculiarly inaccurate
fund of informetion concerning mctusl conditione after 722 B.C.E. Not Buccoth-

Benoth but Marduk and Nebo were the Babylonisn gods. Kut is probebly a late

lll Hitnerto unpublished article, "A Reconaidaration of the Samaritan Problem",
by Julian Morgensternj pp.l=12 in wms,



evoluticn of the name Kutsh (used in v.24) from the gentilic noun Kutim, the

late post-exilic name for Samaritans used by the Jews. Ashima wae not introduced
by the Hamatitee =- it wae probably current a fﬁll generetion before P22; and,
strangaly,the ketib spells the neme of the city 0100 ,.not D 178D
as in v,24,

3. Vv. 34b-40 do not refer to the foreigners at mll, but rather to those
members of the kingdom of Isrmel who were not exiled but were mllowed to remain
on the land, and who lived together with the foreign element injected by the conm-
querors. This section appears to be part of the same D fremework of the Books of
Kings ms the earlier pert of chapter 17, namely vv. 7-23,and probably belonge be~-
tween v. 17 and v. 18,

4. Vv. 328,33 and 41a meke & direct attempt to harmonize the contradictory
data on worship of Yehwe and worship of the foreigners' own deities. They intro-
duce a new verb for such service ( 13y  » whereas Rl and nwy  had
been used exclusively lithart;); the Hebrew is very mwkwerd in v.33b, eand

AR AT ie employed in v.4ls for the more explicit 1 7?8  in v.29,

So that it i= safe to vall these verses harmonistic editorisl glosses.

Obviously our concern lies with the first two part=, and especially
the second. Part 1 shows unmistakable signe of being early in respect to the sto-
ry it tells, in fact, almost contemporaneous. It seeme to be the direct continu-
ntioﬁ of the pre~exilic vv. 1-6, related in language, certeinty of details and
simplicity of narretive. Clear, elso it ie that Part 2 is am much later plece of
writing. The concept that a deity can be worshipped in any land, that he is not
cénfined to a territory in which alone he is effective was a principle accepted
in Israel only tﬁ-ard the end of the pre~exilic period and after the exile. The
inaccuracies of details likewise bods m date considerahly later than the events
£old. But it is the #ttituda toward the Samaritans thet can best tie these verses
with & rather well-defined time, Of the relamtions between the Judaeans and the

Semaritens previous to the exile nothing ie known, and there is no suggestion in

*m—



exilic prophecies of any hostility between them, In fect, in Ezekiel 25,3-7 the

interests of the descendants of the ancient Israelites and of the Judaeans are re-
garded es the seme, and the hope of the union of the two brenches, then united in
a common suffering, finds frequent expressicn. Even after the Return,some of Ehe

Samaritans continued their worship at the airiﬁe in Jerusalem and we know that

there was inter-merriege between the two groups. But now the conservative element
it
of the returned Jews began to express tﬂ-z: entipathy for the half-heathen neigh-
bors to the North. Perhaps Isaiah 57,3-12 epitomizes the estimete thet was held
L
I

of them (cf. &18? Haggai 2,10-14 as possibly demonstrating the attitude toward the
Samaritens), and only the weakness of the Jewish settlement and the leck of leader-
ship on the part of the comservative group delanyed the final rupture of relations.
With Nehemiah,around 432 B.C.E.,the break came, and such opprobrium as this passags
contains would well express the feelings of his followers mt that time. Although
animus against the Samraitans continued onward through Ben Sirds day, there ie no
reason for possibly aseigning the pmssage to & leter date. So, hers our sxpressisn

nfn 0IvH W eppears integral with verses composed about the time of

Nehemiah or a little later.

The extremities to which Nehemish's followers would go in order to dis-

creddt their northern neighbore (cf. Ezrs 4,1-5) are clearly delineated in this

passage, pYnwn je a term of contempt for them. Furthermore, thetr

hybrid origin ie emphasized in the recital of the various elements Assyria intro-

duced into the country and by the repeated expression *11 11 « Whatever

of 1do;?%ry there was in their religion,is scoffed at by the list of géds they

brought with them, mnd & ssemingly deliberate change is made in stating the be-

ginnings of their priesthood. Moreover the Yahwe element in the Samaritan reli-

gion is not even mentioned. The Jews now hed in their chronicles direct evidence

of the inferiority of the Samaritens with whom some wers inter-married, for it is

specifically remerked that they are no better mow than when they first came into



the land, and the picture then was = very low one,.

(2) I Kings 12,19

Here (-- its parallel it II Chronicles 10,19) At o1°n 13
is embedded in the section, vv. 1-24 dealing with Reheboam's acceseion and the
defection of the ten tribes. The presage is hlatently a composite oms, but there
i= no reason to believe that 1% is other than Deuteronomistic history as scholars
agree. However, 2 still more definite dete can possibly be determined for v.19.
The verb here has the same force ss john B KR in Deuteronomy 11,4 (cf. below).
The statement here is, "dnd Isreel has remesined in a state of rebellion against the
house of David until this day." Now if 587w  referred to the entire
Hebrew people, North and South, it would have had no meaning to a D writer either
in pre-exilic¢ times or during the Exile, wheress it might have described the de-
fection from the Davidie rule after Zerubhabel's fall in 518 B.C.E. But the
obvious reference here iz to the people of the North,as it was in vv. 16 and 18.
As such, any D writer could have made this msesertion and he would have been ex~-
pressing the truth; but the isolation of the verse and its lack of necesssry rela-

tion with what precedes or followe suggests a provocation for its insertion. The

later occupants of thie territory in the North inherited the emmity in which
Isreel was held by Judah, and it is mltogether conceivable that they are referred
to here. The time when the emphasis on the continued separation would have head

most significance was that of the severance of relations with the Samaritans,

Ce 4‘32 BOCUEI

northern
aned

The zealous Judaeans could show & deep-seated apostasy of the
- even from the death of Solomon. Could th be 2

peoples of very long standing,

hope of repprochement with such inveterate rebel=? Such would have been the

message that the follower of Nehemish would bring through the insertion of this

verse into the stendard history. with the support of such & stotement his people
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could be strengthened in putiing aside every point of contact with the Northerners,

as the leaders desired.
(3) 1II Kings 17,23

It is generally conceded by scholars that ;v.T-ZB recounting the ceuses
for the downfall of Israel is part of the framework of the Books of Kings provided
by the Deuteronomistic redactor (RD). Nothing in thie framework compelir a pre-
exilie dating, nor was the exile conducive to such writing, with iha people nat-
urally depressed and dejected. For it breathes a spirit of hope and encouragement
for the kingdom that would Ffollow Yahwe and the word of his prophets. But it must
be assigned to some early post-exilic time, and there is reason to feel that herein
is contained pointed admonition for Zerubbabel and those who looked to the re-estan-
lishment of the house of David in the early desys of the ré&rn from Babylon. It is

safs to consider 521 B.C.E. its a quo date.
-

Isrsel wae corteinly the classic example of the arring and wayward na-
tion. God had repeatedly urged Isrmel to follow his commandments and had constant-
ly entreated its kings to be mindfui of his true worship and to walk uprightly in
hie commandments. Israel had responded with m continuetion of pagan przctices and
a life of dissoluteness and sinfulnesa, This, the prophetic spirit behind these
verses makes exceedingly clear, but the extreme length of Isreel's exile in Assyr-

in == lasting after Judah had begun its return from Babylon -- mekes the example

of Israel even more potent. Such extreme punishment will be yours, too, Zerubbabel '

and your followers with monarchical hopes, unless Cod's word guides your every

action when you set up the kingdom you contemwlate)and the prophetic etress on

justice and righteousness is atrictly adhered to. The prophets were not given ear

and their warnings were not heeded in Isreel. The same must inevitably be your

fate if you turn away from Yahwe.



13. |
(4) Deuteronomy 11,4 :
The words i R D7IRY ) cannot poseibly be rendered "destroyed
them until" but the more obviously correct "kept them in a state of destruction
up to" the time of the writer. (ef. I Kings 12,19, above), This might have been
- perfectly true from the information at the writer's disposal,without tallying per-
fectly with the known historical facte. Such would certeinly be the case in the
ancient world, with ite peucity of communication and trensportation facilities.

It becomes pdain that if the writer knew that Egypt was in 2 lew state in his own

time{ which information he could vefy easily have hagl end knew of an earlier de-

gtruction of Egypt, it was not unnatural for him to see continuation between the
data he haikat hand. And it must also be noted that he uses TA8 , an ex-
ceedingly strong and unequivocal verb. Not a mere weakening of power is impdied,
but rether a destruction little less than catastrophic. Authorities tell us that
the first Deuteronomic composition dates at 621 B.C.E.,so that 1f we search Egypt-
ian history fromabout thie time on,we may he well on our way to discovering the

period to which the present passage refers. . 1

e

= Now we know that(&i}sﬁdy)in 610 B.C.E. Egypt was fairly prosperous under

Necho of the twenty-sixth dynasty, and never resched a state that would merit the :

description of our verse under his guccesssors for about eighty yesrs. However,

Y in 525 B.C.E. Cambyses of Persia conquered the land, and not until 406 B.C.E. did o~

Egypt regain her independence. Tn her dependeney, in her subjugetion to a foreigm

ruler her state was truly low emough to warrant a foreign observﬁf's comment that

she was destroyed. And so we may place the writer of at lesst v.4b somewhere be-

tween 525 B.C.E. and 406 B.C.E. A later date, let us say after Alexander's con= AL

. quest, is not likely for a Dasuteronomic pessage.

The concept of the universality of God is firmly intrenched in the mind

4% would be in one imbued with the influence of the

of thislwritar. as, indeed,
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great prophets since the daye of Amos. The experience of ths Exile had only
strengthened thie ldea among the people. Now s return to Palestine had buen efs
fected, and those who came back needed every possible evidence of moral and spir-
jtual support that could be given them, The difriculties they faced in reestab-
lishing a Jewish state called for constant mnd assuring encouragement on the part
of the leaders. Not only was it neceesary to give mssurance that God was with the
returned exilas, bhut it was squally valuehle to show that the all-powerful god had
always besn the bulwark of Israel from the very begimaning of history. Yahwe was
ever Israel's protector. Of course, he destroyed the Egyptians when the Israel-
jtes went out of Goshen, but he has done even more! The Egyptians are still a
crushed people, so mighty is God in his assistance against Isresel's enemies. Israel
¢an be strong and take new couzags, knowing that God's help is snﬁotent in her be-

half, and sver has been since the earliest of days.
(5) II Kings 16,6

But 1ittle study of the passage in which this verse is imbedded makes
it vaery clear thzt it 1s phater addition to ths narrative tresting the reign of
Ahaz, king of Judah, Verse 7 is the immediate continuation of the statement in

v.5, and what lies between is by nature,axtraneoua. The textual corruption of
v.6 is further evidence of this,

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

Gulf of Akaba, and that Syria lies to the morth of Palestine, the impossibility

of the verse having any meaning as 14 stands is patent., Even the uasaoq;%as cor=

rected g pi1aR) to g 01N} , implying a corresponding change of
the previous DIR? %o DIN? . Strong probability also favors the
emendation of modern authorities (such as Klostermann, Benzinger, Kittel and Bur-
ney) of Ik en in place of paR 790 1 ¥ , "It is far more

likely that the king of Edom should have geized the opportunity of Ahaz' engage-
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ment with the northern confederacy in ordar to once more gain possession of his
seaport town [loet first under Solomon snd then Uzziah], than that the king of

Aram should have despatched a purposalass expsdition against the remote eastern
point of Ahaz' domintons (1]

Now our verse tells us that the Edomites wers 8till dwelling in Elath
at the time of the wiiter. Something of the ad quem dating for this verse is
readily ascertainable therefrom. REduard Meyer (in his Geschichte dee Alterthums,
1912, ba.3, p.141) points out that in the fifth century B.C.E. the Arab Nabatse-
anf pressed northward and drove the Edomitas out of their originel abode and into

southern Judaea, so that we can establish this present statement as being written

v  before 500 or at most 475 B.C.E. On the other hand, there is nothing to prevent .

our holding that this is a Deuteronomistic writer who, we have shown above, must

have written at least toward the end of the exile or the beginning of the return.
D delighted to show that the kings who departed from "that which was right in the
sight of the Lord" were ineviitably punighed, and Ahaz' loss of Elath was eptirely

in consonance with this principle.

Here was an object lesson for the Judeean kingdom of the future. Ahaz
hed failed in his allegiance to Yahwe, and had reverted to all the pagan practices

current in the land from earlier times. Moreover, he had disregarded the prophet-

ic veto against seeking the aid of foreign powers in his distress by calling un

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

enemies, Ahaz adopted some of the religious prectices of Assyria, but the D writer

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

of the ruler was obviously pun

of his territéry. The ruler of the returned exiles must not $ellow in the foot-

steps of such as Ahaz.

—

<325,
(1] Burney,C.F. Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings, 1903, P 3

jahed in his being deprived of a considerable portiom

e

[*

[

————
——
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(8) Deuteronomy 2,22

Therea is 2 break
in Yahwe"
We '3 speech to Moses in this ehapt
apter, namely vv.

20 to 23, in which direct
nerretive is employed. Clsarl :
R ¥y ve24 18 the direct ¢
on~

tinuation of v. 19. What
't 1lies between was added by = 1late
of probability, for the success of the Chil r writer from every angle
dren of Esau o
the Edomit
Horites is entirel 3 i b el o
y extraneous to the subject matter under di
scussion. Th
gvary reason to helieve that th k3
e other references
to the Edomites i
in vv. 12 and 29, likew il i,
’ ewise bear wibm evidence of having been appended at a lat
a later

time.

Recal
calling the previously stated information thet at the beginning of
the fifth

century B.C.E. the Nabatagans drove the Edomites out of their earlier

abode
and into Judaem, that date would lend j4self as the terminus ad quem for

this ver
se. For by that time the Edomites would have left Seir, the neme given 10717

their .
previous territory. The ultimate terminue & quo would then be sometime af=-

ter ¢t
he earliest date accepted by authorites for Deuteronomic writings or 621

B.C.E. :
,» although the secondary D gtratum in this chapter == to which v.22 be-

longs ==
gs -- is held as post-exilic, not preceding 540 or more probably 521 p.c.2.1] « g

Th
e last querter of the sixth contury is e fairly safo dating for this verse.

It
is also worthy of being pointed out that a universal god-concept 18 here 80

f

ully accopted that is is taken for granted. Ye hwe will work for Isreel just as
k :

8 did for Edom and Caphtor. (Prophetic influence is evident.) The returned exiles

rdehips roalizing the greatness of the

mi
ght more brevely face their garly ha
souragement and hope.

d
eity that stood behind them. Here was more en

—_——
1 investigation of the seminar under

7 or 8 yesrfs

___.____———_—/

(] goncluﬁicn arrived, after carefu
r. Morgenstern during the past
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(7) I SE,WQE 5’5

Set into the
narrative relating the wanderings of theark is the section

v .2 5 1
v =2y Ouliie un Qlﬂtad 1“ B“b"ﬁct matte to the main narretive, exce pt
4 T r ve, fotr the

repetitive t
P ransition in v.2. Very obviously, v.6 is the immediste continustion

of v. 1. The intervening verses constitute a commentary on a Philietine religious
practice ,memby namely, the origin or supposed origin of their threshold rites.

The historicel value of the derivetion of these rites ms hers explained is not very
great, for e sympathetic description could hardly be expected from writers of a
people whom the Philistines conetantly troubled. On the other hand, the author of
these verses could scarcely have possessed the critiesl ecumen and so broad a
knowledge of ceremonial origine as to be able to have given us a veluable scienti-
fic understanding of these rites. To the contrery, we must apply the ;ule that is
almost axiomatic in all classical literature, that when a more or less popular
derivation of arname or a prectice is given, the grest probebility is that the ac-

tual origin is of an altogether different neture.

The root of the prohibition to tresd on the threshold of the temple of

Dagon, as here given, is highly derogatory 4o the Philistines. In fact, the writer

seems to be poking fun at them for their revermnmce before a deity so impotent thdt

4+ can keel over twice and sever it hends from the rest of jts torso. Such ridi-

cule would be most likely made at a time when Philistine mmd culture and religion

threaten serious inroads into Judaism. ‘The period of Nohemieh and Ezra was just o

veen quite effactive. e know little about

Such a time when this jibs might have

and nationalism at this time and yet their influence appeared

Philistine culture

d by the leaders vecause of the current inter=

8s an immdpent danger to be resiste

Nehemiah 13,23 ff. describes this danger, and

marriags with Philistine women.

whom Nehemiah had to meke their Jewish husbands

singles out the women of Ashdod
repudiate. The inter-merriages and the oppogition they ovoked did not take place
e to place this expression of oprosition sometime

all at one time, but it 18 saf
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hetween 538 and 400 B.C.E,

Jewish leaders after the return from the Exile realized how readily
their followers ?quld fall away, under the influence of inter-marriage with the
peopbes round about. To bresk up those marriags ties already contracted was no
easy task, and yet they considered it 1m§srativaly incumbent upon themselves,
Their own word needed reinforcement by writings held in a speciel respect by all
the people. TIi was to their advantage to see that historieal writings treating
8. much earlier period, should roundly condemn the cultures threatening to unders
mine thdir own. In I Samuel 5, Ashdod happens to havs been mentionsd, and since
the Ashdodites were at the later age a threat to the recreating of Judaiem in
Palestine, this was felt as the proper place to set a comment that would influence
ths people of that later date. The verity of thet comment di? not matter. It
was sufficient that it held in ridicule those who needed to be minimized in the

ayes of the people.

(8) I Samuel 30,25

This verse is rezfther elusive of specific dating. It is very frequently

held that the law in the preceding verse is of very 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 of them. (ef. Numbers 31,27 where P

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

be in keeping with such early strata of D war legislation as is found in Deuteromo-

my 20,8 ff. and 21,10-14. It is entirely possible that a D editor, anticipating
Israel's war to set up her own kingdom again in Palestine after the exile, might
have felt a need for such a law. Its gaemingly warlier origin in David's day

Wwould lend 4t authoritys though the codes did not include it. Natur=1lly, the

accOfﬂOd&ting ekplamtion had to be giVO'ﬂ that the Inw still obtained at the time

of the writer.

__—_-/
R ————————
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(9) T Samuel 27,6 and Genesis 26,33 (II Samuel 4,3 and Joshua 14,14)

First glance at I Samuel 27,6 would seem to make its pre-exilic date a
foregone conclusion. It appearsto record how David came into the possession o¥
this particular city of Ziklag, and simply states the fact that Ziklag still be=-

.ongs to the kings of Judah. With 586 B.C.E. the royal house of Judah came to an

sbrupt end, so that it would almoet incontrevertably seem to pre-date that year.

But the question naturally presents itself as to why just a particular
city should be singled out for the distinction v.6b csrries. If the kings of
Judah are still reigning,what can be the significance of isoleting one town end

. specifying that it ia the property of the royal house? The whole of southern

.

Canaan would readily be acknowlgdged es being under the king's sway. Verse 6b
would seem to indicate tmt there was some questioning as to just what did belong
to the house of the Judaean kings. There would be no such controversy if the
Davidic family were firmly seated on the throme. We are forced to infer that at

least the last part of v. 6 was composed when the kings of Judeh wers no longer

powarful,

Now when the exiles returned and each family sought to establish Just

what territory it could claim as its ownotl] such a statement as this woubd have

had considerable mesning and partinence. The writer seems to be interested in

determining what belonge to the family sstate of David's house, much in the light

of the D2 author of Dsuteronomy 17,14 ff. Between 538 and 518 B.C.E., whon

there wes a 1ikelihood of Zarubbabelis obtaining the kingehip, 2 D writer might

a8t least have appended V. 6b to an earlier parrative. Such evidence of the

I ey 1 4,3. Exiles with Beero-
d a parallel in ITI Samue ’
1] E:ia mey very lik:iilgigind E: S iadian A s i::h 'i:;::si:°
thite traditions tion of Gittaim (nemed among the pos:-axl icscof o
X eir early og; pgimilarlff Joshua 14,14 establishes the ctilmP .
c’?“:i:“ 11’3Hbﬁron They are not treated as Judahites un ’
alehites 1o .

13 ’50
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king's patrimony would have greatly enhanced his position

The great probability was that Ziklag up to thie time was predominantly,
gf‘not completely a Philistine city, for elsswhers, too, we find a direct effort

to define the southern boundary betwsen the lands of Iarmel and the Philistines

on the part of an early post-exilic writer, For if any meaning at all can be

gathered from Genesis 25!17"33 by 2 4t is Just such establishing of a border at
the time of the return from Babylonia.., Going inland from the coast along the
valley or wadi of Gerar, the wells of Esek avwdSitnah with the land that surrounded
them were detsarmined ms Philistine territory, whereas from Rehoboth eastward be-
longed to Judah. I Samuel 30,26 f. would lead us to believe that Ziklag was in
or near the wadi of Gerar so that the Genesis passage establishes it as a Jewlsh
village after the Exile. Nshemiah 11,28, written some eighty or ninety yesrs
later, l1ists it among the many other towné and villages inhebited by Jews, thus
semplbbmin  completing the picture of the process by which Ziklag passed from

Philistine hands into Jewish control during this period.

It is also to be noted that the J2 passage, mentioned above as early
post-sxilic, ends in v. 33 witha statement that the name Beer-sheba survives to

the writer’s own day. This is one case among many of early post-exilic interest

in names, origins, and 80 forth.
(10) II Kings 10,27

There 1s nothing of o specific a nature in this passage ms to allow

any exact dating to be made. The verse of our special interest occurs as part

of the record of the revolution of Jehu contained in 9,1 to 10,28. The exact

nyyanes
meaning of v.27 is not altogether clear, ospecially the word

of the ketib or nIR¥IN (outhouses, privies) of the keri. The tau-

tology in vv. 26 and 27 is 1ikewise evident. In V. 27 the singular construct of
: e o gt previously the plural had been employed. First the
naxn

-.I.......-........--.....------.llllIIlIIlIIlIllIlIIllIEIIHIIIIIIII----;-—fr



"images” are said to have been burnt, and then the "imege" was destroyed. Even
the usial : ntn s missing after 01'7 7y + The confusion and repetition
would lemd one to believe that v. 27 was added oven after the RD passage in which
it lies imbedded. It would seem to reflect the spirit of D, however, which
stressed the extirpation of foreign cults. It conforme entirely with the favor=

able judgment of Jehu. Any king, following prophetic dictates, would make his

destruction of idolatry this complete.
(11) II Kings 8,22

This occurance of our expression atnoooVvva oy (paralleled
in II Chronicles 21,10&) 1lies in the narrative of vv. 16-24 telling the story of
Jehoram, king of Judah, Of these verses, vv. 16-19 and 24 are unmistakably the
pattern of RDP. Tt is further quite clear that v.22 is extraneous to the story
that precedes it, in fact, contradicting its {mplications. It had just been
pointed out that Jehoram (the N having dropped out of the name need not disturbd
us) had seemingly put to rout the rebellious people of Edom. Now v22 insists

that the savarant;e of relations between ;Tud.ah end Edom dates from this very reign,

the former story notwithstanding.

The extreme, ultimate terminus ad quem of the writing of v.22a is evids
denced fropits contents &s 163 B.C.E. Sucha statement could scarcely have been

made after thet time, when Judas Maccabeus conquered the territory of the Edomites.

But thers is 1ittle remson to belleve & very late date is probable hers. On the

contrary, it must be noted that there was & much sarlier time at which the Judaean

animus mgainst the Edomites reached an extremsly high pitch. Historians had pre=

viously held that such passages as Penlm 137,7, Gbediah 1114, as AR

34,5-8 and Jeremiah 49, 7-22 and elsewhers represent condemnatory expressions for

the Edomites who lent their aid in the destruction wrought by Nebuchadnezzar. But
go 16,6 that it was only in the early fifth

we noticed before in relation to II Kin

.\______'____——-——_—__—-— '
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century that the Edomites ware driven into southern Judsmen, which mekes their

4 perbleimtion s Ths struggle in 586 B.C.E. quite unlikely. Below, in comnectien

with Deuteronomy 29,27, another destruction

around 480 B.C.E. is pointed out.

There is strong likelihood that a late RD, in the bight of the vehsment Yosling

agelest ths Rdowltes dn $he eariy dyren century -- either not fully aware of the

actual historical facts in the Jehoram case,

or else despite those facts -- inserted |
v. 22 at this point,
What the author of v.22 would seem to be establishing is the early de-
flection of the Edomites from. Judmean control, as well ms the continuance of that
state of breach. Further, it is to be noticed that the verdb Yy¥2  appears to
carry with it the connotation of = greatly disapproved rebellion, as the English
might have looked at the reballious American coloniee or the Civil War northerners
at the rebels in the South. Ite mndditional meaning -- in other places ==~ of
"transgress" similarly indicates its charscter of aspersion. Clearly, the writer
had 1ittle love for Edom. Those Edonitea who recently plagued us together with
l

the other nations round about gave us planty of trouble in days gons by. They are

enemies of long standing, but not of great dignity. They are still mere rebels 1

from under our power. | B
(12) T Kings 8,8

The precise mesning of this verse is all too obscurs. It has been |

poifited outll) that vv. 7-11 show distinct signs of Priestly handiwork and spirit,

i
Just ms were evidenced in the preceding verses. In v.B, the axpross on

in the II Chronicles 5,9 parallel =-- and
metarial that is dis-

wIpa  jn == J1IRA

axInag IRy X are unmistakably P. The

cussed might possibly be conceived as of interest to both D Fnd P historians,

E ] .46 note
1] Morgenstern,J., Three Calendars of Ancient Jarael, 1924, p

--l---II-lu:l-lI!!-!----------ﬁ'
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but the minutise of details woylg 8eem to throw

the weight of the testimony toward

the latter. Tt was priestly influence that sought to explain every angle of the

Temple ceremony with which the priest had s ‘matural concern. On the other hand,

Barton (Archeology and the Bible, stn ®des Pi217) calls 1o our attention that the

Second Temple did not contain the ark, from which we might infer that this verse,
with its direct mention of the ark still oxisting,must be pre-sxilic. The fact
that the LXX has omitted hers the eciuivalont of the Hebrew 5its o1°n Iy

might be considered confirmation of this. However, opposing this testimony is the
information that although there might have been no ark in the 8econd Temple, P
wrote as if it wers there in Exodus 25-30 and 35-40. In fact, v.8b might very
conceivably have been added as prosf of the P writer's contention of the ark's
continued existence. As it is, we mugt find this writing to belong with some cer-

tainty to P of the fifth century, _ 1
(13) Judges I,21 and Joshua 15,63

The historic authenticity of Judges I,21a as compared with the later and
contradictory affirmation of v.8 has suggested its early origin. Verse 21% has
!imilarly been considered early, in fact, usually not dissociated from the first
Part of the verse. We know from II Samuel 5,6f that the Jebusite stronghold was

aptured only in David's time, which corroborates v.2la in its description of a

Pre-Davidiec condition. But if v.21b is called pre-Davidic, ite statement is

follows as & mat=-
Pointless, Verse 21a stated that they were not drivem out, so it rollow &

ter of course that they were still living there. Similarly, the remson for stating

"' Ve 21b in any later pre-exilic time is mot clear., The Jebusites disappear from
Pro~exilic 1iterature after David’s time., But early Post-exilirc Deuteronomistic

: h n
tradition sesms to have revived the name of Jebusites in ite list of the seve

! ey th
nations originally inhebiting Cansan. It nemes the Hittites the @irgashite, the

it
Amorite the Canaanite, the Perizzite, the Hivite and the Jebusite, never quite
]
Certai to who these peopleswere. The 1ist sufficed to represent contemporary
n as to who
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Canaanitiahhyéoplee

,

who for one reason or ancther they did not dare to mention

directly.

This, together with the otherwise predominant use of nism 01°n 1y
in post-exilic days sufgests two possihilities for interpreting the meaning of
v.2lb. Teken literally it would seem to say that after almost five hundred
yerrs there Btill remained pure Jebusite fatock“ dwelling in Jerusalem, which is
hardly a likelihood. Pre-exilic laén put no restriction on inter-marriage, and
over that vest perjod of time the originally small group of Jebusites showsno
signs of preserving any separate identity. On the other hand, the present state-
ment mey be seem as an RD explanation of the legislation in Deuteronomy 7;1!
(cf. Deuteronomy 20,16f). Were it msked, where do these people live, or where
are the Jebusites, the answer ie made here, ‘they mare still living in Jerusslem.
This is the most probable meaning of v.21b, &s the post~exilic 1list and laws
throw light upon it. The non-Isrselitieh dwellers of post-exilic Jerusalem are

thus pointed to ms Jebusites.

Joshua 15,63b forms o perallel, except thet it is perheps more accurate
in claiming that it wes the Judehites who came ultimetely (under David) to teke
Jerusaiem. On the other hend, the fir=t part of the verse definitely requires
the emendation of , M 3a for 3 nRthh as in Judges I,2la, in

order to tell the true story. Earusalom lay in Benjemite tsrritory, end was one

of the factors, if not the main ome, that served to bind Benjamin to Judah

rather than to its closer relations in the North. But the capture of Jerusalem

from the Caneanites wes not effected by Benjamin, bul by Judah.
(14) I Kings 9,213 Joshua 9,27 and 16,10

In further explanation of the Deuteronomic legislation concerning the

seven peoples of Palestine, I Kings 9,20-21 states that they mre reduced to a

condition of servitude. The post-exilic writer would naturally want to show

.IlIIIIIlIIllIl......................-‘.i
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3
the position of the peopbes among whom the returned exiles had to 1ive and pre=
serve thelr identity, as a very low and meniml one. They were to be considered
entirely unfit for social intercourse, let mlona for religious associstion and

intermarrisge. =

Similarly, the writer (probably J?) of Joshua 9,27 and 16,10 pictured
the Canaanites (mentioned -sqpara.tely in the 1ist) who remained in the land up
| to his time, as living in e very lowly stete. These verses, like Judges 1,21
(see above), =erve to answer the query as to where the seven nations mhappen to
be located, Just mae the Jebusites are smid to be situated in Jerusalem, so
here we are told there are still Ceansanites in Gezer, Cibeon, Kiriath-jearim and

80 on.
(15) Genesis 19,37 and 38

The 1ast thirteen verses of Generis 19 are easily recognized as not the

simple story of one stratum. Verse 30a is ‘the continuation of v.26. The inter- i

vening verses are not of importance in this discussion, but v.30b obviocusly ba=

gins a narrstive, not at all integral with the tale of Lot fleeing Sodom and Gomore

rah that prededes. Vv. 30b-38 constitute a mecondary source, and the onlyﬁvi/}/-

dent point of the story -- being the motivation of the names -- seems to fall in

line with a strong tendency of the laie J%. Gunkel saw that the etymologies were

being led to, but he mistakenly construed them as being written from the Moabite

The tenor of

end Ammonite angle, herein showing their blood relation to Israel..

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

disreputable origin of birth through incest, and, more than that, they must carry
|

n
that stigme in their very names. asin {s the equivalent of an

"born of his mother's Father", and ‘ny 13 ( *nY  has a present-

s brother) indieating "born of his mother's

day Arabic para}lel, meaning "father

close kinsman™. Moreovéd, after dencribing their questionable origins, the writer




goes out of his way to link them indisputably with peoples in his own time.

Of course, the Moahites and the Ammonites were long enemies of Israel,

and the traditional hatred persisted even in post-Biblical literature, but we can-

not fail to see the relation of these verses with the ban against these peoples as

expressed in Deuteronomy 23,4. Tt was in post-exilic times that these two peoples |
were singled out, together with the Ashdoditlss,n threats to Jewish solifarity and
strength (cf. Nehemeiah 13,23). Tt would heve been in such a pericd that writers
would have had excellent cause to disparage their neighbors. We have seen ahove
that ample reason lemds us to believe that I Smmuel 5,5 was just such propsganda
against Ashdod, The present verses and their implications would appear as similar
treatment of Moab and Ammon. They seem to be in direct line withr Nehemiah's im-
precations against the arch enemies, Sanballat and Tobiah, the letter of whom is
!
_—

explicitly spoken of as an Ammonits.
(18) Genesis 35,20 and II Samuel 18,18

Previous to the Deuteronomistic writings we do not find strong injunc-

4

tions against the use of the 73N "pillar", but Deuteronomy 16,22 with

its definite prohibition mnd condemnation becomes the standard law, tooe repeated

in the Holinees Code, Leviticus 26,1. Both of our present verses follow the post=

exilic 4{nterest in origins, and they are thoroughly understandable in the 1light

of the D prohibition., Before there was & definite law against the use of pillars,

such statements a# these would have been pointless. But here we see post-exilic

time.
writers, conscious of the law and yet finding these pillars existing in their
t
Their comments would seem to show, in the first place, considerable wondermen

. But more
that the pillars, after all the intervening time, are st111 etanding u

plain away their significance.
e worship of other gods beside Yahwe, (cf

of course the lew pro-
8pecifically they try to ex

hibits n1axn dedicated to th

2 16f) But J . n tlhﬂ Genﬂ’iﬂ paSﬂag! pOiﬂta OUt tmh hﬂm p 1 i o
i . i
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hich
with which no worship at all is to be associated. It {e simply & merker of Rachel
chel's

greves 80 it cannot be condemned with other njavn This fzct t h
3 et must have been
noticed shortly after the return from Exile, perhaps close to 525 3.C.E., &nd es-

teblished for‘the future.

Similarly, the later editor who imserted v.18 in the IT Samuel 18 passage
(with the accomodating '*n1 ) found & pillar connected with the name of ﬁ.bs?fl m.
This, t0o0o, needed explanation mnd apology in the light of the law, and ht; mekes the

stetement that Abs’J]flm's pillar is not for worship purposes, but only a8 a memorial

his nawe

teblet to perpetuate. It 4is fairly safe to assume that there were psople in
those days who were attracted to these worship-centers and needed to be told that

they were pillars of a different nature.
(17) I Samusl 6,18

The story of the ark's being M by the Philistines to Beth Shem=~

esh is followed by a complex passage of which v,18 is a part, Clearly vv.1l7 and

18 interrupt the continuity of vv. 16 and 19, at least to the extent of teking the

place of the story the Septuagint preserves, telling how the Beth Shga}zshitaa

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

°Xp1anﬁtion seems 6ost reasonable only in ‘the 1ight of the Deuteronomic restrictions

ageinst pillars for worship and holy sanctuaries outside of Jerusalem.

V. 14 is exp}icit jn stating that the 721731 (aw at Beth ShemesH

h sacrifices were offered. And what does v.l8

was the gite in commection with whic

Bay in comment upon this? The verse as iy stands today is obviously corrupt.
238 as 138 or perhaps more accurately

Both the LXX snd the Peshitta read

re is every 1ikelihood that the present pointing of )

1387 , end the

The Deutoronomist after the Return no doubt

should more properly read e
emesh had certain tradit

He felt it in

jons of worship in connection with a

found that Beth Sh
cumbent upon him to mke it

particular great gtone 1ocated there.

\‘.‘-".------""""-lIIlllllll.-IlllHlIllI...............“..........-....-‘h
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clear that ‘this was not a st
one f
or worship., He would contradict the implicati
plications

E of v.l4. This stone was merely » "witness"
» & monument or memorial indicating

l the place upon which th
| e ark was set in those early days. In the light
jation he could not allow - .
it to mssume any sacrificial importance it might i
previ=-

ously have held.
{ 8 '
| . (18) Joshua 4,93 7,26a; 8,293 10,27 and 22,17

There &
re & number of verses in Joshue, which, taken by themselves,
would i
scarcely be intelligible in the light of their connection with our expression
AR eIyva Ty
y , but which, collectively, present most interesting evi-

d
ence of the use of that phrase. Joshua 4,9 tells us that in the writer's day

the stones Joshua set up for the priests to cross the Jordan more readily are

still standing. Joshus 7,268 says thet the stone-hesp raised over the remains of
covering the body of the

Sy g Com——

Achan is still there and 8,29 seye this of the stones

king of Ai, A similar instance is recounted in 10,27« one is forced to questicn,

e stones and stone-heaps? Why

why the carefulness in explaining the nature of thes

tﬁaen'thaso atones in the writer's day and these

14. Genesis 28,18-22 and

T

should the connection be drawn be

earlier stories of stones? The enswer is not far afie

use of stone &8 gncrificial altars, their

35,14 gives us a graphic picture of the
jscts with which 2 worshi

p cultus was gasociated. I

transformation into sacred ob
¢ stones that the Deutsronomic code

l|
|

was precisely against the use of guch sacre
yerses shovw & 1ate writer

oined, and our present

et —

\»L"ﬁ'. yal. -'a"r—
and later the Levitical code enj
nes in his day

ertein well~known sto

pointing out that ¢
ials of & distant age.

" under the influence or D
are not worship centers, but only monument and memor
we every jndication of a P guthorehip == also associates

Joshus, b3 I which sho
altars other than at

the special phrase of this ¢tudy with the condemnation of

an acecepted central ganctuary.

e
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(19) Genesis 22,14

The E story of the sacrifice of Issac suffers an interruption after v.13
only to be continued in v.19, V.15-18 are clearly J% and it seems altogether
likely that at least v. 1l4a is of the same stratum, The lat;tar is 8 good example
of the J> 14nterest in names, but it tells us much more. There can be no doubt

oY PR ; _ .
that I here means "sanctuery", end that this post-exilic writer is in- .

terested in the name of & sanctuery. This use of @ipn  is not infrequent

In the early law in Exodus 20,24 (where the resding must be pips 2?33 s

=

stead of oipea 732 ) the mesning is just as obvious and as patent as

in our present verse. Further, it must be noted that "me¥am" signiries "holy placé"

or "sanctuary” in Arashic today.

S G

14b in the ex-

B e

There is a most awkward transition betgeen v.l4a gnd v.

b pression IR UR . One is forced to feel that v.14b is a later comment,

(1] Tt purports to give & proverb cur-

appended to an already secondary stratum.

rent in the writer's dey, arising, it claims,from the name of this sanctuary. Pre=

a'NT appears 4o hava been inserted into

viously, in Genesis 22,2 the name

the text to eatablish the relation hetween the site of Isaac's gseririce and Mi.

Moriah. Now v.14b might conceivably pe a hint of the explanatio

sgqt  mpt A

n of the name

ssems far removed from the

Yoriah. While the saying
mame, it is very likely that such might have been the popular etyhmology of it.

1T Samuel 6,7 and II Chronicles 20426

' (20) Joshua 5,9b3 7,26b3 Judges 18,12b3

: h the

There are & numher of verses, not integral to the pessages in whic y

ypn the specific
are found, vwhat are charactarized by the naming of & ok : E

o be nganetuary”, 88

1on with the place

woll as by the expression

Meaning of which we may presume ©
where ritual cor=

arn oDyt . Thus, in connect

H
nship to the J2

¢ tio
(1] eo. Genesis 16,14 which bears the samé sggpmziziro:;la
verse that precedes it. AlsO- Joshua 7,700




e

30.

emonies take place, Joshua 5,9% tells of naming that sanctuary Gitgal. Appended

to the already secondary Joshua ?,72611 (ses above) apologizing for the existence

of certain smcred stones, is a still later naming of that sanctuary. In Judges

18,12, although no direct mention is mede of = place of worship, the o1 pn

that is named cannot refar to the city, but in all likelihood refers to a sanctu-
ary that was set up., There is every ro&soh to believe that in II Samuel 6,v. Bb
was tacked on to 82 (parallel in I Chronicles 13,11) and that 21pPR  here car-
ries the same meaning. Similarly, the case ia. clear in the late II Chronicles 20

verse where v. 26b definitely refers to a place of worship.

Now it is the post=-exiliec J2 that manifests such marked interest in
names. The secondary character of all of these verses prompts us to assign them

to J2 or a writer under his influence, late in all events.

(21) Judges 6,24

The very nature of v.24a, telling of the building end naming of an al-
tar to Yahwe, K would indicate its J* authorship. It must be remembered that al-

though J2 was post-exilic he was not actuated by the Deuteronomistic principle

of a single sanctuary, and jts condemmation of other altars and sanctuaries. This

fact might help us interpret v. 24h. Tt, too, might be considered secondary J,

with the atm  D1'% 1y  phrase belonging with that preceded, as in Josh-

of this
ua 5,9y 7,26b etc. (see above). On the other hand, the second part

verse might have come from someon® directly unddr the influsnce of D. In the

>
first place, the contiguity of aTn B1°7 1y and TiT1Y¥ arouses one's

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

(ﬂlthough the versions do not help us here) that the waw might have been inserted

which from im Y

with the incorrect pointing of the original text,

jts present form. If such were its original,

Much after the upologati tone of

-

"it 18 a witness" has come ¢o use in

V. 24b would be completely intelligible.
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Genssis 35,20 and II Samusl 18,18, and with the same wording as ths emended

1 Samuel 6,18 (see above) this verse would explain away the altar,specifically
mentioned here, ns a mere testimonial or witness to Gideon's sxperience. In keep-
ing with Deuteronomic law, what was at one tims a place of worship is claimed to
be only & monument in post-exilic times. In ‘the second place, the.taxt could He
accepted B8 it stands and it would be understandable from the viewpoint of a late
l D writer. He would, of course, condemn the existence of an altar outside of Jeru-
salem == but this one is located in the North. At the time of the friction be-
tween the returned exiles and the Sameritans of the north, we cen readily ﬁmagino

the satisfaction that & D writer might derive from insisting upon the existence

h of such an individual altar still thers.
? Viewed either way, the passage is late.

(22) Other Name Passages

b
| y
In additon to the names of sacred stones and senctuaries, there are other

names that appear in verses brought down to their writer's day. The reason for

their being mentioned is somewhat obscure, but they all appear to be quite in
keeping with J%'s interest in names. Judges 1,26 speaks of a city, Luz, in the

country of the Hittitas -- never mentioned outside of this ome verse. That Hiram

called Sobohon's gift citles %433 I8 is recorded in I Kings 9,13. In

two places (Deuteronomy @ 3,14 and Judges 10,4} cf. also Joshua 13,13) the name

sting in the author's day. An Edomite site

of Havvoth-jair is singled out as exi
oktheel is mentionmed in IT Kings 14,7.

Samson legend in Judges 15419,

f a well is
which Ammziah named Y The name of a

made contemporary to the writer in the

these name references is the obvious gloss

Perhaps most interesting of
as in its position

g =~ interesting not so much in §ts information,

of Ezakiel 20,2
29a is itself a merginal note

It matterse 1ittle whether V.

in this prophetic text.
on canmot be gainsaid, Fur-

as well as v. 20b. That the latter {s 8 later additl
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thermore it cannot be considersd likely that such g note would bs added bef
e added hefore

Bzekiel had finished his writings, that is, hefors 570 B.C.E. 1In oth d
.C,E. other words,

+J 'I.
the statement, s0 similar in its expression to the other J° name passages, cannot
?

possibly be construed as pre-exilic here, and gives no

-

indication of a meaning

that would distinctly connect it with the Exile. This passage, whatever its mesn-

ing, 1st-,=.’:.hen, another patent witness to the lateness of the intersest in names.
(23) Deutsronomy 29,27

There is considsrable agreement smong scholars that Deuteroncmy 29,9

begine the second hortatory conclusion of the book, of which section v.27 is an

integral part. This would make the passage 1ats}- 4+hen the Exile even though our
immediate verse speaks of Isrsel as at present cast into another land. To exact-
1y whet historical facts the writar is alluding we cannot be absolutely certain.

Two possibiliths present themselves. At the beginning of the Return, the number

constituting the Jewish community in Palestine was undoubtedly smll., During this .

time a secondary D author might amsily have considerad the Exile as still obtaining,

far
and this whole passage might belong to his day. On the other hand, it might refe

gion of
to an even more subsequent axile. We cannot enter here into the discus

.cholers belleve
the Bibliecal and other records gupporting the thesis, but some schol®

on 485 and 480
thers is at least cogent indirect evidence of another exile between

point to certain referencet in Trito-

BcCoEn (cf- EbOVe, II Kinga 8'22). Thoy
obadiah and Jool indi

cating 2 coplition of the Edomites,

Isaiah, the Second Jeremiah,

omy s besiaging
jnst Judahy their en
A-monites, M tas and Philistines aligned agd

8y Moabites an “Samns the Jews as 8

2
sng the Temples,
t impossidle tha

laves to &g

and eapturing Jerusalem, destroy {s it to such an exile

Témote peoples as the Greeks. Tt is mo

that Deutsronomy 29 refers.
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(24) Deuteronomy Ka-Yom Ha-zZeh Passages

While earlier prophets had struck the same note, it was only with Deutero-
Isaiah that the thought of Israel's special selsction, the choice of this one peo-
ple for Yahwe's particular work was really impressed firmly upon them. It has
been pointed out hefore thet this iden is one of the chief characteristics of the

post-exilic D redactor whose hand is very frequently seen in Deuteronomy, but now

we find one of our contemporizing expreseions, 7 D01%2, quite consistently

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

choosing Israel and his seed above all other peoplesy in 8,18 he gives Israel pow~

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

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

in 4,20 Isransl itself is spoken of as God's special inheritance. While the signi-

ficance of these individual passAges may not be great, what they do tend to estab-
lish is the lateness of the contemporizing phrase associated with them. Although

the relstsd late ideas mre not so obvious im the two remsining Deuteronomy passages

D12 , that is, in 2,30 and 6,24, it is fairly safe to

conclude that they sre of the same author.

(25) Deuteronomy 10,8

There can be no doubt in the agreement of scholars that this verse is

by a Priestly writer, so in consonance s it with Levitical teachings and such

29f which explains the
ad out that the P editor here uses the

nYa a2
priestly passages as Numbers 6, 1 T

1+ need only be point

that is herein.
mx so common to RD, very possibly because he

expression nfi D1'A Y

falt i1t might meke his insertion seem moTe of an integral part of the chapter.

- e ——————

E
|
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(26) Additionsl Passnges

A numdber
of passages remain to be 8t least mentioned, some of them elu
T8
sive of specific dating while at the same time showine signe of being lat th
g e, others
fying an
defying any provess of deting and even of general interpretation. Let us consider

those that pressnt some indication of‘latoness.

It is strange that the law prohibiting the eating of the "sinew ot the
thigh-vein" in Genesis 32,33 finds no expression in the legal portions of the
Bible, although it is mccepted in post-Biblical tradition in its Talmudic form in
Hullin 100 B. Now there is trong evidence that some scholars bring to bear in
making the whols Jacod cycle of stories post-exilic, but there is likewise every
1likelihood that v.33 is a still later appendage to the present text, to which it
is not necessarily integral. It might possibly be explained as a development of

the distary laws after their final formulation in the legal sections, but the

support of more pointed Biblieal tradition would naturally enhance its validiiy.

The Joseph story is also considered late, and certainly ome {s led to

belisve that such passages as that containing Genesis 47,26 come from scme time

after the teachings of Deutero-Isaiah had taken hold of the people. It was hoped

that some light might be thrown on the dating of this verse from modern studies

a
ystems, givirg‘specii'ic 4ime for such pr
11 So we must content ourselves

of Egyptien land-tenure & ocedures as de-

scribed hers, but this has ‘not been forthcoming.

verse's relative lateness.

with the understanding of the

Very little can pe said of Joshua 6425,telling how the descendants of

s —
23 srotesmer wittins 7. Bgorin o e rkatl I I, Sl
: informetion
Chicago has kindly pro;fa:g:gt:;i; . Ef Sran oited rocent studies in
E%ipt%:nls " Kee : ich u“f'nrtumtgly are Of Iittlat}:elp;‘ -m
thia eti {ar oint it is interesting 4o note that we ere nohbo H"db:ch
g particu p A. Dillmann t in Hurzgefasstes Exegetisches Han
Es:;ﬂ:g' mdaga:::;.!sm;ol.% 1892) who also sought corroborating evidence in
R ’ .

vain.

B ———
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Rahab (who hid the spiss in Jericho) are still dwelling in the midet of Isreel,
58Ve tnaf it is obviously late and would seem %o he of the character of the gene-
ological interest shown in the time of Ezra, Nehemiah and the Chroniclerg. The
destruction of Ai in Joshua 8,28 might have required explanation before that city
could be considered Jewish as in Ezra 2,28, Nehemiah 7,32 and probably alse 11,31.
In this same gensrally late category we must also place I Chronicles 4,41 and 43
with their geneological references to Simeon. In II Kings 21 we find v.l5 as
part of the generally conceéded late passage of wv,10 to 15. There is also agree-
ment of opinion with regard to I Samuel 9,9, Doubtlessly, v. 9a is already a

later insertion, and there is good reason to believe that v. 9b may have been

aprended even more subsequently.

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

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

forees us to call this a very late tradition. Perhaps the custom remained until

the Chronicler's day in the rirst half of the third century B.C.E. but we are en<

Fepd
tirely at =& lobsgg% other evidence concerning it. The passage is, of course,

late post-~exilic.

es containing our contemporizing expression and yet bearing no

The vers
Joshua 13,133

nint of detability or adequatle interpretation are: Deuteronomy 34,64

Judges 19,30y I KIngs 10,12 and II Kings 2427,
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IV. ' »
SUMMARY O THE QUESTION OF DATES 1|

Most inescapable of the facts uncovered in our study of the Biblical
passages in which the narrator Yrings the sunjeci metuer down to nis own time
with sucn & phrase as 117 SR » is that all such rererendes are
post-exilic. To this we nave nov veen able to discover a single exception. The
general period to whicn they nelong extsnds from 538 to 400 B.C.E, and beyond
all dispute, the predominant users of the contemporizing expressions we have stud-
ied are writers in the Deuteronomistie spirit, variously called RD, D? et cetera.
Wnile they seem to be characteristically lete D, they are not exclusively so, for
a late J writer who seemed especielly interested in names and origins joined late
D in their use. There are even occasional instances of which P is the undisputed {

author (namely, Deuteronomy 10,8; I Kings 8,8; Joshus 22,17 and perhaps 6425)

. Among the Deuteronomistic passaggg?gﬁg}geaould seem to be definite
natural groupings according to the particular part of the period to which they
belong. Thus we might call D% those passagess that seem to have originated be-
tween 538 or 525 B.C.E. and 518 or perhaps sn0-475 B.C.E. To this group might

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

and 17,233

(2) the encouragement to the returned exiles, in Deuteronomy 2,22 and 11,43

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

and 30,5, in Joshue 14,14 and I Samuel 4,3) a&s well ms, perhaps,
(4) the peseages {1luminating the D tradition of the seven nations, and

(5) the discussions of pillars and sacred stomnes.
427 and II Kings 8,22 wou

not long after 480 B.C E. end might be designeted Di 3 whereas those clearly later
n L L] L]

to have originated
Such passages as Deuteronomy 20 1d seem to g

J .-.--IIIllllIlllll-;-'--.'.-.-.-.- ' : —
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(1) condemnations of the Semaritans in IT Kings 17,34 and 41y I Kings 12,9
and perhaps Judges 6,243 and

(2) the ridicule:uf the Philistines in I Samuel 5,5 if not ite parallel in
Genesis 19,37 and 38,bolong near ar gftar the time of Nehemimh and Ezra and might
be conveniently called D%, One as they may be in epirit, these late D pasaages
give every sign of originating in at least two and perhaps three different gemer-

ations.

The predilection of the post-exilic J writer for origins and names was
happily combined with our contemporizing phrases in finding its expression. If
the post-exilic date of these-passages 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-sﬁch a passage as Genesis 19,37-8

is best understood in the light of conditions in Nehemiah's time. Certainly the

very lerge majority.of J2 verses are much sarlier.

of the P pessages not much can be said except that it is interesting

to noté that they do not seem to be entirely out of harmony with D interests and

might mve even used the characteristic D phrase (for exsmple, in Desuteronomy 10,8)

to give their inserticn ihe appearance of genuineness..
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v.

RECONSTRUCTION BEARING ON THE POLITICAL ECONOMIC RELIGIOUS AND CULTURAL
HISTORY OF THE FERICD |

It could not be reasonably anticipated that anything approaching a com- !
plete reconstruction of a period extending over a century could present itself !
as a result of studying passages containing one type of expression often used at 1
that time. We cannot emerge from our investigetion with eany pretense of having
discovered the key to the whole picture of the age, the magic "open sesame" for
which students of this pericd have long gsearched in vain. Rather let us gay we
have gained entrance through one door, however smnll, leading into the labyrin-
thine ways of those days, and, after exploring and exploiting what could be ob-
served within the perticular maze in which we found ourselves, would attempt a

cohsrent report of what we saw,

Very small was the numher who responded to the decres of Cyrus and
readily gave up their increasing wealth and comfort in Babylon to return to the
land of their fathers. Those who did go realized this and,as eager as they might
have besn to consecrate themselves to the tasks before them, it was not with

light hearts that they admitted that the Exile still continues (Deuteronomy 29,27).

The great bulk of Exiles did not return in those sarly yeers. The few were

simply forced to make their way 2as best they could.

No more then patural was their inclination to set up the type of gov-

5
ernment which obtained when last they constituted an {ndependent nation on their
th them

own soil, namely, & monarchy. gerubbabel, of the houss of David, was with

thers. But this could not be accom=

and might well assume the throne of his fa
, certainly with the great

4th the peoples they should f

Empire under whoee aegis

Plished without a struggle 2rect
nd in the
they were returning, end probebly elso ¥

they provided themselves with

jences
country, Anticipating guch warlike exper ’
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re ul& tiOnB und 16%131& tiult ho g()vel n thoi r own aeti onsg a‘nd 'p'r d T mu=
g
] 30 25) ° Under the P Ophetie iﬂfl'ﬂanc’ as this Eroup was, 3
d T 8 ustiee wes to bs

done to all membe ,
rs. 8like whether or not they took part in the act
actual fighting.

No rich nd dominating warrior class was to be psrmitted to ari
; arise.

But after the absence from the land
somewhat new problem had come to the fore. J e e R
. Just what territory belonged to the
ruling house and what was the extent of the royal tlll!, needed definite answer
ymmediately upon the return. Any record that was mvailable that might suggest
previously established rights must be capitalized to Zerubbabelks advantege.
Wherever the Davidic house hed direct claims to poseession, guch was to be con=

eidered the present scion's patrimony (1 Samuel 27,6). To be sure, others who

were not of the royal house (I1 Samusl 4,3) as well as thoss whose integral mem=

bership in the Judaean group might be subject %o the least doubt (Joshua 14,14)

also took great care in using eny sarlier claims they might have had to perticus

lar parts of the country.

However, the conduct of the monarchy was not bo be allowed to get be=~

yond 21l control of the prophetic party, as it had previous to the pestruction.
nment that was to

At least their spirit was to be the guiding force in any gover

r any future ruler of the J8w=

be set up. Past history ned its patent lesson fo

y alikm must give heed
encouraged pagan pracs

ish people. King and monarchic part o it. Ahas had

e to Yahwe, and had sondoned if not

rriding the prophetic vetoy
ots religious cus=

shown his disallegianc
he allied himself

tices repugnant to the deity. Ove

with Assyris and then, in turny gdvocated some of this emplr
hy the 1088 of @ goodly portion of his territory

toms. But he Wee punished
jon on the part ©

y gimiler deflect

f & future rulor,such

(I1 Kings 10,27) and &n
ruler might be

r disaatrous results. What such B

as Zerubbabol,will peet simila
ollow the sxample of Jehu. Here was 80 extermination of

expected to do 48 to T
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of foreign culte (II Kinge 10

2
»27) of sueh thoroughness ang completeness as to

Action short of this would be dis-

[_ warrant the emulation of any worthy monarch,

f
|

astrous. Israel is still being punished for Bpurning the dictetes of Yahwe

(1I Kings 17,23) Such a future awaits you, too, Zerubbebel, unless your rule

merite the favor of Yahwe thoough your constent readiness to abide by the coun-

sels of Yahwe's prophets,

Most of the people returning needed not so much a solemm warning of
the pitfalls that faced them,as words to encoursge them in the hardships and tri-
als of a piénaar settlement. It was no easy task to rebuild the Jewish state,
and the assurancem that Yahwe was with them was vital to the stamina of the re-
turn‘ed exiles in "carrying on". Such assurences were, indeed, forthcoming. Not
only could they feel that Yahwe stood behind their work, but they would know thet
the all-powsrful, universel deity was ever Israel's support and protection eince

the esrliest times., To be sure, he had destroyed the‘Egyptians when Isreel had

come from under their yoke. dJust look at these people today. They are still

& crushed nation, as if in constant testimony to Yahwe 's assistance mgeinst

Israel's enemies (Deuteronomy 11,4), Here is reason émm in abundance to be con-
en served
vinced of Yahwe's support of his people. { Moraover, Yahwe's might has ev

( t yet the plague
the Edomite at one time (Deuteronomy 2,22), (The Edomite was not ye
eople
of the new community.))Surely a deity of guch power would help his own p
he realization of thie.

: - 1low t
8ven mors manifestly. Hope and courage should fo

there was naturally an jnterest in the '

On first entaring the lgnd,

Exactly who they were was not knowm,

Peoplos who wers found to be already there.

jons in the country in some WAy became

%
but ty weven pre-lsraslitish n2
R S itish inhabitsnts. It did

Canaan
8tandardized as retferring to all contemporary )
g since disappeared as an ®

out to bhe those non-Israolites

hnie or group

Not matter thnt the Jebusites had-lon

pinted
entity, Mentioned in the 1ist, they were POI¥

i

T —
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4ho happened to be living 1
ng in Jerusalem at the time of '
i oI the Return(J
udges 1,21

and Joshua 15,63). The part
particular name of the Canaanite
8 was asspciatad
with

| the non-Israelites in suc :
uch places as Gezer, Gibaon, Ki iath
s Alriath~jearim and
S0 on.

(Joshua 9,27 2nd 16,10). T .
+10) 0 be surs, they were a very inferi
rior lot, long sinc
e

reduced to a low and i
menial station (ibid.end I Kings 9,21)., I
s21)s Tt was mmong such

peoples that the new ¢
ommunity wes to struggle to preserve its idenit
enlty, Surely |
A

t!le M Bi i

One set of reli
eligious phenomena located throughout the country seemed
to have irksd th ir ] ; ¥
s spiritual hemds of the new community wmore, perhaps, than
other. In the i , "
interest of the one strong and central shrine in Jerusalem, the

centaf of th i
e new community, all local altars and, particularly, stone plllars
2 \

that were f
or the purpose of worship were proscrited. And yet there seemed to

persist

various traditions behind certain stones and pillars in the land which

made th
e people somewhat reluctant to give them up in connection with their re-

of she stones and so on could not be explsined

1i .
gious practices. The presence

awa. X
¥s nor, indesd, could the traditious, some - of them part of their literary

herit .
age, he entirely disregarded. However, their worship significance could

n fact, could disappear throu

1lar near Bethlehem was gimpl

gh reinterpretation.

un
dergo a radical change, i
¥ Rechel's

It
Was 4o be clearly understood that the pi
nd Absolam's pillar was 8

is only & monument at t

implj n personal memorial

gra
ve marker (Genesis 35,20) &
he place

(11

Samuel 18,18). The stonme in Bath Shemesh

,18), 2 mgitness" to the nistoricity of the spot,
i ®

wh
ore the ark rested (I Samuel 6
astimonial to

+he altar which Gideon grected was a mere t

And
Bimilarly, perhape,
place,rather tnan a place for worship (Judges 6,24 ).

hi :
8 particulay experience in that
anca they might

y religious signific

ore(Joshua 4,91 7,26a%

ha
Ve had, by making them historic mon
religion in the

Feily 10,27 end 22,17), In this way the purity of the Yehwistic
retation could be more consistently guarded.

n }
ight of its Deuteromomistic intarp

i
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4%,

more primitive religious co
nceptions, who manifestdd a st
rong desirs to k
now the

names associsted with .
various parts of the ity v 4

== if possible t
o have some

notion of the et
ymologies == not excdpting the
or "sanctuaries", Th IRt af cortuis p)
2 ey sought the meaning of U Aces of wavebip
of Mt. Moriah (G
interested in the naming of the sanctuery cal ( enesis 22,14) end were
' y called Gilgal (J
gtill other signs of th ; i oshua 5,9), There are
J elr interest in the names of senctuari (J
oshua 7,26b; I Samuel es (Judges 18,12b
' ! 6,8 and II Chro e
nicles 20,26). But
iv addition Lo ke ’ « But this interest extended
names of cities (Genesis 26,33y Judges 1,26 and I Ki )
of localities (D : ngs 9,13),
(Deuteronomy 3,14 and Judges 10,43 II Kings 14,7) and A |
well (Judges " ’ even of a
ges 15,193 cf. also Genesis 26,32-33). One of these comment
ents on names

L

more definit i inf
e and direct information on the subject, one is led to surmise that

this intere |
st in nemes might have simply resulted from the natural curiosity of

8 psople ¢
oming to the land which their fathers had onee inhabited, and desiring

to know m
ore about that land. WYhereas people todyy would be interested in its 5

Wore im
portant hidtorical and geographical features et cetera, the interest in

that o
arlier age lay in the more superficial features of names.

It was the beginning of the £ifth century B.C.E. before the new com=

nd a new formidable enemy &m0

he lead in the destruction and

Bunit
y felt the hand of Edom and fou ng im ite im=

media

te neighbors. Perhaps it Was Edom who took t
exil

® of that period. The prophetss in all events, are most bitter against this
and & peuteronomist

pe rmanent 8 Ways

8out '
hern foe that had invaded the 1and in so
Who are these jnvaders

ytude (II Kingse 8,22)-

of ¢
his npge peflects e similer att
o were once under Judaean

power but

and
destroyers? They are the same &5 those wh
in the time of Jehoram, king of Judah. They have

who
revolted and freed themselves
a
lways been a rebellious people. Our relations with them have always been strained.
ouble with these rebels. They deserved our hate

We
have had a long history of r

[ S
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" has
conservative leaderships

43,

and scorn even from of old. (
- (And it 4
8 not

] im '
night reflect the same PRI Ty
exil 2445
e which the Edomites at thi it
8 time hel
ped to brin
g about.)

In the courss
gradual but none i b entury following the friret ret
e less well=- urn, the
AP 2 11-defined process wheraby citi Ll
. non-ls o8 tha
raelitish peoples became,in effectyd A
ecty Jewish eitis
8. Thﬂt 'uch

i d‘

lishment Of - ) i § 3
J ) 5![ 013. w
red as comin

from the early post=
y post=exilic era throws new light upon the pict H
town which, previ . - W
ous to the Return
, must surely have b
een predominantly Philis=~

country. Immediat
el
y upon the Return, 14 was claimed as a Jewish city as pert

c t

ceals in his st
ory the drawing of & definite boundary line to include Ziklag in

Jewish terr
itory.
y+. Then some eighty or ninety years later (Nehemiah 11,28) Zik-

n & 1ist of towns and villages {nhabited by Jews. The

1 L]
agwas taken ror granted i
an example of what must

pProcess
of transfer is this completed, and stands 8s
i1lages of that period.

certainl
v have happened in the case of many cities and ¥

with the advent of Nehemiah,

of the fifth centurys

In the second nalf
Now the new community

the ha
nd of a Deutsronomist becomes pgain clearly visivle.

s actually exerting itself.

and that 1endership 1
ommunity was jaopardising 1ts own existence

Nehemi
ah made it very clear that the ¢
with the psoples

contacts of the Jews

round ghout.

by n
ot stamping out the close
m to put agide their mtes bY jnter-marring®

In no
uncertain terms he commanded the
Eppecially ¥

of their own group. s the geparation

®nd to preserve the integrity

to be complote with regard ¥0 4ne Samaritans 40 the north. In 2 gense, these

northerners inherited the enmity in which Israel had been held by Judah.‘ It is
s follower

in ¢
he sense of the people of the North in pis own dey that the zealod

serted after th

o story of the deflection of the ten

ellion against the house of

of
Nehemiah spoke when he dn
gtate of reb

tr
ibes, "And Isrsel has remained in 2
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Dﬂvid until this d&y." 1
(I Kings 12,19), These north
erners ars rshels
of long

gtanding, even from th
e death of Solomon. Are they %
. 0 be allowed to
worship

with the new communit
¥ allowed to marry its women? And
nd where was one t
o die-

cover more about them? II Kings 17,24-28 told th
but thet was now to be changed in vv.29 i o
oxk s Faa e wal s -29-31, 32b, 34a, and 41b. The truth did

; gning these heathens who were worthy only of cont
hybrid origin, the idolﬁgry in their worship, the absence of a Y:: o g
their cult =- these points whether true or false were now to be sstwe e
demonstrating the unworthiness of the Samaritans for intermarryin A
for social and religious intercourse. To such a degree would Nehfn::ht:li ::
ers go in introducing Scriptural support for his legislation. They might :ve:'

have tried t
o8
how the existence of a Samariten altar and its origin in Judges 624

But ¢
he Samaritans were not alqna in the category of peoples ageinst

whom the new
community had to struggle to preserve their jdentity and particular-

ity. T a
e Philistines and especially the Ashdodites were setting up increasing

dangers ;
through inter-merriage. If Jewish records could show the culture and
the religi

igion of the Ashdodites as ridiculous, their {nfluence would of certainty

be m
inimized and the conmservative end would be furthered. Precisely this sort
nserted in historical writings of an earlier period

of deprecatory picture was 1
The jibe of this origin

Uha
re Ashdod happened to be nentioned (I Samuel 542=5)e

g wag an {ndictment of Philistine culture in support

of
Philistine threshold rite

jah and the consarvatives of the

of
the program of isolation ordared by Nehem
14 is altogether 1likely the

n Genesis (19,37 and 38) 1
whom their names

t the disreputable origin

ne:
7ly growing community.
s disparage=

jnserted 1.

|
(1n incest) of Momb and Ammon,

tent as that of the Philistines,with

n
ent of precisely the same in
Every possible means of

jty and strengthe.

a
re joined as threatening Jewish solider
g up the Jewish group was to be

Strengthening the cause of preserving and buildin

s
eized upon and capitalized.
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VI.

CONCLUSION

Just as
at as one camnot expect to uncover the splendors of a Tutankhamen'
n's

tomb in Palestinian archeology, so the thrills of revealing new Biblical strat
cal strate

are denied investigators of particular Biblicel expressions They must be
= 8 8 con=

tent with mors modest finds and sometimes with mere hints of ideas which oth
other
investigators might use to good purpose. Whet, then, may be said of the results

of our present study? What bas actually been accomplished?

In the first place, AFd D17 7Y  and similar expressions have been
demonstrated beyond reason for dispute to be post-exilic, and largely late D --
which might prove serviceble to other students of the late eixth and the fifth
centurias B.C.E. The possibility has been suggested of three lata D writers,

and a nimber of late J passages are perhaps more easily jdentifiable in their

relation to our contemporizing expressions. Some new light might, in the second

place, nave fallen upon the history of the period as a result of our study. The

reinterpretaion of pillars and sacred stones in the light of D legislation, addi-

tional possihle hints o1 the parly trifth century exile, the process by which

Canaanite cities came to be Jewish possassions, the extent to which Nehemiah's

“olLovwrh changed or added to older historical and legendsry texts to gain sup-
Port for their reforms -- some of these points may be nuances to zdd to any com=

after the Babylonian Exile. On the

Plete picture of the century and 2 gquarter
Othep hand, other of our points of discussion mey now be more readily acknowledged '

8% support to previously patablished intormation of those times.

ploiting of a little mine. Surface

This study has resembled the exX

ities of richer find Not 2 {remendous

a beneath.

. Investigations showed possinil
g ore was turned ups Som of which may

fortune but a moderate amount of preciou

In all gvents, vhe miner is wenriched in

“im very worthy use in the world. | |
jret hand and strengthened 1n his in-

having come to know his precioug 0re at 1

Creased knowladge of the mining process:

L e




