Counrnihe [yl and [obrow Bpic ... / Cres o, F.o I

77~
10 The Themes of the Book of Kings and
the Structure of the Deuieronomisti- History

The Contemporary Discussion of the Structure
of the Deuteronomistic History

The contemporary discussion of the structure of the Deuterono-
mistic! history was initiated by the brilliant essay of Martin Noth,
Uberlicferungsgeschichtliche Studien.* Noth radically revised literary-
eritical views which asserted that the books of the Forier Prophets,
nemely Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings, grew into their present
shape out of sources combined in a serics of reductions. e viewed the
wiole, Joshua through Kings, as a single historical work, created by a
highly original author during the Exile, about 550 B.C. Diverse sources,
sametimes rewritten in the peculiar Deuteronomistic rhetoric, some-
times not. were sclected and informed by a framewort. into a unity

- expressing the theological and historical skant of the cd'lor, An alder
form of Deuteronomy, supplicd with a new Deuteronomistic introduc-
ton and conclusion.® was prefixed to the historical wosk proper, lo-
pether forming a great Deuteronomistic block of tradition. This work
stanis over against the Tetrateuch, Genesis through Numbers, or what
is morc appropriately called the Priestly work.*

The framework of the Deuteronomistic history is markcd in particular
by speeches in pure Deuteronomisticstyle patlerned alter Deuteronomy,
the whole of which is cast as the last speech of Moscs tc Isracl. These
passages include the specches of Joshua (Joshua 10 1Hi-153 and 23), the
address of Samucl (I Samuel 12:1-24), and the prayer of Solomon (1

L. In M. Naoth's usage “*Denteronomistic”™ (Dtr) identifics the hind of the Exilic
author of the great work toshua-Kings and the framework of Deute onomy. Deuter-
onomic (D) is reserved for the old core of the book of Deuteronomy (Dtn), that is. the
lepal code and its immediate. framing passages. In our discussion, the above sigla are
noditicd only by the use of Dtr' to designate the seventh-century author of the Deuter-
onomistic history, Dt to apply to the Exitic editor of the work. This involves a change
in the terminology used in my lecture underlying the present essay published under the
title. *“The Structure of the Deuteronomic [sic!] Hlistory,” Perspectives in Jewish Learn-
ing. Annual of the College of Jewish Studics. 1 (Chicago, 1968), 9-24.

2. The essay. hereafter designated UGS was first published in 1943 the second (un-
chanped) edition in Tibinpen, 1957,
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Kings 8:12-51). Oddly, Noth ignores the oracle of Nathan and the
Prayer of David (2 Samucl 7:1-16 and 7: 18-29) which surcly belong
to this serics.® Other major Deutercnomistic summaries include Judges
2:11-22, and ~specially 2 Kinps 17:7- 18, 20- 23, the Dcuteronomistic
peroration on he fall of Samaria.

The tieme 1unning through the framework of the Decutcronomistic
history, according to Noth, is o proclamation of unrclieved andirrever-
sible doom. The story of Isract is astory of apostasy and idolatry. The
incvitable result has been the visitation of God's judgment and thecurses
of the =ovenant : death, discase, captivity. destruction. In the era of the
kings, the violation of the law of the central sanctuary comes to the fore.
In the sin of Jeroboam (northern) Israel earned God's rejection, and in
Manassch's grave apostasy Judah was damned Lo irrcvocable destruc-
tion. The Deuteronomistic author, according to Noth, thus addresscd
his work to the exiles. s theology of history, revealedin the framework
of his great work, justificd God's wrath and explained the exiles’ plight.

Older litera y critics, as well as their more recent followers, argued for
two editions of the Deuteronomistic complex of traditions, onc pre-
Exilic, the bas ¢ promulgation of the Deuteronomistic history, and one
Exilic, retouching the carlier ¢:lition to bring it up to date, We need not
review here the variety of views nor their specific arguments.® Some of
their arguments arc very strong, fer example, the use of the expression
“to this day,” not merely in the sources but also in portions by the
Deuteronomistic author. which presumes the existence of the Judacan
stale, notably 2 Kings 8:22 and 16:6.7 The increase in cpigraphic
material of the late seventh and carly sixth century, including the extra-
ordina-y series from Tel ‘Arad, has made clear that the complex syntac-
tical style of the Deuteronomist (il not his peculiar archaizing forms)

5 Sec above, hapter 9, :and .3, McCarthy, 11 Samuel 7 and the Structure ol the
Deuteronomic Thistory.” JIRL, 84 (1765). 131- 138,

6. The “orthodex™ literary-zritical viewpoint was framed by Kuencn and Wellhaus-
en. in particular. ©nd survives in such recent works as 1, 1L Pleilfer, lutroduction 1o
the Old Testament ‘New York. Harper and Brothers. 194 1), pp. 277M1.: and John Gray.
1 & I Kings, A Cemmentary (London, S.C. M. Press, 1963). pp. 13(T. CI. O. Lissfcldt.
Einleitung in das lte Testament, 3rd cd. (Tiibingen. Mohr. 1964, pp. 321 330: 376-
404, A. Jepsen. Die Quellen des Konigshuches, 2nd ed. (1Tatle, Niemayer. 1956), whilc
assuming two primary redactors in Fis complex analysis. is in basic agreement with M.
Noth {(tough independent). Tle holds that the Txilic “prophetic” redactor gave to an
enrlier “priestly® Listory of the two inpdoms its essential framework and Deuterono-
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characterized late pre-Exilic prose.® It has been argucd also that the
availability of sources to the Deuteronomistic editor requires a pre-
lix";lic date.® Nevertheless, from our point of view, the strongest argu-
ments for the pre-Exilic date of the basic promulgation of the Deuteron-
omistic history have not yet entered into the discussion fsee below). Yet
the view of M. Noth has increasingly gained sway, especially in German
circles, and much recent writing presumes his basic aosition as the
foundation for further rescarch.

Twoimportant recent studies have attempted to bring modilication to
Noth's view of theessential purpose and teaching of the Deuteronomist.
Gerhard von Rad in his Srudies in Deuteroromy 1o0% up again the
question” of the Deuteronomistic theology of history n the Baok of
Kings.' Von Rad was anxious to emphasize not onlv the molifs of
lawsuit and judgment which follow upon the breach ol covenant law (as
stressed almost exclusively by Noth), but also to devdop a counter-
themein the Deuteronomistic presentation of the history of the kingdom,
that is, the themie of prace, God's prontise lo David which was clernl
and henee the ground of hope. In the oracle of Nathan to David, and its
persistent reiteration in later Judacan reigns, Von Rad found a major
Denteronomistic theme. Morcover, it appears that the Deuteronomist
never really repudiated this promise.! In 2 Samuel 7:13-16, Yahweh
addressed David concerning his seed. “and | will establish the throne of
his kingship forever. 1 will become his Father and he my son: whenever
he commits iniquity [ will discipline him with the rod »f men and the
stripes of the children of men, but iy faithfulness I wil not turn aside
rom him ... your dynasty shall be firm and your king:hip forever be-
lore <me>: vour throne shall be estatlished forever.” Von Rad speaks
of this repeated theme as proving thatin the day of the Dsuteronomist'?
there remained a cycle of “messianic conceplions,” a hope that the

8. It goes without stying that it persisted into the carly Exilic age, or at least was
imitated accurately in the later period.

9. See Wl Albrieht, The Biblical Period (Pittsburp, 1950) pp. 4°T. and n. 108.

10, Gerhard von Rad. Studies in Deuteronomy, SBT, 9 (London. 1953), 74 19. C[.
bis Old Testament Theology (New York, THarper, 1962), 1, 334-347.

o Incertain passages, | Kings 9:6-9, for example, the eternal deerce of kingship -

is Toltowed by a specific 1eference 1o the Exile and the destruction of the temple. With
Kuenen and most carlier commentators we should repard the passap: as secondary, in
direct conflict with 2 Samuel 7:08 29 and the Deuteronomistic theme to be dissussed
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Davidic house would be reestablished after the Exile, The final notice in
2 Kings 25:27 30. recording the relcase of Jehoiachin, was taken by Von
Rad as havinu a special theological signilicance, alluding to the hope of
salvation in the Davidic dynasty.

We must confess that Noth has the better of (he argument when it
comes Lo the "nterpretation of 2 Kings 25:27-30." That Jehoiachin was
released from prison andlived off the bounty of the Babylonian crown —
still in exile for the remainder of Iis days—is 2 thin thread upon which
to hang the expectation of the fulflment of the promiscs to David. Yet
Von Rad has singled out a theme, the promise to the house of David,

‘which must be dealt with systematically:; the neglect of this theme is a

scrious failvure in Noth's study.

H. W, Wolll recently has taken up again the Deuteronomist’s future
hope or, as he puts it, the Denteronomist’s kérygma. ' He finds Noth's
analyss of the Deutcronomist’s doctrine of history defective in its
portrayal of the end of Israel as a monochromatic picture of unmitigated
judgment. He cannot conccive of the Deuteronomist taking up the tedi-
ous lask of composing a great theology of history ns a labor devised and
designed Lo teach only the message that the disaster of Isracl is final. Al
the same time WollT rejects Von Rad’s position, noting the qualification
of theeternal decree of Davidic kingship in | Kings 9:6-9, 2 Kings 24: 2.
and soon.” Wolll'secks anote ol grace, a modest future hope in certain
Deutcronomictic passages which call for repentance and which promisc
that when Isracl erics out to God and repudiates her apostate ways e
will repent of his evil and listen to their prayers.'® Nothing is said of the
restoration of the house of David. The only clear hope is that the Lord
will restore a repentant people to his covenant.

13. Noth, UG* p. 108,

14, 11 W, Wolll, “Das Keryzma des denteronomistischen Geschichtswerkes.” Z.4 1,
73 (1961, 171-186. Incidentally, the importation of the term kérygma into the form
criticism of the Hcebrew Bible is to he deplored as an inclegant and presumpluous
anachrorism,

I5. On the former passage. see above, n. 11, The cycle of passapes attributing the
fall of the Davidic housc to the sin of Manasseh belong to a special Exilic group and
will be dealt with below., .

16. The chicl prssages are Judg. 2:18: 1 Sam. 12:1-24: and (dealing with repentance)
FSam. 7 301 Kings 8:33, 352 2 Kings 17:13: 23:25. A series more explicitly related to
exile or captivity is | Kings 8:46 .83 1tn, 4:25.31: 30110 (the Itter two forn a later
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WollT correctly discerns a theme of hope which comes from the hand
ofa Deuteronomistic editor in the Exile (our Dtr), especially in Deuter-
onomy4:25-31and 30: 1-20 (framing the old Deuteronomic work),and
mthe addition to Solomon’s prayer in | Kings 8:46-53. Gne may ques-
tion. however, whether the alternating pattern of grace @nd judgment in
the Deuteronomistic notices of the era of the Judges had us its original
setting the Exilic situation. It is easicr to understand it a < exhortation to
reform with the hope of national salvation.” Here one Listens with sym-
pathy to Von Rad’s plaintive comment that “it is difficilt to think that
the editing of the Book of Judges and that of the Book of Kings could
have taken place as asingle picce of work.”" ™ At all evenis, Wolll has not
givenan adequateexplanation of the persistent, and in many wavs mzjor,
theme of the Book of Kings: the promises to David If Von Rad's
handling of this theme is unconvincing, we are not the:eby justified in
ighoring it. The persistence of the Deuteronomistic stress upon the cler-
nal decrec of Davidickingship cannot be explained as a survival of royal
ideology taken over mechanically from monarchist sources. 1 nist be
pertinent to the Deuteronomistic theology of history.

Weareleltunsatisicd by cach of these attempts to analyze the themes
of the Deuteronomistic history, especially in their treatment of Kings.
Each scems too simple, incapable of handling the complexity of the
theological tore in the great collection. In short, it appears that these
fresh attenipts to examine the history of the Deuteronomistic tradition,
while casting nmuch light on the Deuteronomistic corpus, leave many
cmbarrassing contradictions and unsolved problems.

The Two Themes of the First Edition of the
Deutcronomistic History (Dtr')

We desire first to analyze the latter part of the Douteronomistic
history, especially the Book of Kings. Herc we should find the climactic
section of the history, As the historian draws closer to his own times,
we expect him to express his intent most clearly both in specifically
theological or parenctic sections which would constitutce his framework
and in the shaping of special themes which unify his work."

Fhere are indeed lwo grand themes or bundices of themes running

Voo See further below, Note that 1 Samunel 12:25 is to be taken as 1 secondary addi-
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through tae Book of Kings. In combdination these themes must stem
from a very specilic setting having a specific social function. We shall
arguc that they belong properly to a Josianic edition of the Deuterono-
mistic history.

(1YOncthemeis summed up in the followving saying :

This thing bccame the sin of the house of Jeroboam to crush (it) and
to destioy (1t) from the facc of the carth.?®

The crucial eventin the history of the Northern Finpdom was the sin ol
Jeroboam,

Larlicr, Ahijah of the prophetic circle of Shiloh had prophesied that,
il Jeroboam acted faithfully as did David, he would be given a sure
house. This promise was not an cternal decree after the pattern of the
oracle of Nathen to David. Ahijah added the qualification that while the
sced of David wvould be chastised for a scason, God would not afllict
Judah forever.?! In this statement we must understand that the oracle
presunies an ultimate rennion of the two kingdons under a Davidid. In
P Kings 12:26 33, we read a strongly Deuteronomistic description of
Jeroboam's archerime, namely the establishment of a countercultus in
Bethel and Dan. The account assumes that Jeroboam’s motivation is
fear that traditions ol the central sanctuary which David brought togeth-
er and focused upon Zion would ultimately lurce his people back to the
Davidic house cven as the national shrine of Jerusalem attracted them
in the time of the pilgrimage feasts. Hence, he established new shrines
at ancient holy places of the north, introducing an idolatrous iconogra-
phy and asyncretistic cult. An account of the propheey of “*a nian of
God and of Judah,” otherwise unidentificd, follows. The prophet is
made Lo give utterance to one of the most astonishing as well as rure
instances of a vaticinium past cventum found in the Bible, obviously
shaped by an overenthusiastic editor’shand: “*1e cried against the altar
lof Bethel]. .. *Altar, Altar, thus saith Yahweh : behold ason will be born
to the housc of David, Josiah by nawe, and he will sacrifice upon vou
the pricstsof the high places who burnincense on you, and human bones

2001 .Kinps; E3: 3% (reading hebr with G Syi. ¢t al)).
20 1 Kings 11:29-39, ¢csp. v, 39,
22 We are net concerned here with recondrueting the actual, historical eharacter
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<hes will burn upon you." " The reform of Josiah is here anticipated,
presaring the reader’s mind lor the coming climax.

Ahijah of Shiloh also proclaimed an oracle which would be repeated
almost verbatim, like a refrain, pointing forward to the creseendo of this
theme in Kings, the Fall of the North. *Thus suith Yalweh, God of
isracl: ‘Because | exalted you from the midst of the peopie and made
you commander (nagid) over my people Isracl, tcaring the ! ingdom from
the house of David to give it Lo you, yet you have not been like my ser-
vant David . .. bul have done evil . . . casting me behind your back.
therefore T will bring evil on the house ol Jeroboam and wili cutofTfrom
Jeroboam every male, whatever his status, and 1 shall constume the house
of Jeroboam. as one burns up dung and it is gone. He of thc house of)
Jeroboam who dies in the city the dogs shall devour, and he who dies in
the field the birds of the heaven shall cat.” ™ The grisl» fulfilmen: of
Aliijah’s prophecy is carcfully noted in 1 Kings 15:29.% "“Jehu the son
of Hanani proclaimed against Baasha, *. .. behold T will consume
Baasha and his house and 1 will make his house to be like the house of
v«lcmhoum son of Nebat. He (of the house) of Baasha whio dies in the
city the dogs shall devour, and his dead in the Held the birdsof the heaven
shall cat,” "

Against cach king of Isracl in turn the judgment comes, **{hel didevil

in the eyes of Yahwen, doing evil above all who were before him, and he.

walked in the way ol Jeroboam.™
Elijah the Tishbite prophesied against Ahab:

Thus saith Yahwen, “Tave you murdered and also taken possession?

... in the place where the dogs lapped the blood of Naboth, the dogs
will lap your blood, evenyou ... Behold 1 will bring on you eviland
I will consume you and cut off from Ahab cvery male, whatever his
status, in Tsracl, and Twill make your house like the house of Jeroboam
the son of Nebat and like the house of Baasha . . . and alio concerning
Jeschel Yahweh bas spoken, saying, the dogs shall eat Jezebel in the
plor of Jezreel. He (of the housce) ol Aliab who dies in the city the
dogs shall devour, and he who dies in the field the birds of the heaven
shall eat.™??

21 | Kings 14:2.5.
20 1 Kinps 14:7 1L
a5 Cr 2 Kings 17:7 23
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The word of Yal'weh was in part delayed (1 Kings 21:29) in part ful-
filied in Ahan's death (1 Kings 27:371.) and in Ahaziah's death. The
propheey was roundly (ulfilled in the revolution of Jehu in which the
King (Ahab’s son Joram) topetler with the “seventy sons of Ahab™ and
fezehel the queen mother were slaughtered in Jezreel and in Samaria.?

Llijuh’s prophecy against thehouse of Ahab no doubt goes back toan
old poetic oracte. The earlier oracles, in wording at cast, were shaped to
it by the Deuteroromist so that a refruin-like rhythm is given to the
theme of praphetic decree and fullilment. .

The string of oracles and judgments which make up this theme in
ings is completed in the great peroration on the fall of Samaria in 2
Kings 17:1-23. Iere the Deutcronomist reached the first great climax
of the last section of his work and rang the changes on his theme of
Jeroboam’s sin and Isracl’s judgment.

And Yahweh rejected the entire seed of Isracl and afflicied them and
pave them into the hands of spoilers until he had cast them out from
his prescrce. For he tore lsracl from the housc of David and they
made Jeraboam, the son of Nebat, king, and Jeraboam enticed Tsracel
away from Yalnveh and caused them to sin a great sin, The children
of Israch walked in all the sirs of Jeroboam which he did; they did not
turn aside from it until Yahweh turned Israel aside rom his presence,
as he had spoken through all his servants the prophets, and Isracl was
taken captive fronm ofl their land to Assyria until this day.”

The lawsuit of Yal-weh is conpleterThe verdict is rendercd. The curses
of the covenant arc cffected. In Jeroboam’s monstrous sin. Isracl’s
doom was scaled.

(2) The sccond theme we wish to analyze begins in 2 Samuel 7 and
runs through the book of Kings. Ttmay be tersely pul in the refrain-like
phrase:

for the sike of David my servant and for the sake of Jerusatem which
I have chosen.*

An alloform is tas expression *“so that David my servant will have a
ficl always before me in Jerusalem, the city I have chosen for myscif to

I T Kines 011001
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nut my name there,”? The crucial event in Judah, comparable to the
sin of Jeroboam was the faithfulness of David. Through much of
Kings this theme of grace and hope parallcls the dark theme of judg-
ment. David established Yahweh's saictuary in Jerusalen, an cternal
dirine on chasen Zion: Jeroboam established the rival sh-ine ol Bethel,
4 coltus abhorrent to Yahweh, bringing eternal condemnaation. David
in Kings is the symbo! of fidelity, Jeroboam the symbol el infidelity. In
view. of the antimonarchical elements surviving in Deutc ronomic (Dt)
tradition, notably in the law of the king.*? and in certain sources in the
hooks of Judges and Samuel, it is remarkable to discover that the
Deuteronomist in 2 Samucl 7 and in Kings shares in unqqualified form
the ideology of the Judacan monarchy.”

We have discussed at some length in the last chapter tl.e Deuterono-
mistic character of both the so-called oracle of Nathar: in 2 Samuel
7 11b-16 and the prayer of David in 2 Samuct 7:18-29. I promisingan
cternal throne to the Davidic dynasty the Deuteronomist appears to
take up specific clements of the royal liturgy also found reflected in
Psalm 89:20-38.% The prayer of David, framed in wholly Deuterono-
mistic language, -cchaes similar hopes and expectations for the perma-
nence of the Davidic house.?

In 1 Kings il the Deuteronomist condemned Solomon for his
apostasy and idolatry. The ten tribes were “torn away” from the
Judacan king and given to Jeroboam. Solomon thus “did cvil in the
sight of Yahweh™ ard went not fully alter Yahweh as lid David his
fatlrer. Yet even in the context of Solomon's sin we find the following
formula: “Yet in your days I shall not do it [that is, rend away the
narthern tribes). Tor the sake of David your father.”® A min, it is said
of Solomon by Ahijah: “But I shall not take the whole k ngdom from
his hand for T will make him a prince (nast) allthe days of his lifc for
the suke of David my servant whom 1 have chosen, who has keptmy
commandments and statutes . . . to his son I willgive onc tribe in order
that there may be a fief for David my servant always before me in Jeru-
salem the city which I have chosen for myself. to plice my namce

3.1 Kings 11:36: 15:4% 2 Kings 8:19: 2 Clion. 2027,

12, Dn, 17:14 20

13 See above chapter 9 CLOG. von Rad, Swdies in Deteronomy. . RO Old Testa-
nmient Theolovp, 1 MHE
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there.™ Even in the context of Ahijah’s prophecy of the division of the
Fingdom, howeves, we find the striking prowmise, “And I will afflict the
seed of David on :his account yet not always.™®

The refrain persists. OF Abijah we read: “*but his heart was not per-
feel withYahweh his pod as the heart of David his father. Yet for the
suke of David Yahweh his god gave him a ficf in Jerusalem in setting
up his son after him and in establishing Jernsalem because David did
that which was right in the cycs of Yahweh™

Jehoram of Judah *walked in the ways of the kings of Israel ... and
did that which was cvil in the eyes of Yahweh. But Yahwch was unwill-
ing to destroy Judah for the sake of David his servant as he promiscd
him to give him a ficl for his sons always.”™®

Interwoven with these repeated formulac is another element belong-
ing to this theme. Vhile the kings of Isracl werc always condemned,
ench having dene ““that which was evil in the cyes of Yahweh,” judg-
ment does not come automatically upon the kings of Judah. Certain
kings. Asa, Jechoshaphat, Joash, Hezekiah, and above all Josiah *‘did
that which -was right in the cyes of Yahweh, as did David his father.”
Lven King David and Hesekiah had peecadilloes. Josiah alone escaped
all criticism, Josiah **did that which was right in the cyes of Yahweh
and walked in all the ways of David his father and did not turn aside to
the right or to the left.”™ ““And like him there was no king before him
turning to Yahweh with his whole mindand soul and strength according
to all the taw of Tdoses.”™

The second theme reaches its climax in the reform of Josiah, 2 Kings
22:1-23:25. We Fave been prepared for this climax. Josiah, as alrcady
predicted, becomes the protagonist of thc drama, cxtirpating the
counter-cultus of Jeroboaim at Bethel. He attempted to restore the king-
dom or empire of David in alldetail. The cultus was centralized accord-
ing to the ancient law of the sanctuary., and Passover was celebrated as
it had not been *since the days of the Judges.” The story of the renewal
of the covenant and the resurrection ofithe Davidic empire by the rein-
corporation of the Norths told at a length not given ta the labors of
other approved kings alter David.

37, P Kings 11:31 70
IR, See above, n. 21
A9, 1 Kinps 180X Sp,
40, 2 Kines 80181
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The Deuteronomistic historian thus contrasted two themes, the sin
of Jeroboam and the faithfulness of David and Josiah. Jeroboam led
Isract into idolatry and ultimate destruction us all the prophets had
warned. In Josiah who cleansed the sanctuary founded by David and
brought a final end to the shrine founded by Jeroboam, in Josiah who
sought Yahweh with all his heart, the promises to David were to be ful-
filled. Punishment and salvation had indeed alternated in the history
of Judah ... as in the cra of the Judges. Yahweh has aflicted Judah,
but will not forever. ‘

The two themes in the Deuteronomistic Book of Kinus appear 1o re-
flect two Lheological stances, one stemming from the old Deuteronomic
covenant theology which regarded destruction of dynasty and people as
tied necessarily to apostasy, and a secend, drawn from the royal ideolo-
gy in Judah: the clernal promises to David. [n the sceond instance,
while chastisement has regularly come upon Judah in her seasons of
apostasy, hope remains in the Davidic house to whici Yahweh has
sworn fidelity for David's sake, and for Jerusalem, the ity of Ged. A
righteous scion of David has sprung from Judah.

In fact, the juxtaposition of the two themes, of threat and promisc,
provide the platform of the Josianic reform. The Duuteronomistic
Listory, insofar as thesc themes reflect its central concerns. may be
cescribed as a propaganda work of the Josianic reformacion and impc-.

rial program. In particular, the document speaks to the North, cailing

lirael (o return to Judah and to Yahwel's sole legitimate shrine in
Jerusalem. asserting the claims of the ancient Davidic n:onarchy upon
ol Isracel. Even the destruction of Bethel and the cults of the high places
was predicted by the prophets, pointing to the centrality of Josiah’s role
for northern Isracl. It speaks equally or more emphatical y to Judah. Its
restoration to ancient grandeur depends on the return o7 the nation (o
the covenant ol Yahweh and on the wholcehearted retury of her king to
the ways of David, the servant of Yahweh. In Josiah is centered the
hope of a new Isracl and the renewing of the “surc mercies™ shown to
David.* Judah’s icolatry has been its undoing again and again in the

past. The days of the Judges. of Samucl and Saul revenl a pattern of

alternating judgment and deliverance. But in David «nd in his son

Josialyis salvation. ’
Belore the pericope on Manasseh there is no hintin (e Deuterono-

mistic history that hope i the Davidic house and in ultimate national
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salvation is futile. The very persistence of this theme of hope in the pro-
miscs to David aind his house is proof that it was relevant to the original
audience or readership of the Deuteronomistic historian. 1t is not
enough that the faithfuliness of God to David and Jerusalem merely
delay theend, postpone disaster. The historian has combined his motifs
of the old coven:uit forms of the leugue and of the north, with those
taken from the royal theology of the Davidids to create a complex and
cloquent srogram, or rather, one may say, he has written a great sermon
to rally Israel to the new possibility of salvation, through obedience to
the ancient covenant of Yahweh, and hope in the new David, King
Josiah, '

The Therie of the Exilic Edition of the History (Dtr?)

Thereis to be found in the Deuteronomistic history a subtheme which
we have suppressed until row in the interest of clorifying the major
motils of the Josianic edition of Kings. We should attribute this sub-
theme to the Lxilic editor (Drd) who retouched or overwrote the
Deuteronomistic work to bring it up to date in the Exile, to record the
fall of Jerusalem, and to reshape the history, with a minimum of re-
working, into a document relevant to exiles for whom the bright
expectations of the Josianic era were hopelessly past.

This subtheme is found articulated most clearly in the pericope deal-
ing with Manassch and the significance of his sins of syncretism and
idolatry, in 2 Kings 21:2-15. The section is modeled almost exactly on
the section treating the fall of Samaria,

He [Manasseh| set up the image of Asherah which he had made in

the house of which Yahwch had said to David and to his son Solo-

mon, “In this house and in Jerusalem which [ chose of all the tribes
of Isracl, 1 will set my name forever, nor will 1 again cause Isracl’s
foot to wander from the land which I have given to their fathers, only

il they be carcful to do according to all which I commanded them

and to all the 'aw which my servant Moses commanded them.™ But

they did not listen, and Manassch led them astray so that they did

more evil than the nations which Yahwch destroyed before the chil-

dren of Isracl. And Yahweh spoke by his scrvanis the prophets
saying, because Manassch the king ol Judah has donce these abomina-

tions . . and caused Isracl to «in with his idols, therefore, thus saith
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met of Ahab’s house, and | will wipe out Jerusalem as one wipes out
a dish, wiping it and turning it upside down. [ shall cast off the rem-
nant of my possession and 1 will give them into tiwe hand of their

‘enemics, and they shall become spoil and prey for tooting to all their
‘cnemices.”™

One is struck by the weakness of the phrase, “y aliwch spoke by his
servants the prophets, saying...”" No specific prophet is named by
name. Morcover, no prophecics concerning Manassci’s great sin, and
{he incvilable rejection it entailed, are to found in the earlier parts of
the Deutcronomistic history. Not one. On the contrary, the hopes of
the reader have heen steadily titillated by the promiscs. All has pointed
to a future salvation in virtue of the fidelity of Yahweh to the Davidic
house and to Josiah, who called for a wholchearted rcturn to the god
of Isracl’s covenant. Moreover, we are driven to ask, why is the culprit
not Solomon or even Rehoboam? In short, there are a number of rea-
sons Lo supposc that the attribution of Judah’s demisc Lo the unforgive-
able sins of Manassch is tacked on and not integral to the original
structurc of the history.

The same must be said for the content of the prophecy of Hulda
which speaks of the delay of disaster owing to Josiah’s picty and
- penitence.*

Attached to the end of the account of Josiah’s relorms we find the
following significant addition: “‘and alter [Josiah] nonclike him arose.
Yel Yahweh did not turn back from the heat of his preat wrath which
was kindled against Judah on account of all the vexations with which
Manassel vexed him. And Yahweh said, ‘Also Judah | will turn aside
from my prescencceven as | turncd aside Isracl, and 1 -will reject this city
which 1 have chosen, Jerusalem, and the housc of which [ said, my name
shall be there.”* This is evidently from the hand of :ur Exilic editor.

44. 2 Kings 21:7- 1.

45. We speak here of the Deuteronomist's work. Whether the I:xilic editor had in
mind prophecies of Micab, Zephaniah. and cspecially Jereminh, we cannot tell. The
absence of explicit allusion to Jeremiah's prophecies in the Deutcronomistic history is
most extraordinary if we suppose the latter W be an Exilic work. "The silence is far casicr
to cxplain if we suppose that the great history had its principal edition in the time of
Josiah. The close ties between Jeremianh and the Deuteronomistic school, early and late,
are well known, of course, as is the traditional attribution of the Book of Kings to Jere-
mizth himsell (Valmiwd Babli, Raba Batra f50.

an 1e A Mo bt Alhere ican old nneens in Hakda’s pronheey which
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There are a sprinkling of passages in the Dcutcronomistic work
which threaten defeal and captivity. These nced not necessarily stem
from an lixilic cditor. Coptivity and exile were all too familiar fates in
the Neo-Assyrinn age. More mportant, the threai of exile or captivity
was commeon it the curses of Ancient Near Eastern treatics and came
naturally over into the curscs attached to Isracl’s covenant.** Never-
theless, there are a limited number of passages which appear (o be
addressed to exiles and to call for their repentance, or inone case even
promisc restoration of the captives to their land. These latter arc most
naturally regarded as coming from the hand of an Exilic editor.

Such passages include Deuleronomy 4:27-31 which is addressed to
captives “‘scattcred among the nations whither Yahweh will lead you
away,” and gives to them the assurance that Yahweh will not *forget
the covenant of your fathers.” Deuteronomy 30: 1-10, promising return
from captivity. must be coupled with Deuteronomy 4:27-31 as an
Exilic addition in a style distinct from the hand of the primary Deuter-
onomistic author (DtrY). Other passages which include short glosscs
can be listed: Deuteronomy 28:361., 63-08: 29:27: Joshua 23:11-13,
150 1 Samucl 12:25: 1 Kings 2:4: 6-11-13; 8:25b, 46-53: 9:4-9:2
Kings 17:19: 20: 1707

The Two Editions of the Deuteronomistic History

We are pressed to the conclusion by these data that there were two
editions of the Deuteronomistic history, onc written in the cra of Josiah
as a programmtic document of his reform and of his revival of the
Davidic state. Tnv this cdition the themes of judgment ard hope interact
to provide a pewerful molivation both for the return to the austere and
jealous god of old Israel, and for the reunion of the alicnated half-
kingdoms of Lsracl and Judah under the acgis of Josiah. The second
edition, completed about 550 *n.c.. not only updated the history by
adding a chronicle of events subscquent Lo Josiah's reign, it also at-
teipted to transform the work into a sermon on history addressed to
Judaean exiles. In this revision the account of Manassch’s reign in

4%, See D. R, Hillers, Treaty-Curses and 1the Old Testament Provhers (Rome. Ponti-
fical Biblical Institote, 1964), p. 34 and passim. Cf. 1. Harvey, “Le ‘Rib-pattern,” ré-
quisitoire prophétique sur la rupture de Dalianee,” Riblica, V3 (1962). esp. 180, 189-
196.

49. Obwviously the end ol the history, 2 Kings 23:26 25:30, beloags to the 1 ilic sec-
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anti-climax of Josiah's reign, falling as it does. in the present form ‘of
the history. after Judah’s fale has been scaled by Manasseh. This
cxplains theconlrast between the Deuteronomistic history and the great
works of the Exile with their tively hope of restoration; of the eternal

particular was retouched, conforming Judah's fate to tl-at of Samaria
and Manassch's role to that of Jeroboam. This new clenent does aot
exhaust the work of the Exilic Deuleronomist, but-in ¢eneral the re-

touching by his pen was light, not wholly obscuring the carlicer
' covenant and retarn (the Priestly work), of a new Exodus and Conquest

(Second Isaiah), and ol anew altotment of the band, a new Temple, and
a new Davidid (Fzekicl).*® The failure of such a dominant theme of
God's coming restoration can be cxplained best by removing the pri-

framework.

When we examine the Exilic editor’s account of the fall of Jerusalem
and the captivity of Judah, we find that the stery is told laconically.
There is no peroration on the fall of Jerusalem, much less an claborate

- — e ————

one like that upon the destruction of Sumaria. The evens are recorded mary Deutzronomistic history from the setting of the Exile.

without comment, without theological reflection. This is remarkable, Our analysis ol the themes of the Deuteronomistic history has led us
given the Deuteronomist’s penchant for composing final addresses, to views which superficially resemble positions taken in the nineteenth
cdifying prayers, and theological exhortations on significant cvents. century. Atleast we have opted for dating the fundamentzl composition
One might argue thiat the Deuteronomist has said his say, has said of the Deuteronomistic history in the era of Josiah. At the same time,
carlier all that is nceessary to prepare the reader for an understanding we must assert broad agreement with Noth's description of the primary
o the fall of Jerusalem. However, it must be said that the Deuterono- Deuteronomistic historian (Noth's Dir, our Dtr") as a creative author
Listic historian never tires of repetition of his themes and clichés and ‘ and historian and our full agreement with the sharp distinction made
i« fond of bracketing events and periods with an explicit theoluyical by Noth and the tate Ivan izngnell between the Tetrateuch (or Pricstly
framework. The omission of a final, edifying discourse on the fall of work) and the Deuteronomistic history. In our view, however, the
crosen Zion and the Davidic crown is better explained by attributing ) Pricstly work is the work par excellence of the mid-sixth century B.C.
these final terse paragraphs of the history to a less ariiculate Exilic essentially, the Deuteronomistic history is a work of thelate Kingdom,
cditor. suffering only minor modification by a member of the Deutcronomistic

In the light of our understanding of the two editions of the work and school in the lixile.

their different tendencies, the primary edition (Dr?) from the author
of the era of Josiah, the sccond (D) from a laie Deutcronomist of the
Exile. a number of puzzles and apparent contradiction: in the Deuter- 1
onomistic history are dissolved or explained. Little or uo hint of inevi-
table disaster is found in the Deuteronomistic histori n’s framework
and transitional passages in Joshua, Judges. and Samu: .Y et the Book
of Kings and the Deuteronomistic history in its final ‘orm ofTer little
nope to Judah, as Noth has correctly maintained. In the retouching of
Lthe original work by an Exilic hand, the original theme of hope is over-
written and contradicted, namely the expectation of the restoration of 1
the state under a rightcous Davidid to the remembered greatnessof the '

golden age of David. Von Rad’s instincts were correct i1 scarching here
for an clement of grace and hope. Thestrange shape of *he Exilic edition
with its muted hope of repentance (z\s‘\VollT has drscribed i) and
possible return (Deateronomy 30: 1-10) is bestexplained, we believe. by
the relatively modest extent of the Exilic editor’s wort and his fidclity

50. 1 hope to dicuss clsewhere the date of the Pricstly work and of Frekict 40 48:
et AT Crese SThe Priesth Tabernacle” pp. 209 228: meanwhile,




