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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the history and theology of the centralization of
worship. Part I examines the theology of the central sanctuary and local
sanctuaries, especially from the standpoint of divine presence. Part II
carries out an exegesis of the centralizing altar laws of the Pentateuch,
together with an examination of their narrative and conceptual relationship
to the noncentralizing altar laws of the Pentateuch. Part III examines the
history of the centralization of worship from the settlement to the building
of Solomon's temple. The study i1s contextualized by an examination of
relevant archaeological and ancient Near Eastern material. Emphasis is
placed on the dating of the various biblical materials under investigation,

and their overall rhetorical concerns.

It is argued that as well as being present in heaven, Yahweh is present on
earth continuously at the ark at the central sanctuary and intermittently at
local altars. Priestly material argues for the importance of the central
sanctuary, but also allows local altars. Deuteronomy envisages
centralization under conditions of peace and complete settlement, but
otherwise allows local altars. During the earliest days of the settlement,
there was no centralization requirement. In the last days of Joshua, Shiloh
became the place where Yahweh's name dwelt and centralization was
implemented. During the Judges period, centralization was not possible
because of the disturbed situation. With the loss of the ark to the
Philistines at Aphek, Shiloh was rejected as the chosen place, and there
was no place in which Yahweh's name dwelt until the building of Solomon's

temple in Jerusalem. The history and theology of the centralization of
worship are thus compatible with each other within the period discussed,

whatever the date and provenance of the relevant biblical matenal.

However, the history of the central sanctuary and the literary form and
rhetorical concerns of the book of Joshua suggest that it and the sources it

uses, such as Deuteronomy, may have been written before the disaster of

Aphek and the rejection of Shiloh.
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INTRODUCTION

Ever since the rise of biblical criticism in the nineteenth century,
Pentateuchal criticism has stood at the heart of Old Testament studies.
After a century of formative development since its first recorded beginnings
in the 1750's with the French physician Jean Astruc and his study of the

sources of Genesis 1-2, Julius Wellhausen brilliantly formulated and
presented the documentary hypothesis in his Prolegomena zur Geschichte

Israels! in a way that made it the established basis of Old Testament

scholarship.2 Wellhausen's genius lay in dating P as the latest source and
interpreting the rest of the Old Testament material and reconstructing the
history of Israel so that it would fit with the JEDP order of the Pentateuchal

sources.3

Since Wellhausen, a number of developments have taken place in regard to
the documentary hypothesis. Until the 1960's, the development of the
traditio-historical method by Gunkel, Gressmann, Alt, Noth and von Rad
together with archaeological work, most notably by the Albright school,
presented new challenges for the JEDP hypothesis, but these had been
resolved by fitting the data into the basic framework of the hypothesis and
making necessary modifications as regards the details of the hypothesis.4

I Wellhausen 1905/1878.

2 For a survey of the developments of the documentary hypothesis since its beginnings, see
Archer 1994, pp. 89-98. See also Clements 1976, pp. 7-12. Cf. the social science approach
of Kuhn 1960 to the history and development of natural sciences, which in many ways
perfectly applies to Old Testament studies as well. According to Kuhn 1962, p. 10, "normal
science’ means research firmly based upon one or more past scientific achievements,
achievements that some particular scientific community acknowledges for a time as
supplying the foundation for its further practice." Moreover, "When, in the development of a
natural science, an individual or group produces a synthesis able to attract most of the next
generation's practicioners, the older schools gradually disappear.” (Kuhn 1962, p. 18).
Furthermore, "The new paradigm (=normal science which has become widely accepted, plus
i1s able to create further problems for the community to resolve through research) implies a
new and more rigid definition of the field. Those unwilling or unable to accommodate their
work to it must proceed in isolation or attach themselves to some other group.” (Kuhn 1962,
p. 19)

3 See Wellhausen 1905/1878.

4 See Wenham 1999a, pp. 116-118 for details. Cf Kuhn 1962, p. 33 according to whom

normal science consists of "determination of significant fact, matching of facts with theory,
and articulation of theory”. Moreover, "Discovery commences with the awareness of anomaly,
i.e., with the recognition that nature has somehow violated the paradigm-induced
expectations that govern normal science. It then continues with a more or less extended
exploration of the area of anomaly. And it closes only when the paradigm theory has been

1




However, since the 1970's, the basic Wellhausenian consensus about the

extent and dating of sources has been challenged in most of its aspects. As

Wenham describes,

Since the 1970's the comfortable consensus has begun to break
up. There have been challenges to the principles of source
analysis; there is uncertainty about the dating of the sources
themselves and doubt about the validity of the alleged
archaeological parallels. In the 1980's the debate intensified, and
as we approach the end of the millennium there is no sign of it
being resolved. On the one hand there are those who argue that
the J source, traditionally regarded as the earliest major source, is
both post-deuteronomic and post-exilic. On the other there are
those who deny the existence of J and E altogether, proposing
instead a pervasive Deuteronomic layer through Genesis to
Deuteronomy, whereas Noth had denied that any deuteronomic
hand could be discerned in Genesis-Numbers. By and large, those
who adopt these approaches are also quite skeptical about the
value of archaeological parallels to the Bible and tend to maintain
that the Pentateuch is fictional. Going in a totally different
direction, other scholars have argued that the Priestly source,
traditionally supposed to be the latest source, may come from the
early monarchy period with elements from the judges period.
Others have suggested that both the J source and Deuteronomy
may be earlier than conventional criticism suggests. No longer is it
just different versions of the documentary hypothesis that find
their advocates, but as at the beginning of the nineteenth century,

both fragmentary and supplementary hypotheses enjoy support.
Others prefer to give up trying to establish how the text originated

and concentrate instead on its final form and meaning.5

Wenham concludes,

Among those writing most prolifically about the Pentateuch today
there 1s thus no consensus. "Every man does what is right in his
own eyes’. Doubtless there is still a strong and silent majority of

adjusted so that the anomalous has become the expected.” (Kuhn 1962, pp. 52-53).

> Wenham 1999a, pp. 118-119. For a review of the various scholarly opinions, see Wenham
1999a, pp. 119-144. Cf. Kuhn 1962, pp. 82-83: "When an anomaly comes to seem more
than just another puzzle of normal science, the transition to crisis and extraordinary science
has begun. The anomaly itself now comes to be more generally recognized as such by the
profession. More and more attention is devoted to it by more and more of the field's most
eminent men. If it still continues to resist, as it usually does not, many of them may come to
view its resolution as the subject matter of their discipline. For them the field will no longer
look the same as it did earlier. Part of its different appearance results simply from the new
fixation point of scientific scrutiny. An even more important source of change is the divergent
nature of the numerous partial solutions that concerted attention to the problem has made
available. The early attacks upon the resistant problem will have followed the paradigm rules
quite closely. But with continuing resistance, more and more of the attacks upon it will have
involved some minor or not so minor articulation of the paradigm, no two of them quite alike,
each partially successful, but none sufficiently so to be accepted as paradigm by the group.
Through this proliferation of divergent articulations, the rules of normal science become
increasingly blurred. Though there still is a paradigm, few practicioners prove to be entirely
agreed about what it is. Even formerly standard solutions of solved problems are called in

question.”

2



those who grew up with the traditional documentary hypothesis
and feel no inclination to jettison it, and given the lack of an agreed
alternative hypothesis there is a certain justification in a wait-and-
see policy. The academic community 1s looking for a fresh and
convincing paradigm for the study of the Pentateuch, but so far
none of the new proposals seems to have captured the scholarly

imagination.b

All in all, however, there remains one major bulwark for the Documentary
Hypothesis. This 1s the dating of the book of Deuteronomy to the seventh
century, first suggested by W.M.L. de Wette in his doctoral thesis in 1805.7
According to de Wette, the book of Deuteronomy was written to increase
the authority of the temple of Jerusalem and the Levites by regulating all
sacrifices to "the place Yahweh will choose from all your tribes" and by
emphasizing the role of the Levites.® For de Wette, the reason why one
cannot date Deuteronomy earlier i1s that the ancient practice of the
Hebrews was to sacrifice in multiple places, as the altar law of Ex 20:211i.
and the practice of Samuel, Saul, David and Solomon attest.? On the other
hand, this old practice was repudiated during the time of Josiah, and the
book of Deuteronomy, composed by the priest Hilkiah and found from the
temple, served this purpose.l® Thus, de Wette dated the book of
Deuteronomy based on the history of centralization, anchoring the

provenance and date of the book to the temple of Jerusalem and the reform

of Josiah.

Even though many twentieth-century scholars do not necessarily think
that the book of Deuteronomy was composed during the reform of Josiah,
and they may concede that a number of Deuteronomic laws may antedate
the book itself, they nevertheless essentially see the book of Deuteronomy

as a seventh-century product, perhaps having the roots of its ideology

6 Wenham 1999a, p. 119, Cf. Kuhn 1962, p. 77: "Though they (scientists) may begin to lose
faith and then to consider alternatives, they do not renounce the paradigm that has led them
to crisis". "Once it has achieved the status of paradigm, a scientific theory 1s declared invalid
only if an alternate candidate is available to take its place.” (ibid.). "The decision to reject one
paradigm is always simultaneously the decision to accept another, and the judgment leading
to that decision involves the comparison of both paradigms with nature and with each
other." (ibid.).

7 De Wette 1830/1805.

8 De Wette 1830/1805, pp. 163-166.

9 De Wette 1830/1805, p. 164n5.

10 De Wette 1830/1805, p. 164ns.



dating from the time of king Hezekiah in the previous century.!!

In conjunction with seeing the "place Yahweh will choose" as a veiled
reference to Jerusalem, the history of centralization of sacrifices remains
the main reason for the dating of the book of Deuteronomy to the seventh
century BC. The critical consensus view of the history of centralization of
sacrifices was developed by Wellhausen in the first chapter of his
Prolegomena as a starting-point on which he leaned and built in the rest of
his presentation, and has been accepted as essentially unchanged by most
scholars up till the present day. According to Wellhausen, for the earliest
period of the Israelite history, there is no trace of an exclusive sanctuary.!2
Even the latest redaction of the historical books does not criticize the
multiplicity of altars and high places which existed before the building of
the Temple in Jerusalem.!3 No king after Solomon is left uncensured for
having tolerated the high places, but Samuel is permitted to preside over a
sacrificial feast at the Bamah of his native town in his proper person, and
Solomon is permitted to institute a similar one at the great Bamah of
Gibeon at the beginning of his reign without being blamed.!4 Thus, a new
period in the history of worship starts from the building of the temple of
Solomon.15 Political centralization gave a motivation for the centralization of
worship as well, and this process kept operating also after the separation of
the two kingdoms.!6 Then, the view of the author of the books of Kings
which sees the temple of Solomon as a work undertaken exclusively in the
interests of pure worship land as having nothing to do with politics 1s
unhistorical, idealizingly projecting back to the past the significance which
the temple had acquired in Judah shortly before the exile.!? In reality, the
temple acquired the importance which it later had not because of a
monopoly conferred on it by Solomon, but by its own weight. Solomon did
not, like Josiah, abolish all other sanctuaries in order to favour his own,

and this is also true of Solomon's successors.!8 Especially, Elijjah himself

11 See McConville 1993a, pp. 15-44 for a survey of the scholarship of Deuteronomy since de

Wette.
12 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 17.

13 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 19.
14 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 19.
15 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 20.
16 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 20.
17 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 20-21.
18 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 21.



built an altar to Yahweh at Carmel (1 Ki 18:30-32) and complained that the
[sraelites had destroyed the altars of Yahweh (1 Ki 19:14).19 Then, if people,
judges, kings, priests and prophets, and even men like Samuel and Elisha
sacrificed without hesitation whenever an occasion and an opportunity
arose, it 1s clear that during the whole of that period nobody had even the

faintest suspicion that such conduct could be illegitimate.20°

According to Wellhausen, the early sources J and E attest the first stage in
[srael's history, where sacrifice in multiple places is not regarded merely as
permissible, but as a matter of course,?! and thus J and E are to be dated
as the earliest sources of the Pentateuch. In this respect, according to
Wellhausen, it 1s true that the liberty of sacrifice seems to be somewhat
restricted by the clause "in every place where I cause my name to be
honored". However, this means simply that instead of arbitrariness, the
places of worship were considered as having been somehow or other

selected by the Deity himself for his service.22

In Wellhausen's view, the third oldest source in the Pentateuch 1s
Deuteronomy.?3 According to Wellhausen, the Jehovistic book of the
Covenant lies at the foundation of Deuteronomy.24 However, the two differ
materially in one point: Deuteronomy 12 speaks for the local unity of
worship. Moreover, the law of Dt 12 has a "polemical and reformatory
nature".25 According to Wellhausen, for this reason, Deuteronomy is rightly

assigned by historical criticism to the period of the attacks made on the
bamoth by the reforming party at Jerusalem.26 As the Book of the Covenant

and the whole Jehovistic writing in general reflects the first pre-prophetic

period in the history of the cultus, so Deuteronomy is the legal expression

19 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 21.

20 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 22.

21 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 29.

22 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 29.

23 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 32-34.

24 "Dije jehovistische Bundesbuch liegt zwar dem Deuteronomium zu grunde”; Wellhausen
1905/1878, p. 32.

25 "Das Gesetz wird nicht mide, die Forderung der lokalen Einheit des Gottesdienstes immer
und immer zu wiederholen. Es tritt damit dem, 'was wir gegenwartig zu tun gewchnt sind’,
bewufdt entgegen und bekdmpfit die bestehende Sitte, es hat durch und durch polemischen,
reformatorischen Character"; Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 32-33.

26 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 32-33.
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of the second period of struggle and transition.?? According to Wellhausen,
the historical order is all the more certain because there are compelling

reasons to see a literary dependence of Deuteronomy on the Jehovistic laws

and narratives,28

Finally, in Wellhausen's view, the Priestly Code 1s the youngest of the
Pentateuchal sources, dating to the third, postexilic period of the history of
the cult.29 According to Wellhausen, previously there had been an i1dea that
the Priestly Code 1s indifferent to the question of one sanctuary.3° However,
Wellhausen argues that the assumption that worship is restricted to one
single centre runs through the entire Priestly Document.3! The tent of
meeting expresses the legal unity of the worship as a historical fact which
has held good in Israel ever since the exodus. Its idea is "one God, one
sanctuary'.32 The tent of meeting with its encampment of the twelve tribes
around it does not tolerate other sanctuaries beside itself. The encampment
has no military, but has purely religious significance, and derives its whole
meaning from its sacred centre. There is no other place besides the tent of
meeting at which God dwells and allows himself to be seen, and there is no
place except the tent of meeting where man can draw near to Yahweh and
seek his face with offerings and gifts, and this view of worship pervades the
whole of the middle part of the Pentateuch.33 Thus, the unity of the cultus
is commanded in Deuteronomy, but is presupposed in the Priestly Code.34
In Deuteronomy, it is a new invention, in the Priestly Code it is an already
established fact.35 For this reason, the Priestly code is later than
Deuteronomy.36 In this respect, the tent of meeting is the copy, not the
prototype of the temple at Jerusalem.37 According to Wellhausen, the main
point is that the tabernacle of the Priestly Code in its essential meaning 1s

not a mere provisional shelter for the ark on the march, but the sole

27 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 33

28 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 33.

29 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 34-38.

30 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 34.

31 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 34

32 "ein Gott, ein Heiligtum"; Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 34.
33 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 35.

34 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 35. "Im Deuteronomium wird die Einheit des Kultus gefordert,
im Priesterkodex wird sie vorausgesetzt".

35 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 35.

36 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 36.

37 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 36.



legitimate sanctuary for the community of the twelve tribes prior to the

days of Solomon, and so in fact a projection of the later temple.38

Wellhausen considered the Holiness Code Lev 17-26 as separate from the
Priestly Code. According to Wellhausen, H was earlier than P.32 However, P
incorporated H into itself, and in that process made a final redaction of H.40
According to Wellhausen, whereas P assumes centralization, H still speaks

for it, as a number of passages, including Lev 17 attest.4!

Thus, Wellhausen tied together the history of centralization of worship and
the dating of the Pentateuchal sources. In the early period which the
sources J and E attest, worship was not centralized. In the middle period,

attested by Deuteronomy, centralization was introduced. Finally, in the late

period, attested by P, centralization was assumed.

After dating the Pentateuchal sources J,E, D and P based on the history of
centralization, Wellhausen proceeded to reconstruct the history of other
aspects of the Israelite cult based on the framework provided by the history
of centralization.42 Moreover, Wellhausen dated the material in other Old
Testament books so that any material exhibiting Deuteronomistic style was
composed at the same time or later than D, and any material exhibiting
Priestly style was contemporaneous with or later than P.43 Thus, for

instance, if there was a Priestly passage, verse, or even word in any book

which otherwise could be seen to have been written earlier than P, the
Priestly passage was a late, postexilic addition. Thus, Wellhausen created a
logical and comprehensive view of the history of Israel and the composition

of the books of the Old Testament, at the heart of which lies his

interpretation of the history of centralization.

38 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 37. "Die Hauptsache bleibt indessen, daf’ die Stiftshutte des
Priesterkodex ihrer Bedeutung nach nicht ein einfaches provisorisches Obdach der Lade auf
dem Marsche ist, sondern das einzige legitime Heiligtum der Gemeinde der zwolf Stamme vor

Salomo und darum also eine Projektion des spiteren Tempels".
39 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 378, "Jehovist Deuteronomium Ezechiel sind eine historische

Reihenfolge; Ezechiel Heiligkeitsgesetz Priesterkodex mussen gleichfalls als historische

Stufen begriffen werden”.

40 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 378.
41 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 376, "Auf die dértliche Einheit des Opferdienstes wird auch in

Lev 17ss. starkes Gewicht gelegt. Sie wird noch gefordert, nicht vorausgesetzt {17,8s. 19,30,

26,2)".
42 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 53-162.



Yet, there are weaknesses in Wellhausen's view of the history of
centralization. To start with, according to Wellhausen, that the books of
Kings criticize ruling kings for the lack of centralization after the building of
the temple shows that the author of the books of Kings thought that
centralization should have been enforced before the time of Josiah. On the
other hand, Wellhausen claims that since the books of Kings do not
criticize Elyah, this shows that centralization was not in actuality
considered illegitimate before the time of Josiah. In other words, on
Wellhausen's thinking, the books of Kings idealize the past with regard to
to past kings, but do not idealize history with regard to Elijah. However,
this logic is difficult to accept, since it assumes two mutually contradictory
views held by the author of the books of Kings in his work. The only way to
resolve the contradiction is to say that the Elijah narrative was grafted into
the books of Kings without any thought by the editor.44 However, this view
is difficult to maintain, especially as the books of the Kings carefully
criticize past kings, and the Elijah narratives clearly have been related
thoughtfully, if not carefully, to the actions of Ahab and his son Ahaziah,45
and thus to the books of Kings as a whole. This then suggests that the final
editor had a deliberate reason to include the Elijah narrative of 1 Ki 18 so
that he did not consider it contradictory with his view of centralization, and
that even if the author/final editor of the books of Samuel knew

Deuteronomy, he may have had a logically consistent reason for not

criticizing Samuel for sacrificing at bamoth.

If one nevertheless asserts that the Elijah narrative of 1 Ki 18 was set 1n
the books of Kings without thought, one ends up with the following circular
argument: (A) Since the concept of centralization was created only during
the time of Josiah, that material in the books of Kings (and similarly, in any

other book) which attests the concerns of centralization must be later than

43 Except for Ezekiel and H, for which see above, p. 7.
44 In fact, Wellhausen's view of centralization in this respect relies on the same method

which he uses for Pentateuchal source criticism in general, as Wellhausen delimits the JEDP
sources according to their literary style and thought world, where the sources internally
consistently attest differing views of centralization and stages of religious development and
yvet the sources were put together by the final redactor(s) to form the finished version of the
Pentateuch without any concern that these differing views might be contradictory. Cf, also
esp. Whybray 1987, pp. 120-126 {or a criticism of this approach.

45 1 Ki 17-2 Ki 2. Similarly the Elisha narratives (2 Ki 2ff.)
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the time of Josiah, and that material in the books of Kings (and similarly, in
any other book) which does not attest centralization must be earlier than
the time of Josiah. (B) Since all material which attests the concerns of
centralization is later than the time of Josiah, and all material which does
not attest the concerns of centralization is earlier than the time of Josiah,

the concept of centralization was created only during the time of Josiah.

Another weakness 1n the Wellhausenian approach, as has been
convincingly demonstrated by McConville, is that the "place which Yahweh
will choose" does not necessarily refer to Jerusalem. Deuteronomy itself
never directly speaks of Jerusalem,4% and, according to McConville,
throughout Deuteronomy the 'chosen place' "most naturally refers to a -
single place, but its requirement may be met in a number of places in
succession”".4? According to McConville, in Deuteronomy's thought, "the
choice of a place is not the end of a story, for Yahweh will not be bound to
one place for ever".48 Also, even if most of the Old Testament literature
outside Deuteronomy speaks in favour of Jerusalem as the chosen place,
there are clear indications that the Old Testament interprets "the place
which Yahweh will choose" as referring to more than one location.4® The
clearest indication of a non-Jerusalemite application comes from Jer 7:12,
which explicitly applies the place to Shiloh.5° Also, according to McConville,
Ps 78:60 states that Shiloh was the place where Yahweh first made his
dwelling, and it is noteworthy that the verb jo¢ which is used in Dt 12:5 1s

used in Ps 78:60.51 Moreover, it has been universally acknowledged that
Shiloh was a prominent sanctuary in the premonarchical period according
to the books of Joshua, Judges and Samuel.52 Finally, it has been
suggested that Shechem, Bethel or Gilgal might have been central
sanctuaries during the early premonarchical period, even though it must

be admitted that the evidence for such a significance for any of these

46 McConville and Millar 1994, p. 110.
47 McConville and Millar 1994, p. 120.
48 McConville and Millar 1994, p. 122.

49 McConville and Millar 1994, pp. 90-96.
50 McConville and Millar 1994, p. 92. According to Wellhausen (1905/1878, p. 19), Jer 7:12

does not reflect the concerns of the premonarchic time, but of a later time. This however
does not remove that fact that two places, Shiloh and Jerusalem are referred to as "the place
where Yahweh let his name dwell". -

51 McConville and Millar 1994, p. 93.
52 For a comprehensive recent discussion, including a full treatment of the history of
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locations 1s scanty.53

Scholars have also questioned whether Deuteronomy's centralization
requirement 1s absolute. Even though Welch's claim that Dt 12:14 could
mean "in any of your tribes" is countered by the impossibility of such an
interpretation in Dt 12:5,5¢ there are other, pressing indications that
Deuteronomy at least in one way or another allows for lesser altars. This is
because, whereas Ex 20:22-26 and Lev 17 are the only altar laws in JE and
P, respectively, there are two more altar laws in Deuteronomy besides the
altar law of Dt 12. The first i1s Dt 16:21-22 which forbids the setting up of
an Asherah beside the altar of Yahweh. This altar law clearly seems to allow
multiple altars,55 at least at first sight blatantly in contradiction to the
centralization law of Dt 12. As McConville points out, if one argues that Dt
16:21 1s pre-deuteronomic, one nevertheless has to answer the question of
why the final editor who wished to suppress other altars than the central

altar in Jerusalem should want to include such a detail.s6

The second "additional" altar law in Deuteronomy is Dt 27, which
prescribes the building of an altar at Mt Ebal in the vicinity of Shechem
right after the crossing of the river Jordan during the conquest. The altar of
Dt 27 1s to be made of unhewn stones, and this injunction clearly seems to
refer back to the Ex 20:22-26 altar law.57 Furthermore, there is a record in
Josh 8:30-35 of the fulfilment of this command.58 As McConville points out,
it 1s not likely that the altar in Mt Ebal would have served as a sanctuary
which is intended by the altar law of Deut 12. According to McConuville,
"This is because of the rough and primitive nature of the altar (v. 6) and
partly because an identification of the two places is nowhere made.">? To
solve the problem of incompatibility, as with Dt 16:21, Dt 27:5-7 has been
argued to be earlier material than Deuteronomy.6® However, as McConville

points out, once again one has to ask the question of why the matenal was

research concerning Shiloh, see Schley 1989,

53 See Wenham 1971a, pp. 105-109; Wenham 1993, pp. 96-99.
54 See McConville 1984, p. 28

55 Cf. McConville 1984, p. 28.

56 McConville 1984, p. 28.

57 So also McConville 1984, p. 29
58 See below, Chapter II1.3 for a detailed exegesis of Dt 27 and Josh 8:30-35.

59 McConville 1984, p. 29, also referring to Wenham 1971a, pp. 114ff.
60 McConville 1984, pp. 28, 29.

10



included in the final form of the book.6! As McConville notes, "This material
would probably have been too embarrassing for an author or compiler who

wanted to concentrate worship in Jerusalem to leave in its present form".62
Thus, according to McConville, "It is not possible to show, therefore, that
Deuteronomy requires that worship be carried on in one place only. Its
altar-law can be said to require no more than a pre-eminent sanctuary,
tacitly allowing other, lesser altars. And this has the corollary that the law
could have arisen in an earlier period than Josiah, and have been applied
to Shiloh or Bethel, or any c;ther sanctuary which, for any period, was pre-

eminent in Israel."63 In this regard, it is noteworthy that Wellhausen

nowhere in his Prolegomena even mentions either Dt 16:21 or Dt 27.64

Thus, there are clear reasons to question Wellhausen and de Wette's
interpretation of the history of sacrifices. However, if one looks at previous
approaches which have more or less challenged the Wellhausenian
consensus,® on one hand they are few and far between and mostly limited
in scope, and on the other hand there are a number of questions which
they have not been able to answer satisfactorily. First of all, if one thinks
that Shiloh may have been the chosen place,6 or at least a central
sanctuary, what are the factors on which such a claim can be based? Also,
exactly how and when was Shiloh the chosen place or the central
sanctuary? Also, whereas McConville asserts that Deuteronomy allows
lesser altars alongside the central sanctuary based on Dt 16:21 and Dt 27,
Josh 22:9-34 does not seem to allow any other sacrificial altar than the
altar at the central sanctuary. Thus, what is the relationship between the
central sanctuary and local altars? In this regard, as Joshua 22:9-34 seems
to exhibit both Priestly and Deuteronomic features, is the view of
centralization in Josh 22:9-34 Priestly or Deuteronomic? Then, what is the

view of the Priestly material in regard to centralization, as expounded most

61 McConville 1984, p. 29.
62 McConville 1984, p. 29.
63 McConville 1984, p. 29.

64 See Wellhausen 1905/1878.
65 Besides McConville 1984 and McConville and Millar 1994, see Manley 1957, pp. 122-136,

Wenham 1971a and Niehaus 1992. See also Schley 1989, pp. 11-99 which conveniently
includes description of 19th century attempts to solve the problem of why centralization was

not effected in practice in the premonarchical period.
66 Specifically, I will use the term ‘chosen place' in this study to mean a place concerning
which it is thought that Yahweh has chosen it to let his name dwell there as expressed in Dt
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notably by Lev 17? Moreover, what is the relationship of the centralization
requirements of the Priestly material with the centralization requirements
of Deuteronomy? Also, as the tent of meeting features prominently in the
Priestly material, including in Lev 17, and is also associated with Shiloh,
even though not exclusively (e.g. 1 Chr 21:29; 2 Chr 1:3), what is the role of
the tent of meeting in regard to centralization? Also, what is the meaning of
the fact that the tent of meeting is replaced by Solomon's temple and that

the focus changes from Shiloh to Jerusalem after the premonarchic period?

The purpose of this study i1s to attempt to answer these questions. For this
purpose, I will make a detailed investigation of material which these
questions point to. First, I will make a detailed exegesis of the Pentateuchal
altar laws of Ex 20:22-26; Lev 17; Dt 12 and Dt 16:21-22 in order to see
how they understand the central sanctuary and centralization. I will also
make a detailed investigation of Dt 27:1-8, and of Josh 8:30-35 which
records the fulfilment of Dt 27:1-8. Similarly, I will investigate those
passages in the Old Testament which seem to speak about Shiloh as the
chosen place or as an important sanctuary in the period before monarchy.
The most important of these are Josh 22:9-34; Judges 17-21 and 1 Sam 1-
4. On the other hand, Ps 78:56-72 and Jer 7:12-17; 26:4-6, 9, besides
speaking about Shiloh as an important place, also speak about its
rejection, and are thus important. As 1 Sam 1-4, besides undisputably

indicating that Shiloh is at least an important sanctuary, starts the chain
of events where Shiloh is replaced by Jerusalem, and the books of Samuel
in their characteristic fashion are less explicit of the theological
interpretation of the events contained in them, I will subsume the
treatment of 1 Sam 1-4 under the treatment of Ps 78:56-72 and Jer 7:12-
17; 26:4-6, 9.67 I will also refer to other biblical passages as appropriate,

including parallels in the books of Chronicles to the books of Samuel and 1

Kings 1-8.

12 and elsewhere in Deuteronomy.
67 Cf. Hertzberg 1964, p. 20, "The theological basis of the books of Samuel is not so obvious

as that of the other historical books; it is there unobtrusively, and is more often to be read
between the lines than in explicit statements.” On the other hand, as Hertzberg (1bid.) puts
it, the theological message of the books of Samuel! is always expressed sufficiently
recognizably and is told in a "masterful way” for the most part. Thus, even though I will
subsume the interpretation of the events in 1 Sam 1-4 under the discussion of Ps 78:56-72
and Jer 7:12-17; 26:4-6, 9, I by no means intend to ignore what 1 Sam 1-4 say in their own

right.
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Based on the above research questions and their corresponding biblical
passages, the discussion focuses naturally on the period after the
settlement and before the building of the temple. As the scope of the study
is limited for practical reasons, I will limit the discussion to the period
between the settlement and the building of the temple. However, as Jer
7:12-17; 26:4-6, 9, and most likely Ps 78, besides speaking about Shiloh,
directly refer to the period after the building of the first temple as well, I will
consider the implications of these references as they relate to the problem
at hand. Naturally the fact that the critical consensus dates the books of
Deuteronomy and Joshua-2 Kings to the seventh-sixth centuries and the
Priestly material to the postexilic period makes it necessary to think of at
least some aspects of the conditions of these later periods as well.
Nevertheless, most aspects of the problem of history of centralization as
they come from Wellhausen and relate to the period after the building of
the first temple must remain outside the scope of this study. On the other
hand, I suspect that the period before the building of Solomon's temple is
the more complex part of the problem, and may be at least somewhat
suggestive of how the problems of the later period could be solved. The
problem is less complex for the later period because there is no uncertainty
about the chosen place. The books of Kings explicitly indicate that
Jerusalem is the chosen place after the building of the temple (1 Ki 8), no
other books deny this even if many of them might not mention the matter
directly, and the Zion theology of the Psalms etc. clearly emphasizes
Jerusalem. Moreover, the period before the building of Solomon's temple
may be suggestive for the period after the building of the temple if Shiloh
was at least theoretically thought to be the chosen place or its equivalent
during the time portrayed by the book of Judges, as the problems posed
especially by Gideon's and Manoah's altars are in that case similar to those
produced by Elijah's actions.¢8 Yet, I do not claim that another study would

not be needed for the first temple period and for the exilic and postexilic

periods.

68 Thus, I will attempt to shortly sketch how the Eljjah narrative could be viewed when
looking at Gideon's altars. Note also that an overall similarity between the Gideon and Elijah
narratives has been recognized; see Gregory 1990, pp. 143-144, and cf. O'Connell 1996, p.
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In relation to biblical material, the last 100 years have brought forward an
immense amount of archaeological material both from Israel and its
surrounding cultures. Archaeological material from Israel's surrounding
cultures also includes written material, most notably from Egypt,
Mesopotamia, ancient Anatolia, and Ugarit, which is earlier than or
contemporary with premonarchic and monarchic Israel and which can be
profitably used to shed light on the customs of Israel by way of comparison.
I will include such archaeological material from the territory of Israel which
might be relevant to the problem at hand, such as that from Shiloh and
Mount Ebal, and certain material related to cultic matters.69 As regards
material outside Israel, I have especially included material which relates to
ancient Near Eastern conceptions of divine presence and absence, as the
presence of gods is firmly related to cultic matters both in Israel and the
ancient Near East. Especially, as the "coming" of Yahweh in Ex 20:24
seems to be connected with divine presence, and at least at first sight
seems to contrast with the Priestly conception that the tent of meeting is
the dwelling-place of Yahweh (Ex 25:8), clarifying at least some aspects of
the Israelite view of divine presence might be helpful in understanding the
mutual relationship between the central sanctuary and local altars, and
looking at the matter in comparison and contrast to ancient Near Eastern
beliefs of divine presence might help in further clarifying the resulting
picture. In this context, and especially drawing on ancient near Eastern
concepts, I will also briefly attempt to treat the seemingly complex problem

of divine presence in Deuteronomy as it relates to the central sanctuary.”®

I have chosen a certain number of methodological presuppositions for the

task. As is natural for the task ahead, 1 will not assume a date for

Deuteronomy.?! Also, I will not assume Pentateuchal source division.??

152n189.
69 In fact, overall, it has to be said that the number of cult places which have been attested

archaeologically is small during the period from the settlement to the building of Solomon's
temple. Gilmour 1995 considers only the "Bull Site", Mt Ebal and Ai from the central hill
country as sites which can be interpreted cultically in the Early Iron Age. (Gilmour 1995; see
also his summary map on p. 428 listing all sites with cultic finds in Early Iron Age
Palestine). As far as the Late Bronze Age is concerned, the data is not very plentiful either
(see Ottosson 1980 who treats the most important temples and cult places in Palestine from

the Early Bronze Age until the end of the Iron Age).
70 For a review of the problem, including history of scholarship, see McConville and Millar

1994, pp. 110-116. See also Weinfeld 1972, pp. 191-209.
71 Cf. for this and the following assumptions the comments in Kuhn 1962, p. 84: "The
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However, I will interact with consensus critical views as necessary in the
argumentation, and on the other hand, I recognize that there are various
literary styles in the Pentateuch, which can be divided into Priestly,
Deuteronomic and Narrative styles, however elusive the exact delimitation
of material according to these might be. Overall, what I will call Priestly
material roughly corresponds to P together with H, Deuteronomic material
roughly corresponds to any material exhibiting the style of the book of
Deuteronomy, and Narrative material roughly corresponds to JE. As might
be expected, I will not assume the dating of the Pentateuchal sources, and I
will not assume the dating of material exhibiting any of the Priestly,

Deuteronomic or narrative styles. Also, for these reasons I will not assume

transition from a paradigm in crisis to a new one from which a new tradition of normal
science can emerge is far from a cumulative process, one achieved by an articulation or
extension of the old paradigm. Rather, it is a reconstruction of the field from new
fundamentals, a reconstruction that changes some of the field's most elementary theoretical
generalizations as well as many of its paradigm methods and applications". Also, "So long as
the tools a paradigm supplies continue to prove capable of solving the problems it defines,
science moves fastest and penetrates most deeply through confident employment of those
tools. The reason is clear. As in manufacture so in science - retooling is an extravagance to
be reserved for the occasion that demands it. The significance of crises is the indication; they
provide that an occasion for retooling has arrived.” (Kuhn 1962, p. 76).

72 The main reasons for this are as follows, as elaborated especially by Whybray 1987:

1. "Many different explanations could be given of the process by which the Pentateuch
attained its present form. The Documentary Hypothesis in its classical form is a particular
and elaborate example of one main type of literary theory, which has predominated for many
years" (Whybray 1987, p. 129; cf. our quotations of Kuhn 1962 above).

2. The documentary hypothesis cannot account for all data of the Pentateuch. Especially, in
this respect, "It was universally admitted that the distinction between the earliest

documents, J and E, was frequently blurred.” (Whybray 1987, p. 129) Cf. also e.g. Num 32
where a satisfactory source division between JE and P has not been successful (see Gray

1903, p. 426).

3. The documentary hypothesis is dependent on an evolutionary view of the history of Israel,
but "it is now recognized that the religious phenomenon of Yahwism and Judaism was far
more complicated, and its history less unilinear, than Wellhausen supposed it to have been”.
(Whybray 1987, p. 43).

4, "The authors of the documents are credited with a consistency in the avoidance of
repetitions and contradictions which is unparalleled in ancient literature (and even in
modern fiction), and which ignores the possibility of the deliberate use of such features for
aesthetic and literary purposes.” (Whybray 1987, p. 130) At the same time, the redactors
who put the documents together are supposed to have left even major inconsistencies intact
(Whybray 1987, pp. 120-122).

5. "The breaking up of narratives into separate documents by a 'scissors and paste' method
not only lacks true analogies in the ancient literary world, but also often destroys the literary
and aesthetic qualities of these narratives, which are themselves important data which ought
not to be ignored.” (Whybray 1987, p. 130)

6. Too much reliance was placed, in view of our relative ignorance of the history of the
Hebrew language, on differences of language and style. Other explanations of variations of
language and style are available, e.g. differences of subject-matter requiring special or
distinctive vocabulary, alternations of vocabulary introduced for literary reasons, and
unconscious variation of vocabulary.”" (Whybray 1987, p. 130)

Whybray himself, after arguing against the methodology and results of source {and also
traditio-historical) criticism (for details, see ibid., pp. 17-219), dispenses with source division
altogether and takes the Pentateuch as a literary unity (see Whybray 1987, pp. 221-242).
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the dating of any relevant Old Testament books if this ciating 1s based on
the critical consensus date of the Pentateuch. On the other hand, for these
reasons I will pay special attention to the issues of dating of the biblical
passages which I focus on and any other relevant material. In the dating of
the passages, I will try to take note of the implied rhetorical goals of the
passages and other relevant material in question.”® As a consequence of not
assuming dates for biblical books exhibiting the various Pentateuchal

styles, and also due to the recent challenges against the unity of the so-

called Deuteronomistic History, I will not assume a priori that Joshua-2
Kings together with the book of Deuteronomy is necessarily a unified

literary whole and the work of one author.74

Also, I will proceed with the recognition that the interpretation of
archaeological material includes a number of problems. First of all, the
archaeological record 1s only a sample of all physical material, objects and
installations which existed in the past, and 1s thus subject to the accidents
of survival. Also, the identification of archaeological sites is often unclear or
disputed. Moreover, it is not always clear whether certain archaeological
remains should be interpreted from a cultic standpoint.?’5 Furthermore, if a
particular site or artefact can be interpreted as cultic, it is not always clear
whether the site or artefact was used by Israelites or by Canaanites. Even 1f
a cultic site or artefact was used by Israelites, there still remains the
problem of whether the usage is to be considered to have been legitimate
according to orthodox/canonical Yahwism or whether it is to be considered
syncretistic. One's interpretation of these matters hinges on one's view of
the written materials of the Old Testament, including their dating. Thus,
whether one thinks that a cultic site or artefact which does not fit with
orthodox/canonical Yahwism could actually have been conceived as
illegitimate by the people who produced it or used it, or that the view of

~illegitimacy is a creation of later religion which the Old Testament

73 For a comprehensive treatment of rhetorical criticism and its application to the book of

Judges, see O'Connell 1996.
74 See Noth 1991/1943 for the theory of the Deuteronomistic History. See McConville 1997

for a recent survey of scholarship of Joshua-2 Kings especially after Noth. See also especially
Westermann 1994, who argues that the books of Joshua-2 Kings are separate works rather

than a connected, unified whole.
75 Cf, e.g. Mazar 1990a and Ahlstrom 1993, passim for accompanying issues and problems

of interpretation.
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documents attest, depends on how one dates the material of the Old
Testament.”®¢ In fact, the problem is most acute for the early history of
Israel, especially when one is aware of the current debate on the exodus
and settlement, including the mode and date of the exodus and settlement,

and whether especially the exodus occurred at all.?7

Moreover, I will concentrate on the picture that the Old Testament
documents themselves build about the early history of Israel, and interact
with archaeological data and its interpretation when it is relevant to the
interpretation of the Old Testament record. This approach is justified as all
archaeologists who work or have been working on Palestinian archaeology
examine or have examined what kind of picture the Old Testament literary
record presents from the past, even if they explicitly claim or have claimed
that they wish to 'free Palestinian archaeology from the constraints of the
literary record of the Bible'.7”8 Moreover, as far as the methods of science are
concerned, historical research lacks the means of objective verification of
past events, as there is no way to travel back to the past. The only way to
reconstruct an understanding of the past is to examine source material
which has survived from the past and make logical deductions as to the
events of the past. Thus, as the Old Testament literary material at least
potentially includes a wealth of source material from the past, I take the
approach that a careful examination of this literary material is a must for
any serious study.”’ In this respect, it has to be stressed that even if late
twentieth and early twenty-first century Western culture often discredits

the possibility of divine intervention in human affairs, this was not the case

76 For this problem, see already Wellhausen 1905/1878, esp. pp. 17-20 from a literary
standpoint, and most notably Ahlstrom 1993 from an archaeological standpoint.

77 See Hoffmeier 1997, pp. 3-51 for a survey of recent scholarship as regards the early
history of Israel. See also Younger 1999. In this study, I will leave the date of the settlement
open, recognizing however that there is a scholarly consensus in favour of a 13th century
date.

78 Ahlstrom 1993 is a good example of a work which on one hand expressly wishes to depart
from the biblical record, and yet on the other hand quotes the Bible extensively!

79 Cf. Younger 1999, pp. 205-206, also referring to Whybray, ExpTim 108 (1996). As regards
such scholars as Lemche, Thompson and Davies who deny that the biblical text can be used
as a source for the history of Israel during the premonarchical time and the time of the
United Monarchy, their work is essentially based on the assumption that the biblical data
cannot be used as historical information about a particular time if it cannot be verified by
extrabiblical evidence from that time (see esp. Lemche 1998, pp. 25-26; Thompson 1992, p.
111; Thompson 2000, pp. 14-15; Davies 1992, pp. 60-74). However, it is obvious that one
does not have to assume this. For instance, even if a court did not accept a testimony as a
basis for a legal decision unless corroborated by another testimony, it nevertheless would
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in the ancient Near East. On the contrary, in the ancient Near East, divine
intervention in human affairs was considered a self-evident aspect of life,
with (at least practically) all known ancient Near Eastern literary works
more or less reflecting this fact. Moreover, if one wished to discredit
historical sources because they attest the viewpoint of their writer, perhaps
even in a propagandistic way, it would be difficult to study history at all.
Especially, as is well known, a lot of ancient Near Eastern historiography
has been written from the viewpoint of the writer and his society, and often
includes propagandistic features.8® Yet, regardless of these propagandistic
features and the belief in divine intervention in the documents, ancient

Near Eastern historians carefully consider whether any historical
reconstruction can be made from these sources. Thus, nothing less should
be allowed for the Old Testament as it i1s a collection of ancient Near
Eastern documents.8! In this respect, as it is well known that narrative and
theology are generally inseparable in ancient Near Eastern historiography,8?

I will assume that the same applies to the Old Testament as well, unless

there are compelling reasons to think otherwise.83

Then, as far as the particulars of the comparative evidence of the ancient
Near Eastern material outside the Old Testament are concerned, even
though the study of the ancient Near East is divided into various branches,
such as Egyptology, Sumerology, Assyriology, Hittitology and Ugaritic
studies, and each is a complex field on its own, with a few exceptions I have
tried to treat relevant Ancient Near Eastern material from a broad
standpoint across the field as a whole and including only conclusions and

interpretations which generally are thought to be firmly established.8

The primary issue to which this study hopes to contribute and on which

not necessarily mean that the testimony actually was nonfactuall

80 See e.g. Younger 1990.
81 Cf, Younger 1999, pp. 205-206, according to whom ignoring the biblical evidence outright

"would be like ignoring the Annals of Sargon in a reconstruction of the fall of Samaria

because of a perceived bias in his writings”.

82 See e.g. Younger 1990 for many examples.
83 Cf. Younger 1990. Cf. also van Seters 1983 for another stimulating treatment of ancient

Near Eastern and Israelite historiography, regardless of whether one finds a number of its

methods and conclusions acceptable.
84 Naturally, there is variation in the ancient Near Eastern cultures, both regionally and at

various time periods. Yet, there is an overall similarity as well, and it is above all the
common factors that I will attempt to draw from. Also, due to a broad approach, 1 will

18



this study will focus is the history of centralization of sacrifices in the
period between the settlement and the building of Solomon's temple.
Another i1ssue which is connected with the history of centralization is the
role of the central sanctuary and local altars and their mutual relationship,
and this study will focus on it as appropriate in order to solve the problems
relating to the history of centralization. Moreover, as is clear from the
previous discussion and elsewhere, the history of centralization is
connected with a number of other complex issues as well. These include
Pentateuchal source division and the dating of the Pentateuchal sources,
the question of the Deuteronomistic History, the dating of the books of
Joshua-2 Kings, including the date of Joshua and its relationship to the
Pentateuch and to Judges-2 Kings,85 the dating of a number of other Old
Testament books, the interpretation of archaeological material from Israel,
the question of the literary unity of the Pentateuch and other Old
Testament books, the history of priesthood,86 profane slaughter,8?
centralization of other Israelite institutions such as the Passover,88 and
divine presence in Deuteronomy.8? I will introduce these questions and
contribute towards them as a secondary focus as arises naturally from a
detailed exegesis of the passages I have chosen as the basis for the study in
order to examine the history of centralization of sacrifices in the period
between the settlement and the building of Solomon's temple. Thus, this
study divides conceptually into an exegetical study of the history and
theology of centralization and an intermingled study of other related,
mainly critical questions which arise naturally from the exegetical study

and are worth considering together with it.

A word must be said about the order of presentation. I have chosen to treat

Part III of the study, Centralization and the Period from the Settlement to the

generally not discuss the relevant ancient Near Eastern sources in their original languages.
85 See Auld 1980 for a review of issues relating to the problem of whether the book of Joshua
is a part of a Hexateuch or a Deuteronomistic History, including history of modern
scholarship.

86 See Cody 1969 for issues involved in the history of Israelite priesthood, and also Schley
1989 as the problem relates to Shiloh and the premonarchical period.

87 For the classic statement of profane slaughter, see Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 53-79. For
a recent treatment, including history of scholarship, see McConville 1984, pp. 39-55.

88 For the classic statement of feasts, including Passover, see Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp.
80-114. For a recent treatment, including history of scholarship, see McConville 1984, pp.
00-123. See also Levinson 1997, pp. 53-97 as regards Passover in Deuteronomy.

89 See von Rad 1953/1948, pp. 37-44; Weinfeld 1972, pp. 191-209; Wilson 1995 for the
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Building of Solomon's Temple in a topical rather than chronological order, as

this is more helpful for the development of the argument.

w——-———-—-————_—-—_—m

issues involved with divine presence in Deuteronomy.
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PART |

DIVINE PRESENCE AND CENTRALIZATION

21



1. DIVINE PRESENCE IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST

As the Israelites shared a common cultural heritage with the other people
of the ancient Near East, let us start by clarifying general ancient Near
Eastern conceptions of divine presence with the hope that these will help
us to understand better the Israelites conceptions about the ark, the tent of
meeting and the temple and sanctuaries outside the context of the ark, the
tent of meeting and the temple,! to be discussed in the subsequent
chapters of Part I. Overall, our principal aim is to use the results of Part I to
help us understand better the Pentateuchal requirements of centralization
which will be discussed in Part II and the history of the central sanctuary

and centralization which will be discussed in Part IlII.

In the ancient Near East, gods were thought to be present both in heaven?
and on earth. First of all, it is clear that a god could be present in heaven.
For instance, the Mesopotamian sun god Shamash was present in the sun,3
Ishtar was seen as the goddess of the morning and evening stars,4 and the
ancient Near Eastern mythologies clearly speak of various actions of gods

in the heavenly realm.5

On the other hand, gods could be present on earth. The most important
and conspicuous place where a god could be present on the earth was a
temple, and a temple was considered an earthly house of a god. As Hutter
points out, "Die Sumerer nannten den Tempel E, womit auch ein
Wohnhaus bezeichnet werden kénnte."6 Also, the use of the word bit i/im for

a temple in Akkadian?, pr in Egyptian,8 E.DINGIR in Hittite9, and byt/ bt in

1 Cf. also above, Introduction, p. 14.
2 I use this term to include the underworld and other cosmic localities.

3 Jacobsen 1987, p. 17. This would naturally also be true for the Egyptian sun god Re (cf.
ANET, p. 8, where Re says: "Behold ye, I am here in the sky in my [proper] place’), and for
the Hittite sun god (dUTU, usually taken as 'Istanus'; see Gurney 1977, pp. 8, 10, 11, 14;

KHW, p. 300).

4 Jacobsen 1987, pp. 17-18.
5 See e.g. Dalley 1989 for Mesopotamia.

6 Hutter 1996, p. 80.
7 See Hutter 1996, p. 80; AHw, p. 133.

8 See HANNIG, p. 278.
9 See KHW, p. 270.
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Ugaritic!0 reflects this fact.1!

The presence of a god in a temple occurred through a cult object, which
could either be an anthropomorphicl2 or a theriomorphicl3 statue
representing the god, a divine symbol!4 or a cult stela.15 The cult object was
made and dedicated to provide a locus for the god's presence.!6 In this
respect, both Mesopotamians and Egyptians thought essentially in the
same way about divine images,!7 even though one might perhaps say that
in Mesopotamia, an image which was properly consecrated was in general
rather equated with the god concerned,!® whereas in Egypt gods and
images were rather seen as separate.!? The presence of the god in an image
was seen as continuous in normal circumstances, even though there was

included an aspect of daily rejuvenation of the godly power in the image in

Egypt in the late period as well.20

Moreover, it is clear that a god's presence in heaven and earth could be
simultaneous. This is demonstrated by the fact that for instance, the sun
god Shamash still remained in the sky even if he was present in his
sanctuary.2! Furthermore, a god could be simultaneously present in more

than one locality on earth, as there could at one time exist more than one

10 See UT, p. 371.
11 Cf. also e.g. Wiggermann 1996, esp. p. 1861, Te Velde 1996, p. 1732, and McMahon

1996, p. 1992.

12 So especially in Mesopotamia; see e.g. Oppenheim 1964, pp. 184-185.

13 So often in Egypt; see e.g. Hornung 1996.

14 For Egypt, see Hornung 1996; for Mesopotamia, see Green 1996.

15 For a study of aniconic cult objects in the ancient Near East, including cult stelae, see
Mettinger 1995, See also Hutter 1993.

16 See e.g. Jacobsen 1987; Lorton 1999. See also Jacobsen 1987, pp. 23-28; Walker and
Dick 1999 and Lorton 1999, pp. 147-179 for the "opening of mouth” or "washing of the
mouth" rituals in Mesopotamia and Egypt which would disassociate the cult object from
human sphere and prepare it for sacred use.

17 See Lorton 1999, p. 181n75. Cf. McMahon 1996, p. 1990 for (similar) related concepts in
the Hittite realm. Cf. also the discussion of god images in Ugarit in De Tarragon 1980, pp.
98-112 which implies that the related concepts were not radically different in Ugarit either.

Cf.also Jdg 17:3-5; 18:24.
18 See Jacobsen 1987, pp. 16-17; cf. Thureau-Dangin 1975 where cult statues are spoken of

as gods.

19 See Morenz 1960, p. 151; Assmann 1984, pp. 53-57; Lorton 1999, esp. pp. 179-201.

20 See Lorton 1999, pp. 179-201; cf. Assmann 1984, pp. 50-58. Note also that during the
time of Akhenaten, when the sun god was elevated (at least practically) as the sole god and
images were banned, the sun god's presence was manifested in the temple through sunlight,
and thus the sun god was not present in the temple (or in the world) during the night, but
the sun god's presence in the temple (and in the world) was repeatedly renewed every

morning (see Hornung 1999, pp. 72-73, 95-96).
21 See Jacobsen 1987, pp. 17-18; for Egypt, see Lorton 1999,
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temple dedicated to a particular god.22 The ancient Mesopotamian concept
of the simultaneous presence of gods in heaven and on earth has been
described by Jacobsen,

In saying that the cult statue is the form of the god filling with its
specific divine content we do not wish to suggest the image of a
vessel filled with different content, or even of a body with a god
incarnate in i1it. We must think, rather, in terms of a purely mystic
unity, the statue mystically becoming what it represents, the god,
without, however, in any way limiting the god, who remains
transcendent.23

We should also point out that in Mesopotamia, a temple was conceived of
as a place of cosmic significance,?4 and such ceremonial names of temples
as E.TEMEN.AN.KI?5> (House, a Foundation of Heaven and Earth),
E.DUR.AN.KI2?6 (House, a bond of Heaven and Earth) and their variations??

suggest that temples were also conceived of as places where heaven and

earth met.

The relationship between a temple, god and image is illustrated well by
ancient Near Eastern temple building accounts. According to Hurowitz, the
major highlight of a temple building project is the moment during
dedication ceremonies when the god enters into the temple:

All of the sources relating to the dedication of a temple say either
that the king brought the god into the temple and seated him in
his place of happiness, or that the god entered the temple. Some
sources even state that the king held the (statue of the) god by the
hand and led him in a procession to the temple (see the
inscriptions of Esarhaddon, Assurbanipal and Nabonidus). In
addition to this, the annals of Tiglath-pileser I tell us that the
dedication ceremony is called rérubat bitim, 'the entry into the house’

(E. Wallis Budge and L.W. King [eds.], Annals of the Kings of
Assyria 87 VI 90-93).28

As Hurowitz describes, and which further illustrates the role of temples and
images, the major difference between temple and palace dedication

ceremonies 1s that,

22 Jacobsen 1987, p. 17; Lorton 1999, p. 134n14; cf. George 1993 for Mesopotamian temple
lists, among many examples for instance the Khorsabad temple list on pp. 41-42 which

names temples for Ishtar in various localities.

23 Jacobsen 1987, p. 22.
24 George 1993, p. 59; Hutter 1996, pp. 82-83, cf. Hurowitz 1992, pp. 335-337.

25 George 1993, p. 149.
26 George 1993, p. 80.
27 See George 1993, passim.
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This crucial element of the god entering and sitting in his temple is
entirely absent from the inscriptions relating to the building and

dedication of palaces. Instead, all the accounts of palace
dedications, with no exception, state that the king 'invited' or
'called’ (gard) the gods of the city and the land into the new palace.
This invitation was so that the gods might join the party and
celebrate along with people, the princes and the king. The gods
were 1nvited to participate in the celebrations, but not to stay!
Sargon's account of the dedication of Dur-Sharrukin even says
that the gods returned to their cities following the dedication of the

palace.?9

Hurowitz sums up,

The difference 1in the nature of the dedication ceremonies and the
role of the gods in them derives, naturally, from the different
functions of the buildings. In a temple dedication ceremony, the
god takes up residence in his own new house, while in a palace
dedication ceremony the god is only an honored guest in the house

of the king.30

The favour of the gods was important for the prosperity of the people
concerned, and the favourable disposition of a god was connected with his
presence. This can clearly be seen from the fact that the worst that could
happen to a city or land was that its god or gods would become angry. Such
an anger would in general be a portent of a catastrophe, such as an enemy
invasion and the destruction of the city or land. In this respect, a
catastrophe would often be interpreted as a result of the displeasure of the
gods. In fact, this displeasure was especially manifested by a deity leaving
his/her sanctuary, described by a number of ancient Near Eastern
documents.3! Even if no particular reason for irritation is given, and even if
divine abandonment was almost rather the result than the cause of the
catastrophe,32 as is the case with two Sumerian laments, the Lamentation
over the Destruction of Ur33 and the Lamentation over the Destruction of
Sumer and Ur34, these laments nevertheless clearly express the dismay of
their composers that the gods have abandoned their temples, and the

desire that the gods would return to their previous dwelling places. The

28 Hurowitz 1992, p. 272,

29 Hurowitz 1992, p. 272.

30 Hurowitz 1992, pp. 272-273.

31 For a summary treatment of these, see Block 1988, pp. 125-161 and Niehaus 1995, pp.

136-140.
32 So Block 1988, p. 132; cf. however Cooper 1983, p. 21, "a city can be destroyed only when

its god has left".
33 See Kramer 1940; Translation also in ANET, pp. 455-463.
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Lamentation over the Destruction of Ur starts as follows, expressing the

fact of divine abandonment in the land as a whole (lines 1-6):35

He has abandoned hi[s] stable, his sheepfold (has been delivered)
to the wind;

The wi[ld o]x has abandoned his stable, his sheepfold (has been

delivered) to the wind.
The lord of all the lands has abandoned (his stable), his sheepfold

(has been delivered) to the wind;

"Enlil has abandoned...Nippur, his sheepfold (has been delivered) to
the wind.
His wife Ninlil has abandoned (her stable), her sheepfold (has been

delivered) to the wind;36

Lines 237-240 express the connection with temple abandonment and

plunder (at Ur):

Its lady like a flying bird departed from her city;

Ningal like a flying bird departed from her city;

On all its possessions which had been accumulated in the land, a
defiling hand was placed;

In all its storehouses which abounded in the land, fires were

kindled.37
Lines 373-384 express the desire by the people for return:

O my queen, verily thou art one who has departed from the house;
thou art one who has departed from the city.

How long, pray, wilt thou stand aside in the city like an enemy?

O Mother Ningal, (how long) wilt thou hurl challenges in the city
like an enemy?

Although thou art a queen beloved of her city, thy city...thou hast
abandoned;

[Although] thou art [a queen beloved of her people], thy
people...thou hast abandoned.

O Mother Ningal, like an ox to your stable, like a sheep to thy fold!

Like an ox to thy stable of former days, like a sheep to your fold!

Like a young child to thy chamber, O maid, to thy housel

May Anu, the king of the gods, utter thy "'tis enough’;
May Enlil, the king of all the lands, decree thy (favorable) fate.

May he return thy city to its place for thee; exercise its queenship!
May he return thy city to its place for thee; exercise its
queenshipl38

Another Sumerian lament, the 'Curse of Agade'39 expresses (among other

34 See Michalowski 1989; Translation also in ANET, pp. 611-619, and COS 1, pp. 535-5309.
35 Note also that, as often is the case, the text has been reconstructed from several tablets

and fragments (see Kramer 1940, pp. 14-15; ANET, p. 4595]}.
36 Kramer 1940, pp. 16-17; ANET (translated by Kramer), p. 455; {ollowed by 30 more lines

of similar description.

37 Kramer 1940, pp. 42-43; ANET, p. 461. Cf. Block 1988, p. 132.
38 Kramer 1940, pp. 62-65; ANET, p. 462; cf. Kramer 1963, p. 144.
39 See Cooper 1983; an older translation also in ANET, pp. 646-651.
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things) how Inanna leaves her temple in Agade and turns against the city.

The curse starts with a positive description of life when Inanna is

favourable to the city (lines 4-24):

And then, to Sargon, king of Agade,

Enlil, from south to north,

Had given sovereignty and kingship -

At that time, holy Inanna built

The sanctuary Agade as her grand woman's domain,

Set up her throne in Ulmas.

Like a youngster building a house for the first time,

Like a girl establishing a woman's domain,

So that the warehouses would be provisioned,

That dwellings would be founded in that city,

That its people would eat splendid food,

That its people would drink splendid beverages,

That those bathed (for holidays) would rejoice in the courtyards,
That the people would throng the places of celebration,

That acquaintances would dine together,

That foreigners would cruise about like unusual birds in the sky,
That even Marhasi would be reentered on the (tribute) rolls,

That monkeys, mighty elephants, water buffalo, exotic animals,
Would jostle each other in the public squares -
Throughbred dogs, lions, mountain ibexes, alu-sheep with long

wool -
(So that all this might happen), Holy Inanna did not sleep.40

After a further description of prosperity in lines 25-53, suddenly the tone
changes (lines 54-62):

How/thus in Agade's city-gate...!
Holy Inanna knew not how to accept those offerings there;
Like an aristocrat, talking about founding a house, she could not

get enough of those luxuries,
But the word from Ekur4! was as silence.
Agade was reduced to trembling before her, and

She grew anxious in Ulmas.

She withdrew her dwelling from the city,

Like a young woman abandoning her woman's domain,
Holy Inanna abandoned the sanctuary Agade.42

Troubles were then seen to ensue. According to lines 83-895,

40 Cooper 1983, pp. 50-51.
41 Ekur was the temple of Enlil in Nippur (cf. George 1993, p. 116 no. 677), and the

reference is thus to the word of Enlil (see Cooper 1983, p. 240).

42 Cooper 1983, pp. 52-53; cf also Block 1988, p. 133. In fact, Cooper (1983, pp. 236, 239-
240) suggests that the reason why Inanna could not accept the gifts and left was that there
was not a proper temple for her in Agade, and Enlil did not allow the building of one.
However this may be, Cooper himself (ibid., pp. 21-22) explicitly emphasizes the motive of

divine abandonment in the composition, pointing out especially lines 60-62,
uruki-ta dudir-ra-ni ba-ra-qub
ki-sikil ama ,-na 3ub-bu-gim
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That the kingdom of Agade would no longer occupy a good, lasting

residence,
That i1ts future was altogether unfavorable,
That its temples would be shaken and their stores scattered.+3

Whereas the above examples do not give clear reasons for divine temple
abandonment,44 the latter part of the Curse of Agade clearly indicates that
a violation of a god's sanctuary can provoke a god's wrath. After Inanna has
left the city and troubles have ensued, Naram-Sin, the ruler of Agade
accepts the situation for seven years (lines 87-92). However, after this he

goes and ransacks Ekur, the temple of Enlil at Nippur (lines 97-144). Enlil

then avenges the deed, and as a final result (following a calamity to the

land of Sumer as a whole) Agade 1s completely destroyed (lines 145-281).

On the other hand, there are also examples where a violation is seen as a

direct cause of divine temple abandonment. In the Middle Assyrian

"Tukulti-Ninurta Epic" (13th century BC), the Assyrian victory over
Kashtiliash IV, the king of Kassite Babylon 1s interpreted as a result of his

gods' abandoning him due to his covenant breaking. According to the

material,

[The gods became angry at] the king of the Kassites' betrayal of the
emblem [of Shamash]

Against the transgressor of an oath (e-tig ma-mi-ti), Kashtiliash, the
gods of heaven and netherworld | ].

They were [angry] at the king, the land and the people [ ],

They [were furious and with] the willful one, their shepherd.

His lordship, the lord of the world, became disturbed, so he
[forsook] Nippur,

He would not approach [ ] (his) seat at Dur-Kurigalzu.

Marduk abandoned his sublime sanctuary, the city [Babylon],

He cursed his favorite city Kar-| ].

Sin left Ur, [his] holy place | ],

Sh[amash became angry] with Sippar and Larsa,

Ea [ ]| Eridu, the house of wisdom |

Ishtaran became furious wjith Der

Annunnitu would not approach Agade |

The lady of Uruk cast [off her

(All) the gods were enraged |

-l

® 8

kd “inanna-ke, é% a-ga-dé* mu-un-3ub.

43 Cooper 1983, pp. 54-55.
44 Except a decree of Enlil for which no reason is given (see Block 1988, p. 133; Cooper

1983, pp. 29-30, 240, and n. 41 above).
45 FOSTER, vol 1, p. 212, lines 32'-46'; Akkadian in Lambert 1957-58, pp. 42, 44; cf. Nichaus

1995, pp. 137-138.
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Also, the sin of the people could be the cause of divine temple
abandonment. The bilingual (Sumerian/Akkadian) text K 4874 from
around the time of Nebuchadnezzar I (12th century BC) clearly

demonstrates this:

At that time, in the reign of a previous king, conditions changed.
Good departed and evil was regular (da-mi-ig-ti is-si-ma le-mu-ut-tu

sad-rai).

The lord became angry and got furious,

He gave the command and the gods of the land abandoned it |...]
its people were incited to commit crime.

The guardians of peace became furious, and went up to the dome
of heaven, The spirit of justice stood aside.

..., who guards living beings, prostrated the peoples, they all
became like those who have no god,

Evil demons filled the land, the namtar-demon .[...]..., they
penetrated the cult centres.

The land diminished, its fortunes changed.

The wicked Elamite, who did not hold (the land's) treasures in
esteem, [...] his battle, his attack was swift,

He devastated the habitations and made them into a ruin, he
carried off the gods, he ruined the shrines.46

Mesopotamian divine temple abandonment often involved the departure of
the image from the temple in question.4” As Block describes it, even 1f the
event was on the human level to be seen simply as a spoliation of the
image, on the cosmic level, the party which had lost the image interpreted
the event as the god himself having arranged it.48 If the image was received
back, 1t was interpreted as a sign that the god returned of his own
volition.4? On the other hand, at least for the Neo-Assyrians, the spoliation
of the enemy's images "was meant to portray the abandonment of the

enemy by his own gods in submission to the superior might of Assyra's

god, Ashur".50

Thus, it is clear that it was important for the ancient Near Eastern people

46 Lambert 1967, p. 130. Akkadian in ibid., pp. 128-129; copies of tablets in ibid., pp. 134-
138; for dating, see ibid., pp. 126-127. Cf. also Block 1988, p. 136.

47 See Block 1988, pp. 134-135; Niehaus 1995, pp. 139-140.

48 Block 1988, pp. 134-135, discussing the prophetic speech of Marduk, from the time of

Nebuchadnezzar I of Babylon in the 12th century BC. Cf. Oppenheim 1964, p. 184: "The god
moved with the image when the latter was carried off - expressing thus his anger against his

city or the entire country."

49 Block 1988, p. 135.
50 Cogan 1974, p. 40 (see also ibid., pp. 9-41); cf. Niehaus 1995, pp. 139-140. Cf. Parpola

1987, p. 10 fig. 4, and ibid., p. 137 fig. 32 which depict the carrying off of gods from a
defeated city by Tiglath-Pileser III (745-727 BC). Cf. also 2 Sam 5:21, pointed out by Niehaus

19935, p. 140.
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to secure divine favour and presence. In this, the cult of the god was
instrumental.5! The principal locality where the cult took place especially in
Egypt and Mesopotamia was the temple where, as discussed above, the god
was considered to be present.52 And, as Postgate spells out for early
Mesopotamia, and which no doubt applies to the ancient Near East as a

whole, "To please the god and ensure his or her continued presence, ... the

building had to be splendid."s3

Finally, divine presence was important in the ancient Near East for war and
for oaths and treaties. There is evidence from Egypt that statues of deities
accompanied the king when he led his army into foreign lands.5¢ Neo-
Assyrian sources indicate that divine emblems were customarily carried to
battle.55 They acted as substitutes for god-images, seemingly for the reason
that god images could have been damaged during a campaign.56 There exist

pictures which depict the king worshipping before these emblems.57

Another context where divine presence was important was oaths and
covenants. We know that in the Old Babylonian time an oath had to be

made 1n the presence of a god.58 Thus, it would be customary to go to a

°1 According to Wiggerman 1996, in Mesopotamia, neglecting the cult was high treason
against the gods. Cf. Oppenheim 1964, p. 184, "Fundamentally, the deity was considered
present in its image if it showed certain specific features and paraphernalia and was cared
for 1n the appropriate manner, both established and sanctified by the tradition of the
sanctuary.” According to te Welde 1996, p. 1731, as regards Egypt, "If the gods were not
worshiped, they would leave Egypt, and cosmic disasters would occur. The state would fall
apart and be destroyed by enemies and rebels. Individuals would become the victims of
ililness and premature death. (Such catastrophes are narrated in the restoration stela of
Tutankhamun and in the Ptolemaic period Papyrus Jumilhac.)’ Cf. McMahon 1996, p. 1993
for the Hittite realm: "Nothing angered the gods more than neglect of the required cult.”

52 Thus as regards official religion, which most surviving documents in Mesopotamia and
Anatolia represent (see Wiggermann 1996, p. 1859; McMahon 1996, p. 1981). For a rare
study of family religion in Babylonia and Syria, see van der Toorn 1996. As regards Egypt,
most religious texts are concerned with official religion or with funerary cults (see James
1979, p. 132).

>3 Postgate 1992, p. 264.

>4 Lorton 1999, p. 145n35, noting also that these were "presumably not” cult statues from
temples.

55 See Mayer 1983, pp. 68-69, line 14 on Sargon's campaign against Urartu: a-na*Zi-kir-
te U An-di-a 5a“URL.GAL IM u-ri-gal-1i a-1i-kut mafj-ri-ia i-5at-ri-sa ni-ir-su-un.  See also Younger
1990, p. 93 for the time of Ashur-Dan II (9th century BC), and Budge 1914, plates XVI.2 and
XVIIL.2 for pictures.

56 Pongratz-Leisten, Deller and Bleibtreu 1992, pp. 291-292; One might also think of the
possibility of a loss of the image; according to Block (1997, p. 8), "Since the statue of a god
was perceived to be indwelt by the spirit of the divinity, no experience could be more
devastating psychologically than to lose the image".

57 See Cogan 1974, p. 62 fig. 1 (the same in Mettinger 1995, p. 42, fig 2.1); ANEP no. 625.

58 See CH, e.g. §§ 9, 23.
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temple to swear oaths in the case of a legal dispute. However, besides going
to a temple to take an oath in a legal dispute, it was also customary to
bring divine symbols to the locality of the witness, and the witness was
then to swear in the presence of the these symbols and thus in the
presence of the gods represented by the symbols.59 Postgate gives the
following examples from Old Babylonian times: (a) "The divine hand of
Dingir-mah, the divine Dog of Gula, the divine Spear-symbol of IStar, these
gods they placed inside the orchard, and Sabum swore to Matiya and Belu
as follows ..."; (b) "Iddin-Enlil appealed to the judge of Larsa, and the mayor
of the village of Kutalla and the village elders were present and (for) Iddin-
Enlil the axe of Lugal-kidunna was taken up and it went round the orchard
and he made a solemn declaration and took (the orchard).”; (c) "(The elders)

committed Apsu-iliSu to the Emblem of Samas, (to swear) by [or: in] the
reed kilkilu in the gate(?) of Nungal inside the ring of flour, and he 'pulled

out' the symbol of Samas...".60

Divine presence was also important when making treaties. The text of
Esarhaddon's Succession Treaty states the divine witnesses as follows:
(treaty) "(which he) confirmed, made and concluded in the presence (ina IGI)
of Jupiter, Venus, Saturn, Mercury, Mars and Sirius; in the presence of
Assur, Anu, Ill[il], Ea, Sin, Samas, Adad, Marduk, Nabu, Nusku, Uras,
Nergal, Mullissu, Serua, Belet-ili, IStar of Nineveh, IStar of Arbela, the gods
dwelling in heaven and earth, the gods of Assyria, the gods of Sumer and
[Akka]d, all the gods of the lands".6! Also, we know from ancient Near
Eastern sources that treaties were typically deposited in the presence of
gods, and this naturally implies a sanctuary/sanctuaries of these gods as a
place of deposit. For instance, the Hittite treaty between Hattusili III of
Hatti and Ulmi-Teshup of Tarhuntassa states: "The treaty tablet has
already been made, and it shall be placed in Arinna in the presence of the
Sun-goddess of Arinna."62 Or, Hattusili states that "Which enemy countries

I conquered one after the other, while still young, these I will describe

separately on a tablet and will lay it down before the goddess (PAN/DINGIR-

59 Postgate 1992, pp. 280-281; see also Spaey 1993; Mettinger 1995, p. 41.

60 Postgate 1992, p. 281,
61 Parpola and Watanabe 1988, p. 29.
62 BECKMAN, p. 105 (85). Hittite text in van den Hout 1995, p. 34, lines 38'-39'.
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LIM)".03 Or, the Letter from Ramses II of Egypt to Kupanta-Kurunta states:
"The written version of the oath which [I made] for the Great King, the king
of Hatti, my brother, has been set at the feet of [the Storm-god] and before
the Great Gods. They are witnesses [to the words of the oath]. And the
written version of the oath which the Great King, [the King of Hatti, my
brother], made for me [has been set] at the feet of the Sun-god (ina su-pa-al
GIR.MES $a °UTU) of [Heliopolis] and before the Great Gods (a-na pa-ni
DINGIR.MES GAL.MES). They are witnesses to the words [of the oath]."64

Thus, we may summarize that in the ancient Near East, divine presence
was an important aspect of religious life. Divine presence was important at
least as a guarantee of safety and prosperity, in war and in the case of
oaths and treaties. A god could be present on earth above all through its

image (or symbol), and a temple was an earthly house of a god where the

god resided through its image (or symbol).

63 Apology of Hattusili 1.73-74, in COS 1, p. 200 (transl. & ed. by T.P.J. van den Hout).

Hittite text in STURTEVANT-BECHTEL 19395, pp. 49-51.
64 BECKMAN, p. 125 (§6-7). Treaty in Akkadian; text in Edel 1994, vol 1, p. 76, lines 14'-19'

(see also ibid., plate XVIII for the cuneiform).
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2. DIVINE PRESENCE IN ISRAEL

A. THE ROLE OF THE ARK, THE TENT OF MEETING AND THE TEMPLE

Having clarified general ancient Near Eastern conceptions of divine
presence, let us next look at Israelite concepts, starting by looking at the
role of the ark, the tent of meeting and the temple. Our main aim is to
clarify that the ark of the covenant was the Israelite functional equivalent of
an ancient Near Eastern god image,55 and that the temple of Solomon and
the tent of meeting were the equivalent of an ancient Near Eastern temple

as a house of god.s6 Also, we will look at the implications of this functional
equivalence between Israel and the ancient Near East, especially as it
relates to Yahweh's presence on earth in a sanctuary according to
Deuteronomy. On the other hand, we will also pay attention to how the

Israelite conceptions differed from those of the ancient Near East, especially

as regards the ark.

That the ark, the tent of meeting and the temple were functionally
equivalent to ancient Near Eastern god images and temples can be seen in
a number of ways. First of all, as Hurowitz has pointed out, if one compares
the biblical accounts of the building and dedication of the tent of meeting
in the Priestly material (Ex 25-31, 35-40; Lev 8-10; Num 7) and Solomon's
temple (1 Ki 5:15 - 0:25; parallel in 1 Chr 17 - 2 Chr 8), they follow the

following ancient Near Eastern literary pattern:67

(1) the circumstances of the project and the decision to build
(2) preparation, such as drafting workmen, gathering materials

(3) description of the building

(4) the dedication rites and festivities

(S5) blessing and/or prayer of the king, etc.
(6) blessing and curses of future generations

65 Cf. Miller and Roberts 1977, p. 9 and passim on this role of the ark.

66 Cf, Haran 1978, according to whom the tent of meeting was a "portable temple". Note also
that this concept holds irrespective of whether one considers that the tent of meeting
tradition is historical or not.

67 Hurowitz 1992, p. 64. In fact, according to Hurowitz (1992, see esp. pp. 312-313), the
literary pattern is specifically Mesopotamian. However, Millard points out that the concepts
and the sequence of events are so general to the ancient Near East that they and their
written description need not be considered to be specifically Mesopotamian, but as general
ancient Near Eastern (A.R. Millard, personal communication, May 2000).
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[+] other occasional elements®8

If we now think of the biblical accounts of the building of the tabernacle
and the building of the temple in the Old Testament, in both cases

Yahweh's kabod takes residence in the new building after the ark has been
brought into the tabernacle or the temple (see Ex 40:21, 34-35 for the
Tabernacle; 1 Ki 8:6-10 [cf. 2 Chr 5] for the temple).6? Thus, the bringing in
of the ark to the temple/tent of meeting corresponds to an Assyrian
terubat bitim, the entry of the god to the house.’0 On the other hand, when
the ark 1s captured from the Israelites at the battle of Aphek (1 Sam 4),

Phinehas' wife, at her last, utters: PXatrn 2o 1% (1 Sam 4:21, 22),

signalling that Yahweh has left the land.?’! Similarly, there is a description
of the departure of God's kabod 1n Ezekiel 8-11 from the temple before its
destruction by the Babylonians.’2 Even though the ark is not mentioned
directly in the Ezekiel passage, the connection of the ark with Yahweh's
presence 1s confirmed by the fact that the ark was lost at the time of the

destruction of the first temple,”3 and, according to the rabbis the ark and
the shekinah, or God's presence were among a list of five things missing
from the second temple.” The fact that the shekinah was missing is

perfectly logical, as the symbol of shekinah, the ark, was missing.

Furthermore, the role of the ark in battle is similar to that of ancient Near

Eastern divine symbols.?S According to Numbers 10:33-36,7¢ when the ark

set out, Moses said,

68 According to Hurowitz (1992, p. 22), this ancient literary pattern also underlies "the story
of rebuilding the (Second) Temple in Ezra 1-6, Nehemiah's account of repairing the Walls of
Jerusalem, and perhaps even Josephus's account of the Herodian rebuilding and
aggrandizement of the Temple”.

69 So expressly Hurowitz 1992, pp. 267-268.
70 See Hurowitz 1992, pp. 260-277 and cf. above, p. 24f. Note that there is no reference to

Yahweh's kabod filling the tent for the ark in 2 Sam 6, even though the celebrations in 2
Sam 6 resemble those of temple dedication ceremonies (see Hurowitz 1992, pp. 269-270 for
the similarity of the literary pattern of 2 Sam 6 and 1 Ki 8). See also Miller and Roberts
1977, pp. 79-81 for a text describing the entrance of Marduk to Babylon.

71 Cf. Mettinger 1982, p. 121; Miller and Roberts 1977, pp. 64, 66.

72 See Block 1988, pp. 150-139; Block 1997; and Block 1997a, pp. 276-360. See also

Mettinger 1982, pp. 97-103.
73 According to the apocryphal 2 Macc 2:4-5, the prophet Jeremiah took the ark and hid it in

a cave.
74 As pointed out by Hurowitz 1992, p. 146n1 and Clements 1965, p. 126n2; see these for a

full list of things missing according to the rabbis.

75 Cf. above, p. 30.
76 Generally attributed to JE; see Wenham 1981, p. 19.

34



plale ‘["NJE’JIJ 1037 AW WaM mm nmp
"Arise Lord, let your enemies be scattered, and let those who hate you flee

before you." And, when the ark came to rest, he said:
O 0bR Maa9 M oo

"Return, Yahweh, to the myriads of Israel".?? Similarly, in Joshua 1-8, the
ark 1s carried in front of the people (e.g. Josh 3:6; 6:8-9). In Numbers
14:41-45,78 the ark, and thus the presence of Yahweh does not move with
the people, resulting in defeat (cf. Dt 1:42), and in 1 Sam 4:7, when the ark
comes to the Israelite camp, the Philistines are described as being afraid

that God has come to the camp.79

Also, the placing of the ark in the house of Abinadab in Kiriath Jearim (1
Sam 7:1) has its parallel in the ancient Near East. According to Hurowitz,
"The use of temporary housing, institution of cultic dues and performance
of mourning rites for gods who were for some reason or other displaced
from their own sanctuaries are practices known also from several

Mesopotamian texts",80

Thus, the ark and the tent of meeting / temple are functionally similar to
ancient Near Eastern temples and god images. Yet, there are differences
between the ark and ANE god images which make the ark a unique cult
object. A very important distinction between the ark and ancient Near
Eastern god-images is that whereas most of the ANE god-images were
anthropomorphic (or perhaps theriomorphic) representations of the

corresponding deity, this is not the case for the ark.8! The ark is in no way

77 Cf. also below, p. 36n83.

78 Generally attributed to JE; see Wenham 1981, p. 19.

79 Cf. Miller and Roberts 1977, pp. 32-36 for 1 Sam 4:1-12. Note also that in 2 Sam 11:11
the ark accompanies the Israelites on their campaign to Rabbah.

80 Hurowitz 1992, p. 329, including pp. 328-329 for examples from ANE. There is however
no evidence for specific cultic mourning for the ark at Kiriath Jearim. Also, the impression
one gets from the books of Samuel is that the ark is not to be seen as functional in the same
sense as in Shiloh or in Jerusalem during its stay at Kiriath Jearim even if one thinks that
Yahweh's presence might nevertheless be connected continuously with the ark. The ark is
lodged 1n a private house (similarly 2 Sam 6:10-11 where the ark is lodged in the house of
Obed-Edom), and according to 1 Sam 7:1, Abinadab is rather a caretaker of the ark (the
word Y is used; cf. the fate of his son when he touches the ark in 2 Sam 6 [cf. Haran 1978,

p. 80]), and rather than coming to Kiriath Jearim, the people would rather gather at Mizpah
(1 Sam 7:5-14) and elsewhere, including for cultic activities. As Eissfeldt (1962-1979a/1973,
pp. 5-6) suggests, the houses of Abinadab and Obed-Edom should rather be taken as
temporary lodgings for the ark arising from necessity (Notunterkiinfte).

81 One should also note that there is no record of a ritual for the initiation of the ark such as
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a representation of Yahweh or what he might look like. This 1s perfectly in

agreement with the prohibition of images as expressed by the ten
commandments of the Sinai covenant (Ex 20:4-5) and repeated in the ten
commandments of the Moab covenant in Deuteronomy (Dt 5:8-9; cf. Dt

4:12-19). In Israelite thinking, Yahweh is above all a transcendent god and

is not to be represented by images.82

In this regard, whereas in the ancient Near East, gods take their residence
in the god image, Yahweh is not present in the ark, but at the ark. Yet, it 1s

not clear how Yahweh is present at the ark.83 The expression 0'37271 JU»

does not indicate any specific location as the preposition is missing.84 Thus,
it is not clear that the cherubim formed a throne on which Yahweh was
sitting.85 The problem of localization and a direct concept of a cherubim
throne is made more difficult by the two additional cherubim in the Holy of
Holies of Solomon's temple (see 1 Ki 6:23-28; 1 Ki 8:7; 1 Chr 28:18; 2 Chr

the "opening of mouth” rituals of the ancient Near East (cf. above, p. 23n16).

82 On the other hand, there are passages in the Old Testament in which Yahweh reveals
himself anthropomorphically; e.g. Gen 18 (ascribed to J; see Wenham 1994, p. 44); Ex 24:9-
11 (ascribed to J or E; see Childs 1974, p. 500); Ex 33:18-23 (ascribed to J or E or both; see
Childs 1974, pp. 584-585), and in Ezekiel (e.g. Ez 1:26-28). Should one wish to think that
Yahweh should in general be thought of in anthropomorphic terms in JE and P, one could
then deduce that Yahweh was anthropomorphically in the midst of the fire at Sinai, but the
common people could not see this anthropomorphic form due to the distance, fire and the
clouds in the JE account (for source criticism, see Childs 1974, pp. 344-347) of Ex 19:14-25
(Ex 19:18: whole mountain filled with smoke when Yahweh descends in fire, Ex 19:21-24:
ordinary people [and perhaps priests; cf. v. 22 with v. 24] cannot approach to see Yahweh
[ mimbr woae; v. 21]) but must look from distance, from outside a marked border).
Then, Dt 4:12-13 basically expresses the same matter: the distance, the fire, the smoke, and
that the people could not see Yahweh. This experience of the Sinai theophany by the people
of Yahweh's m3mn hidden behind the fire and clouds then is the reason for the prohibition of
images (Dt 4:15-18; cf. also the o5& vauR, the 'finger of God' in Dt 9:10). In this respect, one

has to add that Yahweh's separation from ordinary people at Sinai is compatible with his
separation from ordinary people in the Holy of Holies inside a temple / tent of meeting.
Finally, it is interesting that even though Yahweh revealed himself anthropomorphically to
Moses and the elders of Israel at Sinai, Ex 33:18-23 (generally assigned to JE and/or
separate material; see Childs 1974, p. 584) suggests that he showed only a limited side of
himself to them. This finds an analogy with especially Mesopotamian god images. Even
though a god image was equated with the corresponding god after a proper dedication in
ancient Mesopotamia, the god nevertheless transcended the image and there was more to
the god than the image.

83 Also, Num 10:33-35 (quoted above, p. 34) could perhaps be read to suggest that in battle
or on the move, Yahweh as if arises from dwelling/resting at the ark and fights for Israel,
and then returns back to dwell/rest at it once the ark sets down for a new campsite (cf. also
Ps 132:8, 13-14; 1 Chr 28:2).

84 Cf Woudstra 1961, pp. 85-87. The Priestly description of Ex 25:22 states:
MY PAROY UK 0Ya757 WY I Mz Sur AR NS oY 9o nTym

"And I will meet with you there and will speak with you from upon the cover, from between

the two cherubs which are on the ark of the testimony."
85 See Mettinger 1982, pp. 21-22 and Mettinger 1995, pp. 102-103 for pictures of ANE

cherubim thrones.
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3:10-13; 2 Chr 5:8). As Woudstra observes, "Was Yahweh henceforth to be
thought as seated above, or between, or beneath, the first pair or the
second? If the cherubim were thought to represent his throne, how, then,
was Yahweh's exact position to be regarded?"86 Moreover, "How could he

(Solomon) have made a throne above a throne?"87” Woudstra concludes,

Solomon's action can only be understood if the phrase yosev
hakkerubim is detached somewhat from the position of the
cherubim on the ark. The ark-cherubim, together with the other
cherubim found in the sanctuary, jointly served to stress the
majesty and the heavenly character of the One who was pleased to
dwell below. This idea was capable of being enhanced by the
making of another pair of cherubim and by placing the ark beneath
them. The cherubim which Solomon made thus strengthened the
idea of the original cherubim. But that idea was not to provide a
throne-like structure for Yahweh. Although the idea of the ark as
throne may be retained in a general way the figure must not be
pressed to the point at which the exact position of the cherubim on
the ark 1s expected to supply the features of a throne-structure.88

Another interesting aspect of the ark is that it is associated with Yahweh's
footstool (Ps 99:5; 132:7; 1 Chr 28:2), even though the word o3n is also

used literally (Ps 110:1), or to speak of the earth (Isa 66:1) and of Zion (Lam
2:1).89 Even 1if Ps 99:5; 132:7; 1 Chr 28:2 referred to the temple as Yahweh's
footstool,90 the ark would nevertheless also be implied as it is the locus par
excellence of the presence of Yahweh.9! Then, the depositing of law tablets

in the ark (Ex 25:21; Dt 10:1-5; 31:26) would be very much in line with the

ancient Near Eastern custom of depositing treaty tablets in the divine

86 Woudstra 1961, p. 90, noting also that it has been thought that the large cherubim may
have formed a merkaba (with wheels) similar to that seen by Ezekiel in his vision (based on 1
Chr 28:18). Cf Mettinger 1982, pp. 35-36, 105.

87 Woudstra 1961, p. 90.

88 Woudstra 1961, pp. 90-91.

89 Cf, Fabry 1978, p. 331.
9 This would then perhaps mean that Yahweh, who is dwelling/sitting in heaven, had his

"feet” in the temple (cf. Isa 66:1; Lam 2:1). On the other hand, Ez 43:7 speaks of the temple
as the place of both the future throne of Yahweh and of the sole of his feet.

91 If the ark is meant, it is even possible that the kapporet would specifically be the footstool.
In relation to this, one should note the intriguing suggestion that the word kapporet may be
related to Egyptian kp n rdwj (Goérg 1977; Mettinger 1982, pp. 87-88), literally "sole of the
feet". HANNIG (p. 880) suggests the meaning "Thronsockel" ("throne pedestal”) for kp n rdwj,
indicating however that the meaning is not certain. This would then be another parallel to
the word kapporeth besides the Akkadian kapiru, to purify cultically (see AHw, pp. 442-443,
D-stem; cf. HAL, p. 470). Cf. also Fabry (1978, pp. 327-328) who notes that a footstool could
be a pedestal of a divine statue in Mesopotamia, and thus the perceived image could be
Yahweh standing or sitting (more or less) invisibly above the ark, with his feet on the
kapporeth (cf. also Frankfort 1996, p. 161 fig. 186 of Assurnasirpal II with his feet resting on
a footstool). In any case, these considerations would, incidentally, fit with the idea that
kapporet is part of both purification from sin (Lev 16:14-16) and the presence of Yahweh (Ex
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presence.’? As seen above (p. 32), the letter of Ramses to Kupanta-Kurunta
explicitly speaks about depositing a treaty under the feet of a god: " The
written version of the oath which [ made] for the Great King, the king of
Hatti, my brother, has been set at the feet of [the Storm-god] and before the
Great Gods. They are witnesses [to the words of the oath]. And the written
version of the oath which the Great King, [the King of Hatti, my brother],
made for me [has been set] at the feet of the Sun-god of [Heliopolis] and
before the Great Gods. They are witnesses to the words [of the oath]."93 It
has to be emphasized in this context that, especially as regards
Deuteronomy, nothing in Dt 10:1-5; 31:26 is in contradiction to the ancient
Near Eastern custom; rather, the texts are perfectly compatible with the
custom of placing treaties in the divine presence.?¢ Also, Jeremiah's
statement that the ark will not feature prominently in the future (Jer 3:16-
17) does not deny the ark's role as a locus of divine presence.%5 Rather, the

passage indicates that divine presence will be manifested without the
existence/medium of the ark in the future, and this is perfectly compatible

with the loss of the ark during the exile.%

An important point to be observed is that there existed only one ark of the
covenant, the symbol of Yahweh's presence. This strongly implies that there

could at one time be only one "house of Yahweh" where the ark and thus

25:21-22; Lev 16:13).

92 Cf, above, p. 31f, for the ANE custom,

93 Quoted also by de Vaux 1972/1967, p. 148,

94 Contra von Rad 1953/1948, p. 40 (cf. von Rad 1965a/1931, pp. 106-107, "Deuteronomy’s
view of it [the ark] as a receptacle for the tables of the law is an obvious ‘demythologizing’
and rationalizing of the old view [of the ark as a seat of Yahweh's presence]”), and contra
Weinfeld 1972, p. 208; cf. Wenham 1993, p. 100. Note also that the expression 1 A3 PR

(or a slightly variant form of it; scc Woudstra 1961, pp. 73-74 for a listing of all appellations
of the ark) which connects the ark with a covenant with Yahweh is used of the ark in Josh 3-
6 and in 1 Sam 4 where the ark acts as a functional equivalent to ancient Near Eastern god
images. Similarly, 1 Ki 8:9 indicates that the ark which is just making a ¢érubar bitim in the
style of ancient Near Eastern god images (recall above, p. 34) contains the law tablets of the
covenant made at Sinai (cf. Dt 10:5). Note also that it is natural to consider that OT
covenants parallel ANE treaties (see e.g. Thompson 1963; Walton 1989, pp. 95-107; Weinfeld
1972).

95 Contra Weinfeld 1972, p. 208. In fact, the parallelism between vv. 16 and 17 associates
the ark with the throne of Yahweh for the present time of the implied narrative context. Cf.
Holladay 1986, p. 121, "Verse 17 is a prime datum to reinforce the thesis that the ark was
understood to be a throne of Yahweh."”

96 Cf, above, p. 34 on the loss of the ark. In this respect, what is the point of calling
Jerusalem the throne of Yahweh in v. 17, if Yahweh himself is seen to reside only in heaven?
Rather, Jer 3:17 is a promise of the future presence of Yahweh in Jerusalem, to be seen also
from the exilic standpoint of the divine abandonment of Jerusalem by Yahweh which was
manifested by the loss of the ark and the destruction of Jerusalem.
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Yahweh himself would be present. This of course does not take away the
possibility that Yahweh could manifest himself in a theophany as he did in
Sinai to Moses during the covenant making, to Elijah at Horeb (1 Ki 19),
and at other places and occasions during the history of Israel. But, as the
Priestly material indicates, the tent of meeting containing the ark as the
locus specitficus is the place where Yahweh dwells among his people Israel

(Ex 25:8),%7 and the same applies to the temple of Solomon (1 Ki 8:10-13).

Moreover, there is no description of a legitimate cult with an associated
priesthood 1n the Old Testament except in association with the ark and the
temple and the tent of meeting.%8 In fact, the priesthood and cult associated
with the tent of meeting and the temple are, speaking in general terms,
similar to the cult which would go on in an ancient Near Eastern temple
containing a divine image. In this respect, as indicated above,?? according
to the conceptions of ancient Near Eastern people, if the gods were not to
be present in the temple(s)/land, or left the temple(s)/land, it would be a
sign of a catastrophe. This 1s perfectly consistent with the Priestly material,
according to which if the Israelites are holy and respect Yahweh's
sanctuary, Yahweh will continually dwell among them.190 On the other

hand, as Joosten expresses it, the sins of the people "force the godhead out

97 That gods could be present in more than one sanctuary at the same time in the ancient
Near East (sce above, p. 23} provides a natural solution to the problems associated with the
question of Yahweh's continual vs. intermittent presence in regard to the tent of meeting.
Yahweh may be continually present inside the tent of meeting and yet manifest his presence
in a special way on special occasions in another place (For history of scholarship of the
problem, sce Mettinger 1982, pp. 83-85; Note however also that both a continuous presence
and special manifestations of kabod are attested in material assigned to P, and that scholars
have found it difficult to separate P into separate subdocuments which would contain only
one of these concepts [see Kuschke 1951, pp. 87-88]). Thus, one may agree with Mettinger
(1982, p. 89) when he says, "It therefore seems probable that the kabod was conceived of as
continuously present, and further, as being theoretically visible above the kapporet. But in
addition to the continual Presence in the privacy of the sanctuary, the texts also describe
public manifestations of the majesty of God which take place outside the tabernacle. Such
manifestations take place in part on solemn occasions, as when the kabod 'settles' upon
Sinai (Exod 24:15-18), or when Aaron undertakes his first sacrifice (Lev 9:5-6, 23-24); and in
part in critical situations when the people hesitate to submit to God's will (Exod 16:7, 10;
Num 14:10; 16:19; 17:7})." Connected with this, it is worth observing that Ex 33:7-11
describes a tent, an act which according to the Pentateuchal narrative sequence takes place
before the making of the ark and the tabernacle where the ark is located, and that Numbers
11:6-30; 12:4-10 and Dt 31:14-15, regardless of whether one thinks that the tent in
question on each occasion is that of Ex 33:7-11 or the Priestly tabernacle, concern special
occasions (see e.g. von Rad 1953/1948, pp. 42-43; Haran 1960; 1978, pp. 260-275; de Vaux
1972/1967, p. 143; Knohl 1997; Milgrom 1989, pp. 386-387 for the problem of two tents).

98 Provided that the tradition which associates the tent of meeting with Shiloh is correct; for
more on this, see below, Part Ill, especially Chapter I11.2.

99 Seec above, p. 251.
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of his sanctuary".10! Moreover, as Joosten points out, this happened during
the time of Ezekiel, as expressed in Ezek 1-11.102 Similarly, Yahweh
abandoned Israel and left the sanctuary of Shiloh during the
premonarchical period.!93 The matter involved both the sins of the

priesthood (1 Sam 2:12-17, 27-36; 3:10-14) and the sins of the people (Ps
78:56-58).104

With this background in mind, it is a little difficult to think that
Deuteronomy would deny the presence of Yahweh in the temple or the tent
of meeting, especially when there is no explicit denial of Yahweh's presence
in a sanctuary in Deuteronomy. In this respect, to say that the lack of

explicit mention that Yahweh 1s present on earth is the same as denying

Yahweh's presence on earth i1s essentially an argumentum ex silentio.
However, what 1s more, a number of features in Deuteronomy rather
suggest Yahweh's presence on earth and/or in a sanctuary. First of all, Dt

23:19 speaks about Tn%k M M3, and as we have seen above, a 'house’ of a

god in the ancient Near East is a place where the god dwells.105 Therefore,
Dt 23:19 clearly implies that Yahweh dwells on earth. Moreover, as
indicated above, the picture of the ark in Deuteronomy is compatible with
Yahweh's divine presence at the ark.196 Where the ark is, there is also
Yahweh's presence. In this respect, if the Deuteronomic editor of 2 Sam 7

or 1 Ki 8197 wanted to polemicize against Yahweh's dwelling on earth, one

100 Cf, Joosten 1996, pp. 125-127, referring especially to Lev 26:11.

10! Joosten 1996, pp. 127-128, The possibility of withdrawal is implied in Lev 26:11-12, part
of Lev 17-26, material gencrally attributed to H. However, based on ancient Near Eastern
parallcls, it is self-evident that the same concept applies to material attributed to P as well
(cf. also Ex 33:3 which is generally attributed to JE [see Childs 1974, p. 584]).

102 Joosten 1996, p. 127. Cf above, p. 34.

103 See above, p. 34.
104 For more on the issues surrounding the loss of the ark at the disaster of Aphek, see

Chapter II1.2 below.
105 See above, p. 22f.

106 See above, p. 38.
107 One should also ask the question of whether 1 Ki 8:14-61 reflects Deuteronomic or exilic

concerns and how much (cf. also Haran 1969a, pp. 260-261 who points out that D and Dtr
do not neccssarily share the same views; similarly Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 278).
Moreover, since prayers in the ancient Near East were typically spoken in a temple in divine
presence and were part of the cult (Cf. Oppenheim 1964, p. 175: "Prayers in Mesopotamian
religious practice are always linked to concomitant rituals."; Morenz 1960, p. 102 for Egypt;
de Roos 1996, p. 1998 and Lebrun 1980 for the Hittite realm; cf. also the fact that many, if
not most Psalms, which certainly contain prayer, must have been part of temple worship in
Israel, both during the first and the second temple [cf. e.g. Craigie 1983 et al.}}, it would be
odd that the lack of explicit mention of cult in 1 Ki 8:14-61 should prove that, as Weinfeld
(1972, p. 209) asserts, "The sanctuary is here conceived as a house of prayer and not as a
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has to consider his polemics as very clumsy since he left intact 2 Sam 7:5-7

and 1 Ki 8:10-13 which affirm Yahweh's presence on earth.198 Furthermore,

we have to remember that especially in Egypt, heaven was the primary
dwelling-place of gods,!99 and consequently, it would not be odd if
Deuteronomy emphasized this aspect of divine presence. Further, in the
ancient Near East, a god's name was associated with its presence. A
Sumerian poem speaking of Enlil is illustrative in this respect:

When your name rests over the mountains, the sky itself trembles:
The sky itself trembles, the earth itself shivers.

When it rests over the mountains of Elam,

When it rests over the horizon,

When it rests over the "foundation of the earth",

When it rests over the farthest reaches of the earth,

When it rests over the surface of the earth,

When it rests over the awe-inspiring mountains,

When it rests over the high mountains,

When it rests over the powerful (?) mountains,

When it rests over the mountains and over the wide sky, the sky

itself [trembles].110

In fact, there 1s a passage even in the book of Deuteronomy itself which

closely associates Yahweh and his name. According to Dt 28:58,
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cultic centre.”
108 Morcover, as Haran (1969a, p. 239) notes, the idea of transcendence of God does not

quite fit with the idea of centralization of the cult in one place.

109 According to Lorton (1999, p. 134n14), "considering only the example of the sun-god, it
should be obvious that the essence of the deity was first and foremost in the sun itself, while
only part of it could be in his cult statue". Cf. also the Instruction of Any (7.16) from the New
Kingdom (text in COS 1, pp. 111-115, translator M. Lichtheim), "God of this earth is the sun
in the sky, while his images are on earth” (cf. Assmann 1984, p. 55; Lorton 1999, p.
192n107 for discussion). Cf. also the Amarna religion, where the sun was the only god and
his presence was not manifested by images, but through sunlight emanating from the sun
itself (Hornung 1999, pp. 72-73, 95-96; see also ibid., p. 77 Figure 18). Cf. also Hornung
1983/1971, p. 191, "Every god is 'transcendent’ in the sense that his being reaches beyond
that of this world and its norms”, and (ibid.), "simply because the locus of being and action
of Egyptian gods is not on earth, they must be transcendent”. It also has to be noted that,
according to Hornung (1983/1971, p. 110), Hathor is manifested in various forms: human (a
lady)}, a cow, or a mixture of these (a cow head with a human face; woman with cow's head).
However, the true form of a god in Egypt is "hidden" and "mysterious" (see Hornung
1983/1971, p. 124).

110 Niechaus 1995, p. 193. For the Sumerian, see Kutscher 1975, pp. 86-89 (lines 62-72); cf.
also Kutscher 1975, pp. 99-100 for lines 119-125 which are similar to lines 62-72. The text
of the lament has been pieced together from several fragments, ranging from the Old

Babylonian to Seleucid periods. However, the important lines 62-63 with
mu-+zu Xur-ra mu-un-ma-al-la-3¢ an ni-bi nam-duib-[ba]
an ni-bi nam-didb ki ni-bi nam-[{sig]

are attested in a fragment which according to Kutscher most likely comes from Old
Babylonian times (see Kutscher 1975, pp. 8-10, 86-87).
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"If you do not carefully do all the words of this law written in this book to

fear this honorable and awesome name, Yahweh your God."11!

Also, as Wilson points out, the expression lipne YHWH ('before the LORD')
occurs twenty-five times in Deuteronomy, out of which sixteen are found
within chapters 12-26, the main legal section of the book.!12 According to
Wilson, there are good reasons to take the expression literally as indicating
the presence of Yahweh at the sanctuary.!!3 Wilson summarizes,

An understanding of mn 9% in Deut. 12-26 as referring to the

Presence of YHWH localized at the sanctuary is consistent with its
general characteristics in these chapters, the particular contextual
features evident for the occurrences in 18:7; 19:17 and 26:5, and
the usage of identical expressions in connection with both humans

and the Deity elsewhere in the OT.,114

In any case, even if one does not accept Wilson's conclusions, one could
easily take (or mistakel) the expression lipne YHWH in Dt 12-26 to refer to
Yahweh's actual presence in the chosen place.1'5 Then, how can one say
that Deuteronomy polemicizes against Yahweh's presence on earth?!16
From this it follows that we may suspect that to deny that the expression
lipne YHWH does not allow Yahweh's presence on earth in the central
sanctuary is circular argumentation: (A) According to Deuteronomy Yahweh
is not present on earth in the sanctuary. Therefore, lipne YHWH in Dt 12-
26 and in the rest of Deuteronomy cannot refer to Yahweh's actual
presence on earth (B) Lipne YHWH i1n Deuteronomy does not refer to
Yahweh's actual presence on earth. Therefore, according to Deuteronomy

Yahweh is not present on earth in the sanctuary.

Finally, we may add that there are a number of instances in Deuteronomy
where Yahweh's (temporary) presence on earth is clearly implied outside

the context of a sanctuary.117 The description of Yahweh's theophany in fire

111 As pointed out by Niehaus 1985, p. 211, Cf. also 2 Sam 6:2,
QY377 3WY MIRDE T OW DY RIPITWR 2nORE K.

112 Wilson 1995, p. 131.
113 See Wilson 1995, pp. 131-197 for a very detailed treatment.

114 Wilson 1995, p. 197.
115 Scholarly lack of uniformity in interpretation of the expression in 12-26 also attests this;

see Wilson 1995, pp. 131-132.
116 Contra von Rad 1953/1948, pp. 38-39; Weinfeld 1972, p. 195.
117 Cf, Fretheim 1968, p. 7n. 41, who lists Dt 1:30, 33; 2:7; 4:7, 37; 7:21; 9:3; 20:4; 23:14;

31:3, 6, 8.
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at Mount Sinai is interesting, as it fits very well with the idea that Yahweh
is present simultaneously both in heaven and on earth. When Yahweh
descended on Sinai, he was still simultaneously present in heaven as
well.118 The earthly side of this simultaneous presence is indicated by the

state of affairs that Yahweh's mmn was manifested on earth at the

mountain, even though hidden behind the fire, clouds and darkness (Dt
4:12, 15, 36).119 In this respect, Yahweh writes on the new law tablets (Dt
4:13; 9:10; 10:1-5), even with his finger (Dt 9:10),120 and the descriptions of
the interactions between Yahweh and Moses in Dt 9-10 1mply closeness of
Yahweh and Moses (Moses goes up to the mountain to meet Yahweh [Dt
9:9; Dt 10:1, n7nm "ox n5p]; Yahweh speaks with Moses at the mountain [Dt

9:12]; Yahweh gives Moses the tablets of stone which he has written [9:9-
10]). On the other hand, Deuteronomy 4:36 could say that the words came
from heaven in order to emphasize the heavenly character and thus the

ultimate transcendence and majesty of Yahweh.

Thus, when one points out that the "coming” of Yahweh in the materal
commonly attributed to the JE sources!?! implies that Yahweh "comes"
from another realm, that i1s, heaven, all of the Narrative (JE), Priestly and
Deuteronomic material of the Pentateuch is fully compatible with Yahweh's
presence and dwelling both in heaven and on earth. And, it has to be
emphasized that the possibility of simultaneous presence both in heaven
and on earth (including multiple places) is fully in line with general ancient

Near Eastern conceptions of divine presence.

In summary, the ark and the tent of meeting and temple are analogous to
ancient Near Eastern god images and temples. Yahweh is (basically)
continually present on earth at the ark which is normally kept in the

tabernacle or temple, the house of Yahweh.

Having clarified some aspects of Yahweh's presence with regard to the ark

and the tent of meeting and temple, let us proceed to an examination of

118 In line with typical ancient Near Eastern conceptions of divine presence; recall above,
Chapter 1.1, p. 22f.
119 Cf, above, p. 36n82.

120 Cf, above, p. 36n82,
121 Cf, further below, Chapter 1.2B.
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Yahweh's presence outside that context and how this impinges on biblical

views of the central sanctuary and other places of worship.
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B. EX 20:22-26 AND THE PRESENCE OF YAHWEH OQUTSIDE THE CONTEXT OF THE ARK,
THE TENT OF MEETING AND THE TEMPLE

As Ex 20:24 speaks about the "coming" (using the verb 81) of Yahweh in

the context of building an altar and performing sacrifices on it, one may
suspect that a careful investigation of Ex 20:22-26 might help to further
understand Israelite conceptions of divine presence in relation to worship.
Consequently, we will especially focus on the concept and implications of
the "coming” of Yahweh to an altar described in Ex 20:22-26, which at least
at first sight seems to be different from the idea of continual presence of
Yahweh in the context of the ark, the tent of meeting and the temple. Also,
an investigation of Ex 20:22-26 will serve as a preliminary for us for the
discussion of centralization in the Pentateuch in Part II below, as Ex 20:22-
26 1s considered as the representative of the centralization view of the J
and E sources.122 To help interpret Ex 20:22-26, let us first look at relevant

critical issues surrounding these verses, especially as regards their unity.

The altar law of Ex 20:22-26 is part of Ex 20:22-23:33, the so-called
Covenant Code. As far as the provenance of the Covenant Code is

concerned, Childs describes the matter succinctly from the standpoint of

source-critical approaches:

At the height of the literary-critical period much attention was
given in determining to what literary sources the Book of the
Covenant was to be assigned. Wellhausen first assigned it to the J

source in contrast to the 'ethical Decalogue' of E {Composition, 1st
ed. 1876), but retracted his opinion in 1889 in the light of
Kuenen's criticism. Others attempted to assign the book to E
(Jalicher). However, from the time of Bantsch's monograph of 1892
a growing consensus had emerged that the Book of the Covenant
was an older collection of laws which was independent of the usual
critical sources. Usually it was thought that the secondary
framework into which it had been placed was that of E.123

This view has prevailed till the present day,!24 even though at present there
is, as van Seters expresses 1t, "a consensus among scholars that the

Covenant Code did not come into existence at one time but is the result of

122 Cf, Wellhausen 1905/1978, pp. 28-29.

123 Childs 1974, p. 452.
124 Van Seters 1996, p. 319.
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various layers of redactional activity."125 Thus, naturally, there has been a
lot of discussion concerning the prehistory of the collection.126

Another major area of research has been the relationship of the laws of the
Book of the Covenant to known ANE cuneiform laws.127 However, these
issues do not concern us too much here, except as they relate to the altar
law. Yet we must say immediately that there are no known cuneiform legal
parallels to the Pentateuchal altar laws. Thus, we are left here with issues
relating to the prehistory of the altar law of Ex 20:22-26. One should
however mention that the parallels to cuneiform legal corpora speak rather
for an early than late provenance of the legal material in the Book of the
Covenant.!28 Also, in any case, the Ex 20:22-26 altar law is associated with

J and E, which are generally considered to be the earliest sources of the

Pentateuch,129

A number of scholars have thought that Ex 20:24-26 formed an original
altar law, and that verses 22 and 23 are later addition. According to Childs,
"the overwhelming number of critical commentaries (Bantsch, Noth, Te
Stroete, etc.) judge vv. 22-23 to be later redactional framework, and
therefore without exegetical significance".130 Also, it is often thought that
since the laws following Ex 21:1 are preceded with a heading "these are the

n'wpun that you are to set before them” in 21:1, and because Ex 20:22-26 1s
cultic legislation in contrast to the "owoun", the regulations of 20:22-26 are

not under the "nwoun”, but have been added in separately.131

However, there are good reasons for seeing unity and design in the
arrangement. Even though the altar law is slightly separate from what

follows after the title oo in 21:1, including in its content matter, the two

entities are logically compatible. Furthermore, as Sprinkle observes, the
word "before them (omph)" in 21:1 refers to Israelites (b8atr~3), who are

125 Van Seters 1996, p. 319. Westbrook is however an example of an exception to diachronic
approaches. He sees the Covenant Code as static and synchronic. See Levinson, ed. 1994 for

details.
126 See commentaries, e.g. Childs 1974 and Durham 1987,

127 See e.g. Levinson, ed. 1994,

128 Cf, e.g. Westbrook 1994, incl. pp. 21, 28.
129 Even if some scholars, such as van Seters, have challenged the priority of JE (see Van

Seters 1996).
130 Childs 1974, p. 465.

131 Sprinkle 1994, p. 31.
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mentioned in 20:22, and thus it is natural to see 21:1 as referring back to

20:22.,132

As regards the setting of the altar law in relation to the surrounding
narrative, commentators agree that v. 22 serves as a redactional link. That
God 1s portrayed as speaking from heaven seems at first to contradict the
portrayal of J and E according to whom God is present on the mountain.133
For this reason, the passage rather could be taken to have affinities with D,
as it is often considered that Deuteronomy portrays God as present only in
heaven.134 However, as was discussed before,!35 such a dichotomy
regarding divine presence is unnecessary. In ancient Near Eastern
thinking, a god could be present both on heaven and earth, even
simultaneously and in many places, and there is no reason to deny that the
same could apply to Yahweh's presence in Israel. Furthermore, the biblical
evidence clearly indicates that Yahweh could manifest his presence outside
the context of the ark, the temple or the tent of meeting.136 Thus, one
should rather think that Ex 20:22 is a solemn way of proclaiming that the
God who 1s present at Sinai has come down from his heavenly dwelling
place, and ultimately the origin of the speech is from heaven, a realm
inaccessible to man. In other words, the expression that Yahweh has

spoken from heaven emphasizes Yahweh's majesty by emphasizing his

transcendence. 137

Furthermore, if one compares Ex 20:22 with Ex 19:3-4, there is clear
parallelism between these passages in two levels: "say this to the sons of
Israel" and "you have seen”.138 [f on the other hand one looks at the source

analysis of Ex 19, one notices that verses 3b-4 where both these

132 Sprinkle 1994, p. 31, Cf. also van Seters 1996, p. 325.

133 See Noth 1962, pp. 175-176; cf. Childs 1974, pp. 348-350, according to whom it is
difficult to distinguish between J and E in Ex 19:1-25: 20:18-21.

134 Cf. above, Chapter 1.2A, According to Childs 1974, p. 465, v. 22 may come from the
Deuteronomist. According to Weinfeld 1972, pp. 206-207n4, the verse "appears to be a
deuteronomic accretion”. Mettinger (1982, p. 48n37) follows Weinfeld, stating that "Exod
20:22 is a Dtr accretion, as was pointed out by Weinfeld (1972: 206f. n.4)".

135 See above, Chapters 1.1 and 1.2.

136 E.g. Gen 18 (Abraham and Sodom); Ex 19-34 (covenant-making at Sinai); 1 Ki 19:11-18
(Elijah at Horeb) etc.

137 Cf. Sprinkle 1994, pp. 30-31; and cf. above, p. 43.

138 So Childs 1974, p. 465 as regards to the first parallel. The first expression ("say this to
the Israelites”) is slightly different in 19:3, but due to the parallelism "house of Jacob"/"sons
of Israel” in the verse, this seems to be of no particular significance.
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expressions occur, are assigned to a Deuteronomic redactor.139 If this

assignment is warranted, since the word "before them (@msb)" in 21:1
refers back to the Israelites (?x7r13) who are mentioned in 20:22,140 one

would have to conclude that a Deuteronomic editor did a great deal in
setting the Book of the Covenant into its present narrative setting in the
Pentateuch. This then would reinforce the idea often held that a
Deuteronomic editor reworked and transformed the legislation of the Book
of the Covenant when forming the Deuteronomic legislation.!4! However, it
would also mean that the Deuteronomic editor thought carefully how to
edit the material, and thus had a fully considered reason to put the Book of
the Covenant into its present narrative setting (or at least to retain it there),
even though certain parts of its legislation, such as those concerning
centralization, supposedly contradict the legislation of Deuteronomy. This
would then rather suggest that the Deuteronomic editor may have had a
way of looking at the material together so that there was no perceived

contradiction, or at least he perceived no major contradiction.

In any case, if one looks at only vv. 24-26 as totally separated from their
context, v. 24 speaks about Yahweh's "coming" to the worshipper in the
context of a local altar. As Yahweh will "come", this indicates that he is not
dwelling at the local altar. Then, if one looks at the matter from the
standpoint of divine presence, first of all, one has to point out that an altar
is generally associated with offerings and thus cult, whether private or
public. On the other hand, at least the cult of an ancient Near Eastern
temple, and similarly the cult at the Israelite tent of meeting / temple was
intended to occur in divine presence. Furthermore, as we have seen, divine
presence is associated with blessing throughout the ancient Near East and
in Israel.142 Then, divine presence and blessing are spoken of also in the
context of Ex 20:24-26. Ex 20:24 indicates that Yahweh will "come" to the

worshipper and bless the worshipper in every place where he "causes his

name to be remembered"”

139 Childs 1974, p. 345.

140 Cf, above, p. 47.
141 So already in the time of Wellhausen, including Wellhausen himself (see Wellhausen

1905/1878, pp. 32-33; cf. above, p. 5); see also e.g. Levinson 1997.
142 Cf. also Levine 1974, p. 41n106, "the cult was the stuff of ancient religions, not because
it expressed lofty notions of an abstract character, but because it worked to secure the

blessings of life for the people, individually and collectively".
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In the context of the altar-law of Ex 20:24-26, this then would mean that
Yahweh will be present at an altar described in Ex 20:22-26 if such an altar
1s erected at a suitable place and offerings offered on it. In other words, an
altar as described in Ex 20:22-26 acts as a locus at which Yahweh's
presence 1s manifested.’44 Then, since in the ancient Near East images
acted as a locus of a god's presence, an earthen altar in Israel serves a
purpose analogous to that of ancient Near Eastern god images.145
Furthermore, this implies that god images are not necessary, but an

earthen altar 1s enough to secure Yahweh's presence and blessing.

This also fits perfectly with Ex 20:23. According to Ex 20:23, Israelites are
forbidden to make gods of silver (o5 *n%R) or gods of gold (am *nbr1), and if

one connects verse 23 with v, 24, the thought is exactly that the Israelites
are not to make either silver or golden images, but are to make an earthen
altar instead.i46 In other words, god images are neither necessary nor
allowed as the locus of Yahweh's presence. This also means that whether or

not v. 23 was an original part of vv. 24-26, in its present form it fits well

143 Note also that if Yahweh's "coming"” to a place is associated with his "causing to remember
his name" in a place (Ex 20:24), it would be quite logical to infer that Yahweh's "dwelling" in
a place should be associated with his "placing his name to dwell” in a place (Dt 12:5).

144 Similarly Robertson 1948, p. 14. According to Levine 1993, p. 199, “In the earliest
performances of cultic rites associated with outdoor altars, it was assumed that the deity
was not automatically to be found at the site of worship." Moreover, according to Levine
(1993, p. 199), the deity which normally resides in the heavens descends to earth and
arrives at the site in response to his worshippers. Furthermore, "also relevant in the
provisions of Exodus 20, is the theme of divine arrival at the altar site" (Levine 1993, p. 202).
Levine also points out Gen 18:21-22 (Yahweh's descent to Sodom and Gomorrah); Micah 1:3
(Yahweh's descent to tread the high places of the earth); Jdg 13:20 (Manoah and the angel's
ascent heavenward in the sacrificial flame of fire); 1 Ki 18:24, 38 (the fire from heaven at
Carmel) and Gen 28 (the ascension and descension of angels between heaven and earth and
the descent and presence of Yahweh with Jacob) as expressing the "vertical dimension" of
divine presence (Levine 1993, pp. 199-203), and Num 23 as an example where the deity
arrives to Balaam in response to offerings (m%y; Levine 1974, p. 23). Finally, according to
Levine (1993, p. 204), in a pertinent place, the "dramatic appearance of the deity in response
to sacrificial worship” is "a phenomenon which occurs anew each time the deity is ritually
invoked, or attracted”, and, "This is what it meant to say that a worshipper stood Ilpny YHWH
'in the presence of YHWH'",

145 Cf. Levine 1974, p. 78, according to whom in the Ex 24 blood ritual half of the sacrificial
blood was dashed against the altar and the other half upon the assembled people, and that
this bound the two "parties” of the covenant together, and the altar represented the deity. Cf.
also Durham (1987, p. 343), according to whom the altar in Ex 24 is "the symbol of

Yahweh's Presence”.
146 Note that the idols in v. 23 could either be made "with me" ('nX; regarding 5o> %) or "for

yourself' (225; regarding ant 'n5x), whereas an altar in v. 24 is to be made "for me" (%),

speaking from Yahweh's perspective. In other words, the idols show either no allegiance for
Yahweh or a shared allegiance, whereas an altar shows allegiance to Yahweh only.
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with the thought of these verses.

This contrast between god images and altars could then help towards
solving the puzzling problem of why an earthen altar is commanded.147 The
simple form of the earthen altar, and on the other hand the prohibition of
working the stones i1f a stone altar is built instead, could help make it
certain that one would not be able to make the altar into an image of
Yahweh or anything resembling one. An altar as envisaged by Ex 20:22-26
would then fit perfectly with the aniconic character of Israel's faith.
However, the prohibition of tools may also include injunction against

adopting Canaanite altars made of finished stone.148

On the other hand, there may be a further reason why an earthen altar is
commanded. When one thinks that the worshipper is on earth and Yahweh
is in heaven, an altar where Yahweh "“comes" acts as a meeting place
between Yahweh and the worshipper, and thus between heaven and
earth.149 Then, it is possible that an earthen altar is commanded in order to
stress that it i1s an earthly meeting place between Yahweh and the
worshipper who 1s on earth. This would then fit with the command that
since Yahweh has spoken from heaven (v. 22), people are to make an altar
of earth (v. 24). Thus, it may be that heaven and earth are slightly

punningly contrasted in vv. 22 and 24, with the word n»aR used to describe
the building material of the altar, and yet suggesting the association
heaven/earth usually expressed by the word pair yox/owy (Dt 4:26; 30:19;

32:1).

147 See Sprinkle 1994, pp. 41-42 for a summary of attempted solutions.

148 So Childs 1974, p. 466 and Durham 1987, p. 320, both referring to Conrad, Studien zum
Altargesetz: Ex 20:24-26, Marburg Dissertation 1968, which was unavailable to me. As
regards v. 26, it is entirely possible that nothing was worn under a typical loincloth of the
time (cf. Dt 25:11; see also e.g. ANEP for the clothing of ancient Near Eastern people). Then,
going up the stairs would mean lifting one's knee higher than usual, and the genitals could
thus be exposed more easily. The tension caused in the loincloth would also show one's
bodyline from behind, including the buttocks (Mrs S. Pitkanen, personal communication,
December 1999). On the other hand, perhaps Ezekiel's altar (Ezek 43:17) could include
stairs since it was for the use of priests only (Ezek 43:18-27; 46:1-15), and one may assume
that they were properly clothed (cf. Ex 28:42-43; Lev 6:10; cf. Sprinkle 1994, p. 49; Durham
1087, p. 320). Of course, as Sprinkle notes, it is possible that the injunction was also
against Canaanite cult practices, "since Canaanite altars known from archaeology often had
steps, and Canaanite worship is believed to have included sexual elements” (Sprinkle 1994,
p. 49; cf. Childs 1974, pp. 466-467). Cf. also Margueron 1975, pl. VII.2 for a stepped altar at

Emar.
149 Cf, also the comments above, p. 24 on temples as meeting places between heaven and
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This then would also suggest that vv. 22 and 24 belong together. Moreover,
when one remembers that in the ancient Near East, gods dwell in heaven,
Yahweh's "coming" implies that he "comes" to the local altar from heaven
and not from another earthly locality. Furthermore, Yahweh's "coming"
specifically implies that in the context of the Exodus altar law, Yahweh is
normally present in heaven and not on earth. Then, as Yahweh "comes"
from heaven in v. 24 and speaks from heaven in v. 22, this suggests that

verses 22 and 24 are connected with each other conceptually.

Thus, we may conclude that there are good reasons to see vv. 22-26 as a
conceptual unity.15¢ This specifically suggests that v. 22 either belongs to
the original altar law, or at least that the editor who added it saw no
contradiction between it and the rest of the altar law. Thus, it is entirely
possible that v. 22 i1s not Deuteronomic redaction, but an integral part of
the original altar law. Even 1if v. 22 were an addition by a Deuteronomic
editor, this would nevertheless strongly imply that the Deuteronomic editor

essentially shared the thought world of the Exodus altar law as regards

divine presence.

earth,
150 Note also that one may arrange vv. 22-24 according to the following palistrophic

structure, where word pairs (e.g. AA') contrast with each other. (Exceptions: words in
parentheses in the beginning of v. 22 do not have a correspondence; D' has two of D to

contrast it):
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In any case, coming back to the interpretation of v. 24, it is by no means
clear 1n what way Yahweh "comes"” to be present in the place where the
altar 1s. Whereas Yahweh is somehow localized above the ark,!5! there is no
indication that Yahweh would be on or above the local altar, at its side etc.,
and there 1s no indication of the mode of Yahweh when he "comes" to the
worshipper. This suggests that Yahweh's presence at a local altar is not tied
to space, but Yahweh is present freely at the location, and this is
compatible with the accounts of Yahweh's theophanies outside the context
of local altars, the ark, the temple and the tent of meeting.152 This freedom
of Yahweh then also gives further ground for the prohibition of images, as
an image 1s a cult object inside which a deity takes its dwelling.153 For this
same reason, a massebah as a seat of Yahweh's presence would not be

compatible with orthodox/canonical Israelite worship,154 even if one might

151 Cf, the discussion above, p. 36f.

152 E.g. Gen 18; 1 K1 19:9-18.Note also the theophanies at the doorway of the tent of meeting
in the Pentateuch (e.g. Ex 33:9; Num 12:5; Dt 31:15) which occurred outside at least a direct
context of the ark (cf. above, p. 39n97). Note also the pacts of David and Jonathan (1 Sam
18; 20; 23), where at least the pact of 1 Sam 23:14-18 was made M WS (1 Sam 23:18)

and the context (at Horesh, in the desert of Ziph) strongly suggests that the pact did not take
place in a shrine (see esp. Sheriffs 1979, pp. 59-61).

153 See above, Chapter 1 (Part I).

154 That rmasseboth were used In Palestine as a seat of divine presence and/or as a
representation of a god is suggested by a number of factors. The finds at Arad from IA 1l (see
e.g. Mettinger 1995, pp. 143-149) and Hazor from LBA (see e.g. Mazar 1990a, pp. 253-254;
Ottosson 1980, pp. 39-41), where masseboth were found at the "holy of holies” of the cultic
site concerned strongly suggest that they were used as seats of divine presence, as it was
normal to place god image(s) to the holy of holies of a temple or shrine. Also, Wenham (1994,
p. 224) notes that, "the eight-century Sefire treaties speak of the stones on which the treaties
are inscribed as bty 7hy’ 'bethels, houses of the gods' (Sefire 2.C.2-3, 9-10)". Moreover,
according to Hutter (1993, pp. 91-99), in the Hittite realm, stelae were seen as
representations of a deity. For instance, according to Hutter (ibid., p. 93), KUB VII 24 Vs. 1-5
says, "Berg Malimaliya: Von altersher gab es kein Gotterbild. Seine Majestat Tudhaliya
(machte) die Statue eines Mannes aus Eisen von 1 1/2 Spannen, die Augen aus Gold; sie
steht auf einem Lowen aus Eisen. In den Tempel des Berg(gotte)es Kukumusa bringt man
sie; als Stele stellt man (ihn) in Tuhniwara auf einen Felsblock.” Further, according to
Hutter, in the list of steles in KUB XXXVIII 15, the following is said, "Irus: eine Stele
(ra4ZIKIN), Ta] hat sie gemacht. Ein Schaf, ein Gefal mit Bier <und> Brot [gibt man] vo[n
der Stadt (?)]. Der neue Gott ist eine Stele. Ta] hat sie gemacht]. ... Milkus: eine Stele,
Pallals hat sie gemacht].”" On the other hand, as far as Syria (from an earlier time than the
Hittite realm) is concerned, Durand (1985, p. 83) suggests that a number of examples
indicate that rather than seeing Syrian stelae as functionally similar to statues of gods, they
could rather be seen as "temporary” symbols for specific ceremonies ("Ce qui est le plus
curieux semble étre laffirmation que ces bétyles ne represésentent pas des réalités
religieuses définitives, pierres que l'on dresse et & qui un culte sera rendu désormais, mais
des symboles 'épisodiques’ que l'on amene pour une cérémonie précise. Il est peu
vraisemblable qu'il faille tirer de nos documents, par example, que les trois bétyles
mentionnés ci-dessus represésentaient les statues des divinités mémes des temples le Mari.
La lettre de Bannum, ci-dessus, semble prouver que l'envoi du sikkanum fait partie des
préliminaires nécessaires a la féte d'Estar. Rien ne nous dit ce que ces bétyles devenaient,
une fois la féte finie et leur role tenu."”). On the other hand, we might add that even if these
Syrian standing stones had only temporary use for specific ceremonies, might one even
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say that a massebah is strictly speaking not an image. Thus, the Exodus
altar law of the Covenant Code is fully compatible with the exclusion of

masseboth as a seat of Yahweh's presence.!55 However, it is completely
another matter whether all usage of standing stones should be considered
as illlegitimate in Israel. One may think that a standing stone could be
erected as a sign or witness, or could even mark a sacred area as long as it
was not seen as a seat of Yahweh.156 For instance, the stones in Ex 24:4
symbolized the twelve tribes of Israel, the stones in Joshua 4 were intended
as signs (Josh 4:6-8, 21-24), and Dt 27:1-8 orders stones to be set up
together with the altar of Yahweh at Mt Ebal.!57 In fact, Josh 4:6-8, 21-24

and Dt 27:1-8 specifically show that even Deuteronomy accepts a memorial

usage of masseboth,158 as it 1s extremely difficult to detach either Josh 4:6-

think that the gods were nevertheless present in them temporarily for the ceremony? We
must conclude that it may be impossible to know the role of these Syrian standing stones for
certain. For these reasons, it may also be difficult to say exactly how Jacob perceived the
massebah he set up (Gen 28:18-22; 35:14; cf. [esp.] Wenham 1994, pp. 217-226, 326;
Hutter 1993, pp. 99-103 for analyses of the passages). Besides thinking of the massebah as
a seat of Yahweh, Jacob may have thought of it as a temporary symbol of Yahweh, and
moreover (A.R. Millard, personal communication, May 2000), symbolizing that he would later
build a house of Yahweh at the site. In any case, one must also stress that the Jacob
narratives portray the pre-Mosaic time, and thus even if Jacob perceived the massebah as a
seat of Yahweh, it does not necessarily need to be taken to indicate that this would have
been acceptable for people after the time of Moses.

155 This even if one thinks that verses 22-23 are later addition, even though there are strong
reasons for seeing them as part of the original altar law, as seen above.

156 Cf, Pagolu 1995, p. 113. Naturally, a massebah as a symbo! of Canaanite worship would
not have been acceptable cither (Dt 7:5; 12:3; cf. Pagolu 1995, p. 114).

157 For a general treatment of Dt 27 and Josh 8:30-35, see below, Chapter I11.3. The standing
stones at Gezer from the pre-Israelite period (MB II) are intriguing. As Ottosson (1980, p. 94)
describes, the 'Gezer High Place' "consists of 10 tall monoliths standing in a straight line
running north-south. All of them had been erected at the same time. The bases of the stones
were surrounded by a platform built of undressed stones with a curb of boulders. To the
west of the fifth and sixth stones was a large stone block with a rectangular hole at the top.
The stones werc erccted inside the 'Inner Wall', also dated to MB II." (Ottosson 1980, p. 94,
with a picture in ibid., p. 95; cf. W.G. Dever, ABD 1l, pp. 998-1003; NEAEHL, pp. 496-506,
including a bibliography of the excavations; Mettinger 1995, pp. 184-186. Note also that the
stone block with a hole at the top may be a socket for a now-missing monolith [Dever,
NEAEHL, p. 501; cf. Dunand 1938, vol Il, p. 645, fig 768; vol HI, Atlas, plates xxi.3, xxii-xxiv
for similar stone blocks with a hole at the top in the stelae temple in Byblos]}. Even though a
cultic interpretation for the site is deemed as the most probable, the matter is not considered
as certain (W.G. Dever, ABD II, p. 1000; NEAEHL, p. 501; Ottosson 1980, p. 94; Mettinger
1995, p. 186). In any case, the size and the look and feel of the stones and the installation as
a whole does not discount a possibility of monumental usage (cf. W.G. Dever, ABD I, p.
1000; NEAEHL, p. 501, who speaks of "monumental architecture” even though he suggests a
cultic interpretation). One also has to note that even though the structure ostensibly dates
from the Middle Bronze Age, according to Dever, it may have been reused in the Late Bronze
Age (NEAEHL, p. 501), and according to Mettinger (1995, p. 186; referring to oral
communication with Ussishkin), "we should not discount the possibility that the installation
was visible (and used?) as late as the Iron Age". Finally, in any case, it is generally
acknowledged that standing stones can have other than cultic functions (see Hutter 1993, p.
87).

158 Thus, Dt 16:21-22 can be understood to mean that a massebah as a seat of Yahweh (or,
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8, 21-24 or Dt 27:1-8 from a Deuteronomic context, especially as the
children's questions in Josh 4:6-8, 21-24 are very similar to those in Dt
6:2011.,159 and as it is difficult to think why Dt 27 would have been taken in
to the book of Deuteronomy or retained in it if it were seen as contradictory
to the rest of the book.160 We should also add that according to Josh 24:26,
Joshua "set up a great stone under the oak which is in the sanctuary of
Yahweh". This stone is not to be understood as a seat of Yahweh, since,
even though the stone is spoken of in anthropomorphic terms (v. 27), the

text, beside stating that the stone is a witness (77Y), states that the stone
"has heard all the words of Yahweh" (mim ~mr-5> nx nuny), and the stone is
thus seen as separate from Yahweh. Finally, the mmb n52:-58x naun in Isa

19:19-20 is "for a sign and for witness" (w5 mrb). 161

There is evidence also outside the Ex 20:22-26 altar law that it is enough to
have an altar without a specific cult object as a seat of Yahweh in order to
be in the presence of Yahweh 1n a cultic context. In 1 Sam 21, David comes

to Nob to the priest Abimelech. According to 1 Sam 21:7, the bread of

presence was taken out from lipne YHWH in order to be replaced with fresh

bread. When one couples this with the description that Abimelech who was
serving at the sanctuary in question is in all likelihood to be understood to
be a descendant of Eli (1 Sam 14:3; 22:20), it would be quite logical to infer
that the tent of meeting was at Nob at the time, having been taken there

after the disaster at Aphek (1 Sam 4).162 However, the ark was not inside

naturally, as a seat or symbol of another god) would not be acceptable by an altar (cf. also
below, p. 91{.). Cf. also Lev 26:1.

159 See Noth 1953, pp. 37, 39 on Josh 4:6-8, 21-24,

160 For a detailed examination of the literary questions relating to Dt 27, see below, Chapter
111.3.

161 Cf, Pagolu 1995, p. 111. Cf. also 2 Sam 18:18, which attests a memorial usage/meaning
of a massebah (It is also called a monument [gbWar 7°] later in the verse).

162 According to Cody (1969, p. 85), "The very presence of the Nob incident in the narrative of
David's rise to kingship, along with the fact that the narrative takes the nature of the Nob
sanctuary quite for granted and quite without need of explanation, suggests that the
sanctuary is the successor of Shiloh as the covenantal sanctuary, and that the priests
attending it are the successors of the priesthood of Shiloh.” Moreover (ibid.), "The
genealogical tie of Abimelech and his house to Eli, too, is a strong indication that Nob was
the heir of the sanctuary of Shiloh.” Even though a number of scholars more or less have
acknowledged that Nob was the successor of Shiloh, and have acknowledged that the
mention of the bread of presence fits perfectly with Lev 24:5-9; Ex 25:30; 40:23; Num 4:7
(see Hertzberg 1964, pp. 179-180; McCarter 1980, pp. 349-350, Stoebe 1973, pp. 393, 395,
Klein 1983, pp. 213-214), with Hertzberg (1964, p. 179) even suggesting that the associated
shrine was a tent shrine, they have been reluctant to suggest that this might also imply that
the tent of meeting was at Nob (see Hertzberg 1964, pp. 179-180; McCarter 1980, pp. 349-
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the tent of meeting, but was at Kiriath Jearim (1 Sam 7:1-2; cf. 2 Sam 6).163
Thus, it would be entirely plausible that the Holy of Holies should be
understood as empty at the time. Yahweh was not dwelling in the tent of
meeting any more, but could however "come" and be present there in the
context of worship at the altar of the tent of meeting. Similarly, when David
set up the tent of meeting and cultic worship at Gibeon {1 Chr 16:39-42),

the ark was not in Gibeon but in Jerusalem (see v. 37). Moreover, 2 Chr 1:6
explicitly states that Solomon offered lipne YHWH on the bronze altar of the

tent of meeting at Gibeon, even though the ark was in Jerusalem (see v. 4).

Finally, looking at Ex 20:22-26, it seems clear that the law allows altars in
multiple places.164 On the other hand, 1s there any limitation as to where
an altar may be built? According to Lohfink, "die Altarformel des
Bundesbuches grenzt die Moglichkeiten des Kultes zunéchst einmal ein
(was manchmal tibersehen wird). Nicht tberall darf Jahwekult geschehen,
sondern nur an Orten mit einer bestimmten Qualitat."165 However, one also
has to note that the altar law of Ex 20:22-26 does not prescribe any penalty
if an altar is built in some other place than one where Yahweh "has caused
his name to be remembered". Rather, the law merely states that Yahweh
will come to the worshipper and bless him if the place is "right". No curse or
punitive action on behalf of the deity is indicated, even if the place is not
"right". In other words, based on the Exodus altar law, an altar may be
built anywhere, but building one in a right place is accompanied with a

promise of Yahweh's presence and blessing.

Thus, the altar law of Ex 20:22-26 implies that a cultic place outside the
context of the ark, tent of meeting and temple requires only a simple altar

in order to secure Yahweh's presence and blessing. No other cult objects

350, Stoebe 1973, pp. 393-395, Klein 1983, pp. 213-214; cf. Smith 1912, p. 198), obviously
based on the scholarly consensus of the late dating of P and the idea that its tent of meeting
tradition is unhistorical (cf. above, p. 6). See further below, incl. p. 124f. for considerations of
the nature of the sanctuary at Shiloh during the premonarchical period and of the historical
plausibility of the tent of meeting tradition. Note also that Hertzberg 1964, pp. 178-179
suggests that only the priests were at Nob, whereas the associated shrine was somewhere
else (more or less) nearby. However, the/an ephod was at the site (1 Sam 21:10), and 1 Sam
22:10 rather hints that cultic activity occurred at Nob.

163 For an examination of the overall reasons for the separation of the ark and the tent of
meeting after the disaster of Aphek, see below, Chapters IIl.1 and II1.2.

164 See Childs 1974, p. 447 for a reference to an interpretation of the Ex 20 altar law as

referring to one place only and its refutation by Childs.
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are necessary.166 Then, local altars as expressed by Ex 20:22-26 contrast
with the ark and the tent of meeting and the temple first of all in that the
local altars are not a place of Yahweh's permanent presence. They are not a
house of Yahweh, or associated with a house of Yahweh, but are places
where Yahweh will "come” to meet the worshipper. On the other hand, the
ark is basically the seat of Yahweh's permanent presence, and functionally
equivalent to ancient Near Eastern god images. The fact that the local altar
would be of simple nature would contrast it with the elaborately
constructed altar of the tent of meeting and the temple. Also, we should
note here the simple and clear fact that no Priestly injunctions or
prerogatives exist in the biblical texts for local altars,167 whereas a more or
less elaborate Priestly cultus, analogous to ancient Near Eastern temple
worship, is centered around the ark, the tent of meeting and the temple.
Thus, the ark, the tent of meeting and temple far outshine the external

form and purpose of local altars, and the "system" of the ark together with

the tent of meeting or the temple is worthy of a designation central

sanctuary.

Thus, besides the concept of divine presence in Deuteronomy, our view of
the central sanctuary above all differs from the standard -critical
interpretation in that whereas according to the Wellhausenian system the
altars described in J and E reflect an early and simple decentralized mode
of worship from which a later complicated centralized worship developed,
according to our interpretation, the simple altars described in material
assigned to J and E speak about local modes of worship, distinct from the
elaborate cultic system of the ark, the tent of meeting and the temple
described elsewhere. Moreover, based on our considerations in Part I, the
local and central modes of worship can fundamentally be seen to be rather

complementary than contradictory to each other.

On the other hand, if we look at the Pentateuchal legislation, at least at
first sight it seems that some of the Pentateuchal legal material wishes to

limit all sacrifices to one sanctuary only. This then brings us to an

165 Lohfink 1991, p. 168.
166 For considerations of the presence of Yahweh at the local scene in a setting where all

worship should be centralized, see below, Chapter li1.4, p. 176f.
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important question to which we will turn next: What is the purpose and
meaning of centralization, also in light of the results we have obtained thus

far regarding the role of the central sanctuary and local sanctuaries?

w—-———————-—-——-—-——-———_——_————-—-——-——_‘—-—m

167 Also, it seems that any Israelite may sacrifice at them (cf. Haran 1978, p. 63).
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PART I

CENTRALIZATION IN THE PENTATEUCH
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1. CENTRALIZATION AND THE NARRATIVE SETTING OF PENTATEUCHAL

LEGAL MATERIAL

In its present form, the legal material of the Pentateuch has been placed in
a narrative setting. Therefore, let us start our investigation of centralization
in the Pentateuch by examining if this narrative setting suggests any
implications for our understanding of centralization in the Pentateuch. We
will also keep in mind that the Wellhausenian approach has devoted little if
any attention to the idea that the overall narrative placement of the

Pentateuchal legal material may have involved meaningful design.!

If one looks at the narrative arrangement of the Pentateuch, its first legal
material consists of Ex 12-13, the Passover and firstborn legislation. This
legislation 1s generally considered to consist of a mixture of J and P
material, with 12:1-20, 28, 40-51; 13:1-2 customarily assigned to P.2 From
the standpoint of our investigation, it is important to note that the P
material of the Passover does not advocate centralization; rather, the
Passover lamb is to be sacrificed (cf. Ex 34:25) and eaten at private homes.
On the other hand, it 1s a well-known fact that Deuteronomy centralizes the
Passover celebrations to the 'chosen place' (Dt 16), as against the JE
regulations for which the feast was local as well. Wellhausen explained this
by basically saying that the Priestly writer returned the festival to its family
setting in his legislation.? However, we may note at this point that if
Passover sacrifices are done in private homes, this does not quite fit with

Wellhausen's idea that P assumes centralization.4

The next legal material in the Pentateuch consists of the Decalogue and the
Covenant Code, Ex 20:1-17; 20:22-23:33. As was mentioned above,5 in the

early days it was customary to consider that the Covenant Code belongs to

1 Cf. above, p. 8n44 and p. 15n72 (including references to Whybray 1987) on the role of
redactors in putting together the Pentateuchal sources J, E, D, and P in Wellhausenian
thinking.

2 Childs 1974, p. 184.

3 See Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 103; cf. Childs 1974, p. 186. I will not go here into the

discussion of the question of the relationship of pesah and massoth in the festival and the
theories of their historical development.

4 Cf, above, p. 6f.
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J or E, but later it was agreed that the Covenant Code was an older
collection of laws independent of the usual critical sources, and put in its
present position by E.6 Similarly, the Decalogue was originally assigned to
E, but 1t too was later seen as an independent unit put into its present
narrative context by E, or perhaps by the compilers of Exodus.? One should
also add here that 1t is generally considered that vv. 23-25a, 31b-33 of the
parenetic epilogue Ex 23:20-33 of the Covenant Code are a D addition. On
a conventional interpretation of the altar law of Ex 20:22-26, neither the
Decalogue nor the Covenant Code advocate centralization. On the contrary,
the altar law legislates with multiple places of sacrifice in mind. Moreover,
in a number of places in the Book of the Covenant there is an exhortation

to come to God in a judicial context (@nivrn—w/58; Ex 21:6; 22:8, 9), and

these references are in general interpreted to concern local sanctuaries.8

However, one should keep in mind that while the explanation of the phrase
pnbrw /5% as a reference to local sanctuaries is the one most easily

conceived, the interpretation of the phrase is nevertheless not certain.®
Then, if there are D additions in the Covenant Code, one might specifically
ask why the Deuteronomic editor did not take issue with the decentralized

picture of the Covenant Code.

The covenant code 1s {followed by the blueprints of the tabernacle, Ex 25-
31, all part of P.10 The blueprints are followed by the description of making
the tabernacle, Ex 35-40, which is in many places a verbatim repetition of

what has already been described in Ex 25-31. All of Ex 35-40 is assigned to

P as well.1l

The two 'versions' of the tabernacle and its furnishings are sandwiched by a

narrative of a covenant violation and a subsequent covenant restoration, Ex

5 See above, p. 45.

6 Childs 1974, pp. 452.
7 Durham 1987, pp. 282-283. As might be expected, it has also been considered that the ten

commandments have experienced diachronic development (see Durham 1987, p. 280).

8 See Durham 1987, p. 321.
9 Other suggested alternatives are that o' ib% means (i) 'judges’ or 'rulers', (ii) the place of the

court, (iii) gods, and (iv) teraphim in the context (Sprinkle 1994, p. 56). Sprinkle himself
advocates the teraphim option in the sense of 'figurines of ancestors' (Sprinkle 1994, pp. 57-
60).

10 See Childs 1974, p. 529 for the source assignment.

11 See Durham 1987, p. 473 for source-critical issues regarding the chapters.
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32-34. The narrative includes embedded legal material for the restoration of
the covenant, Ex 34:10-28. This legal material is commonly assigned to J,
even though further JE, Priestly and Deuteronomic redaction is generally
posited as well.12 Conceptually, and without going into a consideration of
the possible reasons for the literary arrangement of Ex 25-40 as a whole
and the place of Ex 32-34 within it, one can safely say that Ex 34:10-28
belongs to the time before the construction of the tabernacle from the
perspective of the narrative. It is in no way dependent on the tabernacle or
its construction even though the instructions for the construction of the
tabernacle precede it from the standpoint of strict literary sequence. And, it
is important to note in this context that none of the legal material of Ex

34:10-28 advocates centralization, at least not directly.!3

After the construction of the tabernacle, practically all legal material which
is included in or embedded into the subsequent narratives until the end of
the book of Numbers 1s Priestly. It 1s also important to note that the Priestly
legislation is generally seen to be at least a reasonably unified whole,
except for Lev 17-26, the so-called Holiness Code. We will discuss the
relationship of the Holiness Code to the rest of the Priestly material below
as it relates to the altar law of Lev 17, but for the moment, suffice it to say
that the Holiness Code is generally seen to have many affinities with P, and
thus one is considered to be an offshoot of the other, whichever is deemed
to be first by the scholar in question. Also, it is appropriate to recall here
that according to Wellhausen, H was earlier than P, and whereas P

assumes centralization, H still speaks for it.14

Finally, in narrative sequence, the Pentateuch is concluded by the book of
Deuteronomy. Even if the book of Deuteronomy is often not thought to be a

unified whole from a compositional standpoint,!s it is difficult to avoid at

12 Durham 1987, p. 458.
13 Ex 34:23-24 (quoted below, p. 88) could actually be taken either in a decentralized or

centralized sense, depending on one's general approach to local sanctuaries versus central
sanctuary. This fits with the fact that v. 23 is generally taken to belong to J, but v. 24 often
to D (see Durham 1987, p. 458 for a detailed source division of Ex 34:10-28). It is also worth
noting that van Seters (1996, pp. 330-331) takes Ex 34:23 as a reference to appearing at the

central sanctuary.

14 See above, p. 7.
15 See notably Wellhausen 1963/1876, pp. 187-208, and Weinfeld 1991, pp. 9-13 for the

issues involved.
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least the impression that in its present form, the book argues for

centralization of worship, especially based on the contents of Dt 12.16

Now, one should ask the question of what is the purpose of the
arrangement of the legal material in the Pentateuch as spelled out above.
Even if one takes the view that the Pentateuch is an amalgam of diverse
materials put in place at diverse times, as is generally done, one question
that has to be asked is: Why did the final editor who put each successive
layer of legal material into place keep the earlier material even though it
was at least seemingly contradictory to the later material, especially as
regards centralization?1? For instance, if the Priestly author repealed the
law allowing profane slaughter, why did he on the other hand leave in place
the Deuteronomic injunction which allows it? Or, similarly, why were the
various at least seemingly contradictory regulations concerning the
centralization of the Passover left in their respective places? Or, why was
the Covenant Code put together in the Pentateuch with Deuteronomy if it

was seen as contradictory to Deuteronomy, especially as regards

centralization?

On the other hand, if we look at the total arrangement of legal material in
the Pentateuch, leaving aside the question of how Dt 16:21-22 and Dt 27

might relate to the apparently centralizing concerns of the book of

Deuteronomy,!8 we may observe that all ostensibly uncentralized matenal

has its setting in the time before the construction of the tabernacle in the
wilderness. Moreover, if one looks at this material without regard to its
narrative setting, it neither knows anything of nor at least ostensibly hints
at the construction of the tabernacle. Neither does it by itself contain any
hint about centralization. One may then ask: If the Pentateuch is a

haphazard collection of diverse materials, how is it possible that this

arrangement has resulted?!9

16 Cf, Weinfeld 1991, p. 16.

17 Cf, above, p. 15n72, item no. 4.

18 See below, Chapters 1.3 and II1.3 for considerations of this matter.

19 Note also that at least some of the material in Exodus implies that it has been set into the
present narrative with a full knowledge and understanding of the following events of the
establishment of the wilderness cult. For instance, in Ex 19-24, the seemingly innocent
prohibition of priests approaching the mountain where Yahweh descends (Ex 19:22, 24

[generally not assigned to P; see Childs 1974, p. 345; Durham 1987, pp. 268-269]|) suggests
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A further intriguing question to be asked in regard to the narrative setting
of the Pentateuchal legal material is why the Priestly material has been set
in the wilderness in a camp arranged around the tabernacle. This question
remains valid regardless of whether one believes that the legislation was
actually given in the wilderness and depicts real conditions or whether one
believes that it is later fiction, as the time of application of the material in
the wilderness would have been very limited in comparison with its
application in settled conditions in the land. The question becomes even
more intriguing when one bears in mind that a number of the Priestly laws
explicitly relate to the conditions in the land. To repeat: Why is a major part
of the Priestly legislation, including the centralization law of Lev 17,
speaking in terms of the camp and wilderness, whereas some laws, such as
the Passover law (Ex 12), leprosy laws (Lev 13-14) and laws of first fruits
(Lev 23:10-14 [H]) directly regulate for the conditions in the promised land?
Specifically, what would the author of the centralization law and the law of
profane slaughter in Lev 17 wish to communicate to people already settled
in the land by specifically taking the camp as a frame of reference, since it
is clear that he could have formulated the laws otherwise as some of the

Priestly laws which directly refer to settled conditions indicate?

this. The narrator hints at what is to come later as regards to priesthood (cf. Sprinkle 1994,
p. 22), even if he did not refer directly to the Aaronide priesthood in the verses (cf. Kaiser
1990, p. 419). Moreover, there is reason to think that the legal material of Ex 19-24 has
been integrated carefully into the narrative. For instance, as Sprinkle convincingly suggests,
the Decalogue and the Book of the Covenant have been crafted to the surrounding narrative
of Ex 19-24 by means of a technique called resumptive repetition. According to Sprinkle
(1994, p. 19), "The essence of this technique is that the narrator tells a story once, then
picks up the story again somewhere in the chronological sequence and retells it, often
expanding the story or telling it from a different point of view."” By applying this principle,
Sprinkle is able to solve practically all problems of chronology in Ex 19-24 (for details, see
Sprinkle 1994, pp. 18-24). What is more, Sprinkle shows how the arrangement of the
material in fact has served the author in helping him to communicate his message effectively
(for details, see Sprinkle 1994, pp. 24-27). Sprinkle also suggests a number of features
which link the legal material of the book of Covenant and the surrounding narrative (see
Sprinkle 1994, pp. 29-34, and also the discussion of Ex 20:22-26 above, Chapter L.2B).
Besides these considerations of Ex 19-24, we might add that the sandwiching of Ex 32-34
between the two versions of the tabernacle blueprints of Ex 25-31 and Ex 35-40 (cf. above,
p. 60) suggests more than casual putting together of the material, and it is difficult to think
how this could be possible unless the person responsible for the arrangement knew both the
Priestly material of Ex 25-31; 35-40 and the legal material of Ex 34. Thus, these
considerations of Ex 19-40 also suggest both a careful literary arrangement of Ex 19-40, and
especially the mention of priests in Ex 19:22, 24 may even suggest that the Priestly material
is prior to the narrative material in Exodus (for the priority of Priestly material in Genests,

see Wenham 1999b).
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Moreover, what i1s the rhetorical purpose of the fact that the book of
Deuteronomy portrays itself as a speech of Moses, and that the book as a
whole, including its legal material, has its narrative setting on the verge of
the promised land, and specifically after the JE and Priestly legislation in

narrative sequence?

Finally, what 1s the rhetorical purpose of placing the decentralizing
legislation of Exodus into a narrative setting of a covenant at Horeb with
the exodus generation,20 whereas the (at least seemingly) centralizing
legislation of Deuteronomy has a narrative setting of a covenant at the
plains of Moab with the next generation?2! Why is the Priestly legislation
not directly set as a covenant, and on the other hand spans the time
interval between the covenants at Horeb and Moab?22 Let us proceed into
the interpretation of the altar laws in the Priestly material and in

Deuteronomy with these considerations and questions as a starting-point.

20 Except Ex 12-13 which are set in Egypt.
21 Note also that Dt 28:69 explicitly connects the Sinai and Moab covenants (cf. Reuter 1993,

p. 229), and recall that it is generally thought that the Covenant Code and Deuteronomy are

closely connected with each other (cf. above, pp. 5, 47f., 591.).
22 Passover and firstborn laws in Ex 12-13 include Priestly material as well, though.
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2. LEV17:1-15 AND CENTRALIZATION IN THE PRIESTLY MATERIAL

As Leviticus 17 i1s the centralizing law par excellence of the Priestly

material, we will base our discussion of centralization in the Priestly
material on a detailed examination of Lev 17. In order to interpret Lev 17,
we will start by discussing relevant critical questions surrounding the
chapter. We will also keep in mind our larger considerations regarding the

narrative arrangement and relationship of the various legal material of the

Pentateuch.?3

As discussed above,?4 Lev 17 i1s part of the Priestly legislation of the
Pentateuch which spans Exodus to Numbers. The Priestly material,
including its legal material, is generally divided into two sources, the
Priestly Torah (P} and the Holiness Code (H). As Joosten describes, "The
distinct character of the collection of laws in Leviticus 17-26 was first
recognized in the 19th century. In 1877 it was given the name 'Holiness
Code' (Heiligkeitsgesetz) by Klostermann, and this fitting appellation has
stuck ever since."?> However, it has to be emphasized that, as Joosten

expresses it, "H shares much of its language and ideas with P".26

Whether Lev 17 actually belongs to the Holiness Code has been debated
since the identification of the Holiness Code.27 According to Hartley, "Since
this speech deals solely with sacrifices, it is more in accord with the
preceding legislation than with the {following material, which treats
primarily ethical and purity 1ssues."28 Moreover, "Because of its concern
with sacrifices and its location, a few scholars group it with chap. 16."29
Yet, Hartley points out that the note in Lev 16:34 that Israelites complied
with Yahweh's instructions sets Lev 16 off from the following,3? and that the

desire to remove all forms of pagan practices in Lev 17 is in accord with the

23 Cf, above, Chapter IL.1.
24 See above, Chapter I1.1.
25 Joosten 1996, p. S.

26 Joosten 1996, p. 13.

27 Hartley 1992, p. 250.
28 Hartley 1992, p. 250.
29 Hartley 1992, p. 250.
30 Hartley 1992, p. 250.
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Holiness Code.31 On the other hand, according to Hartley, the concern in

Lev 17 about eating blood (vv. 10-14) is fitting for P.32

The language of Lev 17 has affinities with both H and P. Without going into
full details, as it is not necessary for this investigation, the following
examples given by Hartley illustrate the matter.33 Affinities with H include
the following: "The use of the divine first person (vv. 10-12, 14; cf. 26:3, 6,
17), the Sxa° man ¥R UK, 'any Israelite' formula (vv. 3, 8, 10, 13), the cut-
off penalty in the divine first person (v. 10; cf. vv. 4, 9, 14; 20:5) and the
penalty My X0, 'he 1s held responsible' (v. 16)".34 On the other hand,

affinities with P include the following: The usage of "1wm 5nx, 'the Tent of
Meeting' (vv. 4, 5, 6, 9), 2a5nn epm, 'and he 1s to smoke the fat' (v. 6),

mmh nma b, 'a soothing aroma to Yahweh' (v. 6), and 1292, 'offering,

oblation' (v. 4)".35

It has been argued that if one takes Lev 17 as part of the Holiness Code it
would fit with the practice of other biblical law codes which also put cultic
laws at their beginning, as Ex 20:22-26 starts the Book of the Covenant, Dt
12 starts the code of Deuteronomy, Ezek 40-42 starts Ezek 40-48 and Ex
25-31 starts the Priestly material.36 This together with the break at the end
of Lev 16 is perhaps the strongest argument for assigning Lev 17 to H, even
though one might also add that like Deuteronomy, H concludes with
blessings and curses, and that the paraenetic elements in H of explaining
and motivating the laws are unique in comparison with P.37 Yet, this
argumentation has its weaknesses. Since P is rather commenced by Ex 12

than by the Tabernacle blueprints, one cannot strictly speaking say that P

31 Hartley 1992, p. 251.

32 Hartley 1992, p. 251.
33 As Hartley 1992, pp. 248-249 discusses, a number of expressions which have been listed

as occurring in either P or H but not in the other, occur elsewhere in the Old Testament, and
thus are not unique to P or H, complicating the analysis of distinctiveness between P and H.
Thus, the analysis of Schwartz 1996, p. 37 in regard to Lev 3-7 is not quite as certain as it
seems. One should also add that as the vocabulary of the OT is about 10,000 words whereas
the vocabulary of a living language is at least 50,000 plus, we have no way of knowing what
sort of oral pool was available at the time of the writing of both codes, and thus the
distinctiveness 1s not necessarily a matter of the availability of vocabulary, but can as well be
a matter of choice based on subject matter, at least in a number of cases.

34 Hartley 1992, p. 251.

35 Hartley 1992, p. 251.
36 Hartley 1992, p. 251, referring to earlier commentators, such as Bertholet and Eissfeldt.

See also Joosten 1996, p. 6.
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starts with cultic regulations. Also, there are no blessings and curses in P.
Moreover, besides noting that Ezek 40-48 contains no blessings and

curses, one may even ask whether it should be considered as a law code at
all.

Furthermore, scholars have not agreed about the relative dating of P and H.
As Joosten describes, until recently the analysis of the relationship of the
two codes was based on the following premises: "a) that the original
Holiness Code has been edited by, or in the spirit of, P; and b) that the P-
redaction had been preceded by the redactional activity of the author(s) of
the Holiness Code. The second step was to distinguish between the older
laws and the (mostly paraenetic) redactional framework added by the
authors of the original work. Further complexity was introduced when two,
three or even four different hands were distinguished in the redactional
elements."38 Yet, recent scholars have questioned this approach. Besides
criticizing the subjective criteria of the literary analysis (which is reinforced
by the fact that no two analyses coincide exactly),39 the order of the two
codes has been reversed.i® Especially, Knohl has argued that H was
composed and edited by an H school, and H "clearly" postdates the work of
the P school who edited P.4! In fact, Knohl even thinks that HS is the final

editor of the Pentateuch.4?

A major argument for Knohl in favour of such analysis 1s that there are
passages with the characteristics of Lev 17-26 outside the confines of Lev
17-26, and that this has been somewhat of a problem for scholars to
explain.43 As Knohl points out, there is no agreement about identifying the
H fragments outside Lev 17-26.44 Also, according to Knohl, the recognition
that signs of H appeared in writings spread out over the entire Priestly work

led some scholars even to doubt the very existence of H as a separate unit

37 Joosten 1996, p. 6.
38 Joosten 1996, p. 7. Cf. Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 52, 374-383.

39 See Joosten 1996, p. 8.

40 Joosten 1996, pp. 13-14.
41 Knohl 1995, p. 6. Note that Knohl (Knohl 1995, p. 112) thinks that the Priestly phrases

requiring centralization of the cult in Lev 17 "are not formulated in the 'pure', precise
language of PT, but are PT phrases adapted in the spirit of HS".
42 Knohl 1995, pp. 101-103; p. 200.

43 Knohl 1995, p. 2.
44 Knohl 1995, p. 3. According to Joosten 1996, pp. 15-16, "Important passages are Ex 6:6-
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within the Priestly source.45> For Knohl, seeing H as later than P enables a

better appropriation of the H material outside Lev 17-26.

Knohl also further challenges the conventional source division between P
and H. According to Knohl, many sections outside the Holiness Code that
have hitherto been attributed to P are really part of the writings of the H
school.46 Given the fact that Knohl's source criticism is on many accounts a
convincing alternative to previous approaches, one must say that the
question of the composition of the Priestly material of the Pentateuch,

including the existence, extent and mutual relationship of P and H is far

from settled.

Also, if one reads both P and H without taking Lev 17 into consideration,
neither code seems to include a centralization requirement. As regards P,
according to Milgrom, "P does not claim that the Tabernacle is the only
legitimate sanctuary. There is neither admonition nor ban against
worshiping at other altars".47 Milgrom adds, "P requires a central but not a
single sanctuary".48 Also, as 1s well known, and as referred to before, most
of the injunctions concerning sacrifices in P have camp conditions in the
wilderness as their literary setting, with Israel settled around the camp in
close proximity. The laws do not directly relate what should happen after
the camp setting 1s no longer valid, but the matter is left to interpretation.
As regards H, the camp paradigm still holds, and furthermore, if one
excludes Lev 17 from consideration, there seems to be no direct
requirement for centralization in H either. In fact, except for Lev 19:20-22
and 24:1-9, the central sanctuary is hardly mentioned in Lev 18-26. In this
respect, one can read Lev 18-26, including the festival regulations in Lev
23, in the same way as one can read P, that is, as demanding a central but

not a single sanctuary. For instance, if one were to read Lev 23 by itself,

8:31:13-17; Lev 11:44f; Num 10:8-10; 15:38-41."
45 Knohl 1995, p. 3, giving references as well.

46 See Knohl 1995, p. 6; pp. 56-110.
47 Milgrom 1991, p. 32. Cf. Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 34 concerning the views of his time,

"Uber den Priesterkodex ist die meinung verbreitet, daf3 es sich in diese Sache ziemlich
indifferent verhalte, weder die Vielheit der Opferstatten erlaube, noch auf die einheit Gewicht
lege, und daf® ihm dieser Haltung wegen die Prioritdt vor der deuteronomium zukomme."
Note also that the Passover sacrifice (Ex 12; cf. Ex 34:25) is decentralized in P, occurring at
individual homes (cf. above, p. 59).

48 Milgrom 1991, p. 34.
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one could interpret the material without recourse to a central sanctuary.
Especially, Lev 23:4-8; 9-14 and 23:15-22 could by themselves be
interpreted from a context of a local altar/sanctuary only. The offerings in
Lev 23:15-21 could also be seen (at least partly) as common offerings
representing more than one person as a relatively large amount of animals

is involved in vv. 18-19. Finally, the mention of sanctuaries (@'pn) in Lev

26:31 could be taken to mean either that sanctuaries are bad in
themselves, or that sanctuaries which by themselves are legitimate would

be destroyed as a result of the curses.

Thus, the interpretation of whether P or H (or both) requires centralization
depends on whether one assigns Lev 17 to P or H (or both).49 In other
words, the interpretation of the requirement of centralization in both P and
H depends on one's interpretation of Lev 17 and on the question of which
lawcode Lev 17 originally belonged to. As Lev 17 is a mixture of both P and
H, it it 1s reasonable to think that one cannot deny the possibility that the
writer / incorporator of Lev 17 was aware of material pertaining to both P
and H. It 1s even possible to think that there existed a centralization
requirement which first belonged to either P or H, whichever was first, and
included only the form and vocabulary of this earlier code, but was edited

in view for the latter code as well and incorporated in its present place

when the two codes were combined.50

Thus, because Lev 17 1s a mixture of P and H features and there is no
agreement as to the relative order of P and H, or even whether they ever
existed as separate entities, the problem of the internal prehistory of the
Priestly material 1s very difficult, including the view of centralization in P
and H. Thus, we may conclude that it is safest if we look at Lev 17 as it is

embedded to the Priestly material in its final form in its current literary

arrangement and setting.

Let us then look at what Lev 17 says about centralization. Let us start by

49 Keeping in mind from above that scholarly consensus somewhat hesitantly assigns the
passage to H, for which the strongest argument is the current literary placement of the

chapter as preceding Lev 18-26.
50 Cf, Elliger 1966, pp. 224-225 for a source-oriented approach to Lev 17 which postulates P

redactors on an H "Grundschicht”.
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looking at the chapter as a whole. Schwartz, who has written two detailed
articles about Lev 17,51 has argued that the chapter is a unit consisting of
five paragraphs (vss. 3-7; 8-9; 10-12; 13-14; 15-16).52 According to
Schwartz, "The first four share a common formulational mold, and all five

mention explicitly, or refer obliquely to, the threat of nm>. The first two

paragraphs, as seen from their similar style and vocabulary, are a unit,
dealing with sacrificial animals and the place of their slaughter. The last
two paragraphs too are a unit; they are the sub-sections of the blood
prohibition of the third."s3

Also, according to Schwartz, "All the lines of the formal analysis lead to the
following view of the balanced and designed structure of the chapter: the
first three paragraphs contain three prohibitions, arranged in ascending
order of severity. The last of these three, which is of course the most
absolute and most severe, draws in its wake two positive commands which
are its subsections and which expand upon and clarify it. These last two -
or, to be precise, the last three, since they are a unit - are arranged in
descending order of severity. The five paragraphs thus make up an inverted
'V', at the zenith of which stands the absolute prohibition of partaking of
blood and its rationale. This section, vv. 10-12, is therefore the axis upon

which the chapter revolves."54

Schwartz continues, "The merest glance at the content leads to the same
conclusion: all five paragraphs deal with the legitimate and correct manner
of disposing of the blood of those animals which may be eaten. The first two
speak of sacrificeable animals - which, in the view of this chapter, must
indeed be sacrificed - and the last two speak of animals which, though they
may be eaten, may not be sacrificed. At the center, between the first two

and the last two, stands the axiom upon which all four depend: that
partaking of blood 1s prohibited."55

One has to note here that vv. 8-9 do not speak about blood. Yet, in the light

51 Schwartz 1991; Schwartz 1996.
52 Schwartz 1991, pp. 36-37; Schwartz 1996, p. 16.
53 Schwartz 1996, p. 16; Cf Schwartz 1991, pp. 37-42 for details.

54 Schwartz 1991, pp. 42-43.
55 Schwartz 1991, p. 43.
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of comparing v. 9 with v. 4, it is conceivable that bloodguiltiness would be
accounted to a man who does not bring either an olah or zebah to the tent
of meeting. Thus, whether one fully accepts Schwartz's analysis of the
structure of the chapter as a whole, Schwartz has made a case for the

literary unity of the chapter and the importance of the blood prohibition 1n
it.

After having noted the centrality of the blood prohibition in regard to Lev
17, we must note that the question of why blood is prohibited, important as
it is, is not all that relevant for the present discussion. However, one point
needs attention. Suffice it to say that we agree with Rendtorff who asserts
that the general value and importance of blood for expiation is the reason
given in v. 11 for the blood prohibition.56 Also, it is good to recall here that
all biblical law codes forbid the consumption of blood.57

Thus, we are left with the centralizing requirements of verses 3-9 which,
even though they connect with vv, 10-16 and may be subservient to them,
can nevertheless be interpreted relatively independently. Turning aside

from vv. 10-16, let us first look at vv. 8-9.

The interpretation of vv. 8-9 does not seem very complicated. The law states

that all olah and zebah sacrifices are to be brought to the tent of meeting.
The law is thus about cult centralization. There seem to be only two issues

of some uncertainty. First, it is often thought that the usage of olah and

zebah is a merism, 1.e. the two terms cover all sacrifices.58 This is possible,
even though one cannot be absolutely certain. Secondly, one should notice
that from the standpoint of its present narrative setting, the law assumes a
wilderness setting with the Israelites camped around the tent of meeting,
and it is not directly stated whether and how the law should be applied

after the settlement when the distance to the central sanctuary would

s6 Rendtorff 1995, pp. 26-27. His article is a response to Milgrom 1971, who argues that Lev
17:11 refers only to the shelamim offering, and speaks about expiation against a crime given
in Lev 17:4, an unauthorized killing of an animal.

57 Cf. Brichto 1976, p. 42n32: "The blood taboo, present in so many places in the Bible ... is
so old and ingrained that it cannot be used for the dating of sources.” One should also note
that if P is separated from H, Gen 9:1-6, which is assigned to P, nevertheless contains a
blood prohibition (see e.g. Brichto 1976, pp. 19-20; c.f. Wenham 1987, pp. 167-169
concerning Gen 6-9 source analysis).
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complicate its application. We will discuss this matter further below.

On the other hand, the interpretation of vv. 3-7 is difficult, and these verses
thus form the crux interpretum of Lev 17 in regard to centralization. To start

with, as Schwartz has given good reasons to consider vv. 3-7 as a literary
and legal unity,5® we will concentrate on the final form of the text.
Assuming then that the passage is to be taken as a unity, one needs to
recognize that since rabbinic times there has been a debate regarding the

substantive content of the legislation of Lev 17:3-7.0 According to

Schwartz,

The two sides of the question are represented in Talmudic
literature by R. Ismael and R. Akiba, the former claiming that the
intent is to outlaw what he called "profane” slaughter, i.e., the
slaughter of oxen, sheep, or goats without first presenting them as
an offering to YHWH, and the latter claiming that the intent is to
prohibit making sacrifices to YHWH of oxen, sheep or goats outside
of the single sanctuary, in other words, that this is what scholars
call a law of cult-centralization.6!

The question of interpretation hinges on the meaning of the verb vn¥ in v.

3. According to Hartley,

The word vnu, "slaughter”, has both a popular meaning for ordinary

slaughtering of an animal (e.g., as Gen 37:31) and a restricted
cultic meaning for the ritual slaughter of an animal (1:5). The big
question is whether nu is used broadly or restrictively,"62

It is possible to take the meaning of ¥n¥Y in both ways in v.3. Even though

Levine has argued that "In the ritual texts of the Torah the verb vnunever

has the general sense of 'slaughtering’ that it has in other, less detailed
biblical texts",63 we must note the usage of the verb in the following Priestly
passages: Lev 14:5 ("leper"); Lev 14:50, 51 ("leprous” house); Num 19:3
(purification heifer). In none of these passages does the verb vnu indicate
sacrifice, and neither does the killing even occur in front of the tent of
meeting. On the other hand, the killing of the animal concerned in these

passages is part of a ritual. The question then hinges on whether the

58 See Hartley 1992, p. 273; Brichto 1976, p. 25.
59 See Schwartz 1996, pp. 17-18.

60 Schwartz 1996, p. 18.

6t Schwartz 1996, p. 18.

62 Hartley 1992, p. 269,

63 Levine 1989, p. 113.

72



word UnYW means ritual slaughter in the Priestly material or whether the

meaning comes from the fact that the context of the killing always is a

ritual in the Priestly material. It may be impossible to decide for certain.

Let us next look at v. 3. The animals referred to in the verse are the same

as referred to in the law of shelamim in Lev 3 (" vs 9p2 in Lev 3:1; 2> vs
2> 1n Lev 3:7; 1 vs 1w in Lev 3:12). A bird which would refer to an olah (Lev

1: 14-17) 1s not mentioned. Also, in the law of the burnt offering in Lev 1,
only a male ox, lamb or goat may be offered in front of the tent of meeting,

whereas neither Lev 17:3 nor Lev 3 makes a distinction between male or

female. Further, the fact that vv. 5-6 of Lev 17 are about shelamimé64
reinforces the idea that vv. 3-4 concern animals that are fit for shelamim.65

Thus, the law of Lev 17:3-7 revolves around shelamim.

After these observations, let us first read the rest of the law as if it refers to
shelamim sacrifices only, and not to profane slaughter. Hartley gives the

following motivation for the law:

The close tie between slaughter and sacrifice in the ancient mind
made this regulation necessary. Yahweh wished to make sure that
the profane slaughter of clean animals without defect in an open
field was not turned into a sacrificial ritual, for such practice would
be prone to becoming polluted with pagan customs, such as
believing that these quasi sacrifices placated the spirits of the field.

The tendency to follow syncretic [sic] practice would have been
greater in the absence of any priest to officiate. Yahweh definitely
wished to prevent the people from thinking that they were making
a legitimate sacrifice any time they slaughtered an animal at any
place other than a consecrated altar.66

If the law of Lev 17:3-7 1s taken this way, vv. 8-9 are then best taken as
recapitulating and expanding the prohibition of vv. 3-7, both in the scope of

64 Also, based on the general meaning of the word nat in the Priestly material, nat should

most naturally be taken to refer to shelamim in v. 5 (and in v. 7). (Also, if v. 5 was about any
other offering, it would mean that this would from now on have to be offered as shelamim as
well, which would not make good sense, either from the context of vv. 8-9 or the rest of the
Priestly legislation.)

65 Note that all this assumes that Lev 17:3-7 knows the regulations of Lev 1 and 3. At least,
it is easy to understand verses 5-6 from the context of Lev 3 {So Schwartz 1996, pp. 24-25).
These considerations then tie Lev 17 to P (cf. our earlier discussion concerning the
relationship of Lev 17 with P and H).

66 Hartley 1992, p. 271.
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the sacrifices (olah is included) and the persons involved (ger is included).67
One then has to conclude with Hartley that the laws of Lev 17:3-9 "do not
address the 1ssue of the ordinary slaughtering of domesticated animals",68
and that Lev 17, read as its present narrative setting suggests, is about the

centralization of the cult at the tent of meeting in the wilderness.

On the other hand, one may also read the law as limiting all profane

slaughter to the tent of meeting. By limiting all slaughter to the tent of
meeting and assigning it as shelamim, it is made certain that in practice, no

shelamim offerings can be offered in the field. As Wenham states, "The
motive underlying this severe law is spelled out in vv. 5-7. It is to prevent
sacrifices to the goat-demons who inhabited the wilderness",69 and, "Anyone
involved in secret demon worship might claim that he merely killed the
animal outside the camp. To plug this potential loophole it is enjoined that
all animals must be killed in the tabernacle."70 Also, Hartley's assertion, as
quoted above,?’! that the law sought to prevent the profane slaughter of
clean animals without defect in an open field from turning into a sacrificial

ritual, would hold true in this case as well.

We should also note that according to Hartley, if Lev 17:3-7 were about
profane slaughter, there would be a problem of what to do with animals
which have a blemish, since such animals cannot be offered as shelamim
(Lev 3:1, 6).72 However, we may make the following logical deductions

concerning this problem. First, one may conceive that the Israelites could
also have been offering blemished animals as shelamim in the wilderness

outside the context of the tent of meeting, or at least might have been

tempted to do so. Then, if the law of Lev 17:3-7 were about the
centralization of shelamim only, it would not make it clear what to do with

these blemished shelamim, as only unblemished shelamim may be offered

at the tent of meeting according to Lev 3. In other words, if blemished

67 Note however that Greek includes ger (rposiilvtoc) in Lev 17:3.
68 Hartley 1992, p. 271.

69 Wenham 1979, p. 243.

70 Wenham 1979, p. 243.

71 See above, p. 73.
72 Hartley 1992, p. 271. Note however that Lev 22:23 allows certain blemishes for a freewill

offering (137), and we will treat such animals in the following discussion as if they were
unblemished.
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animals could be offered as shelamim outside the context of the tent of
meeting, whichever way one takes the law, there are cases which it does
not cover. Secondly, if one can on the other hand conceive that blemished
animals were never sacrificed as shelamim outside the context of the tent of
meeting (which 1s by no means certain, especially if the practice was
idolatrousl), the law covers all cases if one takes it to mean shelamim only.
However, in this case, we may still point out that there would be no need to
legislate for blemished animals, as there would in any case be no danger
that they could be offered to goat-demons. Thus, one may think that there

would have been no need to prevent the profane slaughter of blemished

animals.

Moreover, we may point out that if the law of Lev 17:3-7 is taken in its

wider meaning, it covers all cases which are covered by the interpretation of

the law as relating to shelamim only, plus such cases in which the animal

was previously slaughtered only for food even though it could also have

been brought to the tent of meeting to be sacrificed. In other words, the
interpretation of the law as about shelamim only is a subset of the

interpretation of the law to include profane slaughter of all animals which
can be sacrificed at the tent of meeting. Yet in other words, the law covers

more cases if it i1s taken in its wider meaning. The following diagram

illustrates the matter.
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Figure 1: Scope of the law of Lev 17:3-7
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Finally, it has to be noted that if one takes the law of Lev 17:3-7 in its wider

meaning (to include profane slaughter), vv. 8-9 fit with vv. 3-7 in that they

state that all sacrifices, including olot must be brought to the tent of

meeting, and that not only the Israelites, but also gerim must do so0.73

Then, we must ask ourselves: which case was the law intended to cover, as
it can legitimately be interpreted in two ways? It seems that it is best to
think that the answer must ultimately lie in the way the Old Testament
itself interprets it, provided that it is possible to detect this interpretation. If
we look at the problem from this standpoint, the wider interpretation fits

perfectly with the book of Deuteronomy,’4 at least at first sight. As the

Jewish commentator Bamberger puts it,

Now Deuteronomy (12:20ff.) provides that, after Israel has
conquered and occupied the land, animals may be killed for food
without sacrificial formalities, as long as the carcasses are drained
of blood. The simplest explanation of this chapter [Lev 17}, then, is
that i1t was a temporary rule for the period of desert wandering; the
Israelites were traveling in constant proximity to the Tabernacle
and could easily bring their animals there and present them as
sacrifices of well-being. But, after they settled in Canaan and
spread over the country, frequent trips to a central shrine (such as
Shiloh and later Jerusalem) would have been burdensome; and
secular slaughter was therefore permitted. This explanation was
given by Rabbi Ishmael in the second century and was adopted by
later legal authorities. It makes excellent sense, on the assumption
that the Torah was all given through Moses, that the present
chapter dates from the time of encampment at Sinai and
Deuteronomy from the end of the desert period, just before the

invasion of the land.7s

In other words, at least from the standpoint of its present narrative setting
and in relation to the rest of the Pentateuch in its narrative setting, the
wider interpretation of the law makes good sense. On the other hand, if the
law of Lev 17:3-7 1s taken in its narrower meaning, it is difficult to think
why the laws in Deuteronomy which allow profane slaughter were

necessary, at least if one reads them from the standpoint of their narrative

73 This would then mean that based on Lev 17:3-7, strictly speaking, a ger could slaughter
any animals outside the context of the tent of meeting as long as such slaughtering would
not be sacrificial (However, note again that LXX includes ger [npoonjAvtoc] in Lev 17:3; cf.
above, p. 74, incl. n67). I will however not attempt to explore the significance of this seeming
allowance further.

74 We will discuss the matter in more detail below when dealing with centralization in

Deuteronomy.
75 Bamberger 1979, p. 177.
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setting in the Pentateuch. Also, it must be noted that Hartley, who

interprets the verb »nt in its narrower meaning, concedes that, "the tone of

the context suggests that it [the law] covers all slaughter as sacrifice".76

The major reason why commentators opt for the narrower interpretation 1s

the statement on71% oab nx-nnn 25w npn in v, 7.77 Without this expression,

it would be possible to say that the laws of Lev 17 were valid only for the
wilderness period. However, the expression clearly seems to carry the
meaning over beyond the wilderness period, constituting a major problem
of interpretation for those who wish to take the wider meaning of the verb

niY. A number of conservative commentators have tried to solve this
problem by saying that the phrase ana1b on% nxi-min 05w npn concerns only

the prohibition of satyr worship earlier in v. 7.78 Yet, as Hartley notes, "it 1s

structurally defensible that v. 7b applies to vv. 3-7a".79

On the other hand, most critical scholars see the law as a product of either
the exilic or the post-exilic community. According to this view, the Jewish
community was centred around Jerusalem during or after the exile and
was so small and closely knit that the command was feasible.80 However,
Noth who thinks that the law arose right after 587 BC "in the still
remaining cultic circles round about Jerusalem", doubts if the law could
have been carried out even then.8! Also, Ezra 2:70 (cf. Neh 11:20-36)
implies that when the population returned, many of them settled in other
places than Jerusalem. In fact, according to the book of Nehemiah, 1t was
difficult to get people to live in Jerusalem during the time of Nehemiah (Neh
7:4-5; 11:1-2). Moreover, as Hartley points out, "Even during the post-exilic
period the implementation of this decree would have placed severe
hardship on pockets of Israelites scattered throughout Palestine who
looked to the Temple as their worship center, the very people the small

struggling community at Jerusalem needed for moral and financial support

76 Hartley 1992, pp. 270-271.

77 See Hartley 1992, p. 270.
78 E.g. Keil and Delitzsch 1983/1861-1865, The Pentateuch, vol II, p. 409.

79 Hartley 1992, p. 270.
80 See Noth 1965, p. 130; Elliger 1966, p. 224 for a view of exilic origins, and Bamberger

1979, p. 179 for an exposition of a view for early post-exilic origins.
81 Noth 1965, p. 130. Also, as is well known, not all of the population of Judea was carried

into exile.
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in their adventure to rebuild the capital city. The Jewish population
scattered throughout the land could hardly bring all their animals to
Jerusalem for slaughter."82 Furthermore, there were many Jews living in
Babylonia during the postexilic time. How could the law be binding on
them?83 And, as Schwartz observes, there is no evidence that a prohibition
of common slaughter was observed in second temple times,84 and one can
quickly add that the same applies to the exilic time. Finally, one has to note
that if the law was intended for the exilic, or early post-exilic community, it
could have been in effect only for a short time,8% and one thus cannot argue
for the application of the law in exilic or early postexilic times based on an
argument that the law could not have been given for the wilderness
generation since it would have been valid only for a short time. In short, it

is difficult to think that the law would have been made based on either the

exilic or postexilic setting of Judah.

Then, how should we understand the expression ona1% 5w npn and the

application of the law? In order to think about that, we must first remind
ourselves that a major i1ssue affecting the interpretation of the Priestly
material is that many of the laws are set with Israel camped around the
tent of meeting in the wilderness.8 A number of cultic laws, such as Lev 1-
10 have specifically been formulated from this viewpoint. In fact, there is no
indication in Lev 1-10 how the law should be applied if the camp setting 1s
no longer valid. On the other hand, there are a number of laws in the
Priestly material which have been explicitly formulated for conditions where
Israel has come to the land of Canaan and settled in it. As far as P 1s
concerned, such laws include leprosy laws (Lev 13-14) and the Passover
law (Ex 12).87 On the other hand, the land plays an even more important
role in the Holiness Code. According to Joosten, who has investigated the
matter extensively, "The notion of land is central to H, second 1n

importance only to the notion of peoplehood. Time and again reference is

82 Hartley 1992, p. 270.
83 So Brichto 1976, p. 45, quoting Y. Kaufmann.

84 Schwartz 1996, p. 41.
85 Cf. Hartley 1992, p. 270.

86 Cf. above, p. 63.
87 Even though the Passover law has been set in Egypt, as it speaks about houses, it must

be taken from a context of having its direct (future from the standpoint of the narrative of Ex
12) application for settled conditions (see also Ex 12:25).
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made to 'the land' - the land of Canaan, the land of the Israelites, the land
of YHWH."88 In regard to this, it has to be stressed that in H, a number of
laws have been given directly as applying to the land where the Israelites
will settle in the future according to the narrative. These include Lev 19:23-
25; 23:10-14; 15-22; Lev 25-26. Yet the camp is directly mentioned in H as
well, and a number of laws such as especially Lev 17 (if it is to be taken as
part of H) have been set in a camp in the wilderness. Thus, one has to note
that in P, most laws have been set in the camp context, whereas in H, most
laws already look forward to the promised land. This is also connected with
the fact that the laws in P mainly concern cultic issues relating to the
central sanctuary, whereas the laws in H include considerably more laws
which do not at least directly relate to cultic issues or the central sanctuary
(so at least Lev 18; most of Lev 19; Lev 20; Lev 25-26).89

Then, one must ask why most of the cultic laws, including Lev 17, have
been set in a context of a camp in the wilderness. Surely such a
formulation must have a purpose. If the camp setting was real, there must
have been no doubt that the wilderness period would be short, and that the
laws concerned would need to be applied later in the land. On the other
hand, if the wilderness setting is later fiction, all the more there must have
been a purpose for setting the laws in such a fictitious context.90 For this
reason, scholars have interpreted the wilderness camp as a paradigm for
the land.?! However, in what way is the camp paradigmatic for the land?
According to Joosten, "One should be extremely cautious in using the
picture of the camp to draw inferences with regard to the land as envisaged
in H."92 Joosten adds, "Thus it 1s sometimes supposed that H was written at
a time when the Israelites’' territory was small: otherwise, the prohibition of
slaughter except at the central sanctuary would have been impractical
(17:3-7)",93 but, "Such an inference is unnecessary if we take account of the

fictional nature of H."94 What emerges from this is that the camp setting,

88 Joosten 1996, p. 137.
89 Note that in this respect, Lev 17 rather belongs to P than H.

90 And, as discussed above (p. 771.), there is no evidence that an exilic/postexilic situation in
Judah was similar to the wilderness camp as regards the compactness of the community.

91 So Joosten 1996, pp. 145-148. Naturally, if one believes that the legislation is late, the
Tent of Meeting has to be taken as paradigmatic for the temple.

92 Joosten 1996, p. 148.

93 Joosten 1996, p. 148n45.

94 Joosten 1996, p. 148n45.
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whether one believes that it was real or imaginary, in some way sets out
rules and principles which are applicable to the land which is different from
the camp. Looking at this issue from another standpoint, if one reads the
laws, as the laws have been given for the camp, strictly speaking, it i1s not

immediately certain how they are to be applied when the camp setting is no

longer valid.

To repeat, the law of Lev 17 has been given for a wilderness setting. First,
self-evidently, the narrative context suggests this. Also, the mention of the

tent of meeting (vv. 4, 5, 6) and the words f1n w5y are fully compatible

with the wilderness context, even though they could be used in other

contexts as well.95 However, the expressions mna and mmnb i in v. 3

explicitly and absolutely tie the narrative context of the law to the camp in
the wilderness. Thus, any application of the law to settled conditions has to

be indirect. If the law is to be on175 o5 5w npn exactly in its current form,

how will this be possible in a situation where no camp exists any more? Of
course, one may think that the law was conceived so that the expression
"in the camp or outside the camp" refers to the whole land (and beyond),
and the tent of meeting refers to the Temple, and thus the law says that all
slaughter in the land (and beyond) must be done at the temple. However,

even though possible to envisage, it must be stressed that this would be

interpretation.

If we think of the wilderness camp, it is an ideal setting for cultic matters
from a spatial viewpoint. All Israel is together around the central sanctuary,
the tent of meeting, and all the people may access the tent of meeting at
any time. Thus, the picture the Priestly material gives is of a setting which
is ideal as an outward arrangement of a nation in perfect unity and order,
with God dwelling in their midst, present on the throne of cherubim9 in
the tent of meeting (Ex 25:22; 40:34-35). Whenever an Israelite wishes to
offer, he can just come to the tent of meeting. Whenever there i1s any
problem, it can quickly be resolved through an inquiry to God (e.g. Lev

24:10-16). The wilderness camp is a setting of one God, one nation, one

place, one sanctuary. Thus, we may think that the Priestly law in many

95 See Dt 28:3, 16 for a context of T vs 2.
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ways envisages and concerns an ideal Israel 97 For this ideal situation, it is
possible to give a strict prohibition of profane slaughter as in Lev 17:3-7. In

this context, it 1s possible to control even the slaughtering by the people, so

that all of their animals which can be slaughtered as shelamim are brought

to the central altar and sacrificed as shelamim. Thus, it is possible to make

sure that people will not sacrifice to idols instead. However, the law

probably has another thrust as well. If we look at Lev 7:31-34, the priests
are to receive a portion of shelamim offered at the central altar. The right

thigh and the breast are to be their share. Thus, any shelamim offering
brought to the tent of meeting would contribute to the upkeep of the
priests. If then all possible slaughtering were done in the tent of meeting, it
would serve both to avoid idolatry and to support the cultic personnel. And,
of course, there would be the added benefit for the person concerned that

he would be in the presence of Yahweh in the central sanctuary while

making the shelamim offering.

Thus, we may think that it is better to take Lev 17:3-7, and many of the
cultic regulations as paradigmatic and as an expression of ideal conditions.
The law would be valid paradigmatically for the coming generations.%8 If
possible, it would be best to bring all animals that are slaughtered to the

altar of the central sanctuary and offer them as shelamim there. Without
going into too much detail at this point,% it is possible to think that
Deuteronomy 12 relaxes the prohibition of profane slaughter, but still
respects the Priestly ideal. According to Dt 12:20-22, if the central
sanctuary is far, one may slaughter at will. However, Dt 12:20-22

nevertheless says: If the central sanctuary is close, come and offer your

meat as shelamim at the central altar, and eat after that!

Also, the expression on11> on obw nPn may not be as binding as we would

96 Cf. above, Chapter 1.2A for considerations of Yahweh's exact localization regarding the ark.
97 We will compare this ideal with the ideal of Deuteronomy below.

98 Note also that it is generally known that no court cases exist for the laws of Hammurabi
(see Otto 1994, p. 161). Thus it 1s not certain what the role of the law codes was in the
ancient Near East, whether they were created as paradigmatic from the start or whether they
were made to be binding in practice as well. In fact, they may rather rather have been
paradigmatic (see Kraus 1984, esp. pp. 111-123; Westbrook 1994, pp. 24-25). Thus, it is
possible that Israelite legislation would at least have included paradigmatic aspects.

99 See below in the section of Dt 12 for comprehensive details.
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interpret it from our cultural standpoint which is removed from ancient
Israel (and the Ancient Near East). For instance, according to 1 Sam 2:30,
Eli loses his priesthood due to disobedience, even though the promise given

to him and his father's family was o5w-.100 Similarly, King Saul would

have received an eternal kingship, but lost it due to his disobedience (1
Sam 13:13).101 In other words, from the standpoint of the Bible's self-
presentation, God may change his mind. Thus, there is no problem in
thinking that the law of Lev 17:3-7 could have been repealed by
Deuteronomy 12. One may in any case think that the principle of the law
would remain valid later as well, both from the standpoint of the expression

on> on% 05w nen and from the standpoint of Dt 12:20-22.

All this fits perfectly with Milgrom's observations that P "presumes a central
but not a single sanctuary".192 Bringing everything to a central sanctuary is
an ideal for which the cultic laws have been geared, but there is no need to

think that it was ever envisaged in the Priestly material that the ideal could
actually be attained in the land. Thus, we may say that in many ways the
Priestly material argues for a central sanctuary as an ideal in the strongest

possible way, but more or less tacitly allows other options as well
Specifically, detailed cultic proceedings in relation to the tent of meeting
have the camp in the wilderness as their setting, and this serves to argue
for the importance of the central sanctuary. On the other hand, the
Passover 1s not centralized, but is sacrificed in private homes (Ex 12).
Moreover, the injunctions in Lev 23; Num 28-29 concerning the three
national feasts (including the Passover) are more or less ambiguous as
regards centralization even though according to these passages sacrifices

are to be brought forward during feasts.103

It is also logical to think that, besides Lev 17:3-7, the rhetoric for arguing
for the central sanctuary in the Priestly material applies to Lev 17:8-9 as
well. The law of Lev 17:8-9 1s strictly speaking valid only for the wilderness
period, but when a later Israelite would read/hear the law, it would make

him strongly appreciate the importance of the central sanctuary.

100 Cf, A. Tomasino, NIDOTTE 3, p. 349.
101 A, Tomasino, NIDOTTE 3, p. 349.
102 Milgrom 1991, p. 34; cf. above, p. 68.
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If one then compares the Priestly material with the Covenant Code, as far
as centralization 1s concerned, the two complement each other well. The
Priestly material strongly argues for the importance of the central
sanctuary, but does not forbid local altars for which the Covenant Code
legislates. This is perfectly in agreement with the contrast between the
elaborate cult and priesthood of the Priestly material at the tent of meeting
as compared to the simplicity of the cult at local altars as legislated by the
Covenant Code. Furthermore, the tent of meeting in the Priestly material is

the place where Yahweh dwells among his people Israel, whereas Yahweh
"comes" to meet the worshippers at the local altars.!9¢ Thus, the tent of
meeting and its cult is in every way more prominent than that of the local

altars, and yet both have their function and purpose.

103 Cf, also above, p. 68f.
104 As discussed in Chapter 1.2B.
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3. THE CHOSEN PLACE AND CENTRALIZATION IN DEUTERONOMY

Our next task is to investigate how Deuteronomy sees centralization and
the relationship of the central sanctuary and local altars. We will also seek
to relate the view of Deuteronomy to the views of the rest of the legal
material of the Pentateuch which we have studied above. Above all, as
Deuteronomy 12 contains the most explicit injunctions for the
centralization of sacrifices, it will be the main focus of our discussion.
Again, in order to interpret the message of Dt 12, it will be helpful to start
by taking a brief look at some of the critical issues surrrounding the

chapter and how the chapter relates to the rest of the book of

Deuteronomy.

As far as the narrative setting of Dt 12 is concerned, the chapter begins the
central part of Deuteronomy, Chapters 12-26, which contain most of the
laws of the book. Chapters 12-26 are surrounded by a memorial and a
hortatory speech by Moses in chapters 1-11 and various admonitory
speeches of Moses in chapters 27-34, including an instruction to build an
altar on Mt Ebal (Dt 27), blessings and curses {Dt 27-28), a song (Dt 32}
and a blessing (Dt 33) of Moses, and a historical epilogue (Dt 34).105 ]t
seems clear that the positioning of chapter 12 at the beginning of the
central block of laws of the book serves to emphasize the significance of the
chapter.106 Also, as discussed above, that Dt 12 which concerns cultic
matters starts the code of Deuteronomy is comparable to at least the
Covenant Code which 1s commenced by the altar law of Ex 20:22-26.107
There are several features which tie Dt 12 to the rest of the book. The

centralization formula 2258 M anawik opnn and its variations occur in

many places in chapters 12-26, and once in 31:11.108 Also, McConuville

points out that the word oypnn occurs several times in Dt 1-11, and once

after Dt 26 (at 29:6) outside the centralization formula.l9? Especially, when

nionrn is combined with X2, the expression is clearly comparable to Dt 12

105 Cf, Clements 1989, p. 14.
106 Cf, Miller 1990, p. 129,

107 See above, p. 66.
108 For all occurrences of the formula in its various forms, see Lohfink 1991, p. 151, Table 1.

109 McConville 1984, p. 33.
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(Compare Dt 1:31; 9:7; 11:5; 29:6 with Dt 12:5-6, 11). According to
McConville, outside chapters 12-26, these expressions speak about what
Yahweh has done for Israel, whereas in chapter 12 they describe what
Israel 1s to do in response to Yahweh's gracious action.!!? Also, McConville
has noted structural similarity between Dt 7 and Dt 12.111 Thus, we may
conclude that there are enough reasons to consider Dt 12 as an integral

part of the book of Deuteronomy as a whole, at least in general terms.

The structure of Dt 12 is tied to the question of the unity of the chapter. As
is well known, there have been many attempts to see the chapter as having
emerged in various stages and from various parts.112 However, none of the
proposed schemes for the prehistory of the chapter have been entirely
convincing.113 In view of this, one might as well take the chapter in its
present form, and that i1s the approach we will follow here. On the other
hand, there is no doubt that the chapter, besides commencing (v. 1) and
ending (12:28-13:1) with exhortations, consists of various repetitions of
centralization requirements or 'laws'. It seems that these centralization
laws may best be divided into vv. 2-7; 8-12; 13-16; 17-19; 20-27.114 If one
takes Dt 12 as a unity, the different versions of the law may be part of the
rhetorical scheme of the chapter. As McConville suggests, "The frequent
repetitions are a matter of style, and serve the didactic purpose of the

writer."115 And, seeing Dt 12 as didactic fits well with the rest of the book of

Deuteronomy.116

If one looks at the narrative setting of Dt 12, the chapter presents itself as
an injunction of Moses, in line with most of the book as a whole.17

Moreover, the speeches and injunctions of Moses have their narrative

110 McConville 1984, pp. 33-35.
111 For details, see McConville 1984, pp. 59-64.

112 See Reuter 1993, pp. 29-41; McConville 1984, pp. 40-42; Lohfink 1996, pp. 127-148.

113 See e.g. McConville 1984, pp. 40-42 for an evaluation and criticism of Steuernagel's and
Horst's approaches, and ibid., pp. 56-57 for an evaluation and criticism of von Rad's
approach. Cf. also Lohfink 1991 for a criticism of attempts to see diachronic development in
Deuteronomy's centralization formula. Also, it is reasonable to think that there is no need to
take Numeruswechsel as an indication of sources (cf. McConville 1984, p. 56).

114 So von Rad 1966, p. 89, even though he puts vv. 20-28 into parentheses, seemingly as
secondary to vv. 2-7; 8-12; 13-16 which he takes as the "triple form" of the centralizing law.
115 McConwille 1984, p. 64. Ci. also McConville's analysis of the structure of Dt 12 on pp. 64-
65, 67.

116 Cf, von Rad 1966, p. 91: "Deuteronomy is essentially strongly didactic.”

117 As von Rad (1953/1948, p. 12, referring to Klostermann) notes, only in 7:4; 11:13-15;
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setting at the other side of Jordan, in the land of Moab (a8 yIR2 1777 "2v3;

Dt 1:5). From a narrative viewpoint, the hearers of the speeches and laws of
Deuteronomy have not yet crossed the Jordan to the promised land. They
are the post-Sinai generation, camped at the plains of Moab, just about to
enter the promised land.!18 The book of Deuteronomy ends with the death
of Moses at Mount Nebo, after Moses has viewed the promised land from

the Moabite side. It 1s only in the book of Joshua that the Israelites cross

the Jordan into the promised land.

This narrative setting is explicit also in Dt 12. According to Dt 12:1, the

laws will be valid in the promised land:

1191215 5 TNIR AOR M M R IR M5 panuin wx owpwnm ovpnn oN

INTIRAOY 0V ONRTIWR DT

"These are the statutes and ordinances that you are to be careful to keep in

the land which Yahweh, the God of your fathers, has given you to possess,
all the days that you will live on the earth.”

Moreover, Dt 12:10 states that,
3v30n 052551 0% oM ook Hman oonbr MIMTIYR PR oRAYM TTATIR ORNAM

dafumpialgilianh
"And you will cross over Jordan and settle in the land that Yahweh your
God will give you as an inheritance, and he will give you rest from all your
enemies round about, and you will live in safety”. From the standpoint of
the narrative setting, the focus is on the future. The crossing of the Jordan

is in the future. The giving of the inheritance is in the future. Rest and

safety are in the future.120

These promises of settlement, rest and security contrast with the

conditions of the present in Deuteronomy. According to Dt 12:8-9,
W DD W 0T 1D BURY WmR WR 50> pivwvn K5

2 1M AR IR abmntoRY Amannter Ry onvatkb o

"Do not do like we do today, each according to what is right in his own eyes

17:3: 28:20; 29:4-5 indicate Yahweh as the speaker.
118 Cf, Reuter 1993, pp. 224, 226; McConville and Millar 1994, pp. 123-124.
119 Note however that the phrase pialeml ']‘: Than wOR M 173 R PIRD 1S lacking in a number

of manuscripts; see BHS.
120 Cf. Reuter 1993, p. 59.
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since you have not yet come to the rest and the inheritance that Yahweh

your God will give to you". At the moment, things are not yet as one would

like them to be.

The emphasis on the future in v. 10 continues in v, 11, according to which

the bringing of offerings to the "chosen" place is to occur in the future:

DONN F1a8M WOIR TWURTOD MR N3N Y oYy 19U 13 BIWON TN TNRTIUR 0pR T

I 1IN WR BO™MT Ynan bSO oo nmm oonnkun Bonan oonbw
"And may it be so as regards to the place which Yahweh your God will
choose for himself to make his name dwell there, that you shall bring there

all that I have commanded you, your burnt offerings, your sacrifices, your

tithes and the gifts of your hands and all the best of your votive offerings
that you vow to Yahweh".

As the people are still at the land of Moab and the bringing of the offerings
is in the future, similarly, one may suspect that the choice of the "place" 1s
in the future as well. This is further suggested by the fact that the word =n2
is in the imperfect tense (i.e. 712') in v. 11 and in the rest of the chapter (see
vv. 5, 14, 18, 21, 26), and similarly in the rest of the book of Deuteronomy

when it refers to the chosen place.12!

Thus, the promise in'v. 10 about settlement, rest and safety is followed by
the commandment in v. 11 that the people go and bring their offerings to
the place Yahweh will choose. This then clearly suggests that the choice of
the place, or at least bringing offerings there is to happen after the people
have settled, and have achieved rest and security. This also means that the
choice will not necessarily happen immediately after the crossing of the

Jordan, but only after the conditions of settlement, rest and security from

enemies have been achieved.

Dt 26:1-2 attests the same thinking. According to Dt 26:1-2, the Israelites
are to bring first fruits to the chosen place after they have taken possession

of the land and settled there. According to Dt 26:1,
I3 N2WN AN 5Mm 75 s TSR MM UK PURATOR X200 M

121 Cf. Lohfink 1991, p. 151, Table 1 for all occurrences in Deuteronomy.
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"And it shall be that when you come to the land that Yahweh your God
gives you as an inheritance and you take possession of it and settle in 1t
L' Dt 26:2 then continues,

oW MY 19D TADR TN N2 Nk openthr nobm L. nvukan nnpH
"And take from the firstfruits ... and go to the place which Yahweh your

God will choose for the dwelling of his na